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Abstract

This paper presents new families of algorithms for the repeated play of two-agent (near) zero-sum
games and two-agent zero-sum stochastic games. For example, the family includes fictitious play
and its variants as members. Commonly, the algorithms in this family are all uncoupled, ratio-
nal, and convergent even in heterogeneous cases, e.g., where the dynamics may differ in terms of
learning rates, full, none or temporal access to opponent actions, and model-based vs model-free
learning. The convergence of heterogeneous dynamics is of practical interest especially in compet-
itive environments since agents may have no means or interests in following the same dynamic
with the same parameters. We prove that any mixture of such asymmetries does not impact the
algorithms’ convergence to equilibrium (or near equilibrium if there is experimentation) in zero-
sum games with repeated play and in zero-sum (irreducible) stochastic games with sufficiently
small discount factors.

1 Introduction

Recently, provable convergence of multi-agent reinforcement learning in stochastic games (also
known as Markov games) has attracted attention due to their success in wide range of applica-
tions for artificial intelligence, e.g., see [Arslan and Yiiksel, 2017, Daskalakis et al., 2020, Leslie
et al., 2020, Sayin et al., 2022a, 2021, 2022b, Wei et al., 2021, Baudin and Laraki, 2022a,b]. This line
of work focuses on (radically) uncoupled, rational and convergent learning. However, the existing
convergence results for zero-sum games focus mainly on homogenous settings where every agent
follow the same learning dynamic. The homogeneity assumption limits the predictive power of

these findings to address multi-agent interactions in practice because non-cooperative agents may
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Figure 1: An illustration highlighting the differences in the interests and means of agents interact-
ing with each other in a competitive environment.
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not have any interest or means to follow the same dynamic, especially in competitive environ-
ments. There is a critical need for a paradigm shift toward addressing the provable convergence
in heterogeneous settings where agents may follow different learning dynamics.

Motivating Examples. Consider two agents interacting with each other in a competitive en-
vironment, as illustrated in Fig.1. The agents are taking actions to maximize their (misaligned)
payoffs while their joint actions determine the payoffs they receive. In such cases, finding the best
action is not a well-defined optimization problem for agents to solve through introspective rea-
soning due to its dependence on the opponent’s play. Playing the worst-case equilibrium strategy
can be very conservative against opponents with limited cognitive and computational capabilities.
Instead, agents can learn and adapt their play by interacting with each other while receiving feed-
back from the environment [Fudenberg and Levine, 2009]. However, how they play depends on
their interests and means in terms of toleration to exploration, information structure, and model
knowledge, e.g., see Fig. 1. Any differences in their interests and means inevitably lead to hetero-
geneous dynamics.

Challenges. One of the challenges is to establish a unifying framework to address such hetero-
geneities and the challenge gets elevated for stochastic games (SGs) compared to the repeated play
of games. For example, we can view stochastic games as agents are playing stage games specific to
each state whenever the associated state gets visited. However, the payoffs of these stage games
depend also on how the agents would play in future stages as the actions taken determine not only
the rewards received in the current stage but also the probability of transition to the next state, and
therefore, the continuation payoff. Recently, two-timescale learning framework has addressed the
possible non-stationarity of the stage-game payoffs [Leslie et al., 2020, Sayin et al., 2022a, 2021].
However, these stage game payoffs may not sum to zero depending on how agents estimate the
continuation payoff. The deviation of the stage games from the zero-sum structure gets boosted
under heterogeneities. Hence, there is a need for sharp convergence guarantees for heterogeneous
dynamics also for near zero-sum games.

Contributions. We present new families of algorithms for the repeated play of two-agent zero-
sum games and two-agent zero-sum stochastic games. The families provide a unifying framework
to address heterogeneities in terms of exploration, access to opponent actions, model knowledge

and step sizes. We focus on best-response-type learning dynamics, where agents respond greedily



to the belief they formed about how the opponent plays under the assumption that the oppo-
nent plays according to some stationary strategy. Full and no access to opponent actions, resp.,
correspond to belief-based and payoff-based dynamics, while temporal access is the cases where
the agent observes the opponent action with some probability independent of the history of the
game. Belief-based and payoff-based dynamics have been studied extensively in the multi-agent
learning literature [Fudenberg and Levine, 2009, Busoniu et al., 2010]. However, we are not aware
of any previous work addressing the temporal access though loss of messages or line-of-sight are
common issues in communication/control applications, e.g., see [Yiiksel and Basar, 2013].

