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Abstract. The ability to compose acquired skills to plan and execute behaviors is a hallmark of

natural intelligence. Yet, despite remarkable cross-disciplinary efforts, a principled account of how task

structure shapes gating and how such computations could be delivered in neural circuits, remains elu-

sive. Here we introduce GateMod, an interpretable theoretically grounded computational model linking

the emergence of gating to the underlying decision-making task, and to a neural circuit architecture.

We first develop GateFrame, a normative framework casting policy gating into the minimization of the

free energy. This framework, relating gating rules to task, applies broadly across neuroscience, cogni-

tive and computational sciences. We then derive GateFlow, a continuous-time energy based dynamics

that provably converges to GateFrame optimal solution. Convergence, exponential and global, follows

from a contractivity property that also yields robustness and other desirable properties. Finally, we

derive a neural circuit from GateFlow, GateNet. This is a soft-competitive recurrent circuit whose

components perform local and contextual computations consistent with known dendritic and neural

processing motifs. We evaluate GateMod across two different settings: collective behaviors in multi-

agent systems and human decision-making in multi-armed bandits. In all settings, GateMod provides

interpretable mechanistic explanations of gating and quantitatively matches or outperforms established

models. GateMod offers a unifying framework for neural policy gating, linking task objectives, dynami-

cal computation, and circuit-level mechanisms. It provides a framework to understand gating in natural

agents beyond current explanations and to equip machines with this ability.

Introduction

Humans and other animals can dynamically combine previously acquired skills to plan and execute complex

behaviors [98]. This ability – widely regarded as a hallmark of natural intelligence – is crucial to survival

and flexible problem solving [52, 64]. Yet, understanding how the brain implements this capability [33,

83, 98] and, consequently, how it could inspire computational models for autonomous decision-making

agents [77, 64, 103] is a central challenge with broad implications across neuroscience, engineering and

artificial intelligence (AI).

In neuroscience, a growing body of experimental evidence suggests that the prefrontal cortex (PFC)

may play a key role in synthesizing complex decision policies for a given task by combining behavioral

schemas. This process may be implemented via a gating mechanism that regulates information flow
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across brain circuits [81, 45]. Theoretical work further suggests that compositional mechanisms can be

modeled via architectures that combine Recurrent Neural Networks (RNNs) and mixture-of-experts (MoE)

frameworks [104, 98, 48]. Here, a gating network – often implementing a softmax rule – modulates the use

of the appropriate schemas/skills (i.e., the experts) based on the environment inputs and the underlying

task. While impressive, these approaches yield insights that are often specific to the data, the task, and

the network architecture considered.

To both advance a more general understanding of knowledge composition mechanisms and engineer

such principles in autonomous agents, researchers have increasingly turned to robotics as a testbed for

designing, validating, and benchmarking gating-based computational models, often using motor control

tasks as reference problems [77]. Given a task, behavioral schemas are associated to primitives (reusable

policies) that are combined into a single policy, with weights assigned by a gating mechanism. This

approach has inspired the design of layered architectures such as MOSAIC and Hammer [107, 27]. In

these architectures, the output of fast, specialized, controllers is linearly combined by a slower, more

flexible, mechanism. Weights are determined by a gating rule – again, a softmax. This gating rule is

also central to sensorimotor control schemes based on the MoE framework [43], such as the one in [95].

Beyond robotics, the MoE framework [60, 108, 46] has become a cornerstone of modern AI systems,

including Large Language Models (LLMs) and in-context decision-making methods [16, 67]. Compared

with the neuroscience literature, these advances focus primarily on computational principles, typically

implementing them in artificial networks. Two main architectures to combine expert outputs are [16, 60]:

(i) dense, fully activated MoE, where all experts contribute to the final output, typically via softmax

gating [43]; (ii) sparse, selective MoE, where only a subset of experts is chosen, typically determined via an

argmax-based selection [90, 30] or Gumbel-softmax [44, 68]. In brief, the gating rule, a core determinant

of the performance, is selected by the network designer rather than emerging from the properties of the

task.

Despite remarkable cross-disciplinary efforts, most explanations remain tied to specific network archi-

tectures, tasks, and datasets. As a result, a principled account of how the task shapes gating computations

and, in turn, how such computations drive the organization of the neural circuits that implement them,

remains elusive. What appears to be missing is a theoretically grounded and interpretable computational

model that applies broadly across neuroscience, cognitive science, and machine learning. Such a model

should provide a unifying account of gating and integrate naturally with existing conceptual frameworks.

At present, it remains unclear what general and broadly applicable objective a given gating rule is opti-

mizing, nor how its functional requirements are instantiated mechanistically in neural circuits.

To address this gap, we develop GateMod, a computational model grounded into the minimization of

the free energy. GateMod yields a quantitative characterization of gating as an energy model. It casts

gating within a variational, normative, formulation that explicitly relates task to gating mechanism to the

energy landscape. It further specifies a neural circuit capable of implementing these computations, making

the role of each circuit element interpretable in view of the task. In doing so, GateMod yields several

implications, including highlighting the central role of in-context computation and suggests that dendritic

processing may be a key biological substrate supporting gating mechanisms in natural circuits.

GateMod consists of three key components. The first is GateFrame, a normative framework for primi-

tives gating formalized via an optimization problem. In GateFrame, the policy is computed by combining

a set of primitives, e.g., schemas, skills for natural agents, or reusable sensorimotor controllers for artificial

agents. The decision variables are the gating weights of the primitives. These weights are determined

by minimizing a cost functional that balances a statistical complexity term and an entropy regularizer.
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Remarkably, GateFrame can be cast into the minimization of the (expected) free energy, a unifying account

across neuroscience [32, 61], artificial intelligence [91], and control [89, 86]. As such, GateFrame objective

subsumes as special cases a broad range of decision-making frameworks, such as maximum entropy [11],

broadly applicable across neuroscience, cognitive science and machine learning.

The second component of GateMod is GateFlow, a continuous-time dynamical system to provably find

the optimal solution of GateFrame. GateFlow is an energy model featuring two distinct energy func-

tions. We rigorously demonstrate that the unique equilibrium of GateFlow is also the optimal solution of

GateFrame. Then, we prove that GateFrame exhibits highly ordered transient and asymptotic behaviors,

ensuring convergence to the equilibrium regardless of initial conditions. More precisely, GateFlow benefits

from a contrativity property, implying that the distance between any trajectory of its trajectories expo-

nentially shrinks in time. This property also yields explicit convergence rates together with robustness

and other desirable properties [57, 14]. In deriving these results, we show that GateFlow belongs to a

class of dynamical systems – which we term as softmax flows – that can tackle a broad class of entropy

maximization problems. Our characterize in full softmax flows.

The final component of GateMod is a neural circuit implementing GateFlow, which we term GateNet.

Its architecture is transcribed directly from GateFrame, making the role of each element of the circuit clear

and its computations interpretable. Remarkably, this top-down approach yields a soft-recurrent neural

circuit with contextual computations [59] that can be implemented via dendritic computations [65, 62].

Moreover, we also show that our circuit not only can implement both dense and sparse gating rules, but

it also features non-negative neuronal variables that can naturally be interpreted as firing rates.

To evaluate our model and its implications, we consider two applications across different domains.

First, we examine flocking, a well-studied phenomenon in both nature and technology [93, 7, 102, 73,

8, 100, 6]. Here, agents follow social forces/primitives that are well documented and established in the

literature [78, 23]. We show that GateMod, building on known social forces, can dynamically modu-

late their use, recovering classic collective behaviors such as polarization, plasticity, and leader-guided,

soft-controlled, navigation [39, 105, 40, 28]. In this last setting, GateMod successfully steers emergent

group dynamics, highlighting its potential for applications such as coordinated migrations and cooperative

tasks [34, 35, 51, 18, 71]. Second, we evaluate GateMod ability to interpret decision-making behaviors in

humans involved in multi-armed bandit tasks. By evaluating our model on a publicly available dataset,

and benchmarking it with excellent methods, we show that GateMod not only better explains the data,

but it also allows to gain insights that remain elusive for related excellent methods.

GateMod is the first computational model revealing how gating relates to agent tasks and to the un-

derlying neural circuit to implement this functionality. Unlike other models, where the gating function is

often imposed by the designer, in GateMod gating – a softmax – emerges from an optimization problem

that involves minimizing the free energy. The flow that we introduce to solve the minimization, not only

provably finds the optimal gating weights and exhibits desirable dynamic properties, but it also admits a

neural implementation. GateMod establishes a framework to both empower the design of policy compo-

sition schemes in artificial agents and understand policy composition in natural behaviors beyond current

explanations. Despite the success of state-of-the-art frameworks, there is no general theory mechanistically

relating gating, to agent task, to a neural circuit. GateMod provides these explanations.
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Figure 1: GateMod Set-up. A At time step k − 1, an agent (e.g., a boid in a flock, or a person in
a multi-armed bandit task, or an autonomous agent) receives the state xk−1 from the environment and
determines action uk. Both xk−1 and uk are realizations of random variables, Xk−1 and Uk. We denote
random variables with upper-case letters and their realizations with lower-case letters. Bold means that the
variable is, in general, a vector. B At each time step, the agent computes the optimal policy p⋆u (uk | xk−1)
by combining a set of available primitives π1 (uk | xk−1) , . . . , π

nπ (uk | xk−1) via a gating mechanism.
GateMod provides a normative framework (GateFrame) to optimally combine the weights, a continuous-
time dynamics (GateFlow) to provably find the weights, and a neural circuit (GateNet) implementing this
continuous-time solver. Intuitively, given a task – formalized via a generative model – and a model of the
environment, GateMod computes the weights, w⋆

k, to linearly combine the primitives.

GateMod Set-up

Fig. 1A illustrates an agent interacting with a stochastic environment. At each time-step, the agent deter-

mines an action uk based on the current state xk−1. The environment transition kernel p (xk | xk−1,uk)

transitions from state xk−1 to xk in response to uk. The action is sampled from the agent stochastic policy

p (uk | xk−1) so that the (closed-loop) agent-environment dynamics is described by the joint probability

p (xk,uk | xk−1). For example, as in our first application example, the agent could represent a boid in

a flock, with state defined by its position and velocity and action by its steering force. Other examples

include the agent being a person in a multi-armed band task (as in our second application) with state

associated to the history of rewards received by each arm.

Given a task, GateMod computes the optimal policy p⋆u (uk | xk−1) arising from a gating mechanism that

linearly combines a set of nπ primitives (Fig. 1B). Each primitive, πi (uk | xk−1), is a reusable randomized

policy with support spanning the full action space. For boids in a flock, primitives may be mapped onto

social forces, while for a person in a multi-armed bandit task these could be behavioral schemas or, for an

autonomous agent, previously acquired policies.

The optimal nπ-dimensional weight vector combining primitives is w⋆
k. The weights (see Results) are

obtained by solving an optimization problem that minimizes the statistical complexity (the discrepancy)

between the agent-environment dynamics and a reference probability q (xk,uk | xk−1). We use the wording

generative model to denote this probability, using this term broadly: in GateMod, it may represent a time-

series model, specify a target behavior, encode a cost function, or combine these elements. For a boid in

a flock, the generative model could be a time-series model describing the aggregate trajectory [42] of the

neighbors. For a multi-armed bandit task, the model may capture predictions about uncertainty and value

inferred from experimental data [36]. For an autonomous agent, the model may incorporate the task cost

through an exponential kernel [38, 10, 89].
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We next present our main results. First, we introduce a broadly applicable normative approach, cast

as an optimization problem, for composing primitives. Second, we show that the optimal weights can be

computed via a continuous-time dynamics with guaranteed convergence. Third, we derive a neural circuit

that inherits these properties. Finally, we evaluate our model on two different domains.
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Figure 2: GateMod. A GateFrame normative framework. At each time step, the agent computes optimal
policy weights w⋆

k by solving an entropy-regularized optimization problem that minimizes a trade-off be-
tween statistical complexity and entropy. The constraints formalize the fact that the resulting policy is a
linear, and hence convex, combination of primitives. The optimal weights correspond to the equilibrium
of GateFlow: a continuous-time dynamical system defined by a softmax gradient flow. This is an energy
model that provably converges to GateFrame optimal solution. B GateFlow is an energy model featuring
highly ordered behaviors with guaranteed and explicit exponential converge rate to the optimal solution.
GateFrame objective is an energy function for GateFlow so that the energy decreases along its trajectories
towards the optimal solution (top). Converge is global (bottom): regardless of the initial conditions (initial-
ization value for the weights) GateFlow trajectories converge to w⋆

k. Convergence follows from a stronger
contractivity property that also confers robustness and other desirable properties. C GateFlow admits a
neural implementation. The architecture consists of two coupled modules operating at different timescales:
a fast subsystem that computes the gradient of the objective using local operations (linear summation,
logarithmic activation) and a slower subsystem that implements the softmax activation function featuring
exponential and logarithmic activation functions. The fast unit features contextual computations that are
based on the current state. These computations can be implemented via the Sigma-Pi model. The input
to the fast unit is a cost combining a mismatch from the generative model and a log-likelihood. The result,
aligned with literature on the distributional costs in biological neural circuits, is a vector associated to the
action space rather than a single mean value.
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Results

GateFrame Optimization

Within GateMod, GateFrame provides the top-down normative framework for primitives gating, formalized

as an optimization problem. The decision variables (Fig. 2A, top) are the weights associated, at each time-

step, to each of the primitives. The constraints enforce that the policy is a linear mixture of primitives. The

cost functional consists of two terms. The first is the statistical complexity between the agent-environment

dynamics and the generative model; minimizing this term aligns p (xk,uk | xk−1) with q (xk,uk | xk−1),

which is therefore a bias. The second term is an entropic regularizer, scaled by a temperature-like parameter

ε. As a result, GateFrame maximizes a reward (negative of the complexity) regularized with a widely-

adopted entropy maximization term, see, e.g., [38, 11, 106, 29].

Statistical complexity is defined as the Kullback-Leibler (KL) divergence between p (xk,uk | xk−1) =

p (xk | xk−1,uk) p (uk | xk−1) and q (xk,uk | xk−1) = q (xk | xk−1,uk) q (uk | xk−1). The resulting problem

is

min
wk∈∆nπ

Statistical Complexity
︷ ︸︸ ︷

DKL (p (xk,uk | xk−1) || q (xk,uk | xk−1))−ε

Entropy
︷ ︸︸ ︷

H(wk)

s.t. p (uk | xk−1) =

nπ∑

α=1

wα
kπ

α (uk | xk−1)

︸ ︷︷ ︸

Mixture-of-primitives

. (1)

The weights vector wk belongs to the probability simplex ∆nπ and H(·) is its entropy. Embedding the

constraint in the cost (see Methods for details) renders the dependency on the decision variables explicit and

reveals that the optimization problem is convex. To stress the dependency of the complexity on the decision

variables we use the notation F (wk). The expression of the cost obtained after substituting the mixture-

of-primitives constraint into the objective of Eq. [1] can then be written compactly as F (wk) − εH(wk).

This cost is convex in wk even when the environment, generative model, and primitives are nonlinear and

nonstationary.

