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Abstract

Executing situational strategies requires large
language model (LLM) agents to connect sit-
uation recognition and dialogue to game ac-
tions. We study Power Play (PP), an endgame
strategy in five-player Werewolf in which
two teammates can win by coordinating their
votes. We evaluate a PP instruction bundle
that guides recognition, role revelation, target
coordination, and voting across separate re-
quests. We test the bundle on fixed boards with
supplied dialogue cues and in full games that
vary instructions for one agent or both team-
mates while holding other policies fixed. On
fixed boards where PP was available, compos-
ite PP success increased from 2.5% to 81.3%.
However, the full-game evaluations did not
establish an improvement in werewolf-team
win rate. When dialogue generated with the
bundle was held fixed, retaining the bundle
for voting produced no observed additional
gain in TALK–VOTE consistency. These find-
ings distinguish successful execution of a pre-
scribed strategy across dialogue and action
from improvements in overall game perfor-
mance. Code and evaluation artifacts are pub-
licly available.1

1 Introduction

AIWolfDial is a shared task in which agents
play Werewolf through natural-language discus-
sion. Each participant secretly receives a village-
team or werewolf-team role and attempts to infer
the opposing team through discussion and voting.
Agents must therefore do more than produce flu-
ent utterances: they must track others’ claims, act
according to their own role, and align the target
announced in dialogue with the vote actually sub-
mitted. These properties have made Werewolf a

1Code:
https://github.com/Mainlst/aiwolf-nlp-agent-llm;
data: https://huggingface.co/datasets/synonym/
aiwolf-nlp-agent-llm.
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Figure 1: Conceptual execution of a PP in a three-
survivor five-player endgame. The possessed reveals
their role, the two werewolf-team agents identify a
common village-team target, and both vote for that
player. The fixed-board evaluation tests one agent’s
TALK–VOTE step against a frozen public history
rather than this complete dyadic interaction.

testbed for social reasoning and multi-agent co-
ordination under incomplete information (Kano
et al., 2024, 2025).

Even if an LLM has learned the general rules of
Werewolf, it may not relate the current survivors
to its role or recognize when concealment should
give way to overt coordination. A canonical case
occurs when one werewolf, one possessed, and
one village-team player remain. As Figure 1 illus-
trates, the werewolf and possessed can guarantee
a two-vote majority by sharing a target. Failure
to identify the ally or target can forfeit this direct

https://github.com/Mainlst/aiwolf-nlp-agent-llm
https://huggingface.co/datasets/synonym/aiwolf-nlp-agent-llm
https://huggingface.co/datasets/synonym/aiwolf-nlp-agent-llm


route, although partial coordination or a village-
team voting error may still produce a werewolf-
team win without an explicit role-revelation pro-
tocol. We call overt vote coordination in this posi-
tion a Power Play (PP), and use coming out (CO)
for publicly declaring one’s role, following prior
AIWolfDial work.

Explicit PP instructions make improved execu-
tion plausible. Our focus is whether the prescribed
strategy is carried through recognition, role rev-
elation, target coordination, and a separately re-
quested VOTE, and whether that behavioral im-
provement translates into game outcomes. We dis-
tribute role- and request-specific PP clauses across
shared knowledge, role strategies, TALK, VOTE,
ATTACK, and an endgame check, retaining (P+)
or removing (P−PP) them jointly while keep-
ing the target’s non-PP base fixed. Fixed boards
test continuation from cue-bearing histories; near-
controls probe over-application. The standard-
game comparison changes one target under a fixed
PP-aware background policy.

We address three research questions:

RQ1 How does a cross-request PP instruction
bundle affect a target agent’s TALK–VOTE
execution in cue-conditioned three-survivor
histories?

RQ2 Does the instruction bundle lead to over-
application when PP is unavailable?

RQ3 What is the paired werewolf-team win-rate
difference when one target agent uses P+
rather than P−PP while all four non-target
agents use the same fixed PP-aware back-
ground policy?

The shared-TALK evaluation probes the VOTE-
stage contribution to RQ1, while the factorial eval-
uation extends RQ3 to joint teammate adoption.

Our contributions are:

• We evaluate an explicit PP instruction bundle
through observable recognition, role revela-
tion or response, target coordination, and the
submitted VOTE, distinguishing declaration–
action consistency from correct PP execution.

• We separate cue-conditioned execution and
over-application from all-game outcomes un-
der single-target substitution and joint team-
mate adoption.

2 Task and Related Work

2.1 AIWolfDial and Power Play

The five-player setting studied here consists of
two villagers, one seer, one possessed, and one
werewolf. Villagers and the seer form the village
team; the possessed and werewolf form the were-
wolf team. The village team aims to execute all
werewolves. The werewolf team aims to make the
number of living werewolves at least as large as
the number of living humans. Although the pos-
sessed belongs to the werewolf team, the game
engine treats them as human for win determina-
tion. Each night the seer divines one player and
learns whether that player’s species is werewolf or
human. The possessed has no special ability and
does not know the werewolf’s identity. During the
day, players discuss in natural language and each
casts one vote to determine the player to execute.
A vote declaration in dialogue and the actual tar-
get returned to the server are separate outputs and
may disagree.

We define a PP-positive position as one with
exactly three survivors: one werewolf, one pos-
sessed, and one village-team player. The game
has not yet ended because two humans remain,
but the werewolf and possessed can secure two
of the three votes by voting for the same village-
team survivor. After that execution, one werewolf
and one human remain, producing a werewolf-
team win. Because the possessed does not di-
rectly know the werewolf, an early CO based on a
mistaken PP judgment can leak information to the
village team. Evaluation must therefore measure
both correct PP execution and erroneous initiation
in similar positions where PP is unavailable.

2.2 LLM Werewolf Agents

AIWolfDial competition reports show that LLMs
enable natural dialogue while logical reasoning,
role execution, self-contradiction, and mismatches
between utterances and actions remain persistent
challenges (Kano et al., 2023, 2024). Other Were-
wolf studies have retrieved dialogue and experi-
ence for reflection (Xu et al., 2024a), optimized
language-agent policies with reinforcement learn-
ing (Xu et al., 2024b), or divided labor between an
LLM and an external reasoner (Wu et al., 2024).

For AIWolfDial, prior systems have used situa-
tion analysis and persuasion strategies (Qi and In-
aba, 2024), dialogue summarization and personas
(Tanaka et al., 2024), LLM generation with rule-



based response selection (Sato et al., 2024), and
hierarchical intent and tactics (Harada and Kano,
2025). In particular, Okada and Ito (2025) already
incorporate expert PP behavior, including instruc-
tions for the possessed to reveal its role and request
a coordinated vote. Building on this guidance, we
test whether a target completes the recognition–
dialogue–action sequence under a controlled bun-
dle contrast, and distinguish that execution from
game outcomes under single-target and joint team-
mate adoption.

In broader LLM-agent research, context-
dependent guidelines improve sequential deci-
sions (Fu et al., 2024), while integrating entangled
instructions (Han et al., 2025) and planning around
another agent’s intentions (Agashe et al., 2025) re-
main difficult. Our evaluation connects these con-
cerns through an observable requirement: the tar-
get must coordinate on a valid player in TALK and
submit the corresponding VOTE.

2.3 Evaluation Scope

Prior AIWolfDial system papers have used com-
petition win rates, log-based case studies, human
evaluation, or multi-dimensional dialogue-quality
evaluation according to their target contribution
(Qi and Inaba, 2024; Tanaka et al., 2024; Sato
et al., 2024; Harada and Kano, 2025). Our inter-
vention targets role behavior required for PP, not
naturalness, expressive diversity, or persona. We
therefore restrict the primary evaluation to prede-
fined binary measures of PP execution and win
rate in standard games. Only utterances requiring
semantic interpretation are classified with a fixed
rubric; subjective dialogue-quality scores are out-
side our claims.

