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Abstract

We study two-player general sum repeated finite games where the rewards of each
player are generated from an unknown distribution. Our aim is to find the egali-
tarian bargaining solution (EBS) for the repeated game, which can lead to much
higher rewards than the maximin value of both players. Our most important con-
tribution is the derivation of an algorithm that achieves simultaneously, for both

players, a high-probability regret bound of order (9(\3/ InT -T% 3) after any T

rounds of play. We demonstrate that our upper bound is nearly optimal by proving
a lower bound of Q(7'%/3) for any algorithm.

1 Introduction

Multi-agent systems are ubiquitous in many real life applications such as self-driving cars, games,
computer networks, etc. Agents acting in such systems are usually self-interested and aim to max-
imize their own individual utility. To achieve their best utility, agents face three key fundamental
questions: exploit, cooperate, or insure safety? Learning how agents should behave when faced
with these significant challenges is the subject of this paper. We focus on two players (one is called
agent, the other opponent) repeated games, a setting which captures the key challenges faced when
interacting in a multi-agent system where at each round, the players simultaneously select an action
and observe an individual numerical value called reward. The goal of each player in this game, is to
maximize the sum of accumulated rewards over many rounds. One of the key dilemmas for learning
in repeated games is the lack of a single optimal behavior that is satisfactory against all opponents,
since the best strategy necessarily depends on the opponent.

Powers et al. [24] tackle this dilemma and propose a rigorous criterion called guarded optimality
which for two players simplifies to three criteria: (1) Targeted Optimality: when the opponent is a
member of the target set, the average reward is close to the best response against that opponent; (2)
Safety: against any opponent, the average reward is close to a safety value; (3) Individual Rationality:
in self-play, the average reward is Pareto efficien{] and individually not below the safety value.

In this paper, we adopt those criteria and focus on the self-play settings. We pick the safety value to
be the largest value one can guarantee against any opponent (also called maximin value, see Defini-
tion[3). For the individual rationality criterion, we depart from previous works by considering the
so called egalitarian bargaining solution (EBS) [17] in which both players bargain to get an equal
amount above their maximin value. This EBS is a Nash equilibrium (NE) for the repeated game,
a direct consequence of the folk theorems [22] and in many games (see Example [T)) has a value
typically no worse for both players than values achievable by single-stage (i.e. non-repeated) NE

li.e., it is impossible for one agent to change to a better policy without making the other agent worse off.
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usually considered in the literature. We pick the EBS since it satisfies even more desirable properties
[L7] on top of the individual rationality criterion such as: independence of irrelevant alternatives (i.e.
eliminating choices that were irrelevant does not change the choices of the agents), individual mono-
tonicity (a player with better options should get a weakly-better value) and (importantly) uniqueness.
It is also connected to fairness and Rawls [26] theory of justice for human society [[17].

Related work Our work is related to Munoz de Cote and Littman [19] where an algorithm to find
the same egalitarian solution for general-sum repeated stochastic games is provided. When applied
to general-sum repeated games, their algorithm implies finding an approximate solution using a
(binary) search through the space of policy. Instead, our result will find the exact egalitarian solution
with a more direct and simple formula. Also Munoz de Cote and Littman [19] and many other works
such as [7, 18, 124] assume deterministic rewards known to both players. In this work, we consider
the case of stochastic rewards generated from a fixed distribution unknown by both players.

Another difference with many previous works is the type of solution considered in self-play. Indeed,
we consider a NE for the repeated game whereas works such as [3,17,18,123] consider the single-stage
NE. The single-stage NE is typically undesirable in self-play since equilibrium with much higher
values can be achieved as illustrated by Example[Tlin this paper. Other works such as [24] consider
optimizing for the sum of rewards in self-play. However, as illustrated by Example[T]in this paper,
this sum of rewards does not always guarantee individual rationality since some player could get
lower than their maximin.

Crandall and Goodrich [9], Stimpson and Goodrich [27] proposes algorithms with the goal of con-
verging to a NE of the repeated games. However, [9] only show an asymptotic convergence empiri-
cally in a few games while [27] only show that some parameters of their algorithms are more likely
to converge asymptotically. Instead, we provide finite-time theoretical guarantees for our algorithm.
Although in their settings players only observe their own rewards and not the other player, they
assume deterministic rewards.

Brafman and Tennenholtz [J], Wei et al. [28] tackles online learning for a generalization of repeated
games called stochastic games. However, they consider zero-sum games where the sum of the
rewards of both players for any joint-action is always 0. In our case, we look at the general sum
case where no such restrictions are placed on the rewards. In the learning settings there are other
single-stage equilibrium considered such as correlated-equilibrium [13].

Our work is also related to multi-objective multi-armed bandit [[11/] by considering the joint-actions
as arms controlled by a single-player. Typical work consider on multi-objective multi-armed bandit
tries to find any solution that minimizes the distance between the Pareto frontier. However, not all
Pareto efficient solutions are acceptable as illustrated by Example[Ilin this paper. Instead, our work
show that a specific Pareto efficient (the egalitarian) is more desirable.

Paper organization The paper is organized as follows: Section [2] presents formally our setting,
assumptions, as well key definitions needed to understand the remainder of the paper. Section [3]
shows a description of our algorithm while section[d contains its analysis as well as the lower bound.
We conclude in section [3] with indication about future works. Detailed proof of our theorems is
available in the appendix.

2 Background and Problem Statement

We focus on two-player general sum repeated games. At round ¢, both players select and play a joint
action a; = (al,a; ") from a finite set A = A’ x A~". Then, they receive rewards (ri,r; *) € [0, 1]?
generated from a fixed but unknown bounded distribution depending on their joint action. The
actions and rewards are then revealed to both players. We assume the first agent to be under our
control and the second agent to be the opponent. We would like to design algorithms such that our
agent’s cumulative rewards are as high as possible. The opponent can have one of two types known
to our agent: (1) self-player (another independently run version of our algorithm) or (2) arbitrary
(i.e any possible opponents with no access to the agent’s internal randomness).

To measure performance, we compare our agent to an oracle that has full knowledge of the distri-
bution of rewards for all joint-actions. The oracle then plays like this: (1) in self-play, they both



compute before the game start the egalitarian equilibrium and play it; (2) against any other arbitrary
opponent, the oracle plays the policy ensuring the maximin value.

Our goal is to design algorithms that have low expected regret against this oracle after any number
of T rounds, where regret is the difference between the value that the oracle would have obtained
and the value that our algorithm actually obtained. Next, we formally define the terms that describe
our problem setting.

Definition 1 (Policy). A policy 7 in a repeated game for player i is a mapping from each possible
history to a distribution over its actions. That is: ¥t > 0,7 : H; — AA® where t is the current
round and H, is the set of all possible history of joint-actions up to round t.

A policy is called stationary if it plays the same distribution at each round. It is called deterministic
stationary if it plays the same action at each round.

Definition 2 (Joint-Policy). A joint policy (7%, 7=%) is a pair of policies, one for each player i, —i
in the game. In particular, this means that the probability distributions over actions of both players
are independent. When each component policy is stationary, we call the resulting policy stationary
and similarly for deterministic stationary.

Definition 3 (Correlated-Policy). Any joint-policy where player actions are not independent is cor-
relatedd. A correlated policy T specifies a probability distribution over joint-actions known by both
players: ¥t = 0,7 : Hy — AA.

In this paper, when we refer to a policy m without any qualifier, we will mean a correlated-policy,
which is required for the egalitarian solution. When we refer to 7* and (7*, 7—") we will mean the
components of a non-correlated joint-policy.

2.1 Solution concepts

In this section, we explain the two solution concepts we aim to address: safety—selected as the
maximin value and individual rationality selected as achieving the value of the EBS. We start from
the definition of a value for a policy.

Definition 4 (Value of a policy). The value V*(r) of a policy  for player i in a repeated game M
is defined as the infinite horizon undiscounted expected average reward given by:

7T,M>.

We use Vag = (Viy, VAT) to denote values for both players and drop M when clear from the context.