We now show that GateFrame formulates a free energy minimization problem. The minimization of

the KL divergence naturally arises in the context of variational inference, where the second probability is

a posterior to be approximated, see, e.g., [69, Chapter 10] and references therein. Beyond inference, the

link with free energy minimization becomes apparent when we consider the choice of q (xk,uk | xk−1) as
1
Z q̃ (xk,uk | xk−1) exp (−c(xk,uk)). Here, Z is a normalization constant, q̃ (xk,uk | xk−1) is a probability,

and c(xk,uk) is a state/action cost. In this case, the complexity term in Eq. [1] becomes

DKL

(

p(xk,uk|xk−1)
∣
∣
∣
∣
q̃(xk,uk|xk−1)exp (−c(xk,uk))

Z

)

. (2)

Then, applying the logarithm product rule, Eq. [2] yields

DKL (p (xk,uk | xk−1) || q̃ (xk,uk | xk−1))

+ Ep(xk,uk|xk−1)[c(Xk,Uk)] + lnZ,
(3)

where the second term is the expected cost and the last term, being constant, does not affect the minimiza-

tion and can be dropped. This is however the expected free energy objective of [89], thereby connecting
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GateFrame to active inference [75] and, in turn, to KL control, control as inference [96, 13, 47] and max-

imum diffusion (MaxDiff) reinforcement learning [11]. This is notable because MaxDiff generalizes the

MaxEnt approach [11, 109] and inherits its desirable properties.

Despite its simple formulation, GateFrame provides an overarching framework that embeds a broad

class of decision-making problems within a mixture-of-primitives setting. Notably, the optimal policy in

GateFrame is obtained by combining primitives. The entropic regularizer is the key theoretical ingredient

underlying the emergence of softmax gating mechanisms. Specifically, the entropy term enforces that the

optimal weights are determined through a softmax gating mechanism, whereas models without this term

(i.e., with ε = 0) lack this desirable structure [82]. Next, we derive the continuous-time dynamical system

solver of GateFrame (GateFlow) and its neural implementation (GateNet).

GateFlow Transcribes GateFrame Optimization

We first derive the equations constituting GateFlow (Fig. 2A, bottom). Then, we investigate their struc-

ture, revealing two key highlights. First, GateFrame yields a softmax weights selection rule and it encodes

the optimal solution of GateFrame via its equilibrium. Second, the agent task – encoded through the sta-

tistical complexity term in GateFrame – determines how much each primitive contributes to the optimal

policy. Derivations are unpacked in Methods.

To establish the results, we reformulate the constrained optimization in Eq. [1] into the unconstrained

problem

min
wk∈Rnπ

F(wk) + εHbarrier(wk). (4)

Here, F(wk) is defined as in the previous section and Hbarrier(wk) is −H(wk) + ι∆nπ
, with ι∆n

being the

indicator function (that is, ι∆n
is equal to 0 if wk belong to the simplex ∆nπ , and to +∞ otherwise). We

term the map Hbarrier(wk) as entropic barrier, since it equals −H(wk) if the decision variables belong to

the simplex and +∞ otherwise.

The reformulation in Eq. [4] yields an unconstrained composite optimization problem whose regularity

properties enable the design of a continuous-time proximal-gradient dynamics that solves this problem [2,

41, 19, 25]. A key property of this dynamics is that a vector w⋆
k is an optimal solution of the problem in

Eq. [4] if and only if it is also an equilibrium of the dynamics. Deriving the continuous-time proximal-

gradient dynamics associated to Eq. [4] yields GateFlow:

τẇk = −wk + softmax
(
−ε−1∇F(wk)

)
. (5)

In Eq. [5], τ > 0 is a time-scale parameter and ∇F(wk) is the gradient of F(wk) with respect to the decision

variables. In Eq. [5], each entry of the state variables – the weights vector – is updated according to the

corresponding component of the softmax applied to −ε−1∇F(wk). Following this iterative rule, given an

initial condition (an initial guess for the weights) wk(0), GateFlow iteratively updates the weights. The

update at a generic time t is wk(t).

GateFlow dynamics is a proximal flow dynamics. For an optimization problem of the form minx∈Rn f(x)+

g(x), where f is convex and g is a (possibly, poorly behaved) regularizer, the proximal flow is ẋ =

−x + proxg(x−∇xf(x)). Just like gradient descent ẋ = −∇xf determined by the energy f , proximal

gradient descent is determined by the energy f+g. Details in Methods. In GateFlow, the softmax emerges

from the proximal operator of the entropic term in Eq. [4]. This enforces the optimal weights to be selected

according to a softmax gating rule. In fact, GateFlow equilibrium point (and hence GateFrame optimal so-
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lution) w⋆
k must satisfy the equation w⋆

k = softmax
(
−ε−1∇F(w⋆

k)
)
. This means that the optimal weights,

forming a probability vector, are selected according to a softmax rule. As ε decreases, the softmax recov-

ers the argmax arising in, e.g., selective-type MoE architectures. In the Supplementary Information, we

show that GateFlow can also recover Gumbel-softmax gating typical of dense MoE architectures and this

corresponds to embedding a bias in GateFrame. Moreover, GateFlow elucidates the mechanistic role of

the task onto weights selection. The expression for the optimal weights shows that each weight is adjusted

according to the scaled negative gradient of the statistical complexity, this is the task-encoding term in

GateFrame. Each weight decreases as the corresponding gradient coordinate increases. Consequently, as

the weights are the coefficients (Fig. 1B) to combine primitives, a primitive contributes less to the optimal

policy as its gradient coordinate increases, therefore allowing to interpret the output of our model.

GateFlow is the continuous dynamical system encoding the optimal solution of GateFrame as its equi-

librium. It yields a gating mechanism where the softmax gating rule emerges from the structure of the

underlying optimization. Next, we show that not only GateFlow exhibits these features, but it also enjoys

highly desirable convergence properties. Crucially, for any initial guess of the weights, GateFlow dynamics

converges to the GateFrame optimal solution.

GateFlow is an Energy Model and Provably Converges to GateFrame Optimal Solution

To solve GateFrame optimization, GateFlow not only needs to encode the optimal solution via its equilib-

rium but it also needs to guarantee convergence to the equilibrium starting from an initial guess for the

weights. Not only this is the case, but GateFlow also features highly ordered behaviors robustly converg-

ing to w⋆
k from any initial feasible guess with guaranteed convergence rate. Our results also show that

GateFlow is an energy model (Fig. 2B) and we highlight two distinct energy functions.

The first energy function is GateFrame cost and this is revealed by the structure of the optimization.

Since GateFlow is the proximal-gradient dynamics associated to GateFrame and F is at least convex in the

decision variables, from the theory of proximal operators it follows that the non-negative GateFrame cost

decreases along the trajectories [37]. More precisely, F(wk(t))− εH(wk(t)) decreases over time to w⋆
k, the

energy minimum (Fig. 2B). The second energy function arises from GateFlow convergence properties.

Convergence of GateFlow trajectories tow⋆
k is global and exponential. Global means that GateFlow tra-

jectories converge to the optimal solution for any initial guess that belongs to GateFrame feasibility domain

∆nπ . Exponential means that the distance between wk(t) and w⋆
k shrinks exponentially in time. More

precisely, given any initial condition wk(0) belonging to ∆nπ , wk(t) always belongs to ∆nπ . This means

that GateFlow trajectories always belong to the GateFrame feasibility domain if they are initialized from

valid initial conditions. This invariance of the simplex is particularly important, as it guarantees that

GateFlow always returns a valid probability distribution. The invariance property is also crucial to prove

that for any trajectory starting in the simplex it holds that

∥wk(t)−w⋆
k∥ ≤ e−t/τ ∥wk(0)−w⋆

k∥ , (6)

where ∥·∥ is the Euclidean norm. Eq. [6] brings two key implications. First, the Euclidean distance

between any solution of GateFlow and w⋆
k shrinks exponentially with rate 1/τ . Second, 1

2 ∥wk(t)−w⋆
k∥

2

is an additional monotonically decreasing energy function for GateFlow. The convergence property in

Eq. [6] follows from a stronger contractivity property [57, 14] that also implies uniqueness of w⋆
k and other

desirable dynamic properties. See Methods for details.

Collectively, these results establish GateFlow as a continuous-time energy model solving GateFrame op-
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timization. It benefits from explicit convergence rates and highly ordered dynamics. Moreover, it admits

a neural circuit implementation. This is derived next.

GateNet Neural Circuit

GateFlow admits a neural implementation, GateNet (Fig. 2C). This is a soft-competitive continuous-

time recurrent neural circuit with contextual computations [59]. Here, we show that each element of the

architecture is derived from GateFlow. Consequently, each element of the circuit is directly related to

GateFrame, making its role clear and computations interpretable.

Given the current state of the agent, xk−1, GateNet returns w⋆
k, the equilibrium of GateFlow (hence

the optimal solution of GateFrame). GateNet consists of two units (Fig. 2C): a fast unit, computing the

exponent of the softmax in Eq. [5] and a slow unit that implements the softmax itself.

To derive the fast unit, in a setting with du discrete actions, computing the softmax exponent in Eq. [5]

reduces to evaluate the quantity yk defined as

−ε−1Π(xk−1)
⊤ (ln (Π(xk−1)wk) + c(xk−1,uk)) . (7)

Here, given the agent state xk−1, Π(xk−1) is the du×nπ dimensional matrix having on its i-th column the

i-th primitive πi (uk | xk−1), c(xk−1,uk) is the du-dimensional vector containing the cost associated to each

of the actions; the logarithm in the expression is component-wise. The term c(xk−1,uk) is the input to

GateNet. This cost combines the statistical complexity between p (xk | xk−1,uk) and q (xk | xk−1,uk) with

a log-likelihood. More precisely, c(xk−1,uk) is DKL (p (xk | xk−1,uk) || q (xk | xk−1,uk))− ln q (uk | xk−1).

GateNet suggests that, given the current state, in order to perform the requested computations, the neural

circuit must receive as input a distributional cost – a cost associated to the action space – and not just a

mean value. Remarkably, a growing body of experimental and computational evidence is suggesting that

distributional costs may be used in brain circuits, with the thalamus and striatum playing a key role in

this computation [58, 21]

The goal of the fast unit is therefore to output yk. Denoting c(xk−1,uk) by ck, this is obtained with

the dynamics (in vector form)

τgȧ = −a+Π(xk−1)wk

τgḃ = −b+ ln (a)

τ̃gẏ = −εy −Π(xk−1)
⊤ (b+ ck) ,

(8)

where τg ≪ τ̃g are time-scale constants. The first dynamics corresponds to the input layer in Fig. 2C.

In the figure, following Eq. [8], the i-th input neuron receives the projected scalar quantity Πi(xk)wk,

where Πi(xk) is the i-th row of Πi(xk). The globally exponentially stable input dynamics converges to the

equilibrium ā = Π(xk−1)wk and neural variables from this layer feed the second dynamics. This dynamics

corresponds to the intermediate/hidden layer in Fig. 2C, featuring a logarithmic activation function. This

dynamics, also globally exponentially stable, converges to the equilibrium b̄ = ln(a). The hidden neural

variables feed the last dynamics. This corresponds to the output of the fast unit. Since the input and

hidden layers are faster than the output layer due to time-scale separation, the output variables globally

exponentially converge to ȳ = −ε−1Π(xk−1)
⊤ (ln(Π(xk−1)wk) + ck). This in fact coincides with yk from

Eq. [7], the desired network output.

The output neural variable, ȳ, depends on the current state of the agent, xk−1, and to stress this aspect

we left the dependency of Π on xk−1. This highlights that the computations carried out by GateNet fast
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unit are contextual and depend on the agent state. In natural neural circuits, these contextual computations

might be implemented at the dendritic level, for instance through Sigma–Pi–type computations posited in

cortical circuit models [31, 84, 62, 63, 76, 56, 50]. In artificial neural networks, these computations can be

implemented via neuromorphic circuits [49].

The output from the fast unit feeds the slow unit, which implements the softmax rule in GateFlow Eq. [5]

and returns the optimal weights. The circuit (Fig. 2C) leverages the neural implementation of the softmax

available in the literature [92]. In the same work it is also noted that this implementation has elements of

biological plausibility in that – as for the fast unit – each neuron computes its output based only on local

information. The dynamics for the slow unit circuit is

τsṁ = −m+

nπ∑

α=1

ey
α

τsṙ = −r+ y − 1nπ ln (m)

τẇk = −wk + er,

(9)

with τ̃g ≪ τs ≪ τ ensuring that the first two equations are slower than the fast unit output dynamics.

Given the vector y from the fast unit, having components yα, neuron m stores the quantity
∑nπ

α=1 e
yα , the

normalizer in the softmax. This is also the equilibrium of the first globally exponentially stable dynamics.

The output of neuron m is received, together with yα, by neuron rα, α = 1, . . . , nπ. This second dynamics

is again globally exponentially stable with equilibrium y = 1nπ ln(m). The last dynamics coincides with

the output of GateNet and returns the component-wise exponential of this last quantity. At steady state,

this vector corresponds to softmax(ȳ), which in turn gives the optimal weights for primitive composition,

that is, the optimal solution of GateFrame.

Together, Eq. [8] and Eq. [9] define a recurrent neural dynamics that implements the complete Gate-

Flow dynamics in Eq. [5]. As such, GateNet inherits all the desirable dynamic and convergence properties

of GateFlow. Being GateFlow a positive system, GateNet neural variables also remain positive if initialized

from positive values. This means that neural variables in GateNet can be interpreted as firing rates. Each

element of the network is derived from GateFlow, which in turn is directly linked to GateFrame and hence

to the agent task. This makes GateNet computations and the role of each of its neurons interpretable.

Next, we evaluate our full computational model on two different domains.

GateMod Evaluation

To evaluate GateMod, we specifically consider a set of experiments from two different application domains,

strategically selected to ensure that the effects of our model could be identified, benchmarked against the

literature, and measured quantitatively. First, we consider a collective behavior set-up where primitives

are associated to the popular notion of social forces. Experiments show that GateMod recovers well-

known emerging flocking behaviors, making them interpretable and gaining insights on the dynamics use

of these forces. Then, analyzing data collected from people involved in two multi-armed bandits tasks,

GateMod shows that behaviors can be interpreted as a combination of simple behavioral primitives. Our

model also reveals insights on how these behaviors are used in different tasks.

10



GateMod Yields Collective Behavior

Coordinated motions in animal groups, ranging from bird flocks to fish schools and insect swarms [87],

have long inspired efforts to deepen our understanding of both natural and engineered systems. A central

hypothesis in popular frameworks is that collective behaviors in nature emerge from agent-level interaction

rules, frequently expressed in terms of social forces [79, 23, 101, 17]. Yet, an open challenge is to establish a

framework that links the agent goal, to how it should dynamically combine social forces, to a neural circuit

capable of delivering the required computations. GateMod can provide such a framework. Our model not

only recovers widely recognized collective behaviors, but it also offers mechanistic insights into how agents

in a group dynamically modulate their social forces.

In classical models, a boid (Fig. 3) in a flock determines the acceleration based on its own state

(position and velocity) and the state of the neighbors that lie within its field of view. Following popular

models [24, 53, 23] the field of view is partitioned in three non-overlapping zones with each zone promoting

a behavior through a social force. The innermost region is the separation zone, where a boid attempts to

avoid collisions with neighbors in this area by applying a separation force. The alignment zone surrounds

the separation zone. Through an alignment force, the agent attempts to achieve directional consensus with

boids that are within this area. Finally, the outer zone is termed cohesion zone. Through a cohesion force,

the boid is drawn towards the average position of the boids that fall in this area. Separation, alignment,

and cohesion [79, 23, 101, 17] have become foundational in various modeling frameworks [3, 66, 5, 102, 17]

with studies suggesting that these forces may emerge from surprise minimization [42].