3 Method

3.1 Agent Architecture

Figure 2 shows the processing pipeline. A deter-
ministic preprocessing stage normalizes the cur-
rent state and dialogue history and organizes pub-
lic information. This information is combined
with role-specific strategies and request-specific
instructions and passed to the LLM. A determin-
istic post-generation stage validates the response
and any game action. No additional LLM call is
used to organize the public history.

The shared policy context comprises non-PP
role strategies, dynamic context, request-specific
instructions, and deterministic response valida-

Current game state and dialogue history
↓

Deterministic: deduplication and public-state
extraction

↓
Shared base + PP instruction bundle +

request-specific instructions
↓

LLM: decision-making and language generation
↓

Deterministic: output validation and fallback action
↓

Validated dialogue or game action

Figure 2: Target-agent pipeline. P+ versus P−PP
manipulates the bold PP text while holding the tar-
get’s shared base and processing pipeline fixed. The
standard-game comparison changes one target; the fac-
torial comparison changes both werewolf-team agents
while fixing the village-team policies.

tion. The agent supports TALK, VOTE, DI-
VINE, GUARD, and ATTACK requests; the five-
player experiments invoked TALK, VOTE, DI-
VINE, and ATTACK because this setting has no
bodyguard. Each request uses the same current
state with request-specific instructions, auxiliary
information, and output formats. From the dedu-
plicated history, deterministic rules extract seer
COs, divination results, latest vote declarations,
and direct questions, and present them with the
original utterances. This is not a separate model
for probabilistic inference of hidden roles; it is an
auxiliary representation intended to reduce con-
fusion between public facts and speakers’ view-
points. We do not estimate the individual effects
of these shared components.

3.2 PP Instructions Across Multiple Requests

Table 1 functionally summarizes a heterogeneous
bundle. Its overlapping clauses appear in shared
knowledge, role strategies, TALK, VOTE, AT-
TACK, and a state-dependent endgame check.
They are not identical repetitions: triggers and ac-
tions vary by role and request. The distribution
targets cross-action inconsistencies such as nam-
ing a target during TALK but voting elsewhere.

For the designated target agent, P+ retains ev-
ery predefined PP-specific clause and P−PP re-
moves them jointly. Both retain role names, teams,
ordinary strategies, general voting policies, ally-
preservation language, and the same processing
pipeline. The contrast estimates the bundle’s ef-
fect conditional on this shared base. It does not
identify the contributions of recognition, CO, tar-
get coordination, or VOTE guidance, or establish



Instructional context Roles Instruction

Shared
knowledge/endgame note

All Check PP feasibility at three survivors; apply role-conditioned
CO, response, or defense guidance.

Possessed strategy/TALK Possessed Under overlapping general and narrower fake-seer triggers, CO
and request coordination on a village-team candidate.

Werewolf strategy/TALK Werewolf After a possessed CO, reveal werewolf, name one village-team
candidate, and coordinate.

Village-team TALK Villager, seer Contest a possessed claim and try to induce disagreement about
the werewolf or target.

VOTE Possessed, werewolf Avoid the ally and actually vote for the village-team candidate
agreed upon in the day’s dialogue.

ATTACK Werewolf Add explicit PP/half-PP framing and PP-aware target priority on
top of shared ally-preservation checks.

Table 1: Functional summary of the non-identical PP-related clauses. P+ retains the complete predefined bundle,
whereas P−PP removes all of its clauses together. Shared instructions and deterministic response validation re-
main, and not every clause is active on every board. Exact text appears in Appendix C.

that their distribution across requests is necessary.
Component-level outcome scores are diagnostic
measures, not instruction ablations. The village-
team TALK clause was never exercised by the pos-
sessed or werewolf targets; its behavioral effect is
not estimated.

In both target conditions, the shared werewolf
base treats concealment as the default but permits
later situation-specific overrides. Only target P+
supplies the predefined PP override for role reve-
lation and vote coordination.

3.3 Post-Generation Action Validation

For TALK, deterministic validation checks the re-
quired response format, length limit, and nonex-
istent player names. For voting and abili-
ties, it checks legality; invalid actions fall back
to a uniformly sampled living non-self player.
For ATTACK, an ally-preserving rule replaces a
likely possessed target when an alternative exists.
This rule is common to P+ and P−PP. Conse-
quently, the ATTACK contrast concerns the incre-
mental PP-specific instruction given shared ally-
preserving validation, not PP preservation versus
none.

4 Evaluation

The fixed-board evaluation tests cue-conditioned
execution and over-application on 120 boards
(RQ1–2), and 400 matched standard games test
single-target substitution (RQ3). A factorial evalu-
ation tests joint teammate adoption in 800 games.
A shared-TALK evaluation tests VOTE-stage in-
struction scope on the same 120 boards using in-
dependently generated TALK (Section 4.5).

4.1 Single-Target Conditions and Shared
Settings

All evaluations use English prompts and dialogue,
with gpt-5.6-luna at temperature 1.0 for gen-
eration. Full games allow at most four TALK
turns per agent per day; Appendix H gives exe-
cution dates and output limits. Table 2 specifies
the single-target comparison. One designated tar-
get, assigned possessed or werewolf, switches be-
tween P+ and P−PP. The other four agents, includ-
ing its werewolf-team partner, use the same fixed
background policy in both conditions. We con-
structed 200 matched pairs, holding role and seat
assignments, opponent arrangement, and evalua-
tion batch fixed within each pair.

The fixed background policy is PP-aware and
differs from both target variants. For the were-
wolf role, its TALK instructions combine a gen-
eral requirement to conceal the role with a con-
ditional requirement to reveal after a possessed
claim at three survivors. Its VOTE instruction for
that condition instead selects the surviving village-
team player. The standard-game estimand is there-
fore a single-target substitution in a mixed-policy
population, not team-wide PP-on versus PP-off.
Holding the background policy fixed supports the
within-pair target comparison but limits its inter-
pretation to this population and permits target-by-
partner-policy interaction. Before collecting the
standard-game data, we fixed the model, target in-
structions, background policy, assignments, sam-
ple size, and exclusion rules.

4.2 Fixed-Board Target-Agent Evaluation

The fixed-board evaluation is a single-target snap-
shot test, not a live two-agent rollout. It con-



Group Condition and manipulation

Target P+ Retain the complete predefined PP instruc-
tion bundle in Table 1.

Target P−PP Remove that bundle from the target agent
while retaining the shared base.

Non-target
agents

Four agents use the same fixed PP-aware
background policy in both conditions; one
is the target’s werewolf-team partner.

Table 2: Target manipulation and fixed standard-game
population. P+ versus P−PP changes one designated
agent; the background policy is held constant for the
other four agents and is neither target condition.

tains 80 PP-positive boards (40 per target role) and
40 PP-negative near-controls (20 per role), gener-
ated from frozen public-history templates. Every
positive werewolf-view board supplies a prior ex-
plicit possessed CO and therefore tests response
after that signal. Among positive possessed-view
boards, 10 contain an explicit werewolf CO, 10
contain a vote-matching or three-player coordina-
tion cue, and 20 use weaker defense or collapsed-
seer cues. We distinguish objective PP feasibil-
ity, based on true surviving roles, from epistemic
PP justification, based on the target-visible state
and utterances. Both labels are true on positive
boards and false on near-controls. The controls
comprise 30 five-survivor Day-1 positions and 10
three-survivor werewolf views in which the pos-
sessed is dead.

For each board and condition, we generated two
TALK–VOTE sequences. In each sequence, the
generated TALK was appended to the public his-
tory before the VOTE request was issued. Repeti-
tions assess stochastic stability and are not treated
as independent observations. A positive board
counts as a composite PP success only if both rep-
etitions satisfy all six criteria:

1. Correctly recognize that PP is available with
three survivors.

2. Make the required role declaration: the pos-
sessed declares their role, or the werewolf de-
clares theirs after a prior possessed CO.