The family for the repeated play of the games includes fictitious play [Brown, 1951], smoothed
fictitious play [Fudenberg and Kreps, 1993], and individual Q-learning [Leslie and Collins, 2005].
We also extend the family to stochastic games based on the stage-game framework where agents
play stage games as if their payoffs are the Q-functions they estimate. The family for stochastic
games includes the new variants of fictitious play, introduced by [Sayin et al., 2022a, 2021]. The

algorithm families presented also have the following desired properties for multi-agent learning:

¢ (Radically) uncoupled: The dynamics are game-agnostic by not requiring the knowledge of the
opponent’s objective. The dynamics also may not require the knowledge of the opponent’s

actions and the underlying model.

* Rational: The dynamics can achieve the (near) best performance against opponents following
stationary strategies under standard assumptions on the step sizes (and the transition kernel

for SGs), see Corollaries 2 and 3.

* Convergent in homogeneous and heterogeneous cases: Any mixture of the dynamics from the
algorithm families reaches (near) equilibrium almost surely in zero-sum (stochastic) games
under the same set of assumptions and for sufficiently small discount factor if the agents use

different step sizes, see Corollary 1 and Theorem 2.

Notably, we can approximate the discrete-time update of fictitious play and its variants with
continuous-time best-response dynamics and characterize the convergence properties of the for-
mer by formulating Lyapunov function for the latter based on stochastic approximation methods,
e.g., see [Benaim et al., 2005, Perkins and Leslie, 2013]. To this end, we formulate a unifying Lya-
punov function addressing heterogeneities even for near zero-sum games.

Related Works. Whether non-equilibrium adaptation of learning agents would reach equi-
librium has been studied extensively in the learning-in-games literature [Fudenberg and Levine,
2009]. For example, fictitious play [Brown, 1951] and its variants such as smoothed fictitious play
[Fudenberg and Kreps, 1993] and the individual Q-learning [Leslie and Collins, 2005] have been
shown to converge equilibrium in the repeated play of two-agent zero-sum games (and beyond)
if every agent follow the same dynamic with the same parameters [Robinson, 1951, Harris, 1998,
Hofbauer and Hopkins, 2005, Leslie and Collins, 2005]. Recently, certain extensions of these dy-

namics have been shown to converge equilibrium in two-agent zero-sum stochastic games, but
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again only if every agent follow the same dynamic with the same parameters [Leslie et al., 2020,
Sayin et al., 2022a, 2021].

However, experimental studies on human-human interactions across the repeated play of
games show considerable heterogeneity, e.g., in terms of how much they value past vs recent ob-
servations [Cheung and Friedman, 1997]. Hence, heterogeneous learning has received attention
in the field of economics. For example, in [Giannitsarou, 2003], the authors examine the effects
of heterogeneity, stemming from distinct priors, varying degrees of inertia in updates, and more,
within the realm of macroeconomics, and reveals that homogeneous and heterogeneous learning
dynamics yield different outcomes when analyzing local asymptotic stability. In [Berardi, 2007]
and [Berardi, 2012], the authors investigate heterogeneity in learning processes by considering
different information sets for forecasting, and examine the impact of heterogeneity on the speed
of convergence of the learning process towards equilibrium. Our paper differs from these lines
of works by providing a unifying framework to address heterogeneities for best-response-type
dynamics.

Heterogeneous learning has been studied extensively for cooperative multi-agent systems. Ex-
amples include distributed optimal coordination with heterogeneities induced by communication
delays [Liu et al., 2021], distributed consensus optimization problems with heterogeneities in-
duced by different computational capabilities [Niu and Wei, 2022] and motion planning and robot
swarms with heterogeneities induced by hardware, distinct perceptual and sensory capabilities,
and the terrain of operation [Grabowski et al., 2000, Parker et al., 2004, Qu et al., 2008, Mathew
et al., 2015, Spasojevic et al., 2023]. However, due to their cooperative nature, the algorithms stud-
ied are not necessarily uncoupled and rational.

Heterogeneous learning in non-cooperative settings has recently received attention, but mainly
for non-competitive settings, e.g., see [Maheshwari et al., 2022, Yongacoglu et al., 2023, Wang et al.,
2023]. In [Maheshwari et al., 2022], the authors addressed decentralized learning for Markov
potential games through a two time-timescale learning algorithm where agents can use differ-
ent learning rates. In [Yongacoglu et al., 2023], the authors addressed decentralized learning
for stochastic games that induce weakly acyclic games under pure stationary strategy restriction
through a two-phase algorithm where agents can use different lengths of exploration phases. In
[Wang et al., 2023], the authors addressed learning in convex games where agents can have access
to zeroth-order oracles or first-order gradient feedback.