T
i : 1 i
Vi () = limsup T E ( E i

T t=1

Definition 5 (Maximin value). The maximin policy i, for player i and its value SV* are such that:

Ty, = argmax min Virt,m™"), V" = max min Vi(rt,m™").
i ™ T ™

i
where Vi(rt, w=%) is the value for player i playing policy ' while all other players play 7.
Definition 6 (Advantage game and Advantage value). Consider a repeated game between two play-
ers i and —i defined by the joint-actions A = A" x A~" and the random rewards r drawn from a
distribution R : A — ARZ. Let SV = (SV*, V%) be the maximin value of the two players. The
advantage game is the game with (random) rewards r obtained by subtracting the maximin value
of the players from r. More precisely, the advantage game is defined by: r, (a) = r(a) —SV Va € A.
The value of any policy in this advantage game is called advantage value.

Definition 7 (EBS in repeated games). Consider a repeated game between two players i and —i with
maximin value SV = (SV', SV =%). A policy ,, is an EBS if it satisfies the following two conditions:
(1) it belongs to the set 1lgg of policies maximizing the minimum of the advantage value for both
players. (2) it maximizes the value of the player with highest advantage value.

More formally, for any vector v = (x',22) € R?, let L : R? — R? be a permutation of x such that
L'(x) < L?(x). Let’s define a lexicographic maximin ordering >, on R? as:

z>y = (L'(z) > L'(y)) v (L'(z) = L' (y) A L*(z) > L*(y)) foranyz e R? yeR?

2For example through a public signal.



A policy mgg is an EBSBif: V(mge) — SV =,V (7w) — SV V7

We call EBS value the value Vy, = V (mgg) and Vi (mgy) = V(7ge) — SV will be used to designate
the egalitarian advantage.

2.2 Performance criteria

We can now define precisely the two criteria we aim to optimize.

Definition 8 (Safety Regret). The safety regret for an algorithm A playing for T' rounds as agent i
against an arbitrary opponent " with no knowledge of the internal randomness of A is defined by:

T
Regrety (A, 7n™") = Z SV —
t=1

Definition 9 (Individual Rational Regret). The individual rational regret for an algorithm A playing
Sor T rounds as agent i against its self N identified as —i is defined by:

T T
Regret (A, A") = Inax{z Vi — i, Z V' — rt_l}
t=1 t=1

Example 1 (Comparison of the EBS value to other concepts). In Table [T} we present a game and
give the values achieved by the single-stage NE, and Correlated Equilibrium [[13] (Correlated); maxi-
mizing the sum of rewards (Sum), and a Pareto-efficient solution (Pareto). In this game, the maximin
value is (1%, %) Sum leads to % for the first player, much lower than its maximin. Pareto is also
similarly problematic. Consequently, it is not enough to converge to any Pareto solution since that
does not necessarily guarantee rationality for both players. Both NE and Correlated fail to give the
players a value higher than their maximin while the EBS shows that a high value (%, %) is achiev-

able. A conclusion similar to this example can also be made for all non trivial zero-sum games.

C D
c 11 9 Maximin | Egalitarian | Nash | Sum | Correlated | Pareto
575 10 5 3 3 23 23 3 3 | L9 3 3 90
D| 20| 3 3 10’ 10 257 25 10°10 | 10°5 100 10 5
5 10’ 10 i i
(b) Comparison of solutions
(a) Game

Table 1: Comparison of the EBS to others concepts

3 Methods Description

Generic structure Before we detail the safe and individual rational algorithms, we will describe
their general structure. The key challenge is how to deal with uncertainty, the fact that we do not
know the rewards. To deal with this uncertainty, we use the standard principle of optimism in the
face of uncertainty [[16]. It works by a) constructing a set of statistically plausible games containing
the true game with high probability through a confidence region around estimated mean rewards, a
step detailed in section 3.1} b) finding within that set of plausible games the one whose EBS policy
(called optimistic) has the highest value, a step detailed in section ¢) playing this optimistic
policy until the start of an artificial epoch where a new epoch starts when the number of times any
joint-action has been played is doubled (also known as the doubling trick), a step described in Jaksch
et al. [16] and summarized by Algorithm[3lin Appendix[Gl

3.1 Construction of the plausible set

At epoch k, our construction is based on creating a set M}, containing all possible games with
expected rewards E r such that,

My = (s [Br@) - @) < Cu@¥ia), Gl = [

3 Also corresponds to the leximin solution to the Bargaining problem [4].




where Ny, (a) is the number of times action a has been played up to round ¢y, 7 (a) is the empirical
mean reward observed up to round ¢, and Jy is an adjustable probability. The plausible set can be
used to define the following upper and lower bounds on the rewards of the game:

7i(a) = 7i(a) + Cr(a),  7i(a) = 7h(a) — Ci(a).

We denote M the game with rewards 7 and M the game with 7. Values in those two games are resp.

denoted V, V. We used Cy (1), Cy (%, 7~%) to refer to the bounds obtained by a weighted (using 7)
average of the bounds for individual action. When clear from context, the subscript k is dropped.

3.2 Optimistic EBS policy

§1 Problem formulation Our goal is to find a game M}, and a policy 7, whose EBS value is
near-optimal simultaneously for both players. In particular, if we refer to the true but unknown game
by M and assume that M € M}, we want to find M}, and 7% such that:

VMk (ﬁ'k) =y VA{/(ﬂ'/) Vﬂ'/,M/ € M; | PI‘{VIWI(TF/) = VA{(TFEg) — (ek,ek)} =1 2)
where >, is defined in Definition[7land € a small configurable error.

Note that the condition in @) is required (contrarily to single-agent games [16]) since in general,
there might not exist a game in M, that achieves the highest EBS value simultaneously for both
players. For example, one can construct a case where the plausible set contains two games with EBS
value (resp) (1 +¢, % +¢) and (,1) forany 0 < € < 1 (See Table2lin Appendix[E). This makes the
optimization problem (@) significantly more challenging than for single-agent games since a small
e error in the rewards can lead to a large (linear) regret for one of the player. This is also the root
cause for why the best possible regret becomes Q(7'%/?) rather than Q(/T') typical for single agent
games. We refer the this challenge as the small e-error large regret issue.

§2 Solution To solve (@), a) we set the optimistic game M, k as the game M in M ¢ with the
highest rewards 7 for both players. Indeed, for any policy 7’ and game M’ € My, one can always
get a better value for both players by using M:; b) we compute an advantage game corresponding
to M} by estimating an optimistic maximin value for both players, a step detailed in paragraph
¢) we compute in paragraph [§4] an EBS policy 7, g, using the advantage game; d) we set the
policy 7, to be 7y, g, unless one of three conditions explained in paragraph[§5|happens. Algorithm[2]
details the steps to compute 7, and to correlate the policy, players play the joint-action minimizing
their observed frequency of played actions compared to 7y, (See function PLAY() of Algorithm[Blin
Appendix[G).

§3 Optimistic Maximin Computation Satisfying () implies we need to find a value SV with:
SVi—ep <SVI<SVite Vi A3)

where SV is the maximin value of player ¢ in the true game M. To do so, we return a lower bound
value for the optimistic maximin policy frgvk of player 7. We begin by computing in polynomial
time] the (stationary) maximin policy for the game M with largest rewards. We then compute the
(deterministic, stationary) best response policy ﬁs_(/l using the game M with the lowest rewards. The

detailed steps are available in Algorithm [Il This results in a lower bound on the maximin value
satisfying (3) as proven in Lemmal[ll

§4 Computing an EBS policy. Armed with the optimistic game and the optimistic maximin
value, we can now easily compute the corresponding optimistic advantage game whose rewards
are denoted by #,.. An EBS policy 7 g, is computed using this advantage game. The key insight
to do so is that the EBS involves playing a single deterministic stationary policy or combine two
deterministic stationary policies (Proposition [I). Given that the number of actions is finite we can
then just loop through each pairs of joint-actions and check which one gives the best EBS score. The
score (justified in the proof of Proposition 2lin Appendix [C.4]l) to use for any two joint-actions a

*For example by using linear programming [T, [10].



Algorithm 1 Optimistic Maximin Policy Computation

1: function OPTMAXIMIN(T, 7, 7.)