3. Avoid targeting the ally.

4. Name one living village-team player as the
target.

5. Coordinate votes on that candidate in TALK,
interpreted in its public-history context.

6. Match the final target declared in TALK to
the VOTE target.

We separately report these six components
and ally recognition, a diagnostic measure ex-
cluded from the composite. Coordination can
receive a positive label without ally recognition
(Appendix D.1). On near-controls, false PP
is recorded if either repetition contains an ex-
tracted possessed/werewolf self-claim or receives
a positive PP-recognition or vote-coordination la-
bel. Controls supply no designated ally or valid
village-team target, so the coordination rubric
does not independently detect fictitious-ally coor-
dination. Composite success requires both repeti-
tions to succeed; false PP requires an error in ei-
ther, so the rates use different aggregation rules.

COs, named targets, and actual votes use
deterministic rules, with a post-hoc correction
disclosed in the reproducibility statement. PP
recognition, ally recognition, and vote coordina-
tion are classified independently three times by
gpt-5.6-sol and decided by majority vote. The
classifier is masked to condition, generating in-
structions, game outcome, and future events, but
receives the correct ally and valid village-team tar-
gets as scoring references. It also sees the sub-
mitted VOTE in this evaluation (Appendix D.1).
This is reference-assisted binary semantic classifi-
cation, not subjective dialogue-quality scoring.

As a sensitivity analysis for dependence on se-
mantic classification, we also report the conjunc-
tion of four deterministic items: the required role
CO, ally avoidance, a valid village-team target,
and TALK–VOTE consistency. A board is a de-
terministic execution success only when all four
hold in both repetitions.

4.3 Win-Rate Evaluation in Standard Games

We ran 200 games per condition (400 total), with
100 possessed and 100 werewolf assignments in
each. The primary game-level outcome is the
paired difference in werewolf-team win rate over
all 400 games. Secondary outcomes are target ar-
rival at a feasible three-survivor PP, a post-hoc de-
terministic live-log PP-execution heuristic among
target-arrival games, and win rate after arrival.
Post-arrival comparisons condition on a poten-
tially treatment-dependent event and are descrip-
tive.



4.4 Fixed-Board and Standard-Game
Statistical Analysis

For the fixed-board and single-target standard-
game evaluations, we report numerators, denom-
inators, Wilson intervals for primary proportions,
and paired risk-difference intervals. Fixed-board
Wilson intervals are descriptive and unadjusted
for clustering. For paired inference, the two role
views sharing a template index form 40 prede-
fined positive-board clusters and 20 near-control
clusters. Inference uses 10,000 paired cluster
bootstrap resamples and 100,000 two-sided Monte
Carlo cluster sign flips. Standard-game infer-
ence uses 100,000 bootstrap resamples over 200
matched pairs and an exact McNemar test. Com-
posite success and standard-game win rate were
the two primary comparisons prespecified be-
fore collecting the fixed-board and single-target
standard-game data; their two-sided p values are
Holm-adjusted. This sample-specific analysis plan
is not an independent confirmation of a research
target or board corpus fixed before diagnostic de-
velopment. False PP is reported as an over-
application measure. A pair-stratified conditional
odds ratio is a standard-game sensitivity analysis.

Outcomes, interim differences, and interim ef-
fect sizes were not used for stopping.

4.5 Joint Adoption and VOTE-Stage
Evaluation

Joint teammate adoption. We crossed were-
wolf and possessed P+/P−PP policies in 200
matched four-game blocks (800 games). G00
gives neither agent P+, G10 only the werewolf,
G01 only the possessed, and G11 both. Roles and
seats were matched within blocks, condition or-
der randomized, and all three village-team agents
used the fixed PP-aware background policy. Tra-
jectories could differ. The factorial evaluation uses
a separate sample from the 400 single-target stan-
dard games. The primary contrast is G11−G00
in all-game werewolf-team win rate. Interaction
and post-arrival coordination are secondary; ar-
rival subsets are descriptive.

Shared TALK, branched VOTE. On all 120
fixed boards, we generated two TALK repeti-
tions per bundle condition and shared each TALK
between VOTE branches restored from identical
non-PP state. A11/A10 retain P+ TALK and use
P+/P−PP at VOTE; A01/A00 share P−PP TALK
with the same VOTE contrast. Each intervention

changes the whole bundle at that request, includ-
ing shared knowledge and dynamic clauses. Both
branches retain the declaration and the common
rule to follow it. Each of the 480 TALKs was
judged three times without either VOTE; judg-
ments were shared across branches. The pri-
mary contrast is A11−A10 in TALK–VOTE con-
sistency on the 80 positive boards, requiring suc-
cess in both repetitions. Missing declarations and
invalid votes are failures. Correct voting for a
village-team player and composite PP success are
secondary measures; this is a stage comparison,
not an individual-clause ablation.

The primary contrasts in the factorial and
shared-TALK evaluations were prespecified
for their respective samples. Their intervals
use 10,000 paired bootstrap resamples (seed
20260907): 200 game blocks and 40 positive-
board content clusters, respectively. These con-
trasts are outside the two-test Holm family for
fixed-board execution and single-target win rate;
no p values or equivalence tests are reported for
them. Appendices A.1 and B specify sample eli-
gibility and branch diagnostics.

5 Results

5.1 PP Execution and False PP
Table 3 reports the fixed-board results. All 120
boards were analyzed, with no exclusions or miss-
ing data. Proportions are aggregated by board; the
two repetitions are not counted as separate obser-
vations. Composite PP success was 65/80 (81.3%;
nominal Wilson 95% interval: 71.3–88.3) for P+
and 2/80 (2.5%; 0.7–8.7) for P−PP, a paired differ-
ence of +78.8 percentage points (content-cluster
bootstrap 95% interval: +70.0 to +87.5) and a risk
ratio of 32.5. The two-sided Monte Carlo paired-
cluster test gave a raw p = 1.0×10−5 and a Holm-
adjusted p = 2.0× 10−5.

P+ had higher observed rates on every compo-
nent (Table 3). Under the retained classifier labels,
vote coordination and composite success selected
the same 65 P+ boards.

Role and cue strata. Composite success was
25/40 possessed and 40/40 werewolf boards under
P+, versus 0/40 and 2/40 under P−PP. All pos-
itive werewolf-view boards supplied an explicit
possessed CO. P+ possessed-view success was
10/10 after an explicit werewolf CO, 7/10 after
match/three-survivor wording, and 4/10 in each
of the defense and collapsed-seer strata. Across



Metric P+ P−PP Difference (pp)

PP-positive boards (n = 80)
Composite PP success 65/80 (81.3%) 2/80 (2.5%) +78.8 [+70.0, +87.5]
Deterministic execution 72/80 (90.0%) 3/80 (3.8%) +86.3
PP recognition 74/80 (92.5%) 3/80 (3.8%) +88.8
Required role CO 80/80 (100%) 3/80 (3.8%) +96.3
Ally recognition 64/80 (80.0%) 10/80 (12.5%) +67.5
Ally avoidance 72/80 (90.0%) 51/80 (63.8%) +26.3
Village-team target 72/80 (90.0%) 52/80 (65.0%) +25.0
Vote coordination 65/80 (81.3%) 29/80 (36.3%) +45.0
TALK–VOTE consistency 80/80 (100%) 75/80 (93.8%) +6.3

Executable near-control boards (n = 40)
False PP 1/40 (2.5%) 2/40 (5.0%) −2.5 [−10.0, +5.0]

Table 3: Paired fixed-board results. Entries are successful/evaluable boards (rate), and differences are P+ minus
P−PP in percentage points. Composite, deterministic, and individual component rows require the relevant criterion
to hold in both stochastic repetitions. Deterministic execution uses only the four rule-scored action items and
excludes semantic classifications. False PP is positive if an error occurs in either repetition on a near-control
board. Intervals use a paired cluster bootstrap that keeps the two role-viewpoint scenarios with the same predefined
template index together.

the 40 possessed boards, required CO and TALK–
VOTE consistency were both 40/40, but all 15
composite misses also missed vote coordination.
These descriptive strata do not isolate role or cue
effects.