Heterogeneous learning in competitive settings has been studied mainly for different learn-
ing rates [Leslie and Collins, 2003, Chasnov et al., 2020, Daskalakis et al., 2020]. In [Leslie and
Collins, 2003], the authors addressed decentralized learning in two-agent zero-sum (and multi-
agent identical-interest) normal-form games where agents learn at different timescales. In [Chas-
nov et al., 2020], the authors addressed gradient-based learning for continuous games where
agents can use different learning rates. In [Daskalakis et al., 2020], the authors studied indepen-

dent policy gradient algorithms for two-agent zero-sum stochastic games where agents learn at



different timescales. The key difference is that in [Leslie and Collins, 2003, Daskalakis et al., 2020],
the two-timescale learning plays an important role in proving convergence whereas here we show
convergence even when agents use different step sizes.

A preliminary version of the results of this paper appeared in [Sayin and Cetiner, 2022]. There
we showed that the new variant of fictitious play for stochastic games, presented by [Sayin et al.,
2022a], converges to equilibrium in two-agent zero-sum stochastic games as long as the step sizes
used by different agents are order-wise comparable and the discount factor is sufficiently small.
Here, we analyze the convergence properties of any mixture of dynamics from an algorithm family
addressing heterogeneities in terms of step sizes, exploration preferences, means in accessing to
opponent actions and knowing the underlying model.

Notably, this paper is related to [Zhu et al., 2010] and [Liu et al., 2023]. In [Zhu et al., 2010], the
authors also studied heterogeneous learning in two-agent zero-sum SGs but mainly for different
types of heterogeneities and only for the cases where agents have zero discount factor. Due to
the zero discount factor, the agents only focus on immediate rewards, and therefore, stage games
are stationary. In [Liu et al., 2023], the authors have recently addressed equilibrium seeking when
agents’ learning dynamics are constrained to local strategy set constraints and developed a dis-
tributed control algorithm guaranteeing convergence to generalized Nash equilibrium.

Organization. We provide preliminary information about SGs in Section 2. We introduce two
families of best-response-type learning dynamics for repeated matrix games and SGs in Section
3. We characterize the convergence properties of any mixture of dynamics from these families for
near zero-sum matrix games and SGs in Section 4. Section 5 includes numerical examples. We
conclude the paper with some remarks in Section 6. Appendix includes preliminary information
about stochastic approximation methods and the proof of one technical lemma.

Notation. For any finite set A, let |A| denote its number of elements. Let I;p) € {0, 1} be the
indicator function whether the proposition P holds or not. For sets A and B, let B4 denote the

space of measurable functions from A to B.

2 Game Formulation

Two-agent zero-sum SGs (ZSSGs) are generalizations of Markov Decision Processes (MDPs) to
two-agent competitive environments. Let agents be indexed by ¢ = 1,2 and agents 7 and j denote,
resp., the typical agent and the typical opponent. Then, we can characterize a ZSSG by a tuple
M = (S, (A, r")2_ |, p,7). Here, S denotes the finite set of states and A’ denotes agent 4’s finite
set of actions at each state.! The reward r* : S x A" x A7 — R represents agent i’s stage payoff
function. Due to its zero-sum nature, we have r!(s,a',a?) + r?(s,a?,a') = 0 for all (s,a’,a’).
Similarly, p(s+|s, a) for each (s, a, s;) denotes the transition probability from s to s when agents

play the action profile a = (a?, a?). Lastly, v € [0, 1) is the discount factor.

'The generalization to state-variant action sets is rather straightforward.



Agents take their actions to maximize the expected sum of discounted rewards they receive
over infinite horizon. To this end, they can follow Markov stationary strategies that determine the
probability of any action played depending only on the current state. For example, denote agent
i’s Markov stationary strategy and the strategy space, resp., by 7 : § — A’ and I}, where A’ is the
probability simplex over A’. Then, at every visit to s, agent i plays action a’ ~ 7(s) independent
of the past plays and the opponent play.

If the opponent j follows Markov stationary strategy 7/, then agent i faces an MDP, for which
there exists a Markov stationary solution. Without loss of generality, agent i’s goal is to find

7wt e II maximizing

Ul(n',m?) =B

> A ﬂ'(sk,ak)] , (1)

k=0

where (s, ai,) is the pair of state and action profile at stage £ = 0, 1, . .. and the expectation is taken
with respect to the randomness on states visited and actions played when agents play according
to the strategy profile (7°, 7). However, this objective is not a well-defined optimization prob-
lem due to its dependence on how the opponent plays. The following is a definition of Markov
stationary equilibrium to predict the outcome of such non-cooperative interactions and Shapley
proved its existence for ZSSGs in his inaugural paper [Shapley, 1953].

