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Existing watermarks work with the standard decoder: Stability
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Theorem 3.1. Let the logits function be u and v* = max,cy u(y). Let PF(u) be the distribution of No Watermark

PF-sampling, and Softmax(u) be the distribution in equation 1, both with temperature parameter T. q [Test Score(yl. n)] —n —m
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4. (“Up to 2x better) There exists logits u such that PF-sampling is 2x smaller in terms of subopti-
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then there must be another u such that
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