Semantic-classification sensitivity. Determin-
istic execution, which excludes all LLM-classified
items, was 72/80 versus 3/80, so the large gap did
not depend on semantic labels alone. Complete
three-call agreement was 460/480 for PP recogni-
tion, 449/480 for ally recognition, and 418/480 for
vote coordination; this is repeatability, not accu-
racy against human labels.

False PP was 1/40 for P+ and 2/40 for P−PP,
a difference of −2.5 points (−10.0 to +5.0). The
aggregation combines distinct probes: on the 10
three-survivor missing-ally boards it was 1/10 ver-
sus 0/10, whereas across 30 Day-1 boards it was
0/30 versus 2/30. These sparse, wide-interval re-
sults establish neither safety equivalence nor a
common failure mechanism.

5.2 Win Rate in Standard Games

Table 4 presents the primary standard-game re-
sult. All 400 games were analyzed and none
were excluded. The werewolf team won 56/200
games (28.0%) under P+ and 54/200 (27.0%) un-
der P−PP, a paired difference of +1.0 percent-
age point (paired bootstrap 95% interval: −8.0
to +10.0). Both the exact McNemar and Holm-
adjusted p values were 0.914.

Figure 3 shows the effects on fixed-board ex-
ecution and single-target standard-game win rate.

Metric P+ P−PP

Wins/games 56/200 54/200
Win rate 28.0% 27.0%
Wilson 95% interval 22.2–34.6% 21.3–33.5%

Paired difference (pp) +1.0 [−8.0, +10.0]

Table 4: Primary standard-game outcome over 200
matched pairs (400 games, no exclusions). Each pair
holds role and seat assignments, opponent arrange-
ment, and evaluation batch fixed. Difference is the
paired P+ minus P−PP win-rate difference in percent-
age points, with a matched-pair bootstrap 95% interval.

The +1.0-point estimate is the marginal effect of
changing one target agent while the other four
follow the fixed background policy. Exploratory
target-role point estimates were −12 points for
possessed and +14 for werewolf (Appendix Ta-
ble 18); they establish neither role-specific effects
nor an interaction. The overall interval establishes
neither absence of an effect nor equivalence.

Target PP positions were reached in 55/200
(27.5%) versus 50/200 games (25.0%). Com-
mon ally-preserving ATTACK guidance and de-
terministic target correction operate in both con-
ditions, so these similar arrival rates do not iso-
late the added ATTACK text. The post-hoc target
heuristic identified composite execution in 45/55
P+ arrivals and 0/50 P−PP arrivals. The lat-
ter zero was mechanically limited by required
CO/response (0/50), not by absence of all useful
alignment: P−PP still had vote-coordination lan-
guage in 46/50, selected the village-team target
in 35/50, and matched TALK to VOTE in 47/50.
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Figure 3: Primary contrasts for fixed-board execution and single-target standard-game win rate. The fixed-board
endpoint asks whether one target executes the TALK–VOTE protocol from a frozen history. The game endpoint
asks whether changing that target alters team outcomes while the other four agents follow the fixed background
policy. Neither is a team-wide intervention contrast.

Cell Werewolf Possessed Wins/games Rate

G00 P−PP P−PP 53/200 26.5%
G10 P+ P−PP 55/200 27.5%
G01 P−PP P+ 55/200 27.5%
G11 P+ P+ 65/200 32.5%

Table 5: Factorial evaluation: 200 matched four-game
blocks. The primary G11−G00 difference is +6.0 per-
centage points (paired block 95% interval: −3.0 to
+15.5). Village-team policies are fixed.

Post-arrival wins were 50/55 (90.9%) and 37/50
(74.0%). Because arrival is treatment-dependent,
these are descriptive patterns rather than causal ef-
fects. The all-game conditional odds ratio was
1.05 (95% interval: 0.69–1.60). Appendix F au-
dits interaction with the fixed partner policy; Ap-
pendix E gives output cases.

5.3 Joint Werewolf–Possessed Policy
Evaluation

The factorial evaluation included all 200 matched
blocks, with no missing outcomes. Table 5 shows
a +6.0-point difference (95% interval: −3.0 to
+15.5). The interval permits a small loss, no
improvement, or a meaningful benefit. Neither
single-role contrast was precise: G10−G00 and
G01−G00 were each +1.0 point (−8.0 to +10.0);
the secondary interaction was +4.0 points (−8.0 to
+16.0).

PP was reached in 59, 57, 57, and 56 games
for G00, G10, G01, and G11, respectively. In all
56 G11 arrivals, both agents revealed their actual
roles before their first votes, voted for the village-
team survivor, and won. This describes execu-
tion in naturally generated trajectories, not flaw-
less reasoning at every TALK turn. Arrival and
CO are post-intervention variables; these subsets
do not identify causal pathways or substitute for
the all-game contrast. Appendix A gives the ar-
rival and coordination counts.

Cell TALK VOTE Consist. Village PP

A11 P+ P+ 78/80 71/80 61/80
A10 P+ P−PP 78/80 68/80 60/80
A01 P−PP P+ 62/80 65/80 3/80
A00 P−PP P−PP 75/80 54/80 3/80

Table 6: Shared-TALK evaluation: TALK–VOTE con-
sistency, VOTE for a village-team player, and compos-
ite PP success, each requiring success in both repeti-
tions. A11−A10 consistency is the primary contrast;
other comparisons are secondary. Each TALK is shared
by its two VOTE branches.

5.4 Shared-TALK, Branched-VOTE
Evaluation

All 960 condition–board–repetition units in the
shared-TALK evaluation were complete. Table 6
separates TALK–VOTE consistency from correct
voting and full protocol completion.

After P+ TALK, the conditions with (A11)
and without (A10) the PP bundle at VOTE
both achieved TALK–VOTE consistency on 78/80
boards (Table 6). The primary A11−A10 differ-
ence was 0.0 points (95% interval: −5.0 to +5.0).
This detects no additional consistency gain under
the shared base; it establishes neither equivalence
nor that VOTE instructions are generally unneces-
sary. A11 achieved consistency on 78/80 boards,
correct voting on 71/80, and composite success
on 61/80: agreement can preserve a wrong target.
Appendix B provides further diagnostics.

6 Discussion

6.1 Target Execution and Partner-Policy
Context

Explicit instructions specify the behavior re-
warded by the composite endpoint, so improved
compliance is expected. The semantic and deter-
ministic endpoints measure protocol completion
across TALK and VOTE. The fixed-board contrast
tests one target’s continuation from cue-bearing



history; the factorial evaluation observes two dy-
namically acting teammates.

In the single-target standard games, target PP
opportunities arose in approximately one quarter
of games. P−PP won 37/50 after arrival with-
out satisfying the strict composite heuristic, so
overt protocol completion was not necessary for
winning. Sparse opportunities and wins without
overt target CO may attenuate the all-game con-
trast, but treatment-dependent arrivals cannot pro-
vide a causal decomposition.

The fixed partner policy produced mismatched
disclosure and voting (Appendix Table 17). In the
factorial evaluation, both teammates revealed and
voted for the village-team survivor in all 56 G11
arrivals, but the all-game contrast remained uncer-
tain. G10 had no possessed CO before that agent’s
first VOTE in its 57 arrivals, consistent with lim-
ited opportunities for the werewolf’s response-to-
CO instruction. These cell-specific subsets cannot
establish that CO scarcity caused the small G10
contrast or identify a policy interaction.