2: Calculate i’s optimistic policy: 7, = argmax,; min,—: Vi(rt, n)

3: Find the best response: % = argmin, Vi(tg, , ™)

4:  Getalower bound on the maximin value: SV}’ = min,—: V¥ (&, ,7~%) = Vi(&, , ﬂ'S_VZ)
5: return ﬁgvk, ﬁsivzk , SV

6: end function

and a’ is: score(a, a’) = mine(y o3 w(a, a’) - 7 (a) + (1 — w(a,a’)) -, (a’) with w as follows:

0, it 7 (a)
Fil(a')ffi(a') .
(@ @) @)= @)

f(a) and ﬁ(a/) < f“f:(a/)
w(aya o) and () > 75 (@) )
otherwise

And the policy 7y g, is such that

Tk Eg(aEg) = w(agg, Okg); Tk Eg(apg) = 1 —w(aEg, Gpg);  GEg, ap, = argmax score(a, a’) (5)
acA,a’e A

§5 Policy Execution We always play the optimistic EBS policy 7 g unless one of the following
three events happens:

o The probable error on the maximin value of one player is too large. Indeed, the error on
the maximin value can become too large if the weighted bound on the actions played by
the maximin policies is too large. In that case, we play the action causing the largest error.

e The small e-error large regret issue is probable: Proposition2limplies that the small e-error
large regret issue may only happen if the player with the lowest ideal advantage value
(the maximum advantage under the condition that the advantage of the other player is non-
negative) is receiving it when playing an EBS policy. This allows Algorithm [2] to check
for this player and plays the action corresponding to its ideal advantage as far as the other
player is still receiving ej-close to its EBS value (Line [ to[13]in Algorithm[2).

o The probable error on the EBS value of one player is too large This only happens if we
keep not playing the EBS policy due to the small e-error large regret issue. In that case,
the error on the EBS value used to detect the small e-error large regret issue might become
too large making the check for the small e-error large regret issue irrelevant. In that case,
we play the action of the EBS policy responsible for the largest error.

4 Theoretical analysis

Before we present theoretical analysis for the learning algorithm, we discuss the existence and
uniqueness of the EBS value, as well as the type of policies that can achieve it.

Properties of the EBS Fact [I] allows us to restrict our attention to stationary policies since it
means that any (optimal) value achievable can be achieved by a stationary (correlated-) policy and
FactRlmeans that the egalitarian always exists and is unique providing us with a good benchmark to
compare against. Fact[[land 2] are resp. justified in Appendix[C.Iland[C2l

Fact 1 (Achievable values for both players). Any achievable value V= (Vi,V %) for the players
can be achieved by a stationary correlated-policy.

Fact 2 (Existence and Uniqueness of the EBS value for stationary policies). If we are restricted to
the set of stationary policies, then the EBS value defined in Definition[/l exists and is unique.

The following Proposition [ strengthens the observation in Fact [l and establishes that a weighted
combination of at most two joint-actions can achieve the EBS value. This allows for an efficient



Algorithm 2 Optimistic EBS Policy Computation
1: function OPTIMISTICEGALITARIANPOLICY(7, 7, 7)

2 @l wgh, SV = OPTMAXIMINGF, #,7)  and 7 (a) = #(a) — SV°
3: Compute the EBS policy 7y ge using (@) and fi; Let 7y, < 7k Eg
4: (V1, from the set of actions with positive advantage ¢;, close to the EBS value of —i, find

the one maximizing ¢ advantage)

Ai = {a| 7 (a) + e, = Vi(frge) A7 (a) 20} Vie {1,2}

a; = argmax+’, (a) Vie{1,2}
aefLi

5: (Look for the players ¢ whose advantage for action a; is larger than the EBS value of 7 )
P ={ie{1,2} | (a") > V{ (A}
(If there is a player whose advantage is better than the one for the EBS policy, play it)

6:

7 if P # & then o

8: p = argmax; 5 7 (a"), @ < ap
9

end if
10: (If potential errors on the EBS value is too large, play the responsible action.)
11: if 2C (7t gg) > €1, then
12: Let g gy = argmax,e 4jc,, (a)>e, Theg(a), T < QrEg
13: end if
14: (If potential errors on the maximin value is too large, play the responsible action.)
15: if 2C (7§, , 7rg; ) > €, then
16: Let asy, = argmax e /c,, (a)>e,, Tsv; (a) 7gy (@), 7 < asv,
17: end if
18: return 7y,

19: end function

algorithm that can just loop through all possible pairs of joint-actions and check for the best one.
However, given any two joint-actions one still needs to know how to combine them to get an EBS
value. This question is answered by proposition[2l

Proposition 1 (On the form of an EBS policy). Given any 2 player repeated game, the EBS value
can always be achieved by a stationary policy with non-zero probability on at most two joint-actions.

Sketch. We follow the same line of reasoning used in [[18] by showing that the EBS value lies on the
outer boundary of the convex hull introduced in the proof of Fact[Il This immediately implies the
proposition. Details are available in Appendix[C.3

Proposition 2 (Finding an EBS policy). Let us call the ideal advantage value Vj 1 of a player 7, the
maximum advantage that this player can achieve under the restriction that the advantage value of
the other player is non-negative. More formally: Vi 1= MAXyy—i (g Vi(m). The egalitarian
advantage value for the two players is exactly the same unless there exists an EBS policy that is
deterministic stationary where at least one player (necessarily including the player with the lowest
ideal advantage value) is receiving its ideal advantage value.

Sketch. Since there is an EBS policy playing only two joint-actions (by Proposition[I), we show how
to optimally combine any two joint-actions. The proposition then follows directly. More details is
available in Appendix[C.4] O

Regret Analysis The following theorem [Tl gives us a high probability upper bound on the regret
in self-play against the EBS value, a result achieved without the knowledge of T'.



Theorem 1 (Individual Rational Regret for Algorithm[3lin self-play). After running Algorithm[3|in

1/3
—|A| In ty ) for any rounds T >

t

self play with 6tk = % and €, = 2 - ( , with probability at

least 1 — the individual rational regret (definition[9) for each player is upper bounded as:

3T’

| AT log, \%

Regret,, < |A|? 1og2(|A|) +128/|A|InT - T2/ + 2\/21 — (V2 + D\/|AT
T T 45
o //TIAl — (= —2 ) <0(12¢/|A/InT - T3
* A +6+\/2 n<54 99.375—7r4) O( [AJ In )

Sketch. The structure of the proof follows that of [[16]. The key step is to prove that the value
of policy 7, returned by Algorithm [2] in our plausible set is e-close to the EBS value in the true
model (optimism). In our case, we cannot always guarantee this optimism. Our proof identifies the
concerned cases and show that they cannot happen too often (Lemmain Appendix[B.1)). Then for
the remaining cases, Lemma[3lshows that we can guarantee the optimism with an error of 4e¢;, . The
step-by-step detailed proof is available in Appendix[B.1l

By definition of EBS, Theorem [Tl also applies to the safety regret. However in Theorem 2] we show
that the optimistic maximin policy enjoys near-optimal safety regret of O(/T).

Theorem 2 (Safety Regret of policy ﬁgvk in Algorithm[). Consider a safe algorithm for player i
obtained by playing the policy ﬁ'gv with Oty = ‘5 After any rounds T > | A| against any opponent,

then with probability at least 1 —
by:

|A|T log 90
RegretTé\/Sln 2‘A‘ (V2 + D)VIAIT +\/47+6+ 2Tln 54.99375 )

Sketch. The proof works similarly to that of Theorem [I] by observing that here we can always
guarantee optimism. A more detailed proof is available in Appendix[Dl o

3T, the safe regret (definition[8) of this policy is upper-bounded

Lower bounds for the individual rational regret Here we establish a lower bound of Q(TQ/ 3)
for any algorithm trying to learn the EBS value. This shows that our upper bound is optimal up to
logarithm-factors. The key idea in proving this lower bound is the example illustrated by Table
In that example, the rewards of the first player are all % and the second player has an ideal value
of 1. However, 50% of the times a player cannot realize its ideal value due to an e-increase in a
single joint-action for both players. The main intuition behind the proof of the lower bound is that
any algorithm that wants to minimize regret can only try two things (a) detect whether there exists
a joint-action with an € or if all rewards of the first player are equal. (b) always ensure the ideal
value of the second player. To achieve (a) any algorithm needs to play all joint-actions for > times.