In GateMod the boid is an agent; social forces are naturally mapped onto primitives, πα
(
ui
k | xi

k−1

)
,

α = 1, 2, 3, corresponding to separation, alignment and cohesion. The agent has available these social

primitives to determine its own acceleration. Specifically, the agent samples from a policy that combines

the primitives according to GateFrame optimization. Consequently, the policy from which the i-th boid

samples its acceleration is

pi,⋆u
(
ui
k | xi

k−1

)
=

3∑

α=1

wi,⋆
k πα

(
ui
k | xi

k−1

)
. (10)

The optimal weights are computed via GateFlow (Fig. 3B) and experiments results are evaluated

through polarization – an order parameter capturing the mean heading of the group, similar in spirit to

spin systems magnetization [54] – and distance from a goal position. Details of the settings are provided

in Methods.

In the first set of experiments, the group of boids has no leaders and we first verify if GateMod can

recover polarization, a well-documented phenomenon in the literature. We equip boids with a generative

model inspired by [42]. For the i-th boid, q
(
xi
k | xi

k−1,u
i
k

)
is a Gaussian with mean depending on the

average position and velocity of the boids within its cohesion and alignment zones, while q
(
ui
k | xi

k−1

)

is uniform. Fig. 3C (left and middle) shows that not only GateMod recovers polarization, consistently

with the literature [23, 42], but also reveals how weights evolve over time and hence how primitives are

modulated (right). We observe that, under our model, weights gradually evolve over time so that, when

polarization is achieved, these become approximately uniform, indicating a balanced use of the forces. More

precisely, while the initial weights depend on the position of the boid in the flock, GateMod hints that there

is a hidden organization principle, linking the global behavior of the flock to an equilibrium between the

social forces. Fig. 3C is representative of this phenomenon (Fig. S1 in Supplementary Information shows

the same diagram for all boids). Moreover, additional experiments in the Supplementary Information also

show that, when the generative model is equipped with a collision-avoidance term, GateMod also recovers
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milling behaviors, again consistently with the literature [42]. See Fig. S2 in Supplementary Information and

Sec. 5 therein.

Experiments show that GateMod can recover well-established behaviors consistently with the literature.

This conclusion is also supported when leaders are included in the flock. Leaders are boids informed of a

goal destination and their generative model encodes a goal-directed behavior. Fig. 3D shows the emerging

group behavior when a small fraction of boids is goal-informed and seeks to reach the goal position.

Consistently with the literature [22, 12], the group achieves goal-directed flocking without loss of cohesion

(left and middle). Moreover, GateMod reveals that the use of primitives is conditioned to the agent being

goal-directed (right). More precisely, experiments suggest that the behavior of informed boids is more

adaptive, as made apparent by the time evolution of the weights. This may be an indicator of a more flexible

behavior of informed agents over followers – a behavior increasingly emphasized in the literature [55, 9, 71].

Fig. 3D is obtained with followers (non-informed) boids computing their actions using GateMod. Results

are confirmed in an additional set of experiments (Fig. S3 and Sec. 5 in Supplementary Information) for

different numbers of informed boids and the temperatures. Finally, to further evaluate the ability of our

model to steer the behavior of the flock, in the Supplementary Information we conduct an ablation study

where followers determine actions based on three different remarkable models from the literature. Even in

these settings, the informed agents, equipped with GateMod, are able to soft-control [39, 105, 40, 28, 4]

the flock towards the goal. See Sec. 5 in Supplementary Information.

In brief, experiments confirm that GateMod consistently recovers well-known behaviors in the literature

and enables soft-control of flocks. In our model, boids are probabilistic decision makers, integrating surprise

minimization with first principles. According to GateFrame , actions are sampled from a policy dynamically

built from primitives. Not only this capability can be delivered by a neural circuit, but our model also

makes the modulation of the primitives interpretable, enabling insights that – to the best of our knowledge

– remain elusive for classic models.

GateMod as a Framework to Interpret Exploration/Exploitation Balance

Gaining a deeper understanding of how humans balance exploration and exploitation in uncertain tasks

is a central theme across cognitive sciences and RL [94, 26, 97, 20], with multi-armed bandits tasks often

used as benchmarks to develop, test and validate working hypotheses. In this context, a growing body of

experimental evidence, with accompanying computational models, suggest that human decision-making is

best understood not in terms of a single strategy but rather via a mixture of multiple mechanisms [36, 20].

This hypothesis implies that the policy adopted by humans in a multi-armed bandit task arises from

combining simpler policies. Yet, explanations available in the literature rely on complex primitives in an

attempt to capture the exploration/exploitation dilemma [36, 20]. A key challenge is to infer from data

interpretable quantitative insights that explain choices in simpler terms, using policies that can be mapped

onto behavioral (or mental) types. GateMod can provide the framework to gain these insights. Revisiting

a classic dataset [36] we show that GateMod not only explains choices in terms of simple categorical

behavioral types, but it also quantifies how much each primitive contributes to decision, and how their use

changes across tasks.

In [36], decisions are best explained by inferring a linear combination of two families of algorithms based

on uncertainty bonuses (Upper Confidence Bound, UCB) and sampling (Thompson). Data are collected

from two web-based experiments with participants selecting one of two mutually excluding options (arms).

Participants are instructed to maximize the total reward earned. Each experiment is organized into 20
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blocks of 10 trials. In Experiment 1 (44 participants), one arm produces stochastic rewards with zero mean

while the other always yields a constant reward of zero. In Experiment 2 (45 participants), both arms

produce stochastic rewards, each with its own block-specific mean.

For these data, we evaluate if GateMod can provide explanation value beyond the hybrid model from [36]

and the standard UCB, Thompson and Value algorithms. For the application of GateMod, at each trial

k, the state Xk is the belief of experiment participants about the mean and variance of rewards associated

with each arm. The generative model is the model from [36] itself and primitives encode simple behaviors.

Namely: (i) exploitation, favoring the arm with the highest expected reward; (ii) uncertainty-seeking

exploration, favoring the arm associated with the highest uncertainty; and (iii) risk aversion, favoring the

least uncertain arm. In this way, at each trial, GateMod returns weights that approximate, with simple

primitives, the generative model. The sequence of optimal weights captures how much each primitive

contributes to the observed choices, thus making the model interpretable. To quantify and benchmark the

explanatory value of GateMod we use the popular Protected Exceedance Probabilities (PXP) also used

in [36].

First, we compare GateMod with the hybrid model from [36]. Fig. 4A shows that, in this case, Gate-

Mod achieves higher PXPs than the hybrid model on the same dataset for both experiments. Results

are confirmed in Fig. 4B, where our model also robustly outperforms standard bandit algorithms (UCB,

Thompson, and Value). Moreover, GateMod also reveals patterns (encoded in how primitives are or-

chestrated) that remain elusive for the other models (Fig. 4C). In Experiment 1, the use of primitives

identified by GateMod shows that the weights associated to the risk-adverse primitive remain low, with

the exploitation primitive being dominant. This suggests that individuals probe the stochastic arm that

could potentially lead to higher rewards over the fixed zero reward. Instead, for Experiment 2, where both

arms are stochastic, Fig. 4C shows an almost perfect periodicity, with intermittent spikes of uncertainty-

seeking behavior suggesting that participants alternate between sampling and consolidating information

in a structured way. In Supplementary Information we provide additional validations for these findings

together with a 3-fold cross validation to assess predictive capabilities.

Discussion

We introduced GateMod, a theoretically grounded interpretable computational model linking the emer-

gence of gating mechanisms to the underlying decision-making task, and to a neural circuit delivering this

functionality. Unlike other models, where gating is imposed by a designer, in GateMod this key mechanism

of intelligence is cast under a normative framework, GateFrame, and the resulting optimization is provably

solvable by the associated continuous-time dynamics, GateFlow, and the neural circuit derived from it,

GateNet.

In GateFrame, gating emerges from a rigorous variational, or Bayesian, normative framework that is

flexible enough to capture a wide range of decision-making problems across behavioral/cognitive sciences,

neuroscience and machine learning. GateMod not only provides this broad framework, but also the energy

model, GateFlow, that provably finds the optimal solution. GateFlow belongs to a class of proximal

gradient flows, the softmax flows, that we characterize in full and that can tackle general entropy-regularized

problems. GateFlow has two key properties. First, its equilibrium is also GateFrame optimal solution.

Second, GateFlow has strong contractivity properties so that convergence to the optimal solution is global,

exponential, and with a guaranteed rate. Finally, GateNet is the soft-competitive recurrent neural circuit

implementing GateFrame. Each element of the circuit is clear and interpretable in view of the agent
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task. Remarkably, GateNet show that contextual computations are essential to deliver gating, and these

computations may be implemented via dendritic connections.

Our approach harmonizes decision-making, complex dynamical systems and neural principles. To eval-

uate our results in full we considered two different domains. Our collective behaviors experiments showed

that, in a setting where primitives are naturally mapped into well-documented social forces, GateMod can

recover well-known phenomena. In the multi-armed experiments, our model served as a framework to gain

insights into the exploration/exploitation balance, using primitive encoding simple behaviors.

Beyond gathering experimental evidence that natural agents can compose knowledge according to Gate-

Mod, our results also open a number of interdisciplinary research questions that we reserve for future work

and discuss next.

How do we endow GateMod with learning? We considered settings where models and primitives

are given. Exploiting the links between GateFrame objective and the variational free energy, integrating

GateMod with active inference is a promising path to learn the transition kernels. However, the integration

of GateMod within an inference and learning framework will likely prompt additional studies are needed

to understand what makes for a good set of primitives and how these should be exploited for inference and

learning. This question is reminiscent of controllability concepts in control theory. Natural intelligence

has evolved methods to learn, evolve, and grow the right set of skills/primitives. We conjecture a suitable

mechanism to endow GateMod with this capability is to introduce competition and evolutionary mecha-

nisms for the primitives. From given skills, these would become entities competing to maximize their usage.

What happens when primitives are learned? Introducing competition will cause primitives to evolve

and this calls for a normative framework that controls this process. An unregulated competition between

primitives may lead to rich-get-richer effects where only a few primitives end up being used. In a game-

theoretical context, the other primitives may either end-up being forgotten or would have to evolve, and

become similar to the ones used the most. However, in this setting the agent may become fragile to (possi-

bly, adversarial) changes in the environment. Diversity of primitives may confer robustness to an organism.

Learning and evolution of the primitives may be studied through the hierarchical RL and game theoret-

ical approaches. GateFlow shows a connection between our results and game theory. In Supplementary

Information, we further show that dynamical systems close in spirit to GateFlow arise from best response

maps in game-theoretical frameworks – this may be a starting point to address this question.

What about other composition rules? GateMod rigorously relates the onset of softmax gating mech-

anisms to entropic regularization and a statistical complexity objective. We showed this is a broad setting

and GateMod can recover both sparse and dense gating architectures. However, the question of how other

gating rules can emerge from similar normative frameworks remains. From a mathematical viewpoint, we

conjecture that different gating rules will emerge from proximal gradients arising from different regularizers.

Then, additional studies would be needed to find the right proximal gradients, characterize convergence of

their flow and to seek neural implementations.

Our study complements machine learning and neuroscience approaches to understand gating mecha-

nisms in natural and artificial agents. Unlike other approaches, we propose a general framework explaining

how gating rules may emerge from decision-making processes under a normative framework, how the un-

derlying optimization may be solved, and how this capability could be delivered via interpretable neural
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circuits. Elaborating and adapting our work to different applications and multi-agent settings, addressing

the above open questions, will lead to deeper exciting understanding of the role of gating in natural and

machine intelligence.

Methods

The agent has access to: (i) the generative model, q (xk,uk | xk−1) = q (xk | xk−1,uk) q (uk | xk−1); (ii)

the environment model p (xk | xk−1,uk); (iii) nπ primitives, πα (uk | xk−1), α = 1, . . . , nπ. We also denote

the state space by X and the action space by U (see Sec. 4 in Supplementary Information for notation and

details).

GateFrame Properties

In Eq. [1] both the term −H(wk) in the cost and the constraints are convex in the decision variables

wk. We now show (detailed derivations are provided in the Supplementary Information) that the sta-

tistical complexity term in the cost, F (wk) is convex in wk, thus making the overall problem strongly

convex. To show this, we embed the constraints into the expression of F (wk). Then, using the chain

rule for the KL divergence (Sec. 2 in Supplementary Information) reveals that the complexity term in

the cost can be written as F (wk) =
∑nπ

α=1w
α
k

(
Eπα(uk|xk−1)

[
ln
∑nπ

β=1w
β
kπ

β (uk | xk−1) − ln q (uk | xk−1) +

DKL (p (xk | xk−1,uk) || q (xk | xk−1,uk))
])
. Here, wα

k is the element of the vector wk corresponding to

primitive α. The function F (wk) is twice differentiable in wk. Computing its Hessian (Sections 3 and 4

in Supplementary Information) shows that this is a positive definite matrix, proving that the map F (wk)

is convex. Derivations are in Supplementary Information, where we also discuss a generalization of Gate-

Frame optimization with a bias vector for the weights.

In Results we related GateFrame objective to other computational models. These connections were

drawn by realizing that, if the generative model q (xk,uk | xk−1) is proportional to q̃ (xk,uk | xk−1) e
−c(Xk,Uk),

then the statistical complexity term in GateFrame can be written as [3]. In the derivations (see Supple-

mentary Information for details) the normalizing constant Z is
∫

U

∫

X q̃ (xk,uk | xk−1) e
−c(Xk,Uk)dxkduk.

Therefore, when minimizing this function with respect to the decision variables of GateFrame optimization

wk, the term lnZ in [3] can be dropped as it does not affect the optimal weights. This relates the statistical

complexity term in GateFrame objective to the MaxDiff policy computation framework, which in turn can

generalize MaxEnt. We can further elaborate on the expression in [3] by leveraging the chain rule for the

KL divergence. The first term in [3] becomes

DKL (p (uk | xk−1) || q (uk | xk−1)) (11)

+ Ep(uk|xk−1) [DKL (p (xk | xk−1,uk) || q (xk | xk−1,uk))] .

This is the objective minimized under the expected free energy formulation from [89] and we refer to this

work for connections with other decision-making schemes, such as KL control and control as inference, see,

e.g., [96, 99]. We unpack the derivations in Supplementary Information.

Why GateFrame Yields Softmax Gating

Our starting point is Eq. [4], which is a reformulation of Eq. [1]. This reformulation follows from the

definition of Hbarrier to embed the the simplex constraint into the objective. To find the optimal solution of
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the problem in Eq. [4] and show that GateFrame yields a softmax gating rule, we leverage the continuous-

time proximal gradient method [1, 41, 25]. Consider a generic composite optimization problem of the form

minx∈Rn f(x)+g(x), where f is a smooth function and g convex, closed, proper, and possibly non-smooth.