6.2 Role Asymmetry and Available Evidence
Every PP-positive werewolf target receives an ex-
plicit possessed CO; most possessed targets face
weaker ally cues. Possessed success was 10/10
with an explicit werewolf CO and 15/30 other-
wise. Across all 40 possessed boards, CO and
TALK–VOTE consistency were perfect, yet all 15
composite misses had negative coordination la-
bels. This pattern motivates closer study of ally
identification and coordination, but the labels do
not establish the underlying failure mechanism or
isolate role from cue effects. Matched within-role
manipulation of cue explicitness would address
the latter distinction.

6.3 Qualitative Error Analysis
Appendix E illustrates an explicit-cue P+ pos-
sessed success, a P−PP case that voted correctly
without recognizing PP or the ally, and false PP af-
ter the possessed had been executed. A separately
labeled post-hoc example shows a werewolf re-
sponse. These cases distinguish vote-target accu-
racy from coordination and illustrate, rather than
estimate, failure frequencies.

6.4 Over-Application When Extending
Existing Agents

The near-controls probe premature disclosure or
PP assertions at five survivors and mistaken PP

assertions after the possessed’s death. Their im-
precise false-PP contrasts do not separately quan-
tify mistaken ally identification. Future evalua-
tions should cross objective feasibility with ally
evidence. A role-conditioned activation gate could
use survivor state to establish feasibility for the
possessed and evidence of possessed survival for
the werewolf; identifying the ally and coordinat-
ing the actual vote remain separate requirements.

6.5 Consistency, Correctness, and
Instruction Scope

With shared P−PP TALK, A01 had fewer con-
sistent boards than A00 (62/80 versus 75/80) but
more boards with correct voting (65/80 versus
54/80). Consistency and correctness therefore
need not move together. This secondary pattern
does not establish why votes changed.

After P+ TALK, retaining the bundle at VOTE
gave no observed consistency gain. The gener-
ated declaration and common voting rule could
sustain agreement in A10, but their separate con-
tributions were not manipulated. The result lim-
its a necessity claim about instruction distribution;
neither the stage contrast nor component scores
isolate individual clause effects. The fixed, PP-
aware village-team background policy also does
not make the all-game contrast a conservative
bound.

7 Conclusion

The PP bundle improved fixed-board composite
execution by +78.8 points (95% interval: +70.0 to
+87.5), while game benefits remained uncertain:
+1.0 point (−8.0 to +10.0) for single-target sub-
stitution and +6.0 points (−3.0 to +15.5) for joint
adoption. After shared P+ TALK, retaining the
bundle at VOTE gave no additional observed con-
sistency gain: 0.0 points (−5.0 to +5.0). Together,
these evaluations separate declaration–action con-
sistency, correct protocol execution, and game out-
comes. Observed dyadic coordination at PP ar-
rivals does not establish an overall benefit; indi-
vidual clause contributions and the necessity of PP
instructions at every request remain unresolved.

Limitations

PP was selected after exploratory system develop-
ment, and the fixed-board corpus is not indepen-
dent of diagnostic development: all 80 positive
boards and 30/40 near-controls originated in that



process. The final executable corpus was evalu-
ated after correcting histories that violated reach-
able game states rather than serving as an indepen-
dent confirmation set. The comparisons and anal-
yses were prespecified for the reported evaluation
samples, but the research target and most scenar-
ios were not fixed before system development.

The single-target standard-game intervention
changed only one agent. Its partner used a fixed
PP-aware background policy whose TALK in-
structions differ from P+ and combine compet-
ing concealment and conditional-revelation direc-
tions. That result is conditional on the part-
ner policy. The factorial evaluation addresses
joint adoption by the werewolf and possessed,
but keeps the village-team policy fixed; neither
study evaluates changing all five agents. Its in-
terval of −3 to +15.5 points leaves substantial un-
certainty, and the secondary interaction is impre-
cise. Both studies are limited to five-player same-
model self-play with gpt-5.6-luna. P−PP short-
ens the input and removes a heterogeneous bundle;
individual clause contributions remain unidenti-
fied. Common ally-preservation guidance and
deterministic response validation remain in both
conditions. Fixed-board role comparisons con-
found role with available ally cues. Finally, se-
mantic items use a condition-masked, ground-
truth-reference-assisted LLM classifier whose ac-
curacy against human labels is untested. Three-
classification agreement, evidence validation, and
the deterministic endpoint assess robustness but do
not replace human validation.

The original fixed-board classifier also saw the
submitted VOTE, leaving possible action depen-
dence in its semantic labels. The shared-TALK
evaluation withheld both VOTE branches from the
classifier.

Ethical Considerations

Werewolf involves deception and persuasion, but
this work is confined to a closed game environ-
ment and is not intended to manipulate real people.
Released experimental records contain no creden-
tials or human-participant data. Synthetic player
names and experimental identifiers are retained to
link inputs, outputs, and judgments; host-specific
paths are normalized. Use of released model
responses remains subject to applicable provider
terms.

Data Availability and Reproducibility
Statement

All evaluation boards are synthetic; no human-
participant data or competition logs from other
teams were used. The repositories linked in foot-
note 1 archive the frozen instructions, board gen-
erator and labels, scoring rubrics, random seeds,
analysis code, aggregated results, raw model re-
sponses, and game trajectories. The data re-
lease (revision release-20260914) includes doc-
umentation mapping conditions to artifacts. The
released outputs support reanalysis of reported
counts and statistics, not deterministic regenera-
tion.

Evaluation integrity. In the 400-game single-
target evaluation, one TALK request to a non-
target agent in a P−PP game failed because of a
transient connection error and used the prespeci-
fied no-utterance fallback. The completed game
was retained under that evaluation’s exclusion
rule; every other recorded call succeeded. The
factorial evaluation used a different operational-
failure rule and recovery procedure, documented
in Appendix A.1.

Post-hoc scoring correction. The determinis-
tic extraction rules were corrected after out-
come inspection to prevent third-person vote refer-
ences from overwriting a speaker’s declaration and
negated or attributed role claims from counting as
CO. The corrected rules apply to all conditions
and controls in the fixed-board and shared-TALK
evaluations and all eligible pre-vote utterances in
the factorial evaluation. Generations, semantic-
majority labels, sample membership, endpoints,
aggregation, and resampling settings were un-
changed. The single-target standard-game heuris-
tic uses separate rules and retained its definition.
This was a post-hoc scoring change; reported re-
sults use the corrected analysis. Both analyses,
source snapshots, input hashes, extractions, and
score differences are archived. Extraction accu-
racy against independent human labels remains
untested.
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Diagnostic G00 G10 G01 G11

PP arrivals / 200 59 57 57 56
Possessed CO 0/59 0/57 57/57 56/56
Both CO 0/59 0/57 0/57 56/56
Both vote village 14/59 25/57 34/57 56/56
Wins after arrival 36/59 43/57 36/57 56/56

Table 7: Descriptive counts at the first feasible PP posi-
tion in the factorial evaluation. All rows except arrivals
use the cell-specific arrival denominator.

A.1 Sample Eligibility and Execution
Conditions

The factorial sample contains 800 accepted games
in 200 complete blocks from 820 attempts.
Twenty attempts were excluded for operational
failures: one TLS connection failure, one VOTE
timeout, and 18 interrupted games. Their assign-
ments were rerun with the same roles, seats, poli-
cies, model, temperature, and saved within-block
condition order. The 138 valid games completed
before interruption were retained unchanged.

Before condition-level outcomes were in-
spected, the eligibility rule was amended to re-
ject action-timeout fallbacks and unfinished API
requests and applied to all attempted games. Con-
currency was reduced from 20 to eight, and tran-
sient failures became eligible for at most three
game attempts, including prior attempts. Con-
nection/read/write/pool timeouts were 5/20/20/20
seconds, with at most one SDK retry. Thus,
execution conditions differed before and after
the amendment. All 662 games run under the
amended procedure succeeded in one game at-
tempt, with no pending requests or action time-
outs; SDK-internal retries were not separately ob-
servable. Sample eligibility was fixed before out-
come analysis, and excluded attempts are archived
separately.