Picking ¢ = T~'/3 ensures the desired lower bound. The same e would also ensure the same lower
bound for an algorithm targeting only (b). Appendix [Elformally proves this lower bound.

Theorem 3 (Lower bounds). For any algorithm A, any natural numbers |A'| > 2 | = 2
T > |AY x |A?, = |AY| x | A?| joint-actions such that the

o . . 2/3 A
expected individual rational regret of A after T steps is at least () (T / =)

5 Conclusion and Future Directions

In this paper, we illustrated a situation in which typical solutions for self-play in repeated games,
such as single-stage equilibrium or sum of rewards, are not appropriate. We propose the usage of
an egalitarian bargaining solution (EBS) which guarantees each player to receive no less than their
maximin value. We analyze the properties of EBS for repeated games with stochastic rewards and
derive an algorithm that achieves a near-optimal finite-time regret of O(T2/%) with high probability.
We are able to conclude that the proposed algorithm is near-optimal, since we prove a matching lower



bound up to logarithmic-factor. Although our results imply a O(T%/3) safety regret (i.e. compared
to the maximin value), we also show that a component of our algorithm guarantees the near-optimal

(’)(\/T ) safety regret against arbitrary opponents.

Our work illustrates an interesting property of the EBS which is: it can be achieved with sub-linear
regret by two individually rational agents who are uncertain about their utility. We wonder if other
solutions to the Bargaining Problem such as the Nash Bargaining Solution or the Kalai-Smorodinsky
Solution also admit the same property. Since the EBS is an equilibrium, another intriguing question
is whether one can design an algorithm that converges naturally to the EBS solution against some
well-defined class of opponents.

Finally, a natural and interesting future direction for our work is its extension to stateful games such
as Markov games.
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A Notations and terminology

We will use action to mean joint-actions unless otherwise specified. We will denote the players as
i and —i. This is to be understood as follows: if there are two players {1,2}, when ¢ = 1, then
—i = 2 and when 7 = 2, —¢ = 1. The true but unknown game will be denoted as M whereas the
plausible set of games we consider at epoch &k will be denoted by M. An EBS policy in the true
game M will be denoted by 7, and its value by V4,. If for the EBS value in M, the player with the
lowest ideal advantage value is receiving it, we will denote this player by p~ while the other player
will be p*. The EBS policy in this situation will be denoted as a* (it is guaranteed to be a single
joint-action).

7 will be used to denote empirical mean rewards and in general ~ is used to mean a value computed
using empirical 7. 7 will be used to mean the rewards from the upper limit game in our plausible set,
while 7 will be used to mean the rewards from the lower limit game in our plausible set. Also, in
general ~ while be used to mean a value computed using 7 and " to mean a value computed using 7.

k will be used to denote the current epoch. N (a) the number of rounds action a has been played
in epoch k — N, the number of rounds epoch £ has lasted — ¢;, the number of rounds played up
to epoch k — Ny, (a) the number of rounds action a has been played up to round ¢, — 7 (a) the
empirical average rewards of player 7 for action a at round ¢. m will be used to denote the total
number of epochs up to round 7"
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B Proof of Theorem 1]

1/3
Theorem (). After running Algorithm[3]in self play with 0y, = 75— and ¢, = 2- (Wt%)
for any rounds T' > |.A|, with probability at least 1 — the 1nd1v1dual rational regret (definition[9]

) for each player is upper bounded as:

3T’

|AIT

log
Regret, < |A|? 10g2<|A|) +128/JA|InT - T%/3 +2\/21n ; 2 A (V2 + DVIAT
/ T T 45 3

B.1 Regret analysis for the egalitarian algorithm in self-play

The proof is similar to that of UCRL2 [16] and KL-UCRL [12]. As the algorithm is divided into
epochs, we first show that the regret bound within an epoch is sub-linear. We then combine those
per-epoch regret terms to get a regret for the whole horizon simultaneously. Both of these regrets are
computed with the assumption that the true game M is within our plausible set. We then conclude
by showing that this is indeed true with high probability. Let’s first start by decomposing the regret.

Regret decomposition Here we decompose the regret in each round k. We start by defining the
following event F,

E=E1\/E2\/E3\/E4, (6)
El . (7~T1C = dsvk) (7)
E2 . (7~T1C = dk,Eg) (8)
FEs: (a ¢/~l— /\2Ctk(7TkEg)<€tk |7TEg=a*) )
Ey: (a* €Ay Nip =iy ADTEP | TEy = an, VP (ax) > VP (a4) + 26%) (10)
We have:

Regrety, = > Vi — 7} (11)

t=1

T .

= Z =1 (Vglg - 7’t Z Ip- 0 - Tt) (12)

t=1

T
< Dlg 1+ZHE0 L) (13)
t=1

In the following, we will use Hoeffding’s inequality to bound the last term of Equation[I3} similarly
to Section 4.1 in [16]. In particular, with probability at least 1 — §:

Regret), < Z Ig—1+ Z (A | E=0)++/Tn(1/)/2 (14)
t=1 k=1

where Ay, is the regret per-epoch defined by
A = ) Ni(a) (Vi —Er'(a)) (15)

acA
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Regret when the event E defined by (6) is False and the true Model is in our plausible set We
will now simplify the notation by using Ay — 5 to mean that the expression is condition on E being
False. We can thus bound Ay, —g:

Ap-p < Y Nk(a)(}j _Eri(a) + 4%) (16)
acA
Y Nk(a)(}j - f’i(a)) + 3 Nila)(#(a) —Eri(a) +4 ) Nia)e,
acA aeA aeA
= Nk(a)(};' — fﬂ'(a)) +4 ) Ni(a)er, + Y Ni(a) <fi(a) Eria) + -2 )
acA ac A ac A Ntk (a)
ci i 20 tk Nk a)
<a;lzvk(a)( kr(a))+4a;ANk( Etk+¢162A NN 17)
<[A[+4 ) Ni(a) etk+220 t’“N’“ @) (18)

aeA aeA \% Ntk

where Equation (I8) comes from the fact that when E = 0, ‘A/kz > Vi — 4¢;, (See Lemma [3).
Equation (I7) comes from the fact that we assume M € M, meaning |7(a) — Er¢(a)| < Crlte)

V Ntk (a) ’
Equation (I8) comes from the fact the egalitarian solution involves playing one joint-action with
probability wy, € [O 1] and another joint-action with probability 1 — wy; since it is always possible

to bound wy, as N— < wg < "]\}L with n € N a non-negative 1nteger and by construction the players

play as close as possible to wy, then the error is bounded by — S Nk(a)

We are now ready to sum up the per-epoch regret over all epochs for which the event E is false. We
have:

m m 2C, (£ ) Ni (
glAk<Z<|Al+4ZNk( Je, + . \/]\’;tk—’“ )> (19)

aceA aeA

=m|A| +4 Z €, Ni + 2 Z 26+ (t) Nk 26, (4 ) Ni(a) (20)

k=1acA \/Ntk

. Al \ /3
Now assuming ¢;, = C, - | ——=% , we have:

tr
- AlY3c, {*/1nt
2 €1, Ni, = 2 AL GVt R @
<TYS|AM2C, /T i Ne (22)
Using Appendix C.3 in [[16], we can conclude that
3 e, Np < TR A" C.¥InT
k=1

Similarly [16] Equation (20) shows that:

< (V2 + DV|AIT
kzlag /—Ntk < (V2+1)VI]A|

Furthermore [[16] shows that:
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8T
m < |Allog, (W)