The continuous-time proximal gradient method continuously updates an estimate of the optimal solution

via the dynamics

ẋ = −x+ proxγg
(
x− γ∇f(x)

)
, (12)

where proxγg(x) := argminz∈Rn g(z) + 1
2γ ∥x− z∥22, for all x ∈ R

n is the proximal operator of g and γ is a

parameter, see, e.g., [74]. GateFlow is the continuous-time proximal-gradient dynamics associated to our

GateFrame optimization. The expression reported in Results is obtained by first adding and subtracting

the term ε∥wk∥
2

2 to GateFrame cost, and subsequently obtaining a suitable closed-form expression for the

proximal gradient. More precisely, as we unpack in the Supplementary Information, the problem in Eq. [4]

is first reformulated as

min
wk∈Rnπ

f(wk) + g(wk),

where f(wk) = F(wk) + ε∥wk∥
2

2 is continuously differentiable and g(wk) = ε
(

Hbarrier(wk)−
∥wk∥

2

2

)

is

closed, proper and convex. Then, we rigorously show that proxγg(wk) is the softmax function, and this

yields GateFlow. Moreover, the equilibrium point of GateFlow is the optimal solution of Eq. [4]. See Sup-

plementary Information for the formal treatment and for derivations of a generalization of GateFlow. This

generalization comprises a broad class of continuous-time dynamics, that we term softmax gradient flow, for

general entropy-regularized composite optimization problems including bias in the weights. Remarkably,

as we show in Sec. S4 of Supplementary Information, introducing a bias weights vector in the formulation

yields a Gumbel-softmax gating rule that naturally arises in dense MoE architectures. In the Supplemen-

tary Information we also derive the accompanying GateFlow and GateNet enabling the implementation of

this mechanism.

Deriving GateFlow Convergence Properties

We start with deriving the forward invariance of the probability simplex ∆nπ (that is, GateFrame feasibility

domain) under GateFlow dynamics. This property, beyond being important per se as shown in Results, is

also instrumental to prove GateFlow convergence.

Intuitively, forward invariance of the simplex means that when GateFrame is initialized at some initial

condition wk(0) ∈ ∆nπ , then its trajectories remains in the simplex for all t, that is, wk(t) ∈ ∆nπ , for all

t > 0. By noticing that ∆nπ = R
nπ

≥0 ∩
{

wk ∈ R
nπ

∣
∣
∑nπ

α=1w
α
k = 1

}

, the invariance property can be shown

by proving two properties: (i) the positive orthant is forward invariant; (ii) total mass is conserved, that

is,
∑nπ

α=1
dwα

k

dt = 0 for all wk ∈ R
nπ such that

∑nπ

α=1w
α
k = 1. The first property can be shown via Nagumo’s

theorem [70] (see also [14, Exercise 3.12]), proving that each component of GateFlow vector field – the right

hand side of Eq. [5] – is non-negative at the frontier of the positive orthant. This means that trajectories

that are on the frontier are subject to a vector field that points them towards the internal of the orthant.

This prohibits that trajectories fall outside the positive orthant. The second property follows from direct

computation. Summing all the components of GateFlow yields
∑nπ

α=1

(
softmax

(
−ε−1∇F(wk)

)

α
− wα

k

)
= 0,

as desired. In this last expression the subscript α in the softmax is its α-th component.

GateFlow convergence follows from a stronger contractivity property [57, 14]. A dynamical system is

strongly contracting if any two of its trajectories converge towards each other exponentially. This means

that the distance, defined with respect to some norm, shrinks in time. This property can be shown by
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investigating the Jacobian of the vector field. More precisely, contractivity with respect to the Euclidean

norm can be established by proving that all the eigenvalues of the symmetric part of the Jacobian matrix

are strictly negative. Moreover, the largest eigenvalue provides the guaranteed convergence rate for the

trajectories [14]. In Supplementary Information, we rigorously show that this property is satisfied by the

Jacobian of GateFlow and prove that the convergence rate is 1
τ as reported in Results. Beyond showing

uniqueness of the equilibrium, building on this desirable convergence property for GateFlow, we also show

that trajectories are entrained to a periodic solution if parameters are periodic [85], and the dynamics

remain contracting when discretized with a suitably chosen step-size [15]. We give the formal treatment of

both the statements and the proofs of these properties in the Supplementary Information.

Deriving GateNet

Eq. [8] and Eq. [9] of GateNet neural circuit (Fig. 2C) are obtained from GateFlow. Here we describe how

these equations are derived. See Supplementary Information for additional details and formal treatment.

The fast unit (Fig. 2C and Eq. [8]) returns the exponent of the softmax in GateFlow. This is obtained

from the gradient of F(wk), which we recall being the task-encoding statistical complexity in GateFrame op-

timization. The negative of the gradient of F(wk) is a nπ-dimensional vector and its i-th component is

−Eπi(uk|xk−1)

[

lnw⊤
k π (uk | xk−1) + c(xk−1,uk)

]

+ 1 (13)

From this expression, the first step to obtain the fast unit dynamics Eq. [8] is to note that the constant term

can be dropped from the softmax due to its translation invariance property. In the discrete actions setting,

this yields the i-th component of the vector εy in Eq. [8]. This is the vector that we want GateNet fast unit

to return. The second step to obtain the fast unit dynamics is to conveniently reformulate Eq. [8] into a

form that is suitable for a neural dynamics representation. To this aim, Eq. [8] can be conveniently written

as −ε−1Π(xk−1)
⊤ (b+ c), where b̄ is ln(ā), with the logarithm being component-wise and with ā being

Π(xk−1)wk. These quantities are the globally stable equilibria of the input and hidden layers dynamics in

GateNet circuit (Fig. 2C).

The slow unit in Fig. 2C returns the optimal weights solving GateFrame – it implements the softmax

gating rule. The circuit, available in the literature [92], implements the softmax rule by leverage the fol-

lowing general identity (see Supplementary Information for derivation): softmax(y)i = exp (yi − log (m)).

Experiments Settings

In the collective behavior experiments, the state of the i-th boid is xi
k =

[
pi
k,v

i
k

]⊤
, where pi

k and vi
k are

the 2-dimensional position and velocity vectors. When a boid is equipped with GateMod, at time-step k

it determines its acceleration u∗
k by sampling from the optimal policy Eq. [10]. In the experiments, both

maximum velocity and acceleration are bounded. As in, e.g., [42], the boid dynamics p
(
xi
k | xi

k−1,u
i
k

)
is the

Gaussian N
(

x̄i
p,k,Σp

)

. The center of the Gaussian is updated according to the model from, e.g., [24, 53],

andΣp is 0.01I4 (I4 is the 4×4 identity matrix). The expressions for the separation, alignment and cohesion

primitives are in accordance with prior literature and detailed in Supplementary Information (Sec. 5).

In the multi-armed bandit experiments, the state of participant i is xk = [µ1,k, s1,k, . . . , µN,k, sN,k]
⊤,

where µi,k and si,k denote the estimated posterior mean and variance of arm i, respectively. Belief up-

dating over rewards is modeled with a Kalman filter. We use the original code from [36] to compute

posterior estimates and to implement the Hybrid, UCB, Thompson and Value policies. The expressions
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for the primitives are in Supplementary Information (Sec. 5) where we provide supplementary details and

experiments.
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the Physico-Mathematical Society of Japan. 3rd Series, 24:551–559, 1942.
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Figure 3: A A boid in a flock of N boids. Position and velocity components form 4-dimensional state xi
k; u

i
k

is the acceleration vector. We use the superscript to denote that states/actions are those of the i-th boid in
the flock. The acceleration is built upon the social forces and a boid can only use information from boids
within its field of view. The field angle, α, is set to 320◦ in the experiments. The radii correspond
to [24, 53] three concentric separation, alignment and cohesion zones. B GateFrame optimization is
solved via GateFlow. Starting from an initial feasible initial condition, GateFlow trajectories converge
to GateFrame optimal solution. We recall that GateFlow is an energy model and, along its trajectories,
the energy F − εH decreases. C GateMod recovers polarization. Trajectories of the N = 40 boids from
random initial conditions (left). The group exhibits polarization and this is confirmed in the middle
panel, showing the evolution of the polarization order parameter – the average normalized speed across
boids – over simulation time. A value of 1 of this parameter indicates perfect alignment between boids.
Right: time evolution of the optimal primitives’ weights from GateFlow. The evolution is shown for a
representative agent and reveals that – after an initial transient when cohesion prevails – the weights
tend toward a nearly uniform distribution. The weights evolution for all the boids in the experiments
are in Fig. S1 of Supplementary Information. See also Sec. 5 therein. GateMod can also recover milling
when a collision-avoidance term is introduced in the generative model. See Fig. S2 in Supplementary
Information. D Collective behavior of boids when the generative model of a few boids (10%) encodes a
goal-directed behavior. The other boids have the same generative model from Fig. 3C. Trajectories of the
boids from random initial positions (left) illustrate global convergence toward the goal; temporal evolution
of group-level metrics (middle) reveals a transition from disordered movement to polarized, goal-directed
behavior; time evolution of the optimal primitives’ weights for a representative goal-informed boid and an
uninformed one (right): the evolution of the informed boid’s weights suggests an adaptive goal-directed
behavior; the uninformed boid’s weights, after an initial transient in which they get closer and aligned to
the others, tend toward a uniform distribution. Findings are confirmed for different numbers of informed
boids, different temperature values and different models for the followers. See Sec. 5 in Supplementary
Information. Simulation parameters are in Tab. S1 of Supplementary Information.
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Figure 4: A Comparison between Hybrid model from [36] and GateModin terms of PXP. Higher PXP for
a given model suggests that the model provides better explanations for the data. Formally, PXP quantifies
the probability that each considered model is the most frequent process that generated the data. To obtain
the PXP, we start from GateMod optimal policy. The policy at each trial is used to compute the Bayesian
Information Criterion (BIC) [88, 72] values. Then, these are submitted to hierarchical Bayesian model
selection [80]. B PXP comparison between UCB, Thompson, Value and GateMod. GateMod has robustly
achieves the highest PXP across both experiments. C Evolution of the mean (bold line) and std (shaded
area) of primitives’ weights across subjects per trial. Weights show a pattern, suggesting that primitives
might encode a mental schema adopted in similar ways by humans in the same context.
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1 Introduction

We provide supplementary figures and formal details for the statements in the main text. After providing

some background in Sec. 2, we start with considering a general class of entropy-regularized minimization

problems and obtain a dynamical system that provably converges to their optimal solution (Sec. 3). Then,

building on these general findings, we develop (Sec. 4) the formal treatment for GateFrame, GateFlow,

and GateNet. After reporting the supplementary details of the experiments (Sec. 5) we provide the proofs

of all the statements (Sec. 6). Finally, in Sec. 7 and Sec. 8, we report supplementary tables and figures for

GateMod experiments in the main text.

2 Background

After introducing notation, definitions and standard results related to KL divergence and entropy, we

briefly survey key elements of convex optimization and proximal operator theory relevant to our analysis.

Then, we provide a primer on the key tool we use to assess convergence of our model.

Notation

Sets are in calligraphic letters and vectors in bold. The probability simplex in R
n is the set ∆n :=

{

p ∈

R
n
∣

∣

n
∑

i=1

pi = 1, pi ≥ 0, ∀i ∈ {1, . . . , n}
}

. Random variables are denoted via capital letters and their

realization by lower-case letters. The probability density function (pdf) of V is denoted by p(v); for

discrete variables, p(v) is the probability mass function (pmf). The expectation of a function h(·) with

respect to a random variable V is defined as Ep[h(V)] :=

∫

S(p)
h(v)p(v)dv, where S(p) denotes the support

of p(v). For discrete variables, the integral is replaced by a sum. When clear from context, we omit the

domain of integration or summation. The joint pdf/pmf of two random variables V1 and V2 is p(v1,v2)

and the conditional pdf/pmf of V1 with respect to (w.r.t.) V2 is p (v1 | v2). Given two pdfs/pmfs p(v)
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and q(v), we say that p(v) is absolutely continuous with respect to (w.r.t.) q(v) if the support of p(v) is

contained in the support of q(v). We adopt the standard convention 0 ln(0) = 0.

The multivariate Gaussian distribution with mean µ ∈ R
d and covariance matrix Σ ∈ R

d×d is

N (µ,Σ) =
1

(2π)d/2|Σ|1/2
exp

(

−
1

2
(v − µ)⊤Σ−1(v − µ)

)

.

and the notation V ∼ N (µ,Σ) means that V is sampled from N (µ,Σ). Also, we denote by 1n the all-ones

vector in R
n.

The Softmax Function

The softmax function is the map softmax: Rn → R
n defined by softmax(x) =

(

softmax(x)i
)

, i ∈ {1, . . . , n},

where

softmax(x)i :=
exi

∑n
j=1 e

xj
.

This function – providing a differentiable and continuous approximation of the argmax operator [23] –

naturally arises in the context of statistical physics (here it is also known as Boltzmann or Gibbs distribu-

tion [57]), economics and game theory (where it is often referred to as logit response function, logit map, or

perturbed best response [37, 9, 10, 32]), and machine learning [44, 19, 52, 23, 30]. In neuroscience, this func-

tion emerges, e.g., in Winner-Take-All (WTA) networks to promote competition among neurons [17, 62].

Finally, we recall the following.

Lemma 1 (Softmax translation invariance). If the function F is of the form F(x) = F̃(x)+u1
⊤
nx, for some

u ∈ R, then

softmax(∇F(x)) = softmax(∇F̃(x) + u1n) = softmax(∇F̃(x)).

The Kullback-Leibler Divergence and Entropy

We recall the definition of Kullback-Leibler divergence, which provides a measure of discrepancy between

two probability distributions.

Definition 1 (Kullback-Leibler Divergence [31]). Given two probability distributions p(v) and q(v), the

Kullback-Leibler (KL) divergence of p from q is

DKL (p || q) :=

∫

S(p)
p(v) ln

(

p(v)

q(v)

)

dv.

The DKL (p || q) is finite only if p(v) is absolutely continuous w.r.t. q(v) (see, e.g., [12, Chapter 8]).

The following result, see, e.g., [12, Theorem 2.5.3], is used in the main text.

Lemma 2 (Chain rule for the KL divergence). Let p (v,u) and q (v,u) be joint probability density functions.

Then,

DKL (p (v,u) || q (v,u)) = DKL (p (v) || q (v)) + Ep(v) [DKL (p (v | u) || q (v | u))]

Definition 2 (Entropy and Cross-Entropy). The entropy function is H : ∆n → [0, lnn], H(p) := −
n
∑

i=1

pi ln pi.

The cross-entropy of q relative to p is H : ∆n ×∆n → [0,+∞], H(p, q) := −
n
∑

i=1

pi ln qi.
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Proposition 1 (Relation between KLdivergence and entropy [59]). The following identity holds: DKL (p || q) =

H(p, q)− H(p).

Convex Analysis and Proximal Gradient Dynamics

Given a convex set C, the zero-infinity indicator function on C is the map ιC : R
n → [0,+∞] defined by

ιC(x) = 0 if x ∈ C and ιC(x) = +∞ otherwise. We recall the following standard definition.

Definition 3 (L-Lipschitz function). Let (Θ, ∥ · ∥Θ) be a normed vector space. A map f : Θ → R is

Lipschitz with constant L (L-Lipschitz) if for all θ1, θ2 ∈ Θ, it holds that

|f(θ1)− f(θ2)| ≤ L ∥θ1 − θ2∥Θ .

We denote by Lip(f) the smallest such constant L, called the Lipschitz constant of f .

If f is a multivariable function, we write Lip(·)(f) to specify the variable with respect to which the

Lipschitz constant is computed. A map g : Rn → R := [−∞,+∞], is (i) convex if epi(g) := {(x, y) ∈

R
n+1 | g(x) ≤ y} is a convex set (with epi denoting epigraph); (ii) proper if its value is never −∞ and

there exists at least one x ∈ R
n such that g(x) < ∞; (iii) closed if it is proper and epi(g) is a closed set.