B Shared-TALK Evaluation: Protocol
and Diagnostics

The shared-TALK evaluation reused the 120
reachable boards, including 80 PP-positive boards
and 40 controls. It used the same generator, tem-
perature, non-PP base, scoring definitions, and
three-call semantic classifier as the fixed-board
evaluation. TALK-policy order and the order of
the two VOTE branches were randomized with
seed 20260907. Each branch restored identi-
cal non-PP state after its shared TALK; neither
branch received the other’s VOTE. The interven-

tion changed the whole PP bundle at the selected
request, not only the local TALK or VOTE tem-
plate. The corpus remains development-derived
rather than an independent generalization set.

There were 480 TALK requests, 960 VOTE re-
quests, and 1,440 shared-TALK classification re-
quests. All succeeded on their first attempts, and
no board or condition was omitted. The request
limit was two attempts, with permanent stopping
after exhaustion.

The primary analysis pairs A11 and A10 within
each positive board and resamples the 40 content
clusters linking role viewpoints. Both repetitions
must agree with the declared target; the two rep-
etitions are not independent observations. A11
and A10 jointly succeeded on 76 boards; two suc-
ceeded only in A11 and two only in A10. Thus
equal marginal rates do not mean identical board-
level outcomes. The 0.0-point estimate and −5.0
to +5.0-point interval describe the additional con-
tribution of PP instructions at VOTE conditional
on P+ TALK and the shared base. No equivalence
margin was specified.

Table 6 reports consistency, correct voting, and
composite success. The deterministic execution
endpoint was 70/80, 68/80, 3/80, and 3/80 for
A11, A10, A01, and A00, respectively, again re-
quiring success in both repetitions. It excludes all
semantic items.

The prespecified A10 diagnostic found one of
80 boards with at least one repetition combining
successful TALK and a TALK–VOTE mismatch.
TALK success here requires recognition, CO, a
declared non-ally village-team target, and coordi-
nation, without consulting the actual VOTE. The
corresponding A01 diagnostic found 73/80 boards
with at least one repetition combining unsuccess-
ful TALK with a VOTE for a village-team player.
These any-repetition diagnostics use a different
aggregation rule from the primary both-repetitions
endpoint and do not establish a mechanism. Com-
posite A11−A01 is not a primary contrast because
the TALK-scored components are directly affected
by removing TALK instructions.

For A11/A10/A01/A00 respectively, possessed-
view consistency was 38/40, 38/40, 32/40, and
38/40, and composite success was 21/40, 20/40,
0/40, and 0/40. Werewolf-view consistency was
40/40, 40/40, 30/40, and 37/40, with composite
success 40/40, 40/40, 3/40, and 3/40. These strata
retain the role–cue confounding.

False PP was 1/40 for each P+ TALK cell and



2/40 for each P−PP TALK cell. In the missing-
ally stratum the counts were 1/10 versus 0/10; in
the two Day-1 strata combined they were 0/30 ver-
sus 2/30. These labels depend only on shared
TALK, so equality across VOTE branches is guar-
anteed by sharing, not an independent replica-
tion. They do not establish equivalent safety. De-
tailed component scores and strata accompany the
archived analysis.

C Instructional Content by Condition

For the designated target, P−PP removes the pre-
defined PP-specific clauses from role strategies,
shared knowledge, role-conditioned TALK (in-
cluding village-team rebuttal), VOTE, ATTACK,
and endgame notes. Ordinary strategies, ally-
preservation wording, and deterministic validation
rules remain in both target conditions. In the
single-target standard games, the four non-target
agents follow the separate fixed background policy
below; the factorial evaluation retains it only for
the three village-team agents. Tables 9–13 repro-
duce the P+ instructions. The clauses overlap but
have non-identical triggers. In particular, the pos-
sessed strategy’s seer-death priority clause did not
apply on the 13/40 possessed-view positive boards
whose village-team survivor was the seer; more
general three-survivor clauses remained available.
In the instructions, white or cleared means HU-
MAN, guilty means WEREWOLF, fake usually
means a false seer claim, and half-PP is an even-
survivor forced-tie position.

The single-target standard-game background
population uses a PP-aware policy held identical
across the two target conditions. This policy dif-
fers from both target variants and can therefore
moderate the target substitution. Table 8 repro-
duces the clauses most relevant to that interpreta-
tion. The study release documents the complete
policy and its correspondence to the experimental
records.

D Board Generation and Scoring Rules

Positive boards require exactly three survivors
containing one werewolf, one possessed, and one
village-team player, with consistent game state
and history. All 40 werewolf-view boards contain
an explicit prior possessed CO. The 40 possessed-
view boards comprise 10 with an explicit were-
wolf CO, 10 with vote-matching or “three of
us” wording, and 20 with weaker defense or

collapsed-seer cues. The 40 near-controls com-
prise 30 five-survivor Day-1 positions and 10
three-survivor werewolf views in which the pos-
sessed is dead. Each board separately labels objec-
tive feasibility from true roles and epistemic justi-
fication from target-visible information. Names,
seats, speaking order, CO wording, and vote dec-
larations vary across templates. The final corpus
contained only game states reachable under the en-
gine’s transition rules, and its random seeds were
fixed before collecting model responses; the cor-
pus nevertheless followed earlier diagnostic devel-
opment as disclosed in Limitations.

Composite PP success is the conjunction of
PP recognition, required role CO/response, ally
avoidance, a valid village-team target, vote coor-
dination interpreted in context, and TALK–VOTE
consistency in both repetitions. Ally recognition
is diagnostic rather than part of the conjunction.
Deterministic execution uses the four rule-scored
action items. False PP uses the near-control rule in
Section 4.2, with an error in either repetition suf-
ficient for a positive board label. All 80 positive
boards were evaluable on every composite item;
the false-PP denominator is 40 controls.

Table 14 gives one possessed-view illustration
from the explicit-werewolf-CO stratum.

D.1 Operational Definitions
Table 15 defines fixed-board judgments. Role
CO, declared target, and actual vote use rules and
ground-truth labels; PP recognition, ally recog-
nition, and vote coordination use gpt-5.6-sol,
a model different from the generator. Each unit
is classified three times and decided by majority
vote. The classifier input masks condition, board
identifier, repetition, generating instructions, game
outcome, future events, and hypothesis. It omits
the complete hidden-role map but supplies the per-
spective role, living players, correct ally (or null),
and valid village-team targets as scoring refer-
ences. Those references were never supplied to the
generating agent. The original fixed-board classi-
fier also receives the submitted VOTE; the shared-
TALK classifier receives neither VOTE branch.

Ally recognition and vote coordination were
judged independently. Archived judgments some-
times accepted a declaration matching an ally’s
earlier request, or an appeal to the werewolf by
role, as coordination without identifying a partic-
ular player as the ally. For example, after the ally
requested a vote for Rin, a target’s “I will vote



Background-policy
component

Instruction text

General werewolf strategy You must never admit that you are a werewolf.
Conditional werewolf
strategy

If a Possessed claim appears at three survivors, as a rule declare werewolf and match
votes onto the possessed and villager candidates.

Condensed TALK context Don’t reveal being a werewolf or possessed; pose as villager-side. If PP is possible at
three survivors, the possessed does a Possessed claim, and the werewolf, responding
to the Possessed claim, matches votes onto the villager candidate.

Condensed VOTE context The werewolf matches the alternative candidate or suspect stated in today’s remarks.
If there’s a Possessed claim at three survivors, match onto the villager candidate.

Table 8: Relevant clauses from the fixed background policy used by the four non-target agents in the single-target
comparison and by the three village-team agents in the factorial evaluation. The TALK instructions contain both
general concealment and conditional revelation directions, whereas the VOTE instruction after a possessed claim
selects the village-team candidate.