Combining all the above results lead to

DAk < AP log, (%) +AT?BAMC. Y InT + 2max C, (tx) (V2 + DVIAT - (23)
k=1

Combining with probability of failure Combining with Lemma M bounding the num-
ber of times event F is true, together with Proposition [3] justifying the high probability from
t > max{3, (T|A))"/*}, noticing that up to ¢ = max{3, (T|.A))"/*} our maximum regret is
max{6, 2(T|A|)1/4}, picking ¢’ in as ¢’ = % . (W) and using maxy, Cy(tr) = Cr(tm,)
leads to:

2 8T 2 1/3 3 |A|T10g2 %
Regret;, < |A|” log, (W) + 4T3 A CoV/In T + 24/ 21n f(ﬁ + /| A|IT

16AY3T23 13 T T T 45
IWNVTA+6+ 4= In = ——P
* 2 * O3 n<54 99.3757r4)

€

with a failure probability of 2

Picking C, = 2 leads to the statement of Theorem/[Il

Proposition 3 (Probability of Failure). If Algorithm[3lis run with the plausible set constructed with
0, = %, then the probability of failure from round ¢ = max{3, (T.A|)"/*} to round T with T’ > 3
is upper bounded as:

54 4 84.375
kltp=4/T|A|

Proof. Using Lemma 3] we know that at any epoch k, our plausible set contains the true model
with probability at least 1 — 2|.A[6}, , meaning that the probability of failure is 2|.4|67 . We want
to combine these failure probabilities for all possible epochs (after round max{3, (T|.4|)*/*}). For
that, consider d;, = k?itk Let k; the smallest round such that t, > max{3, (T|A|)1/4}. Using a
union bound (Fact@) we have that the probability P{Uk|tk>max{3,(T|A|)l/4} M ¢ Mk} up to round
T is:

P U Mg My y < ) 2lA16, (24)
k|t =max{3,(T]A[)"/4} k=k;
o 2] A|64
=2 (25)
4 44
S
25t 1
< X (26)
4
T &k
254 (i 1 kgt 1)
==X =D = 7
T'\i= ki k=1 ki
264 (7t 1
S—log 117 28
T (90 16) (28)
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@8) comes from 21;.0:1 1%4 = g—; and k; > 3 when t5, > 3 due to the doubling trick used in
Algorithm[3

O

The following fact comes directly by construction of the Algorithm.

Fact 3 (Error on the maximin policy). For any player ¢ and epoch k for which the true model M is
within our plausible set My, and Event Ey defined by (1) is False, then:

e
2Ctk (T‘—SV;c ) T‘—SV;C) < €4y

Lemma 1 (Pessimism and Optimism of the maximin value). For any player ¢ and epoch k for which
the true model M is within our plausible set M, the maximin value computed satisfies:

SV —2Cy, (7l Fgl) < SV < SV

Proof. Pessimism of the maximin value. Let V denote the lower bound on the value through the
reward estimate 7 — C and V' the corresponding upper bound through 7 + C'. By definition,

ﬁévk = argmax 17?1{1 Vi(rt, a7 (29)
frs}}k = argmin Vi(ﬁgvk,w_i) (30)
SVl = min V' (g 7) 31
= V(7 . 7gl) (32)
As a result we have:
Vi = max 17133111 Virt,n ) (33)
> min ViFy,mh) (34)
> min Vil ) (35)
= SV (36)

Optimism of the maximin value We have:

Wi = V7, 7y (37)
= Vi(#ly,  figh) — 2Cy, (Fy,  7g)) (38)

> min V' (7g,, , 77) - 2Cy (7, Ts,) (39)

= V(& Tg) — 2Cu (7, g ) (40)

= max Vi(n', &igh) — 2Cy, (R, , Figh ) (41)

> max Vir', 7gh) — 2Cy, (R g (42)

> maxmin V*(x, ™) — 2Cy, (7, , g ) (43)

= SV*' — 20, (7, , Fgh) (44)
(45)

O

Lemma 2 (Optimism of the advantage game). This lemma prove that the advantage value for any
policy 7 in our optimistic model is greater than in the true model. For any policy w, player i and
epoch k for which the true model M is within our plausible set M

Vi(m) = Vi(m)

14



Proof. First, we prove that the advantage value for any policy 7 in our optimistic model is greater
than in the true model. We have:

Vi(m) = Vi(x) — SV (46)

> Vi(r) — SV 47

> Vi(r) — SV* (48)

= Vi(m) (49)

where (@8)) comes from Lemmalll O

Lemma 3 (Optimism of the Policy computation). For any epoch k for which the true model M is
in our plausible set My, and Event E defined by (Q) is False, then for any player i, we have:

Vkl = ‘/Ez - 4‘6tk
Proof. Tmmediate by combining Lemma (10) (I1)), (12) O

Lemma 4 (Number of times event E defined by (@) is True). After any number T of rounds for
which the true model M was in our plausible set My, at every epochs k up to T, the number
Nr(E = True) of rounds for which Event E defined by (@) is True satisfy:

16A3T3 13T
Nr(E = True) < o2
Proof. The proof is an immediate consequence of combining Lemmas [6][7]I8] (]

Lemma 5 (High probability of the plausible set). At any epoch k, with probability at least 1—2|.A|5*,
the true model M is in our plausible set constructed using (0.

Proof. This is a direct application of Hoeffding’s bound (Lemma [4) on each action individually
and then using a union bound (Fact[) over all actions. O

Lemma 6 (Number of times an action from the maximin policy is played). After any number T of
rounds for which the true model M was in our plausible set M, at every epochs k up to T, the
number Ny (Ey1 = True) of rounds for which event E; defined by () is true satisfy:

16A3T2B3 13 T
Nrp(E; = True) < oE
Proof. By definition, the event E} is true when 7, = asy, . We have:
T = asy, = 2C4, (asy,) > €, (50)
21nty
= 2 ——" > (51)
Ntk (aSVk) "
81n tk

= N (asy,) < (52)

2
€3,
Summing over all actions, using the fact that during epoch £ no action is played more than twice the
number of times it was played at the beginning of epoch k and replacing ¢, by its value, leads to

the statement of the lemma. O

Lemma 7 (Number of times event defined by (8) is True). After any number T of rounds for which
the true model M was in our plausible set My, at every epochs k up to T, the number Np(E2 =
True) of rounds for which event E, defined by ®) is true satisfy:

16AV3T2/3 103 T
Cz?

Nrp(Ey = True) <
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Proof. By definition, the event is true when 7, = ax gs. We have:

ﬁk = dk,Eg ES 2Ctk (dk,Eg) > €t (53)
And the remainder of the proof follows the proof of Lemmalg] o

Lemma 8 (Number of times Event defined by (9) is True). After any number T of rounds for which
the true model M was in our plausible set My, at every epochs k up to T, Event E5 defined by @)
is always False.

Proof.

E3 =True = i (ax) + e, < VP (Fkpe) (54)
_p~ 2 ln tk D [~ ~
= T} (CL*) + + € < V+ (Wkﬁgg) + Ctk (ﬂ'k,Eg) (55)
Ntk (a*)

= B2 (as) + ey + VP —SVP < VP (Fppe) + 204, (Trpe) + VP — VP
(56)
= E7r? (as) + e, <Er% (ax) + e, (whichisalways False) (57)

34) comes from ay. ¢ flf (by definition)

(B6) comes from (since the true model is in our plausible set)

Er? (a) — Cy(a) + VP —SVP <7 (a) <Ev% (a) + Cy(a) + VP — VP Vae A

(&7 comes from Er?{ (agg) = V}rf (Tk,Eg) (since by assumption gy = ay) and 2C (T gy) < €4,
(by assumption). O

Lemma 9 (Number of times Event defined by (I0) is True). After any number T of rounds for
which the true model M was in our plausible set My, at every epochs k up to T, the number
Nr(E4 = True) of rounds for which Event Ey4 defined by (I0) is True satisfy:

16AY3T23 103 T

Nr(Ey = True) < oE

Proof. The condition Ey is: ay € Ap, AT =a,- Apt e P | Ty = s, Vf+ (ay) > fo (ax) +
2€tk

Eyis True = % (a,-) = (ay+) (58)
— () = () o9
— # (a,-) = Er” (ax) (60)
—  (@,-) > Er¥ (ax) + 26, ©1)
— Er (a, ) +2C;, (a, ) + VP —SVP >Er¥ (ax) + 26,  (62)
— Er? () +2Ci, (d,- ) + €, > Er% (as) + 26, (63)
— 20y, (@) + €1, > 261, 64)
— Ny ) < g it 7= ) (65)
.

where (38) comes (by definition of event Ey) 7 = a,- A p* € P

(B9 comes from (by definition of event E,) ay € Ap, and the definition of a,+
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(60) comes from using Lemma[2] since the true model is in our plausible set.