We denote by ∂g the subdifferential of g. Moreover, we say that a map g is

1. strongly convex with parameter ρ > 0 if the map x 7→ g(x)−
ρ

2
∥x∥22 is convex;

2. L-smooth if it is differentiable and ∇g is L-Lipschitz.

The following characterization of Lipschitz continuity (see, e.g., [3]) is useful for our analysis.

Lemma 3. [Lipschitz Continuity and Boundedness of Gradient] Let f : Θ → R be differentiable. Then f

is L-Lipschitz if and only if ∥∇f(θ)∥Θ,∗ ≤ L for all θ ∈ Θ, where ∥·∥Θ,∗ is the dual norm of ∥·∥Θ.

Next, we define the proximal operator of g, which maps a point in x ∈ R
n and into a subset of Rn,

which can be either empty, contain a single element, or be a set with multiple vectors.

Definition 4 (Proximal Operator). Let g : Rn → R be a proper, closed, and convex function, and let γ > 0.

The proximal operator of g with parameter γ is the map proxγg : R
n → R

n defined by

proxγg(x) = argmin
z∈Rn

g(z) +
1

2γ
∥x− z∥22, for all x ∈ R

n.

For any convex, closed, and proper (CCP) function g, the proximal operator proxγg(x) exists and is

unique for all x ∈ R
n [3, Th. 6.3]. Based on the use of proximal operators, proximal gradient method (see,

e.g., [43]) can be devised to iteratively solve a class of composite (possibly non-smooth) convex problems

of the form

min
x∈Rn

f(x) + g(x),

where f : Rn → R, g : Rn → R are CCP functions, and f is differentiable. At its core, the proximal gradient

method updates the estimate of the solution of the optimization problem by computing the proximal

operator of αg, where α > 0 is a step size, evaluated at the difference between the current estimate and

the gradient of αf computed at the current estimate. This method has been extended and generalized to

a continuous-time framework [1, 25], resulting in the continuous-time proximal gradient dynamics

ẋ = −x+ proxγg
(

x− γ∇f(x)
)

, γ > 0. (1)
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Recent work [7] has provided an alternative interpretation of the dynamics [1], particularly in the case

where f is a quadratic function and g is a separable sum of scalar functions. In this setting, the dynamics

can be interpreted as a continuous-time firing-rate neural network. This observation is exploited in the

results from the main text.

A Primer on Contraction Theory

Contraction theory [35, 5] is a powerful framework to study stability and convergence behaviors of dynam-

ical systems. Traditionally, stability properties are defined in terms of convergence to an invariant set.

These methods often require prior knowledge of the system’s attractors, which can make them challenging

to apply in scenarios – such as the one arising in GateMod – where this information is not known a-priori.

Contraction theory focuses on the distance between trajectories. Intuitively, a system is contracting if

trajectories rooted from different initial conditions converge towards each other exponentially. Beyond

characterizing convergence, contractivity implies a number of desirable transient and asymptotic proper-

ties, also ensuring the existence of Lyapunov functions. Key properties are summarized at the end of this

section.

We begin by recalling the following.

Definition 5 (Forward invariant set). A set A ⊆ R
n is forward invariant for a dynamical system ẋ =

f(t,x) if every trajectory that starts in A remains in A for all future times. That is,

x0 ∈ A =⇒ ϕt (x0) ∈ A, for all t ≥ 0,

where t 7→ ϕt (x0) denotes the flow map of the dynamical system with initial condition x0 := x(0).

Next, consider a dynamical system

ẋ(t) = f (t,x(t)) , (2)

where f : R≥0 × C → R
n, is a smooth nonlinear function with C ⊆ R

n being a forward invariant set for

the dynamics. Given a norm ∥ · ∥ and a matrix A ∈ R
n×n, we recall that logarithmic norm (log-norm) of

A, µ(A), is defined by µ(A) = lim
h→0+

∥In + hA∥ − 1

h
. As we shall see, our convergence result involve the

log-norm associated with the Euclidean norm. This is µ2(A) = λmax

(

A⊤ +A

2

)

, where λmax(·) denotes

the largest eigenvalue of a matrix. We are now ready to give the following:

Definition 6 (Contracting systems). Given a norm ∥·∥ with associated log-norm µ, a smooth function

f : R≥0×C → R
n, with C ⊆ R

n being forward invariant for the dynamics, open and convex, and a constant

c > 0. Then, f is c-strongly infinitesimally contracting on C if

µ
(

Df(t,x)
)

≤ −c, for all x ∈ C and t ∈ R≥0, (3)

where Df(t,x) := ∂f(t,x)/∂x is the Jacobian of f with respect to x.

In [16, Theorem 16] condition [3] is generalized for locally Lipschitz function. One of the benefits of

contraction theory is that it characterizes convergence with a single condition. In fact, if f is c-strongly

infinitesimally contracting, then for any two trajectories x(·) and y(·) of the dynamics [2] it holds that

∥ϕt (x0)− ϕt(y0))∥ ≤ e−ct∥x0 − y0∥, for all t ≥ 0,
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i.e., the distance between the two trajectories converges exponentially with rate c. This constant quantifies

the convergence rate between trajectories and it is often termed contraction rate.

Strongly infinitesimally contracting dynamical systems exhibit highly ordered transient and asymp-

totic behavior, making them particularly advantageous for studying their convergence. Namely, (i) initial

conditions are exponentially forgotten [35]; (ii) for time-invariant dynamics, there exists a unique glob-

ally exponential stable equilibrium [35]. Additionally, two natural Lyapunov functions are automatically

available: the distance from the equilibrium and norm of the vector field itself; (iii) contraction ensures

entrainment to periodic inputs [50] and implies robustness properties such as input-to-state stability, also

for delayed dynamics [15, 61]; (iv) contracting systems enjoy equilibrium tracking properties [14]; (v) con-

traction theory is a modular framework, enabling the stability of interconnected systems to be derived

from the properties of their components [51]. Moreover, (vi) efficient numerical algorithms can be devised

for numerical integration and fixed point computation of contracting systems [6].

3 Entropy-regularized Optimization and Softmax Gradient Flows

Here, we consider a general class of entropy-regularized minimization problems of the form

min
x∈∆n

F(x)− εH(x), (4)

where F : Rn → R is convex and continuously differentiable, and ε > 0 is a regularization parameter

sometimes referred to as temperature. This setting embeds as special case GateFrame optimization. Our

goal is to obtain a continuous-time dynamical system that provably converges to the optimal solution of

Eq. [4]. For reasons that will become apparent in this section, we term this dynamics softmax gradient

flow. The formal derivations for GateFrame, GateFlow, and GateNet (Sec. 4) build on the results reported

here.

Entropy-regularized optimization problems of the form [4] naturally arise across reinforcement learning,

game theory, optimal transport, and statistical physics [38, 39, 45, 53]. This class of problems also appears

in the form of smooth best response maps, which indeed leads to the logit (i.e., softmax) function as a

solution [10, 38, 19]. Finally, optimization over the probability simplex with entropy regularization is also

closely related to mirror descent, where the negative entropy acts as the mirror map [4, 3].

An optimal solution for the problem in Eq. [4] exists and is unique. This discussed in the next:

Remark 1 (Existence and uniqueness of the minimizer of [4]). Consider the entropy-regularized problem [4].

Since the set ∆n is compact and the map xi 7→ −xi ln(xi) extends continuously to xi = 0 (under the

standard convention 0 ln(0) = 0), the objective function is continuous on ∆n. Hence, by the Weierstrass

Theorem, there exists a minimizer. Regarding uniqueness, note that the regularization term −εH(x) acts

as a logarithmic barrier: its gradient satisfies ∂(−xi lnxi)/∂xi → +∞ as xi → 0. Therefore, no minimizer

can lie on the boundary of the simplex, and every minimizer must belong to the relative interior of ∆n

where the map −εH(x) is strictly convex. Consequently, the cost function F(x) − εH(x) is strictly convex

on the feasible region for minimizers. It follows that the entropy-regularized problem admits a unique

minimizer. In particular, uniqueness is guaranteed whenever F is convex and continuously differentiable

on a neighborhood of ∆n, even if F is not strictly convex.

Equipped with this observation, we can now derive that a dynamical system that provably converges

to the optimal solution. Namely, we first propose a reformulation of the optimization problem that enables
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computing a proximal operator. Then, obtain the corresponding continuous-time proximal dynamics, the

softmax gradient flow, and characterize its properties. Namely, we show that the equilibrium of this

dynamics is the optimal solution of the problem in Eq. [4] and trajectories provably converge to the

equilibrium.

3.1 Reformulating Problem [4]

We introduce an unconstrained reformulation of the problem in Eq. [4]. This is obtained by defining the

entropic barrier function Hbarrier : R
n →] −∞,+∞[ as Hbarrier(x) := −H(x) + ι∆n . This function is equal

to the entropy in the simplex – the feasibility domain in Eq. [4] – and infinity outside of this set. Note that

Hbarrier is convex, closed and proper, being sum of CCP functions. With this function, problem [4] can be

recast as

min
x∈Rn

F(x) + εHbarrier(x). (5)

To obtain the softmax gradient flow associated to Problem [5], we add and subtract ε∥x∥
2

2 to its cost. This

motivates the following result, in which we compute the proximal operator of Hbarrier(x)−
∥x∥2

2 . While this

result can be proved via an adaptation of [8, Example 2.23], where tools from monotone operator theory

are used, we provide a more direct and accessible justification in Sec. 6 through an alternative proof based

directly on the definition of the proximal operator.

Lemma 4. Given the function Hbarrier : R
n → ]−∞,+∞[, we have prox

Hbarrier−
∥·∥2

2

(x) = softmax(x).

Beyond being instrumental to obtain a dynamical system converging to the optimal solution of the

problem in Eq. [4], Lemma 4 also reveals a link between proximal operators and smooth best response

maps. As discussed in [10, 19], in the context of game theory, the softmax function can be derived

by considering the argmax function under entropy regularization resulting in what is called smooth best

response maps. More specifically, let x ∈ R
n and consider the argmax function or best response map (the

agent seeks the strategy with the highest score)

x 7→ argmax
z∈∆n

x⊤z.

This best response map carries several challenges (see, e.g., [10, 19] for more details). For example, if

two or more components are equal, it leads to multi-valued function, while in many applications it is

highly desirable to have a singled-valued map (i.e., having a unique maximizer). To address this, the most

common approach is to introduce a regularizer h that acts as a penalty (or control cost) to the maximization

objective. This yields the regularized argmax function or smooth best response map

x 7→ argmax
z∈∆n

{

x⊤z− h(z)
}

.

A popular choice for the regularizer is the negative entropy function restricted to the simplex. This choice

leads to the softmax, also known as logit map in the context of game theory, that is, argmax
z∈∆n

{

x⊤z+ H(z)
}

=

softmax (x).
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3.2 The Softmax Gradient Flow

To solve the optimization problem [5] we propose the following softmax gradient flow :

τ ẋ = −x+ softmax
(

−ε−1∇F(x)
)

= Fsm(x). (6)

This dynamics is motivated an explicit connection between the entropy-regularized minimization prob-

lem [4] and the softmax gradient flow [6] formalized in the next Lemma 5. Before introducing the lemma,

we make the following observations:

1. as the parameter ε increases, the dynamics [6] promote solutions with higher entropy. This follows

from the fact that as ε → +∞ the softmax converges to the uniform distribution.

2. as ε goes to zero, the dynamics [6] converge to a trajectory that follows the steepest descent direction

along the simplex vertices. Specifically, as ε → 0+, the softmax function converges to the vector ei⋆(x),

where i⋆(x) ∈ argmin1≤j≤n∇F(x)j . Thus, the dynamics become ẋ ≈ −x+ ei∗(x), which means that

the trajectory moves toward the vertex of the simplex corresponding to the coordinate of steepest

descent of the function F on the simplex. This type of dynamics is reminiscent of the Frank–Wolfe

algorithm [18], where at each step the update direction is toward an extreme point (vertex) of the

feasible set that minimizes the linear approximation of the objective function.

The next result formalizes that the softmax gradient flow: (i) is the proximal dynamics associated to

problem [4]; (ii) encodes the optimal solution of problem [4] as an equilibrium; (iii) is an energy model.

Lemma 5 (Relations between [4] and [6]). Let F : Rn → R be a convex and continuously differentiable

function, and let ϵ > 0. Consider the entropy-regularized optimization problem [4] and the softmax gradient

flow [6]. Then

1. the softmax gradient flow [6] is the proximal gradient flow associated with the composite optimization

problem [4];

2. a vector x⋆ ∈ R
n is an equilibrium point of [6] if and only if x⋆ is an optimal solution of [4];

3. let x ∈ R
n and let ϕt (x0) be the flow map of the proximal gradient dynamics [6]. Then the map

t 7→ F(ϕt (x(t))) + εHbarrier(ϕt (x(t))) is non-increasing.

The proof is given in Sec. 6. Here, we note that item 3 of Lemma 5 not only reveals that the softmax

gradient flow is an energy, but it also defines an energy function. This is the cost of problem [5], more

precisely

V (x) := F(x) + εHbarrier(x).

This in turn means that for, for every initial condition x0, V (x) is non-increasing along the trajectories

ϕt (x0) of the softmax gradient flow. With the results in the next section we rigorously show that trajectories

of the softmax converge to the equilibrium in item 2, this is an energy minimum and the optimal solution

of [4].

3.3 Properties And Convergence of The Softmax Gradient Flow

Remarkably, the softmax gradient flow is a contracting system (Theorem 1). This not only implies ex-

ponential convergence to its equilibrium (which is also the optimal solution of [4]) but also an explicit
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guaranteed convergence rate, together with desirable implications (Corollary 1). We start by showing that

any trajectory of the softmax gradient flow with initial condition in the simplex never leave this set. Thus,

trajectories starting from a feasible point for Eq. [4] remain feasible for all time.

Lemma 6 (Invariance property). The probability simplex ∆n is a forward invariant set for the softmax

gradient flow [6].

The formal proof is in Sec. 6. Here, we introduce our convergence result.

Theorem 1 (Contractivity of [6]). Let F : Rn → R be convex and LF-smooth. The softmax gradient flow [6]

is strongly infinitesimally contracting with respect to the norm ∥·∥2 with rate c =
1

τ
.

Theorem 1 reveals that – in a setting that applies to GateMod as we shall see in Sec. 4 – the softmax

gradient flow is contracting. Since contractivity implies that any two solutions converge towards each other,

this means that, for initial conditions in the simplex, solutions of the softmax gradient flow not only remain

inside the simplex (by Lemma 6) but also that trajectories converge to the equilibrium, x⋆. As this is also

the optimal solution of Eq. [4], this means that the trajectories contract towards the optimal solution of the

problem. Convergence is exponential and the contraction rate (that is, the rate of convergence towards the

optimal solution) is τ−1 and hence it does not depend on F. Next, we summarize some key implications of

the contractivity of the softmax gradient flow. More precisely, we establish that the softmax gradient flow

has two Lyapunov (and hence energy) functions and assess the behavior of the system in response to time

variations in the vector field The result also establishes that the softmax gradient flow is computationally

friendly, in the sense that it remains contracting if it is discretized with a suitable step-size.