Instructional context P+ instruction text

Werewolf strategy If exactly three players are alive and another survivor explicitly claims possessed, declare
werewolf, coordinate with that claimant, and vote for one named villager-side survivor;
never vote for the possessed claimant.
After revealing werewolf, name exactly one villager-side survivor and ask the possessed
claimant to vote for that same player.

Possessed strategy At three survivors, if you are the possessed and the true seer candidate has been killed by
attack or execution, prioritize PP above all.
In that situation, rather than adding divine results and breaking down, call out in natural
language, “I’m the possessed. Werewolves, let’s match votes.”
If you give divine results at three survivors, always check that you don’t have so many
cleared players that no wolf position remains.
Avoid giving white to two survivors, since that leaves no wolf from your viewpoint and
breaks down.
After a Possessed claim, clearly instruct the wolf candidates to “not vote for me” and to
“declare a vote for a villager candidate.”

Table 9: PP instructions included in P+ role strategies.

Rin” was labeled coordination without ally recog-
nition. These interpretations explain how coordi-
nation scores can exceed ally-recognition scores;
they describe the retained labels, not a revised
rubric or human validation.

On controls, the correct-ally reference is null
and valid village-team targets are empty. The co-
ordination criterion therefore has no eligible ally–
target pair, and all control coordination judgments
were negative. False PP in these data is conse-
quently detected through self-claims or the PP-
recognition label, which includes acting on an un-
available PP premise. The measure does not sepa-
rately quantify all incorrect ally identifications.

The target extractor uses only the utterance
and participant names, without condition, submit-
ted vote, hidden roles, or outcome. It accepts a
unique current voting preference, including ten-
tative wording, and direct requests for coordi-
nated voting. Reports of another player’s vote and
negated, hypothetical, or quoted commitments are
excluded. A direct addressee is not automatically

the target; pronouns require a unique local refer-
ent. These are finite deterministic patterns, not un-
restricted recovery of intended meaning.

For every judgment, the classifier returned one
to three short supporting spans from the target
utterance or public history. Evidence was au-
tomatically verified against the archived records;
11/1,440 classifications across 10/480 units ad-
ditionally cited the submitted vote, always for
vote coordination and alongside utterance evi-
dence. The number of explicit vote citations does
not bound the possible influence of VOTE visi-
bility. The original semantic labels were retained
without a VOTE-masked reclassification, so their
component relationships do not isolate a TALK-
stage failure mechanism. Invalid citations were
re-evaluated once. Complete three-classification
agreement was 460/480 (95.8%) for PP recogni-
tion, 449/480 (93.5%) for ally recognition, and
418/480 (87.1%) for vote coordination.



Instructional context P+ instruction text

Shared knowledge At three survivors, if it’s wolf/possessed/villager, a PP happens. Always confirm
whether a possessed candidate remains and who the wolf and possessed are from your
viewpoint.
If a Possessed claim appears at three survivors, prioritize declaring werewolf and
matching votes.
If a wolf/possessed/villager endgame looks likely at three survivors, declare
possessed and call for the werewolf to match votes.

Condensed shared
knowledge

In a three-survivor endgame, confirm PP; villager-side prioritizes the wolf candidate,
the possessed prioritizes matching votes, and the werewolf prioritizes matching votes
onto the villager candidate.

Condensed TALK At exactly three survivors, the possessed claims possessed; after that explicit claim,
the werewolf reveals werewolf, names one villager-side survivor, and matches the
possessed’s vote onto that player.

Condensed VOTE The werewolf matches the alternative candidate or suspect stated in today’s remarks.
If there’s a Possessed claim at three survivors, match onto the villager candidate.

Table 10: PP instructions included in shared knowledge and condensed variants.

Role P+ TALK instruction

Possessed [Possessed’s PP judgment]
If you are the possessed and there are three survivors, confirm the PP possibility before divine
results or unconfirmed player analysis.
If you can judge that the three are you, a wolf candidate, and a villager candidate, declare pos-
sessed and call for matching votes.
Example: “I’m the possessed. Werewolf, reveal yourself and let’s match votes”
In a three-player board where the true seer candidate was attacked and you remain as the fake
seer, prioritize PP above all.
In this situation, don’t give a new innocent result that erases the wolf position from your view-
point.
If the wolf won’t reveal, ask the wolf candidate to “not vote for me” and “declare a vote for the
villager candidate.”

Werewolf [Werewolf’s PP judgment]
If you are a werewolf, there are three survivors, and a Possessed claim has appeared, prioritize
declaring werewolf over continuing to pose as a villager.
Example: “I’m the werewolf. Shion, match with Shunichi”
Reveal werewolf, name exactly one villager-side survivor, and ask the possessed claimant to vote
for that same player.
Do not vote for the possessed candidate.

Table 11: P+ TALK instructions for the possessed and werewolf.

D.2 Statistical Details
Primary fixed-board proportions receive nominal
Wilson intervals without adjustment for within-
cluster dependence; these are descriptive sum-
maries. Inference about the condition contrast
uses paired risk differences, keeping the two role-
viewpoint scenarios with the same predefined tem-
plate index in one cluster during resampling. Each
fixed-board comparison used 10,000 paired clus-
ter bootstrap resamples followed by 100,000 two-
sided Monte Carlo cluster sign flips; seeds were
20260815 for the primary endpoint and 20260816
for false PP.

Single-target standard-game win-rate differ-
ences use 100,000 matched-pair bootstrap resam-
ples with seed 20260815. Discordant outcomes

comprise 44 pairs won only by P+ and 42 won
only by P−PP; 12 pairs were won in both con-
ditions and 102 lost in both. The exact McNemar
test is a two-sided binomial test of the 86 discor-
dant pairs. Holm’s method adjusts the uncorrected
fixed-board and standard-game p values; the raw
values were 1.0×10−5 and 0.914, and the adjusted
values were 2.0× 10−5 and 0.914, respectively.

For the separate standard-game heuristic, we lo-
cated the first day on which the target was alive
in a three-survivor werewolf–possessed–village
composition. Success required PP-related word-
ing; the required possessed CO, or a werewolf
CO after a prior ally possessed claim; a submit-
ted VOTE that avoided the ally and selected the
village-team survivor; a target utterance naming
both the ally and village-team target together with



Role/context P+ TALK instruction

Village team If you are villager-side, there are three survivors, and a Possessed claim appeared, don’t end on
a vote declaration alone.
Either make the possessed misjudge, or at least show one concrete element of the wolf candidate
and argue back.
Material to use: who benefited from the attack, the fake seer’s cleared targets, the previous day’s
votes, and the unnaturalness of not revealing werewolf.
Example: “Takumi not revealing werewolf is aiming for misjudgment. They benefited most from
Yumi being killed”

Endgame check Whether it’s a wolf/possessed/villager PP board
If you’re the possessed, whether you should declare possessed and call for the werewolf to match
votes
If you’re villager-side, whether to execute the possessed candidate or directly execute the wolf
candidate
The possessed may let their fake be seen in the endgame. If PP is possible, prioritize matching
votes over hiding the fake.

Table 12: P+ TALK instructions for the village team and endgame check.

Instructional
context

P+ instruction text

VOTE If there are three survivors and you called for a PP, match votes with the werewolf who revealed,
or the most werewolf-like person, and vote for the villager candidate.
If your cleared players among the survivors have grown too many and the wolf position is gone,
prioritize PP over divine results.
If a Possessed claim appears at three survivors, vote for the villager candidate, not the possessed
candidate.

ATTACK Does attacking raise or lower the chance of a PP or half-PP
Unless there is a guilty (werewolf) result or clear true element, prioritize a true seer candidate
over a possessed candidate, or a villager candidate that doesn’t break a PP.