(61) comes from the definition of event F that fo (ax) > VP (as) + 26,

(62) comes from (since the true model is in our plausible set)
™ (a) SE7E (a) + Cyy(a) + VP —SVP Vae A

(63) comes from Lemmal/Tl (since the true model is in our plausible set) and Fact 3] (since Event F4
is False)

(64) comes from E 1%, (ay) > Er7 (,-) since mg, = ax

Summing over all actions, using the fact that during epoch £ no action is played more than twice the
number of times it was played at the beginning of epoch k and replacing ¢, by its value, leads to
the statement of the lemma. (]

Lemma 10 (Optimism of the Policy computation when egalitarian advantage is identical). For any
epoch k for which the true model M is in our plausible set My, the two players have the same
egalitarian advantage value in M and Event E defined by (6) is False, then for any player i, we
have:

sz 2 ‘/Et' — 2€tk

Proof. We have:

L= Vi) (66)
> Vi(fkpg) — €r (67)
= Vi (Free) + V5 — e, (68)
> min Vi (mge) + Vi — e, (69)
> min VI (mgg) + SV — e, (70)
= Vi(meg) + SV — e, (71)
= Vi(mge) + V! — V' + Vi — ¢, (72)
= Vi(mgg) + SV — SV — ¢, (73)
> V'(meg) — 2Cy, (7l , Tyl ) — €t (74)
— Vi -2, (75)

(69) comes by definition of 7y, g (i.e the policy maximizing the minimum advantage).
(1) comes by assumption that in the true model both players have the same egalitarian advantage.
([74) comes from Lemma[lland (73) from Fact[3 O

Lemma 11 (Optimism of the Policy computation for the player p~). For any epoch k for which
Event E defined by (@) is False, the true model M is in our plausible set My, one player (named
p~ ) is receiving its maximum egalitarian advantage value in M, then for player p~, we have:

v D
VP =V

e 2€tk

Proof. The proofis similar to the one of Lemmal[IQlbut using the fact that here, only p~ is guaranteed
to have the minimum egalitarian advantage in the true model. We have:
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VP = TP () (76)
> VP (Fhgg) — €1 a7
=V (frge) + WV — e, (78)
> min VY (mey) + V7 = e, (79)
> min VY (mey) + V7 = e, (80)
= VI (mee) + SV — e, 1)
= VP (1) + VP —SVP £ SVP —¢, (82)
= VP (mgg) + VP —SVP —¢, (83)
> VP (mgg) — 20, (R, Ty ) — €1, (84)
=VP —2¢, (85)

O

Lemma 12 (Optimism of the Policy computation for player p™). For any epoch k for which the true
model M is in our plausible set My, one player (named p~, the other is named p™ ) is receiving its
maximum egalitarian advantage value in M and Event E defined by (@) is False, then for player p™,

we have:
N
V,f =>VP —de,

Eg

Proof. First, we decompose the different cases that appear when Event F (6) is False. Then, we will
treat each cases separately.

We have:
FE is False — F is False A Es is False A F3 is False A is False (86)
— Ay # Qs A T # Qg A (a* e Ay v 20y, (Fneg) > €1, v Tig # a*) (87)
A (a* ¢ flpf V T # - vp ¢ Pv TEg # Qs V Vf+ (ax) < Vf_f (ax) + 2€tk>
— T £ s, A T Qg A (a* e Ay v 20, (Frgg) > etk) (88)
A (a* ¢ Ap, V T # Ay VT ¢ Pv Vf+ (ax) < VP (as) + 2€tk)
= @ # Qs A Tk # Ahpg A Qs € Ap- (89)
A (a* ¢ Ap, V T # Ay VDT ¢ Pv Vf+ (a4) < Vfrf (as) + 2€tk)
= @k # Qs A Tk # Ahpg A Qs € Ap- (90)
A (ﬁ'k #ad,- vp ¢Pv Vf+ (ax) S VP (ay) + 2Etk)
(88) comes from the assumption that 7p, = a4 since p~ is receiving its maximum egalitarian

advantage in M

(89) comes from the fact that by construction of the Algorithm it is impossible for 7, # ax g, and
2C4, (Tk,Eg) > €1, to be True simultaneously.

(©0) comes from the fact that is it not possible to have a, € Ap, and ay ¢ Ap, simultaneously.

Now let’s decompose 7 # a,- v p* ¢ P part of ([@0)
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7~rk7édp7vp+¢75 = (ﬁ'k;é&pf/\p*eﬁ)v(frk;ﬁ&pf/\ergéﬁ)vp*ﬁéﬁ 91)

— (ﬁk7édp—Ap+E73>vp+¢'P

Replacing (92) into (O0) gives us:

E is False = (UC # dsv, AT # Qppg A ax € Ay ApT g 75>
Vv

(7~Tk7édsvk/\ﬁ'k7édk75g/\a*6¢4p7Aﬁk#dpf/\pﬁ_elp)

92)

(93)

~ + _
\% (ﬁk # levk A T # CNkaEg A Qyx € Ap— A Vf (CL*) < Vf (a*) + 2€tk)

We will now bound the EBS value of p™* for each term of (93) as a separate cases. .

~ + _
Case: 7, # dsy, A Tk # Qg A Gx € Ay AV (ax) < VF (ax) + 2¢;,  We have:

VP
= max VP (a) + SV

al p—
> VP (ay) + SVP
—yr’ (ay) — SVkp + S‘V/kp+
> VPt

.. p+
VP - 3ey,

19

(94)
(95)
(96)
o7)

(98)

99)
(100)
(101)
(102)
(103)
(104)

(105)
(106)
(107)
(108)

(109)
(110)
(111)



Case: Ty, # asy, A T # Qpgg A 0x € Ay ADT ¢ P

VP =P () (112)
VP (rra) — o, (113)
~ o+ .+
— VP (ape) + VP — ey (114)
> vr' syPt 115
> max V! (a) + SV} €1, (115)
aeAp,
ot opt
> VP (aq) + VP — e, (116)
= VP (ag) = SV + SV — e, (117
2 ‘/'pJr (Tng) _ Etk (118)
=V —e, (119)

~ + ~ 4+
([13) is due to the fact that since p™ ¢ P we have: maX,e i - VP (a) < VP (Thkg)

Combining (104), (I11), (I19) leads to the statement of the Lemma.

C On the Egalitarian Bargaining solution

C.1 Achievable values for both players

Fact (I). Any achievable value V = (V¢ V~%) for the players can be achieved by a stationary
correlated-policy.

Proof. We start by showing that values for deterministic stationary policies exists and are unique,
then we conclude by showing that any values can be achieved simultaneously for both player by a
single stationary correlated-policy.

For any player 4, the value as defined by Definition [ of any stationary policy exists and is unique
[25] since the game would be equivalent to a 1-state Markov Decision Process. As a result, the value
of deterministic stationary policies (i.e joint-actions) exists.

When player 4 play with a deterministic stationary policy a’ and player —i plays with a de-
terministic stationary policy a™*, the values for the two players can be visualized as a point
= (Vi(a',a "),V (a’,a™")) = (2, 27" in a two-dimensional space.

Following [21], we consider the set of all pairs of (values for) deterministic policies X =
{(Vi(a’,a™"),V7ia’,a™")) Va' € A',a™" € A"} for the two players. All the points z € X
can be achieved as value for the two players in the repeated game, simply by repeatedly playing the
corresponding joint-action.