Corollary 1. Let F : Rn → R be convex and LF-smooth and consider the softmax gradient flow [6]. Then,

1. if Fsm is time invariant, then every solution of [6] globally exponentially converge to the unique equi-

librium x⋆ ∈ ∆n with rate c = τ−1. Additionally, two natural Lyapunov functions are automatically

available:

x 7→ ∥x− x⋆∥ , and x 7→ ∥Fsm(x)∥ ;

2. if ∇F is T -periodic, then there exists a unique periodic solution with period T ;

3. the forward Euler discretization, xk+1 = xk + αFsm(xk), is strongly contracting for every step size

α ∈
]

0, 2τ
(1+ε−1LF)

2

[

. Moreover, the step size that minimize the discrete-time contraction rate is

α⋆ = τ
(1+ε−1LF)

2 .

We conclude by remarking that, in addition to the properties listed in Corollary 1, contractive systems

exhibit several other remarkable behaviors that make this form of stability desirable for optimization solvers

and neural implementations. These include stability properties in response to, e.g., disturbances and/or

inputs, as well as robustness under delayed dynamics [55, 15, 61], implying that its trajectories cannot go

arbitrarily far from each other. Moreover, contracting systems enjoy equilibrium-tracking properties [14]

when the dynamics depend on time-varying parameters.

3.4 Introducing biases

The derivations in this section naturally extend to optimization problems of the form:

min
x∈∆n

F(x) + εDKL (x || x̂) ,
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where x̂ ∈ ∆n is a given vector. This formulation introduces a bias for the optimal solution. Essentially,

the entropy is replaced with the KL divergence and this biases the optimal solution towards the vector

x̂. The formal treatment presented in this section extends to this setting. In fact, one can rewrite the

KL divergence regularized problem as min
x∈∆n

(F̄ε(x)−εH(x)), where F̄ε(x) := F(x)+εH(x, x̂) is again convex

and continuously differentiable in x.

4 GateMod details

We describe the formal details for computational model. We first present the derivations for GateMod com-

ponents: GateFrame, GateFlow, and GateNet. Then, we show why – as remarked in the main text –

GateMod yields Gumbel-softmax gating when a weight bias is introduced in the formulation. We recall

from the main text that Xk and Uk are the random variables of the state and action at time-step k. The

state space is X ⊆ R
nx and the action space is U ⊆ R

nu . The time-indexing is chosen so that the environ-

ment p (xk | xk−1,uk) transitions from state xk−1 to xk when action uk is applied. The agent selects its

action by sampling from the policy p (uk | xk−1) so that the agent-environment dynamics is captured by

p (xk,uk | xk−1) = p (xk | xk−1,uk) p (uk | xk−1).

GateFrame

For convenience, we report here GateFrame optimization from the main text:

min
wk∈∆nπ

DKL (p (xk,uk | xk−1) || q (xk,uk | xk−1))− εH(wk)

s.t. p (uk | xk−1) =

nπ
∑

α=1

wα
kπ

α (uk | xk−1) .
(7)

All symbols are defined in the main text and here, we use the shorthand notation f(wk) to denote the cost

in GateFrame optimization and formalize the mild assumptions described in the main text:

Assumption 1. The set Wk := {wk | wk is feasible for GateFrame optimization and f(wk) < +∞} is

non-empty.

Assumption 2. The primitives are uniformly bounded and have full support over the action space U .

Specifically, there exist two finite constants 0 < πmin ≤ πmax such that, for all α ∈ {1, . . . , nπ} and for all

time steps k, πmin ≤ πα (uk | xk−1) ≤ πmax.

Intuitively, Assumption 1 makes the optimization meaningful, in the sense that the optimal value of

GateFrame optimization is finite. This assumption is standard in the context of, e.g., entropy-regularized

optimization. For example, the assumption is satisfied when: (i) p (xk | xk−1,uk) is absolutely continuous

with respect to q (xk | xk−1,uk); (ii) the primitives are absolutely continuous with respect to q (uk | xk−1).

Assumption 2 formalizes the fact that primitives cover the action space and have bounded moments (this

is always satisfied for, e.g., discrete variables or Gaussians).

Next, we unpack the derivations leading to the unconstrained reformulation of GateFrame optimization,

also reported here for convenience

min
wk∈Rnπ

F(wk) + εHbarrier(wk). (8)
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The next result derives the functional expression for F given in Methods, shows the equivalence of [8] with

GateFrame and establishes a number of useful properties.

Lemma 1 (GateFrame reformulation). Let Assumption 1 hold. Then,

1. the minimization problem [8] is a reformulation of GateFrame when

F(wk) :=

nπ
∑

α=1

wα
k

(

Eπα(uk|xk−1)

[

ln

nπ
∑

β=1

wβ
kπ

β (uk | xk−1)− ln q (uk | xk−1) +DKL (p (xk | xk−1,uk) || q (xk | xk−1

(9)

2. the gradient of F(wk) is:

∇F(wk) = Eπ(uk|xk−1)

[

lnw⊤
k π (uk | xk−1) +DKL (p (xk | xk−1,uk) || q (xk | xk−1,uk))− ln q (uk | xk−1)

]

+1nπ ,

where we are using the notation Eπ(uk|xk−1) =
(

Eπα(uk|xk−1)

)

α∈{1,...,nπ}
∈ R

nπ ;

3. the function F is convex and LF-smooth in wk with constant LF = nπ
π2
max

πmin
.

The proof is in Sec. 6. Here, we note that item 1 shows the reformulation in Results from the main

text and derives the functional expression for F given in Methods. Item 2 computes the gradient of F and

this expression is used in Results and Methods when we obtain GateFlow. Finally, item 3 characterizes

convexity and smoothness of the problem. Inspecting the proof of item 3 reveals that, under a mild

condition F is actually strictly convex. In the proof, convexity is assessed by verifying the Hessian of F is

positive semi-definite, evaluating the quadratic form z⊤∇2F(wk)z for a generic vector z ∈ R
nπ , z ̸= 0nπ .

In the proof, we rewrite the quadratic form as

∫

(z⊤π (uk | xk−1))
2

w⊤
k π (uk | xk−1)

duk,

and show that this term is in fact non-negative. However, in order for the integral in the right-hand side to

be 0, there should exist a single vector, z, that makes the linear combination of primitives in the integral

identically 0 over the whole action space, an unlikely situation. Lemma 1 is leveraged next to derive

GateFlow.

GateFlow

Building on the formal treatment developed so far, GateFlow is the softmax gradient flow associated to

GateFrame optimization and its dynamics is:

τẇk = −wk+softmax
(

−ε−1
Eπ(uk|xk−1)

[

lnw⊤
k π (uk | xk−1) +DKL (p (xk | xk−1,uk) || q (xk | xk−1,uk))− ln q (uk | x

(10)

or, component-wise:

τẇα
k = −wα

k+softmax
(

−ε−1
Eπ(uk|xk−1)

[

lnw⊤
k π (uk | xk−1) +DKL (p (xk | xk−1,uk) || q (xk | xk−1,uk))− ln q (uk | x

with α ∈ {1, . . . , nπ}. This is the dynamics from the main text, where we unpack the exponent of the

softmax and we leverage the invariance property (Lemma 1) to drop the constant term −1nπ in the gradient.

10



In the main text we explicitly discuss the setting where the action space is discrete so that there are

du possible actions. In this case, it is possible to define the matrix Π(xk−1) ∈ R
du×nπ

Π(xk−1) :=













π1 (uk,1 | xk−1) π2 (uk,1 | xk−1) . . . πnπ (uk,1 | xk−1)

π1 (uk,2 | xk−1) π2 (uk,2 | xk−1) . . . πnπ (uk,2 | xk−1)
...

...
. . .

...

π1 (uk,du | xk−1) π2 (uk,du | xk−1) . . . πnπ (uk,du | xk−1) ,













(11)

and consequently write GateFlow dynamics as

τẇk = −wk + softmax
(

−ε−1Π(xk−1)
⊤ (ln (Π(xk−1)wk) + c(xk−1,uk))

)

, (12)

where the input c is defined as in the main text as c(xk−1,uk) := DKL (p (xk | xk−1,uk) || q (xk | xk−1,uk))−

ln q (uk | xk−1).

All the desirable GateFlow properties from the main text follow from the fact that this dynamics is

the softmax gradient flow associated to GateFrame. In particular:

1. the probability simplex ∆n is a forward invariant set for GateFlow. This means that, if the dynamics

is initialized with initial conditions that are feasible for GateFrame, then GateFlow trajectories remain

feasible;

2. an equilibrium exists for GateFlow. Moreover, a point in the state space is an equilibrium for

GateFlow if and only if it is also GateFrame optimal solution;

3. finally, GateFlow is strongly infinitesimally contracting and the contraction rate is c = τ−1. This

means that for any initial condition that is feasible for GateFrame, GateFlow trajectories converge

exponentially to optimal solution and the guaranteed convergence rate, τ−1, is independent on F.

The properties imply that GateFlow is an energy model, featuring the two energy functions from the

main text. The first energy function is GateFrame cost. The fact that this function decreases along

GateFlow trajectories follows from the fact that GateFlow is a proximal gradient flow and F is at least

convex. The second energy function reported in the text is the Euclidean distance from GateFrame optimal

solution. This function is exponentially decreasing, and this follows from contractivity.

GateNet

We provide the detailed derivations for GateNet from the main text. We derive separately the fast and

slow units (Fig. 2C in the main text) and then integrate them together.

We recall that the matrix of the primitives is conditioned on the current state, available to the agent.

In the main text, this aspect is highlighted by explicitly writing Π(xk−1). Here, we denote by Πi(xk−1) the

i-th row of the matrix Π(xk−1), for all i ∈ {1, . . . , du}, and by Πα(xk−1) is the α-th column of Π(xk−1),

for all α ∈ {1, . . . , nπ}.

Fast unit. As detailed in the main text, the goal of the fast unit is to compute the vector y = −ε−1∇F(wk).

11



Component-wise:

yα := −ε−1 (∇F (wk))α = −
du
∑

i=1

(lnΠi(xk−1)wk + c(xk−1,uk,i))π
α (uk,i | xk−1)

= −ε−1
du
∑

i=1

(

ln ai + c(xk−1,uk,i)
)

πα (uk,i | xk−1) (13)

= −ε−1
du
∑

i=1

(

bi + c(xk−1,uk,i)
)

πα (uk,i | xk−1) (14)

= −ε−1
du
∑

i=1

biπα (uk,i | xk−1)−
du
∑

i=1

c(xk−1,uk,i)π
α (uk,i | xk−1)

= −ε−1(Πα(xk−1))
⊤b− (Πα(xk−1))

⊤ck,

where, as in the main text, a is the stack of ai := Πi(xk−1)wk and b is the stack of bi := ln(ai). Letting

b := [b1, . . . , bdu ]
⊤, and ck := [c1, . . . , cdu ]

⊤, then the vector y can be computed via a dynamical system

with: (i) two set of equations, say with state variables a and b, that converge to the equilibrium ā =

Π(xk−1)wk and b̄ = ln(a), respectively; (ii) a slower set of dynamic equations, say with state variables y,

that implements the formula in the last line of the above derivations. This yields the dynamics:

τgȧ = −a+Πwk,

τgḃ = −b+ ln (a),

τ̃gẏ = −εy −Π⊤ (b+ ck) ,

with τg ≪ τ̃g. This is the dynamics from the main text corresponding to the circuit for the fast in unit in

Fig. 2C.

Slow unit. This unit in Fig. 2C (main text) is the biologically plausible softmax neural circuit from the

literature [54]. Complementing the derivations in Methods, the unit receives as input the gradient the

components of the vector y, yα and returns the vector r having as components wα
k = softmax(y)α. In

the circuit from the main text, neuron m computes the softmax normalizer, each of the r-neurons returns

yα − ln (m) so that the wk-neurons effectively return the softmax, providing GateFrame optimal solution.

This yields the dynamics in Results, also reported here

τsṁ = −m+

nπ
∑

α=1

eyα ,

τsṙ
α = −rα + yα − ln (m) ,

τ ẇα
k = −xα + er

α

,

(15)

where α = 1, . . . , nπ and τs ≪ τ to ensure that the dynamics for neuron m and r-neurons is faster than

the output dynamics returning the weights.

GateNet dynamics. The dynamics in the main text, corresponding to the full circuit in Fig. 2C, is

obtained combining the dynamics for the fast and slow units, with τ̃g << τs so that the former dynamics

is effectively faster than the latter.
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Why introducing biases in GateMod yields Gumbel-softmax gating

Following the arguments at the end of Sec. 3, biases can be introduced in GateFrame by replacing the

entropic regularizer with the KL divergence. GateFrame optimization becomes:

min
wk∈∆nπ

DKL (p (xk,uk | xk−1) || q (xk,uk | xk−1)) + εDKL (wk || ŵk)

s.t. p (uk | xk−1) =

nπ
∑

α=1

wα
kπ

α (uk | xk−1) ,
(16)

where ŵk is a bias vector. We has seen that the identity DKL (wk || ŵk) = H(wk, ŵk)− H(wk) holds and

the problem remains convex and the same derivations presented above can be followed. By doing so, when

the bias ŵk is introduced, Eq. [12] is modified into

τẇk = −wk + softmax
(

ε−1 (ln ŵk + g(wk−1))
)

. (17)

In this case, GateFlow equilibrium is still the optimal GateFrame solution and is equal to

w⋆
k = softmax

(

ε−1
(

ln ŵk + g(w⋆
k−1)

))

, (18)

where g is the vector −Π(xk−1)
⊤ (ln (Π(xk−1)wk) + c(xk−1,uk)) from Eq. [12]. The above expression is

a Gumbel-softmax distribution [29]. This distribution not only naturally arises as a gating mechanism

in dense mixture-of-experts architectures [26], but also in the context of inference [40, Chapter 6] and in

policy computation methods based on the minimization of free-energy type functionals. In fact, the right

hand side in Eq. [18] can be written component-wise as

ŵα
k exp

(

ε−1gα(w
α
k )
)

∑nπ

β=1 ŵ
β
k exp

(

ε−1gβ(w
β
k )
) .

This is a probability mass function that twists the probability vector ŵk with an exponential [24] kernel

appearing in policies that minimize the variational free energy, including KL control. See, e.g., the surveys

in [53, 20]. Moreover, Eq. [17] also reveals that GateNet circuit does not necessarily need to be modified

to account for biases. These can be included in the input c to the network.

5 Supplementary Details for the Experiments

In the experiments reported in the main text, the optimal GateMod weights were computed via GateFlow,

after verifying on subset of experiments that it closely matches GateNet trajectories.