Endgame note At three survivors, always confirm whether it is a wolf/possessed/villager PP board.
You are the possessed. If a wolf/possessed/villager board is likely, declare possessed and call
for the werewolf to match votes.
You are the werewolf. If a possessed CO appears, declare werewolf and match votes onto the
villager candidate.
At three survivors, prioritize PP judgment and matching votes over a new white result.

Table 13: PP instructions included in action requests and endgame notes.

vote, match, or coordinate wording; and agree-
ment between the last deterministically extracted
TALK vote declaration and the submitted VOTE.

E Qualitative Cases

Table 16 illustrates three previously specified out-
come categories using complete recorded trajec-
tories. The exact selection ordering for the fi-
nal examples could not be reconstructed from the
archived records. We therefore treat these cases
as qualitative illustrations, without using them to
estimate the frequencies in Table 3.

Separately, a post-hoc werewolf-view illustra-
tion follows the prescribed action sequence. After
Emma claimed possessed, target werewolf Alice
replied, “I am the werewolf. Julia is the villager; I
vote Julia. @Emma Match my vote on Julia,” and
voted for Julia. Validation left TALK unchanged,

and all composite criteria held in both repetitions.

F Post-Hoc Target–Partner Audit

Table 17 describes behavior on the first day that
the designated target reached a true three-survivor
PP state. The fixed partner signaled asymmetri-
cally: when the target was the werewolf, the pos-
sessed partner following the background policy
explicitly claimed its true role in all 54 reached
games; when the target was possessed, the were-
wolf partner following that policy did so in only
1/51. This is compatible with dependence on
target–partner policy pairing. It is not a causal ex-
planation of the role-stratified estimates, because
reaching PP is itself treatment-dependent.



Item Content

Shown to target Day 2 TALK. The target is Victor, whose known role is possessed; Victor, Clara, and Quinn are
alive. Clara has COed: “I’m the werewolf. Victor, vote Quinn with me,” and declared a vote for
Quinn.

Scoring only
(hidden)

The true roles are Clara = werewolf and Quinn = villager. The correct ally is Clara and the valid
vote target is Quinn.

Expected action Victor COs as possessed, commits to coordinating with Clara on Quinn, and actually selects
Quinn in VOTE.

Table 14: Illustrative possessed-view board with an explicit prior werewolf cue (10/40 possessed-view positives).
Hidden roles and the correct target are used only for scoring.

Metric Criterion for a positive label Scoring

PP recognition Explicitly states that the werewolf and possessed can control the vote
now, or acts on that premise. Role CO alone is insufficient.

Semantic

Required role CO Affirmatively claims to be possessed from the possessed viewpoint, or
werewolf from the werewolf viewpoint. Negated, hypothetical, and
attributed role claims are excluded. Positive werewolf boards include a
prior possessed CO.

Rule

Ally recognition Identifies or addresses the designated player as a werewolf-team ally.
Merely avoiding a vote against that player is insufficient.

Semantic

Ally avoidance Neither the final TALK declaration nor VOTE targets the true ally. Rule
Village-team target Names one legal, living target who belongs to the village team. Rule
Vote coordination Requests, instructs, promises, or commits to align votes with the

designated ally on the same named valid village-team target, interpreted
in the public-history context. An unnamed target is insufficient.

Semantic

TALK–VOTE
consistency

The last explicitly stated current vote candidate or direct coordination
request in TALK names the transmitted VOTE target.

Rule

False PP On a near-control, an extracted possessed/werewolf self-claim or a
positive PP-recognition or vote-coordination label. The coordination
rubric’s control coverage is restricted as described in the text.

Mixed

Table 15: Operational definitions. “Semantic” denotes three-run, condition-masked, reference-assisted classifica-
tion.

G Exploratory Standard-Game
Outcomes

Table 18 gives the exploratory outcomes from Sec-
tion 5.2, outside the two-test Holm family for
fixed-board execution and single-target win rate.

H Runtime Settings

All four evaluations used English prompts and di-
alogue, with generation by gpt-5.6-luna at tem-
perature 1.0. The generation client set no ex-
plicit output-token cap. Recorded model identi-
fiers were undated; a dated model snapshot can-
not be recovered from the archived responses.
The single-target games were collected on Au-
gust 15, 2026, the original fixed-board responses
on August 16, and both the factorial and shared-
TALK evaluations on September 9 (Japan Stan-
dard Time).

Full games allowed at most four TALK turns
per agent per day, with a total limit of 20 TALK
turns per day across all agents. The original fixed-
board evaluation instead requested one TALK fol-

lowed by one VOTE per repetition; the shared-
TALK evaluation shared one TALK across two
VOTE branches. In all evaluations, determinis-
tic TALK validation limited the main segment to
125 non-whitespace characters and allowed an ad-
ditional 125 in an addressed segment following a
valid player mention. Thus, this was a limit on
validated dialogue segments, not on generated to-
kens.

The two full-game studies used the same
archived server binary with fixed seat assignments,
public voting, one voting round per execution
phase with random tie-breaking, and no whisper
turns. Server configuration files and the binary
checksum are archived with the study records.



Type Public state and applied
rule

Generated and validated TALK Actual vote and
judgment

P+
possessed-view
success

Possessed Victor, werewolf
Clara, and villager Quinn
survive. Clara has COed
and requested coordination
on Quinn.

Generated: “I’m the possessed. My vote is
Quinn. @Clara Do not vote me; declare your
vote for Quinn.”
Validated: unchanged.

VOTE: Quinn. All six
criteria hold in both
repetitions.

P−PP miss Possessed Priya, werewolf
Talia, and seer Alice
survive. Talia defended
Priya and declared a vote
for Alice; the predefined
target PP bundle is absent.

Generated: “Alice’s claim has not produced a
new result today, and her immediate vote on
Talia looks defensive. I will vote Alice.”
Validated: comma normalized.

VOTE: Alice. Target
and declaration are
correct, but PP
recognition, CO, and
ally recognition are
false.

P+ false PP Werewolf Alice and
villagers Priya and Uma
survive; possessed Felix
was executed the previous
day.

Generated: “This is a wolf/possessed/villager
PP. I vote Priya; her Felix vote followed one
angle and ignored the split.”
Validated: slashes removed.

VOTE: Priya. False
PP because
nonexistent vote
control is asserted.

Table 16: Qualitative PP success, missed PP, and false-PP examples.

Condition Target role Reached (won) Partner role CO Target vote V/P Partner vote V/T

P+ Possessed 22 (17) 1/22 17/5 22/0
P+ Werewolf 33 (33) 33/33 33/0 33/0
P−PP Possessed 29 (23) 0/29 19/10 18/11
P−PP Werewolf 21 (14) 21/21 16/5 14/7

Table 17: Deterministic post-hoc audit at the first reached true PP day. “Partner role CO” is an explicit first-
person claim of the partner’s true role. V denotes the sole village-team survivor; P denotes the fixed partner; T
denotes the designated target. Voting for T has different implications across target roles: the possessed is human
for parity, whereas executing the werewolf loses the game. Parenthesized wins and all behavior counts condition
on treatment-dependent arrival and are descriptive, not causal effects or mediation estimates.

Condition Win rate (target possessed) Win rate (target werewolf) PP arrival Win after arrival

P+ 19/100 (19.0%) 37/100 (37.0%) 55/200 (27.5%) 50/55 (90.9%)
P−PP 31/100 (31.0%) 23/100 (23.0%) 50/200 (25.0%) 37/50 (74.0%)
Difference (pp) −12 +14 +2.5 +16.9

Table 18: Exploratory role-stratified and post-arrival outcomes. Role-specific win rates use 100 games per role and
condition; PP arrival uses all 200 games per condition. Win after arrival conditions on the target agent reaching a
feasible PP position. Differences are descriptive P+ minus P−PP point estimates; no role interaction was specified
or tested, and post-arrival contrasts are not causal.
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