Consider the convex hull C of the set of points = € X. This means that any point in the convex hull
can be expressed as a weighted linear combination of the points x € X where the weights sum up
to 1. Those weights can thus be seen as probabilities which allows us to affirm that any point in
the convex hull can be achieved as values for the two players in the repeated game (by playing the
corresponding stationary policy with the weight as probabilities). On the other side, any achievable
values for the two players belongs to the convex since hull which follows from the definition of
convex hull. In conclusion, the convex hull represents exactly the set of all achievable values for
the two players. And since any point in the convex hull is achievable by a stationary policy, this
concludes our proof. o

C.2 Ecxistence and Uniqueness of the EBS value for stationary policies

Fact @). If we are restricted to the set of stationary policies, then the EBS value defined in Definition
[Z exists and is unique.
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Proof. [13] proves that the EBS value as defined in Definition [7] always exists and is unique for
any bargaining problem that is convex, closed, of non-empty Pareto frontier and non degenerate (i.e
there exists a point greater or equal than the disagreement point).

To conclude the proof of this fact, it is then enough to prove that we have a bargaining problem
satisfying those properties. We consider the bargaining problem induced by the repeated game.

Here our disagreement point is the maximin value.

From the proof of Fact[l we can see that the repeated game with stochastic rewards can be replaced
by another one with deterministic rewards corresponding to the values of joint-actions. As a result,
the maximin value exists and is unique. Also, there always exists a unique (one-stage) Nash Equilib-
rium which is greater in value than the maximin value of both players [20]. This means that player
can always get their maximin value. So our bargaining problem is non-degenerate.

Finally, using the same convex hull as in the proof of Factlll we can see that the set of achievable
values is convex. This set is also closed since the joint-actions are finite and the rewards are bounded.
And there always exists one Pareto efficient policy (Any policy achieving the maximum value for
one player). This concludes the proof. o

C.3 On the form of an EBS policy

Proposition (I). Given any 2 player repeated game, the EBS value can always be achieved by a
stationary policy with non-zero probability on at most two joint-actions.

Proof. Let’s recall that the EBS value maximize the minimum possible for any player and as a result
if we have a value where the minimum advantage can’t be improved anymore, then we have the EBS
value provided that we also maximize the value of the second player if possible.

Now let’s consider the convex hull defined in the proof of Fact[Il The egalitarian point will be found
on the outer boundary of the convex hull — the minimum value of any internal point can be increased
by moving to a point above it and to the right and higher minimum means higher EBS value. This
implies that the egalitarian point can be expressed by a weight vector w that has non-zero weight on
only one or two x € X, since the convex hull is a two-dimensional polygonal region bounded by
line segments.

O

C.4 Finding an EBS policy

Proposition (@). Let us call the ideal advantage value Vi ; of a player 7, the maximum advantage
that this player can achieve under the restriction that the advantage value of the other player is non-

negative. More formally: Vj [ = MAX i V{(m). The egalitarian advantage value for the
Ti(m)z

two players is exactly the same unless there exists an EBS policy that is deterministic stationary
where at least one player (necessarily including the player with the lowest ideal advantage value) is
receiving its ideal advantage value.

Proof. From proposition [Tl we can achieve the EBS value by combining at most two deterministic
stationary policies. We will prove this proposition (2)) for any two possible deterministic stationary
policies (by considering a repeated game with only the corresponding joint-actions available), which
immediately means that the proposition[2lis also true for the EBS value in the full repeated game.

Consider any two deterministic stationary policy of advantage values ((z1,2%), (23, 23)). We will
now show how to compute the weight w = argmax,, mine; o3 w * ¥ + (1 — w)zs.

Case 1: z{ < 27 and 23 < 23. This basically means that the advantage value of player 2 is
always higher or equal than that of the player 1. So the minimum is maximized by playing the
policy maximizing the value of player 1. So, w = 0 and we have a single deterministic stationary
policy where the player with the lowest ideal advantage receives it.

Case2: 1z} > 2% andzl > z3. This is essentially Case I with the role of player 1 and 2 exchanged.
Here w = 1.
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If both Case 1 and Case 2 do not hold, it means that for the first policy, one player receives an
advantage value strictly greater than that of the other player while the situation is reversed for the
second policy. Without loss of generality we can assume this player is 1 (if this is not the case, we
can simply switch the id of the policy) which leads to Case 3.

Case 3: i > 27 and z} < 23 In this case, the optimal w is such that w = % This
1 2 2 1

weight w is clearly between the open interval |0, 1[. This means that we have exactly two distinct

policies. Plugging in the weight shows that the advantage value of both player is the same, which

completes the proof. o

D Regret analysis for the safe policy against arbitrary opponents

Theorem (@). Consider a safe algorithm for player ¢ obtained by playing the policy 7~T§V With O, =

the safe

%. After any rounds T' > |.A| against any opponent, then with probability at least 1 — 3T ,

régret (definition[8)) of this policy is upper-bounded by:

[AIT log, JIVTA 0
RegretTg\/Sln (V2 4+ D)/ AT +\/4VTA + 6 + 2Tln 54.99375_W4)

Proof. The proof is similar to the one for Theorem[Il However, here we don’t have to deal with the
event E defined in (6) which is thus taken to always be False.

Also, we are always optimistic (against the true maximin value when the true model M is within our
2

plausible set M) by playing policy 7y, computed in (@). Indeed, for any opponent policy 7,

ﬁgv = argmaxman (7r 7 (120)
V(fky, 7% = lez%xriliriﬂ/z(wz,w_i) (121)
> max rgi? Virt, n ) (122)

= SV* (123)

Note that this is not a contradiction to the upper bound in Lemma [ since the SV mentioned in
Lemma[Tlis computed using the value V (rather than V) lower than the empirical values as shown
by @.

As a result, the corresponding €;, used by step (I6) in the proof of Theorem[]is 0.

Finally, the arguments justifying step (I8) in the proof of Theorem [l does not hold anymore
since we are now playing a completely random policy. Instead, we can bound the deviation of

Sy Daea Ni(a) (V,g - fi(a)> using Chernoff-bound. Combining those remarks into the proof
of Theorem[T]leads to statement of Theorem[2l O

E Proof of the Lower bounds in Theorem 3

af aﬁ s afAz‘
al (0.5,1) (0.5,0.5) (0.5,0.5)
ad | (0.5[+¢],0.5[+€]) | (0.5,0.5) (0.5,0.5)
: : : (0.5,0.5)
al g, (0.5,0.5) (0.5,0.5) (0.5,0.5)

Table 2: Lower bounds example. The rewards are generated from a Bernoulli distribution whose
parameter is specified in the table. The first value in parentheses is the one for the first player while
the other is for the second player. Here, € is a small constant defined in the proof.
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Theorem (3). For any algorithm A, any natural numbers |A'| > 2, |A%| > 2, T > |A!| x |42,
there is a general sum game with | A| = |A!| x |.4?| joint-actions such that the expected individual

rational regret of A after T steps is at least (Tz/ 3 IA‘M )

Proof. The proof is inspired by the one for bandits in Theorem 6.11 of [6]. First, we prove the
theorem for deterministic stationary algorithms. The general case then follows by a simple argument.
The main idea of the proof is to show that there exists a repeated game such that for any algorithm
the expected regret is large (where the expectation is understood with respect to the random rewards
from the repeated game).

Let the repeated games be as follows: The first player has |.A!| actions while the second player has
|A?| actions. At each round, the players’ rewards are generated independently from a Bernoulli
distribution whose expectation depends on the joint- actlon as follows: For one action pair a, =
(al, aJ) the rewards of the first player has expectatlon 5 L while the second player receives 1. All
the others joint-actions yield rewards with expectation 2 to both players. However, we also selects
uniformly at random one joint-action a from the set of all joint-actions expect a, and with probability
é, we switch the expectation of that action from 1 to % 5 + € for both players This selection can be
thought as having a random variable Z that selects Qs w1th probability 1 5 and, the remaining joint-
actions with probability m

Let’s denote r” the sequence of all generated rewards and RT, the set of all possible sequence up
to round 7" Also, let G* ;. be the sum of rewards obtained by an algorithm for player ¢ up to round
T'. Then for any (non- randomlzed) algorithm we have:

sup (G, — Gh) 2 E[(Ghy, — GL )] Vie (1,2 (124)

rTeRT

where the expectation on the right-hand side is with respect to the random variables r;(a). Thus it
suffices to bound, from above, the expected regret for the randomly chosen rewards.