5.1 Collective Behaviors Experiments

We provide supplementary details for the experiments results and refer to Tab. 1 for the values of the

parameters. We recall from the main text that the state of boid (agent) i, xi
k, is the stack of the boid’s

position pi
k =

[

pix,k, p
i
y,k

]⊤
and velocity vi

k =
[

vix,k, v
i
y,k

]

. The maximum velocity is bounded; more precisely,

∥vi
k∥ ≤ vmax. The action of boid i, ui

k =
[

uix,k, u
i
y,k

]⊤
, is the boid acceleration. This is also bounded, so

that ∥ui
k∥ ≤ umax. The dynamics of boid i, p

(

xi
k | xi

k−1,u
i
k

)

, is the Gaussian defined in Methods with
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mean given by the discrete-time second order model [13, 33, 42]:







pi
k = pi

k−1 + vi
k−1dt

vi
k = vi

k−1 + ui
kdt

, i = 1, . . . , N. (19)

In Fig. 3A, a neighboring boid j is visible to boid i if the relative angle θij,k = arccos

(

(vi
k
)⊤(pj

k
−pi

k
)

∥vi
k
∥ ∥pj

k
−pi

k
∥

)

lies in the cone
[

−α
2 ,

α
2

]

. The three concentric zones in Fig. 3A are from the literature, see [11] and related

references in Results. The mean of the Gaussian primitives in the main text is obtained from the social

forces widely reported in the literature [47, 11]. In particular, following [36], in the main text the centers

of the Gaussians are:

• ui
sep for the separation primitive is

ui
sep =











1
|Si

k
|

∑

j∈Si
k

g(∥pi
k − pj

k∥)
pi
k
−p

j
k

∥pi
k
−p

j
k
∥
, if |Si

k| > 0,

02, otherwise,

with Si
k being the set of neighbors visible to boid i in the separation zone;

• ui
ali for alignment primitive is

ui
ali =











1
|Ai

k
|

∑

j∈Ai
k

g(∥pi
k − pj

k∥)
v
j
k

∥vj
k
∥
, if |Ai

k| > 0,

umax
vi
k

∥vi
k
∥
, otherwise,

where Ai
k is the set of neighbors visible to boid i in the alignment zone;

• ui
coh for the separation primitive is

ui
coh =











1
|Ci

k
|

∑

j∈Ci
k

g(∥pi
k − pj

k∥)
p
j
k
−pi

k

∥pi
k
−p

j
k
∥
, if |Ci

k| > 0,

0, otherwise,

where Ci
k is the set of neighbors visible to boid i in the cohesion zone.

The three forces depend on the function g; this is a function of the distance between agents. According to

the literature [36] this is set to

g(d) =



























umax

(

1−
d

rsep

)

if d ∈ [0, rsep]

umax if d ∈ [rsep, rali]

umax

(

rcoh − d

rcoh − rali

)

if d ∈ [rali, rcoh].

(20)

The function g modulates the magnitude of the social forces. The function is decreasing inside the sepa-

ration zone. Then, it becomes constant in the alignment zone and finally decreases again in the cohesion

zone. Note that, according to the above social forces, when there is no neighbor in the alignment zone, the

boid is encouraged to maintain its current heading [33].
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In Fig. 3C-D, the polarization order parameter from the main text [11, 58] is shown at each simulation

step t = k dt and is computed as:

pk =

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

1

N

N
∑

i=1

vi
k

∥vi
k∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

.

Fig. 3C also shows how the weights computed with GateMod change over time for one boid. Fig. SI-1 shows

the evolution of the weights for all the boids in Fig. 3C. The figure confirms the phenomenon reported in

the main text: weights tend to become uniform as polarization arises. As reported in the main text, the

generative model in Fig. 3C is inspired by [27]. Specifically, q (xk | xk−1,uk) is a Gaussian centered in

x̄i
q,k =













1

|Ci
k|

∑

j∈Ci
k

pj
k

1

|Ai
k|

∑

j∈Ai
k

vj
k













. (21)

The covariance Σq of the Gaussian is in Tab. 1. In Fig. 3C, the generative model captures the tendency

of a boid to stay close to its neighbors and align with their velocity in a free environment [48, 46, 34, 56].

In the main text we also reported that, when the generative model includes a collision avoidance cost,

then GateMod yields a milling collective behavior consistently with the literature [27]; see Fig. SI-2. The

experiments in Fig. 3D from the main text show that GateMod enables the group to achieve goal-directed

behavior with loss of cohesion when a small portion of boids (10%) is goal-informed and seeks to reach

the goal destination. In these experiments, the generative model for follower, non-informed, boids is left

unchanged while informed bodes are equipped with a model encoding a goal-directed behavior. This is set

as a a Gaussian centered in

x̄i
q,k =







pg

pg − pi
k

∥pg − pi
k∥







and covariance Σq given in Tab. 1. In the model, the velocity points towards the goal position, pg, set to

pg = [−15,−15]⊤ in the experiments. Fig. SI-3A and B report experiments result in the same setting from

the main text but with 100% and 20% of goal-directed boids. The figures, further supporting the results

from main experiments, confirm the onset of a collective goal-directed behavior for the group. Moreover,

in the settings of Fig. 3D, we also evaluate how temperature affects the collective behavior. Fig. SI-3C

reveals that low values of ϵ allow informed agents to prioritize goal-directed motion, resulting in successful

guidance of the flock to the goal. In contrast, higher values of ϵ promote more uniform (high-entropy)

primitive weights, which can jeopardize the goal. Finally, to further evaluate GateMod ability to soft-

control a group shown in Fig. 3C, we conduct a supplementary study where informed agents still use

GateMod (same settings as the main text) but this time followers use three different remarkable models

from [11, 13, 60]. As these models are from the literature without any variation, they are not described

here. Results from this ablation study are shown in Fig. SI-4A, B, and C. In these figures, the group

consists of 40 boids with 6 being informed. Collectively, these experiments confirm GateMod ability to

soft-control the group towards the goal position, while maintaining cohesiveness. Remarkably, across all

the models, GateMod primitives exhibit temporal variations that suggest, again, a flexible – adaptive –

behavior for the leaders.
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5.2 Multi-armed bandits experiments

In the experiments from the main text we use the same data and numerical methods from [21].

Data are collected from participants completing a two-armed bandit task organized into 20 blocks of 10

trials each. On trial k, each participant selects an action uk ∈ {1, 2} and observes a potentially stochastic

reward rk specific to the chosen arm. Belief over rewards is updated via a Kalman filter. As in [21], for the

chosen arm i = uk, the posterior mean µi,k and posterior standard deviation si,k are updated according to

µi,k+1 = µi,k + αk (rk − µi,k) , (22)

si,k+1 = si,k − αksi,k, (23)

with learning rate

αk =
s2i,k

s2i,k + τ2i
, (24)

where τ2i is the observation noise variance for arm i, and s2i,0 is the prior variance, representing initial

uncertainty about the arm’s reward. In Experiment 1, one arm is stochastic (s20 = 10, τ2 = 10) and the

other yields a fixed reward of zero. In Experiment 2, both arms are stochastic (s20 = 100, τ2 = 10). Then,

the hybrid model in [21] is

P (uk = 1) = Φ
(

γ (s1,k − s2,k) + β
µ1,k − µ2,k
√

s21,k + s22,k

)

, (25)

where Φ(·) denotes the standard normal cumulative distribution function, γ is the weight for directed

exploration, and β is the weight for random exploration. The weights are inferred from the data. In our

GateMod experiments, the state is the vector of posterior mean and variances updated as in [21] using

Eq. [22]. At each trial k = 1, . . . , T , the agent selects an action ui,k, i ∈ {1, 2}, corresponding to the

choice of arm i. The exploitation, uncertainty-seeking and risk aversion primitives from the main text are,

respectively:

π1 (ui,k | xk−1) =







0.99 if i = argmaxj∈{1,...,N} µj,k

0.01 otherwise
,

π2 (ui,k | xk−1) =
si,k

∑N
j=1 sj,k

,

π3 (ui,k | xk−1) =
exp(−si,k)

∑N
j=1 exp(−sj,k)

.

(26)

Since we do not have available the transition kernel p (xk | xk−1,uk) and we do not want to learn additional

parameters over [21], we set this model equal to q (xk | xk−1,uk). We note that, even if q (xk | xk−1,uk)

also not available, if the two models are the same then they disappear from GateMod formulation – the

KL divergence between p (xk | xk−1,uk) and q (xk | xk−1,uk) in Eq. [10] is 0, and we can omit this term.

In the results form the main text the temperature is ε = 0.01.

In Fig. SI-5 A-C we present supplementary evaluation of GateMod in the same settings considered in

the main text but using an alternative fitting via logistic (softmax) regression. Fig. SI-5 D and E show

the Predictive Log-Likelihood (PLL) from a 3-fold cross validation among models, both in the case of

probit (Fig. SI-5 D) and of logit (Fig. SI-5 E) regression. These findings confirm the results from the
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main text. Finally, Fig. SI-6 shows the PXP comparison ε ∈ [0.001, 1], using both regression approaches.

The figure indicates that low temperatures can be beneficial, whereas excessively large values of ε degrade

performance. This deterioration is however expected and it arises because for high temperatures the

entropic term in GateFrame dominates, driving the weights towards a uniform distribution.

6 Proving the Statements

The following result on the product of symmetric matrices is used for our convergence analysis of the

softmax gradient flow.

Lemma 7 (Product of symmetric matrices). Let A,B ∈ R
n×n, A = A⊤ and B = B⊤ ⪰ 0. If

1. A ⪰ 0, then λmax

(

AB +BA

2

)

≥ 0;

2. A ⪯ 0, then λmax

(

AB +BA

2

)

≤ 0.

Proof. First note that AB+BA
2 is symmetric and real, so its eigenvalues are real. By the Rayleigh quotient

characterization, we have

λmax

(

AB +BA

2

)

= sup
∥x∥=1

x⊤

(

AB +BA

2

)

x (27)

= sup
∥x∥=1

1

2

(

x⊤ABx+ x⊤BAx
)

= sup
∥x∥=1

1

2

(

x⊤ABx+ x⊤A⊤B⊤x
)

= sup
∥x∥=1

x⊤ABx ∈ R,

where in the last equality we used the symmetry of A and B. To handle potential singularities of B, define

the perturbed matrix Bt := B+tIn, for t > 0, which is strictly positive definite. Then B
1/2
t AB

1/2
t is similar

to ABt, so the spectrum of ABt is real. Additionally, B
1/2
t AB

1/2
t is congruent to A and Sylvester’s law of

inertia implies ABt has the same number of negative, zero, and positive eigenvalues as A. Moreover, for

each t > 0, we have:

λmax

(

ABt +BtA

2

)

= sup
∥x∥=1

x⊤ABtx = sup
∥x∥=1

(

x⊤ABx+ tx⊤Ax
)

.

Since the Rayleigh quotient is continuous in t and eigenvalues depend continuously on matrix entries, we

have

lim
t→0+

λmax

(

ABt +BtA

2

)

= sup
∥x∥=1

x⊤ABx = λmax

(

AB +BA

2

)

.

Now, assume A ⪰ 0. Then statement 1 follows being the left-hand side a limit of nonnegative quantities.

Similar reasonings apply for statement 2. This concludes the proof.
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Proof of Lemma 4

For any x ∈ R
n, we have

prox
Hbarrier−

∥·∥2

2

(x) := argmin
z∈Rn

(

Hbarrier(z)−
∥z∥2

2
+

1

2
∥x− z∥22

)

= argmin
z∈∆n

(

Hbarrier(z)−
∥z∥2

2
+

1

2
∥x∥2 − x⊤z+

1

2
∥z∥2

)

(28)

= argmin
z∈∆n

(

n
∑

i=1

zi ln zi − x⊤z

)

, (29)

where in the equality [28] we used the fact that, by definition of entropic barrier function, the minimum is

obtained in ∆n. Now, to solve the constrained problem [29], consider Lagrangian function

L(z, λ, µ) = −x⊤z+

n
∑

i=1

zi ln zi + λ

(

n
∑

i=1

zi − 1

)

−
n
∑

i=1

µizi,

where λ ∈ R is the multiplier associated with the equality constraint
∑n

i=1 zi = 1, and µi ≥ 0, i ∈ {1, . . . , n},

are the multipliers associated with the inequality constraints −zi ≤ 0. For all i ∈ {1, . . . , n}, the optimality

KKT conditions are: (i) stationarity: ∂L
∂zi

= −xi+(1+ln zi)+λ−µi = 0; (ii) primal feasibility:
∑n

i=1 zi = 1;

(iii) dual feasibility: µi ≥ 0; and (iv) complementary slackness: µizi = 0.

Now, since the term (1 + ln zi) tends to −∞ as any zi → 0+, for the stationarity conditions to hold, the

minimizer must lie strictly in the interior of the simplex. By complementary slackness, this implies that

µi = 0. Thus, the stationarity condition simplifies to

−xi + (1 + ln zi) + λ = 0 ⇐⇒ zi = exp (xi − λ− 1) .

Then, by primal feasibility we have

n
∑

i=1

zi = 1 ⇐⇒
n
∑

i=1

exp (xi − λ− 1) = 1 ⇐⇒ exp (−λ− 1) =
1

∑n
j=1 exp (xj)

.

Finally, the unique optimal solution is:

z⋆i =
exp (xi)

∑n
j=1 exp (xj)

=: (softmax (x))i , i ∈ {1, . . . , n}.

This concludes the proof.

Before giving the proof for Lemma 5 – where we stablish the connections between problem [4] and the

softmax gradient flow [6] – we note here that, rather interestingly, equation [29] in the proof of Lemma 4

reveals that the smooth best response map is the proximal operator of the function −H − ∥·∥2

2 . This

immediately follows noticing that Eq. [29] can be equivalently written as argmax
z∈∆n

(

x⊤z−
n
∑

i=1

zi ln zi

)

=

argmax
z∈∆n

(

x⊤z+ H(z)
)

. this observation – which to the best of our knowledge is not reported elsewhere

– suggests that smooth best-response dynamics and softmax flows both arise naturally from composite

optimization problems. We can now give the proof of Lemma 5.
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Proof of Lemma 5

First, note that problem [4] is equivalent to the following composite optimization problem

min
x∈Rn

f(x) + g(x) (30)

where f(x) = F(x) + ε
∥x∥2

2
is continuously differentiable and g(x) = ε

(

Hbarrier(x)−
∥x∥2

2

)

is closed,

proper and convex. The fact that g(x) is CCP follows from its effective domain being ∆n, and on ∆n we have

g(x) = ε
(

n
∑

i=1

xi lnxi −
1
2∥x∥

2
)

, whose Hessian is a diagonal matrix with entries
(

∇2g(x)
)

i
= ε

(

1

xi
− 1

)

and thus is positive semidefinite for x ∈ ∆n.

Next, let x⋆ be the minimizer of [30]. Then, by first-order necessary and sufficient optimality conditions

for convex optimization problems [49] we have 0n ∈ ∇f(x⋆) + ∂g(x⋆). Multiplying by ε−1 and adding and

subtracting x⋆ to the right-hand side of the above inclusion yields

0n ∈ [In + ε−1∂g](x⋆) + ε−1∇f(x⋆)− x⋆ ⇐⇒ (In + ε−1∂g)(x⋆) ∈ x⋆ − ε−1∇f(x⋆)

⇐⇒ x⋆ ∈ (In + ε−1∂g)−1
(

x⋆ − ε−1
(

∇F(x⋆) + εx⋆
))

.

Recalling that proxε−1g = (In + ε−1∂g)−1 and, being by assumption g convex, closed, and proper, then

proxε−1g is single-valued [43] and, by Lemma 4, we have proxε−1g = softmax. Therefore,

x⋆ = softmax
(

−ε−1∇F(x⋆)
)

,

that is, x⋆ is an equilibrium point of the gradient flow dynamics [6]. Since all results are equivalence, the

proof of items 1 and 2 is complete. Finally, item 3 follows directly from [22, Theorem 2].

Proof of Lemma 6.

First note that ∆n = R
n
≥0∩{x ∈ R

n |
∑n

i=1 xi = 1}. Then, by Nagumo’s Theorem [41] (see also [5, Exercise

3.12]), to show that ∆n is forward invariant for the dynamics [6] we need to show that (i) the positive

orthant is forward invariant, (ii) the dynamics preserve the total mass constraint, that is
∑n

i=1 ẋi = 0 for

all x ∈ R
n such that

∑n
i=1 xi = 1.