First Observe that for player i:

E[Gi.] = Y P[Z=a]E[GL,|Z =a] (125)
acA
1
= Y. E[G..|Z =a]
2A72aeA\a* o
1
+ 5 E[G117 = as] (126)
T T
= T Viman + 3 Vinzmen (127)

Computing the optimal EBS values for each player gives:
V! =1+6V2 =1+eV =112 =1

Eg,Z#ay Eg, Z#ay Eg,Z=ay Eg,Z=ay

As a result, we can conclude about the optimal Egalitarian gain for both agents as:

E[G}.] = % + % (128)
37 T
E[Gh,] =5+ 5 (129)

Now, we need to bound, from above the expected cumulative reward E G, , for an arbitrary algo-
rithm. To this end, fix a (deterministic stationary) algorithm and let I; denote the joint-action it
chooses at round t. Clearly, I; is determined by the sequence of rewards r = {ry, 1,...77,_, 1—1}-

23



Also, let T, = Zthl I'7,—, be the number of times action a is played by the algorithm. Then, writing
E, forE[.|Z = a|, we may write

EG:L , = E, E i 1
Grn = 3 A_ e;\] GL,+-E,, G. (130)
a A

- Z ZZEr,tEHIta/

ae.A\a* t=1a’c A

1 T
52 Z Ea, a’tEa* Ir=a (13D

2A 2 Z Z Z Ea Tlil’,t Ea I[It:a/

aeA\ay t=1a’eA\{a,ax}

Z ZE 7 Ealr—a

aeA\a* t=1

1 A
YD Z ZEaTa*,tEaHu:a* (132)

acA\ay t=1

Z Ea* u/t [ Hlt a’

T
t3
t=1a’eA\ay
T
Pk

l\3|’—‘

i
ax Tay, t Bay Ir,=ay

l\D|P—‘

where Line (I31) follows directly from [6].

So now we have

T
EGL ==
Ghr = 5 2A 5 Z E, T, (133)

aceA\ay

T 1

EGRr =5+ 3B Tus + 57— Z E, T,
aeA\a*
0.5
+ 51 > EaT, (134)
acA\ay

Next, we apply Lemmal[I3]to 7, which is a function of the rewards sequence 7 since the actions of
the algorithm A are determined by the past rewards. Since T, € [0, T]

E.[T.] <E 2\/ oo [T0](In2) In(1 — 4€2)

Now letting © = 3} ¢ 4\,, Eax[7a] and using the fact that 3}, 4., V& < 4/z(A — 1), we have:

D1 Bl <z+ %\/x(A —1)In(1 — 4¢2) m% (135)

acA\ay

Combining (I33) with (I133) we can bound the gain of the first agent as:
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EG}\,T < % + 2A67 5 <x + g\/x(A —1)In(1 — 462)1n%> (136)

Similarly, combining (I35) with (I34) and the fact that T, + X.,c 44, o = 7', We can bound the
gain of the second agent as:

2 € T _ 4 L
EGA,T<2A_2<I+2\/I(A 1) In(1 46)1112)

L3011
— — T+ —
417 AT

We can now derive the lower bound for regret of the first agent by combining (I36), (124), (128)

(137)

T T 1
Regreth. , > 76 - 2A€_ 5 <x + 5\/:0(/1 ~1)In(1 — 462)1n§> (138)

Similarly for the second agent by combining (I37), (124), (129)

1 1
Regret% A Regret1T7 AT ST —

AT (139)

We can now derive the overall regret of the algorithm (equal to the maximum of the regret of both
agents) by looking for the x leading to the smallest maximum. Picking e = min{AY/37~1/3, ¥0.43}
and using the fact that —In(1 — z) < z + é + § for z € [0,0.43] give the lower bound of

T2/3 A1/3
o)
This concludes the proof for deterministic stationary algorithms. The extension to randomized algo-
rithms follows the same argument as in [6]. O

Lemma 13. Let f : {(0,0),(0,1),(1,0),(1, 1)}T — [0, M] be any function defined on rewards
sequences T . Then for any action a € A\ay,

Eo[f(r")] < Ea, [f(r)]+
%\/f E,, [f(r7)](In2) In(1 — 4¢2)

Proof. Similarly to Lemma A.1 in [2] we have

BLf() ~ B, [f07)] < 5/ @DKLE,, | F) (140)

Computing the KL-divergence similarly to Lemma A.1 in [2] leads to:

T

KL(Po, | Pa) = > Pa, {1 = a}KL(% H % + e) (141)
t=1

=Eq [f(r")] (% In(1 — 462)) (142)

The lemma follows by combining (I40) and (T42))
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F Previously Known results

Lemma 14 (Chernoff-Hoeffding bound [14]). Let X1, X5 ... X, be random variables with common
range [0, 1] and such that E [X; | X1,... Xi—1] = p. Then foralle = 0

2 2¢? - 2¢?
P ZXi>nu+e < exp - and P EXiénu—e < exp — -

Fact 4 (Union Bound also known as Boole’s inequality). For a countable set of events Ay, Aa, . ..
we have:

G Algorithms

G.1 Finding an EBS policy for a game with known rewards distribution

For any game M with rewards r this can be done using (3) with 7, replaced by 7

G.2 Communication protocol

It is also important for the players to communicate since the policies of the players might need to
be correlated to play the same joint-action. This communicationf] is done through lexicographical
ordering the policies using the unique actions identifier and player identifier assumed to be shared
before the game start by both players. When a policy involve playing multiple actions with different
probabilities, players simply play actions such that their empirical probability of play is as close as
possible to the true policy probability. This is explained more formally in the function PLAY() of
Algorithm[3

3Tt is possible to remove this assumption and uses more cryptographically robust synchronization protocol
with minimal communication. However, this is out of scope of this paper.
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Algorithm 3 Generic Optimism in the face of uncertainty

Initialization:

Ni(a) denotes the number of rounds action a has been played in episode k — N}, the number
of rounds episode k has lasted — ¢, the number of rounds played up to episode k — Ny, (a)
the number of rounds action a has been played up to round ¢, — 7 (a) the empirical average
rewards of player ¢ for action a at round ¢.

Lett «— 1

Set Ny, Ni(a), Ny, (a) to zero for all a € A.

for episodes k = 1,2,...do
t < t
Ntk+1(a) “— Ntk (a) Va
71 (a) = 7i(a) + Ck(a), 71 (a) = 7i(a) — Cx(a) Va,iwith Cj as in ().
7 < OPTIMISTICEGALITARIANPOLICY (74, 7, 7 )

Execute policy 7y:

do
Let a; < PLAY(), play it and observe r;
N]g<—Nk+1 Nk(at)eNk(at)-f'l Ntk+1(at)<—Ntk+1(at)+1
Updated 7 (ay)
t—t+1

while Ny (a;) < max{1, Ny, (a)}

end for

function PLAY

Let a; the action a that minimizes ‘ﬁ'k (a) — Ni(a)

N
Ties are broken in favor of the player with the lowest, then in favor of the lexicographically
smallest action.
return a;
end function

27



	1 Introduction
	2 Background and Problem Statement
	2.1 Solution concepts
	2.2 Performance criteria

	3 Methods Description
	3.1 Construction of the plausible set
	3.2 Optimistic EBS policy

	4 Theoretical analysis
	5 Conclusion and Future Directions
	A Notations and terminology
	B Proof of Theorem 1
	B.1 Regret analysis for the egalitarian algorithm in self-play

	C On the Egalitarian Bargaining solution
	C.1 Achievable values for both players
	C.2 Existence and Uniqueness of the EBS value for stationary policies
	C.3 On the form of an EBS policy
	C.4 Finding an EBS policy

	D Regret analysis for the safe policy against arbitrary opponents
	E Proof of the Lower bounds in Theorem 3
	F Previously Known results
	G Algorithms
	G.1 Finding an EBS policy for a game with known rewards distribution
	G.2 Communication protocol