By Nagumo’s Theorem [41], the positive orthant is forward invariant for a vector field f if and only

if fi(x) ≥ 0, for all x ∈ R
n
≥0 such that xi = 0. Let us consider the softmax gradient flow [6] written in

components

τ ẋi = −xi + softmax
(

−ε−1∇F(x)
)

i
= −xi +

exp
(

−(ε−1∇F(x))i
)

∑n
j=1 exp (−(ε−1∇F(x))j)

:= Fs,i(x), i ∈ {1, . . . , n}.

Then, for all x ∈ R
n
≥0 such that xi = 0 we have Fs,i(x) =

exp
(

−(ε−1∇F(x))i
)

∑n
j=1 exp (−(ε−1∇F (x))j)

> 0, for each i. Next,

let x ∈ R
n such that

∑n
i=1 xi = 1. We have

n
∑

i=1

τ ẋi = −
n
∑

i=1

xi +

n
∑

i=1

softmax
(

−ε−1∇F(x)
)

i
= −1 + 1 = 0.

This concludes the proof.
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Proof of Theorem 1

For simplicity of notation, let y := −ε−1∇F(x) define G(y) := D softmax (y). Recall that, being G(y)

the Jacobian of a proximal operator, it is symmetric and satisfies 0 ⪯ G(y) ⪯ In, for all y ∈ R
n [2,

Proposition 12.28]. The Jacobian of Fsm is therefore DFsm(x) =
1

τ

(

−In − ε−1G(y)∇2F(x)
)

. To prove our

statement, we have to show that µ(Fsm(x)) ≤ −c for all x ∈ R
n. By applying the log-norm translation (for

all A ∈ R
n×n and b ∈ R, for any log-norm µ it holds µ(A+ bIn) = µ(A)+ b) and positive homogeneity (for

all A ∈ R
n×n and a ∈ R, for any log-norm µ it holds µ(aA) = aµ(sign(a)A)) properties, we have

sup
x

µ2(DFsm(x)) ≤ −
1

τ
+

1

τε
max

0⪯G⪯In
B⪰0

µ2((−G)B) =: −
1

τ
+ (τε)−1 max

0⪯G⪯In
B⪰0

λmax

(

(−G)B +B(−G)

2

)

≤ −
1

τ
,

where in the first inequality we have used the fact that∇2F(x) ⪰ 0, being F convex, while the last inequality

follows by applying Lemma 7. This concludes the proof.

Proof of Corollary 1

The statements follow directly from the infinitesimal contractivity of the flow. Specifically, exponential

convergence (statement 1) is established in [35], while entrainment to periodic input (statement 2) in [50].

For a more detailed discussion, we refer to [5, Chapter 3]. Finally, to prove item 3, we first compute

the Lipschitz constant Lsm of the vector field Fsm. We have:

∥∇Fsm(x)∥ = τ−1
∥

∥∇
(

−x+ softmax
(

−ε−1∇F(x)
)

)
)∥

∥ = τ−1
∥

∥−In − ε−1D softmax(−ε−1∇F(x))∇2F(x)
∥

∥

≤ τ−1 + (τε)−1
∥

∥D softmax(−ε−1∇F(x))
∥

∥

∥

∥∇2F(x)
∥

∥ ≤ τ−1
(

1 + ε−1LF

)

:= Lsm.

The conclusion then follows from [6, Theorem 4].

6.1 GateMod Proofs

Proof of Lemma 1

We begin with item 1. By Lemma 2 and Remark 1, GateFrame objective becomes:

DKL (p (uk | xk−1) || q (uk | xk−1)) + Ep(uk|xk−1) [DKL (p (xk | xk−1,uk) || q (xk | xk−1,uk))]− εH(wk).

(31)

Substituting the constraint p (uk | xk−1) =

nπ
∑

α=1

wα
kπ

α (uk | xk−1) into the function [31] yields, for the first

term:

DKL (p (uk | xk−1) || q (uk | xk−1)) :=

∫ nπ
∑

α=1

wα
kπ

α (uk | xk−1)

(

ln

nπ
∑

β=1

wβ
kπ

β (uk | xk−1)− ln q (uk | xk−1)

)

duk

=

nπ
∑

α=1

wα
kEπα(uk|xk−1)



ln

nπ
∑

β=1

wβ
kπ

β (uk | xk−1)− ln q (uk | xk−1)



 .
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For the second term we have

nπ
∑

α=1

wα
kEπα(uk|xk−1) [DKL (p (xk | xk−1,uk) || q (xk | xk−1,uk))] .

Embedding the GateFrame simplex constraint in the cost yields the desired reformulation.

To prove item 2, first note that Assumption 2 implies that the function F(wk) is smooth in wk. Indeed,

the only potential source of discontinuity is the term ln
∑nπ

β=1w
β
kπ

β (uk | xk−1). However, since this sum

is always non-negative for wk ∈ ∆nπ , the function F(wk) remains well-defined. Next, we compute the

gradient of F(wk) w.r.t. a generic weight, say it wγ
k . We have

∂

∂wγ
k

F(wk) =
∂

∂wγ
k

(

nπ
∑

α=1

wα
kEπα(uk|xk−1)

[

DKL (p (xk | xk−1,uk) || q (xk | xk−1,uk))− ln q (uk | xk−1)

]

)

+
∂

∂wγ
k





nπ
∑

α=1

wα
kEπα(uk|xk−1)

[

ln

nπ
∑

β=1

wβ
kπ

β (uk | xk−1)

]





=Eπγ(uk|xk−1)



DKL (p (xk | xk−1,uk) || q (xk | xk−1,uk))− ln q (uk | xk−1) + ln

nπ
∑

β=1

wβ
kπ

β (uk | xk−1)



+ 1

The last terms of the above equality follows from the following computations:

∂

∂wγ
k

[

nπ
∑

α=1

wα
kEπα(uk|xk−1)

[

ln

nπ
∑

β=1

wβ
kπ

β (uk | xk−1)

]

]

=
∂

∂wγ
k

[

∫ nπ
∑

α=1

wα
kπ

α (uk | xk−1) ln

nπ
∑

β=1

wβ
kπ

β (uk | xk−1) duk

]

=

∫

∂

∂wγ
k

[

nπ
∑

α=1

wα
kπ

α (uk | xk−1) ln

nπ
∑

β=1

wβ
kπ

β (uk | xk−1) duk

]

=

∫

πγ (uk | xk−1) ln

nπ
∑

β=1

wβ
kπ

β (uk | xk−1) +
�
�
�
�
�
�

�
�

�
��

nπ
∑

α=1

wα
kπ

α (uk | xk−1)
πγ (uk | xk−1)

�
�
�
�
�

�
�

�
�
��nπ

∑

β=1

wβ
kπ

β (uk | xk−1)
duk

=

∫

πγ (uk | xk−1)

(

ln

nπ
∑

β=1

wβ
kπ

β (uk | xk−1) + 1

)

duk

= Eπγ(uk|xk−1)



ln

nπ
∑

β=1

wβ
kπ

β (uk | xk−1)



+ 1.

To prove item 3 we compute the Hessian of F(w) and use the characterizations F is (i) convex if and only

if ∇2F(w) ⪰ 0nπ , for all w ∈ R
nπ ; and (ii) LF-smooth if and only if ∇2F(w) ⪯ LFInπ , for all w ∈ R

nπ .
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We compute

(

∇2F (wk)
)

αγ
=

∂

∂wα
k



Eπγ(uk|xk−1)



ln

nπ
∑

β=1

wβ
kπ

β (uk | xk−1)









=

∫

πγ (uk | xk−1)
∂

∂wα
k



ln

nπ
∑

β=1

wβ
kπ

β (uk | xk−1)



 duk

=

∫

πγ (uk | xk−1)
πα (uk | xk−1)

w⊤
k π (uk | xk−1)

duk

= Eπγ(uk|xk−1)

[

πα (uk | xk−1)

w⊤
k π (uk | xk−1)

]

.

Note that, for any z ∈ R
nπ , z ̸= 0nπ , it holds

z⊤∇2F(wk)z =
∑

α

∑

γ

zαzγEπγ(uk|xk−1)

[

πα (uk | xk−1)

w⊤
k π (uk | xk−1)

]

=
∑

α

∑

γ

zαzγ

∫

πγ (uk | xk−1)π
α (uk | xk−1)

w⊤
k π (uk | xk−1)

duk

=

∫

∑

α

∑

γ

zαzγ
πγ (uk | xk−1)π

α (uk | xk−1)

w⊤
k π (uk | xk−1)

duk

=

∫

z⊤π (uk | xk−1)π (uk | xk−1)
⊤ z

w⊤
k π (uk | xk−1)

duk

=

∫

(z⊤π (uk | xk−1))
2

w⊤
k π (uk | xk−1)

duk ≥ 0,

where the last inequality follows being w⊤
k π (uk | xk−1) > 0 for all wk ∈ ∆nπ . Therefore, the Hessian

∇2F(wk) is a semi-positive definite matrix, which in turn ensures that the map F(wk) is convex. Next,

recall that for any symmetric matrix, the largest eigenvalue is given by the maximum of the Rayleigh

quotient, that is

λmax

(

∇2F(wk)
)

= max
∥y∥

2
=1

y⊤∇2F(wk)y.

Then, to prove our statement, it suffices to show y⊤∇2F(wk)y ≤ LF, for all y ∈ R
nπ such that ∥y∥2 = 1.

We have

y⊤∇2F(wk)y =

∫

(y⊤π (uk | xk−1))
2

w⊤
k π (uk | xk−1)

duk ≤

∫

(y⊤π (uk | xk−1))
2

πmin
duk

≤

∫

∥y∥2 ∥π (uk | xk−1)∥
2

πmin
duk = nπ

π2
max

πmin
,

where in the first inequality we used the fact that w⊤
k π (uk | xk−1) is a convex combination of π (uk | xk−1),

while in the second inequality we applied Cauchy Schwarz inequality. This concludes the proof.
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7 Supplementary Tables

Table 1: Values for the parameters used in the experiments from the main text. Parameters are assumed
in accordance with [28, 36, 11]. The initial conditions for the simulations are randomly selected and the
numerical solver solve ivp in Python is used.

Parameter Description Value

dt Time step 0.05
N Number of boids 40
du Action space 30
vmax Maximum velocity norm 1
umax Maximum acceleration norm 3
α Vision angle 320◦

rsep Separation radius 1
rali Alignment radius 3
rcoh Cohesion radius 12
Σsep Covariance of separation primitive 0.1I2
Σali Covariance of alignment primitive 0.1I2
Σcoh Covariance of cohesion primitive 0.1I2
Σp Covariance of p (xk | xk−1,uk) 0.01I4
Σq Covariance of q (xk | xk−1,uk) 0.01I4
ϵ Entropy regularization parameter 0.5
τ GateFlow time-scale 1

8 Supplementary Figures
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Figure SI-1: Weights evolution of all the 40 boids in Fig. 3C. In the main text we show the evolution of
GateMod weights for boid 1. The weights evolution for all the other boids confirms that, after an initial
transient phase where the boids form a cohesive and aligned group, the weights tend to become uniform.
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Figure SI-2: A GateMod yields milling when the generative model is equipped with a collision avoidance
term [42]. The cost is a penalty for actions that point toward neighbors within the separation radius.
Plots are obtained for N = 60 boids; all other parameters are the same as the ones used in the main
text. B evolution of the polarization (top) and milling (middle) order parameters. See [11, 58] for the
standard definitions of these parameters. A value close to 1 of the milling parameter suggests that agents
rotate coherently. Higher milling implies lower polarization order parameter. The bottom panel shows the
small distance between boids across the group. The collision avoidance term promotes a non-zero booi-to-
boid distance. C Weights evolution during milling. GateMod suggests that, at the onset of milling, the
alignment and cohesion primitives have higher weights (and hence are used more) over separation.
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Figure SI-3: (A) (Left) Group behavior when 100% of the boids are informed. (Middle) The distance
from the target decreases and the group exhibits polarization. This indicates a goal-directed yet polarized
emerging behavior. (Right) Time evolution of the optimal primitives’ weights from GateMod. The weights
are shown for one boid representative of all the (informed) boids in the group. The evolution of the weights
confirms a flexible, adaptive, behavior. (B) (Left) Group behavior when 20% of the boids are informed.
(Middle) Confirming the results from the main text, the distance from the target decreases (bottom) and
the group exhibits polarization with low milling. This indicates a goal-directed yet polarized emerging
behavior. (Right) Time evolution of the optimal primitives’ weights from GateMod for representative
informed and uninformed boids. The weights of the informed boids are more variable than the ones for
uniformed agents. This suggests a more adaptive behavior for leaders. (C) (Left) Mean and standard
deviation of the group metrics across 30 simulations in the setting of Fig. 3D from main text, with different
values of the temperature ε. While increasing the temperature does not affect polarization, it may hinder
the navigation of boids to the goal destination; note the evolution of the distance for higher temperatures.
(Right) Mean and standard deviation of GateMod weights for an informed agent (red) and an uninformed
agent (blue). Increasing the temperature leads to more uniform weights and, as a result, the informed agents
end up orchestrating their primitives according to a policy that is similar to the one of the uninformed
agents.
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Figure SI-4: (A) (Left) Trajectories of N boids from random initial conditions. The 6 goal-informed
boids imlement GateMod, guiding the 34 uninformed boids, which evolve according to the three-zone
model from [11], toward the goal. (Middle) Temporal evolution of group-level metrics. The distance from
the goal decreases with time. (Right) Time evolution of the optimal primitives’ weights of an informed
agent on the simplex. (B) (Left) Trajectories of N boids from random initial conditions. The 6 goal-
informed boids imlement GateMod, guiding the 34 Cucker-Smale boids [13] toward the goal. (Middle)
Temporal evolution of group-level metrics. (Right) Time evolution of the optimal primitives’ weights of an
informed agent on the simplex. (C) (Left) Trajectories of N boids from random initial conditions. The
6 goal-informed boids imlement GateMod, guiding the 34 uninformed Vicsek boids [60] toward the goal.
(Middle) Temporal evolution of group-level metrics. (Right) Time evolution of the optimal primitives’
weights of an informed agent on the simplex.
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Figure SI-5: (A) Protected exceedance probabilities (PXP) for the Hybrid model and GateMod in the
two experiments using logit regression. GateMod outperforms the Hybrid model in both experiments,
indicating stronger explanatory power even under an alternative link function. (B) PXP values for UCB,
Thompson, Value, and GateMod under logit regression. GateMod achieves the highest PXP in both ex-
periments, consistent with the probit-based results reported in the main text. (C) Trial-by-trial evolution
of the mean (bold lines) and standard deviation (shaded areas) of the optimal primitives’ weights across
participants under logit regression. The temporal patterns closely mirror those obtained with probit re-
gression, demonstrating robustness to the choice of link. ((D) Mean and standard deviation of predictive
log-likelihood (PLL) obtained via 3-fold cross-validation using probit regression. (E) PLL values from
3-fold cross-validation with logit regression. For each fold, models were fitted on two-thirds of the partic-
ipants and evaluated on the held-out third; results are then averaged across folds. GateMod achieves the
highest average PLL in Experiment 1 and performs comparably to the best policy (Thompson sampling)
in Experiment 2. Overall, these results confirm that the conclusions drawn in the main text are robust to
the choice of regression link (probit vs. logit) and the cross-validation procedure.
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Figure SI-6: Value of PXP for different values of regularization gain ϵ in the case of probit regression (panel
(A) for experiment 1 and (B) for experiment 2) and logistic regression (panel (C) for experiment 1 and
(D) for experiment 2).
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