Definition 1 (Markov Stationary Equilibrium) A strategy profile (7}, 72) € TI' x 12 is near Markov
stationary equilibrium of M with approximation error e > 0 provided that U(x’, 71) > U'(n' 7l) — e for
all 7 € " and i = 1,2. Call (!, 72) Markov stationary equilibrium if e = 0.

Note that for |S| = 1 and v = 0, ZSSGs reduce to zero-sum matrix games (ZSGs) characterized
by the tuple G = (A%, R)2_ |, where Ri € RM'1XI4’l such that (7)) Rixd = E (a1 ai)m (i oy [ (0", 07)]
for all (7*,77). View any action a* € A’ as a pure strategy in which the associated action gets
played with probability 1, i.e., A* C A?, and define br’ : R4 — 28 by

bri(q") :={a’ € A" : (a")T¢" > (@")T¢" — e Va' € A}, (2)

Let br’(¢') := br(¢’) for e = 0. Then, we can define Nash equilibrium in G as follows.
Definition 2 (Nash Equilibrium (NE)) A strategy profile (x}, 72) € A x A? is e-Nash equilibrium of
G provided that ' € bro(Rinl) for i = 1,2 and j # i. Call (x}, x2) Nash equilibrium if e = 0.

Let br' : R4 — int(A?) denote the smoothed best response under entropy regularization,
defined by?

br'(¢") := argmax {(u") ¢’ + 7' H' (1) } 3)
HEAT

for all ¢ € RI4'l, where 7% > 0is a temperature parameter determining the impact of the pertur-

Given a set A, let int(A) denote its interior.



bation and the perturbation
Zu ') log(u'(a")) € [0,1og |A"[]- 4)

In the smoothed best response, any action gets played with some positive probability bounded

from below by
AV A exp(( )/7')
m (q )(a ) - ZaleAz eXp( (al)/Ti) (5)
> exp(—2[l¢'[lo/7) /A’ >0 Va'. (6)

The following is a refinement of NE, also known as Nash distribution, to incorporate such
bounded rationality [McKelvey and Palfrey, 1995].

Definition 3 (Quantal Response Equilibrium (QRE)) A strateqy profile (!, 72) € Al x A? is
quantal response equilibrium of G provided that 7' = br'(R'nl) for i = 1,2 and j # i.

Note that br(R'77) has single value different from the set-valued function br’(Ri77). Further-
more, we have br’(Ri77) € br!(Rin7) for e > 7' H'.

3 A Family of Learning Dynamics

This section describes two families of learning dynamics for the repeated play of matrix games
and SGs.

3.1 Algorithm Family 1 for Matrix Games

Consider the repeated play of a matrix game G = (A%, R")? |, as illustrated in Figure 2. Each
agent i assumes that the opponent j plays according to some underlying mixed strategy n/ € AJ.
Then, the values of the local actions are given by ¢¢ = Rin/ € R4, or equivalently ¢'(-) =
Egioni[ri(-,a?)] € RA', with a slight abuse of notation since A is a finite set. We call ¢’ by local Q-
function. Agent i can estimate ¢’ based on the observations he/she makes throughout the repeated
play of the underlying game. The observations can include the opponent’s actions and the rewards
received. Let ¢}, denote the estimate at stage k. Then, agent i responds greedily to the estimate g;.

As discussed above, the agents can have different means and interests, which can lead to het-
erogeneous learning dynamics. As a unifying framework, we present Algorithm Family 1, in
which algorithms are parameterized by the probability of access to opponent actions 6% € [0, 1],
the temperature parameter 7° > 0 and the step size (a)g>o. The cases §° = 1 and 6" = 0, resp.,
correspond to the dynamics where the agent has full access (i.e., belief-based) or no access (i.e.,
payoff-based) to the opponent’s actions while the case 6° € (0, 1) implies that the agent observes
the opponent’s action with probability ' at each stage independent of the history of the game. On
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Figure 2: Agent i’s learning dynamics in the repeated play of a matrix game when the agent
assumes that the opponent plays according to a stationary strategy. We use dashed arrows for
opponent actions since agents may not have access to them.

the other hand, the case 7/ = 0 implies that the agent takes actions according to the best response
br'(qt), ie., ai € br'(qi), whereas the case 7' > 0 implies the agent responds according to the
smoothed best response br'(qi), i.e., ai ~ br’(qi). The latter can be preferred for exploration if R’
is not known or for Hannan consistency, e.g., see [Fudenberg and Levine, 2009], though it can also
lead to occasional mistakes.

Well-studied fictitious play [Brown, 1951], smooth fictitious play [Fudenberg and Kreps, 1993],
and individual Q-learning [Leslie and Collins, 2005] are members of Algorithm Family 1. For
example, in fictitious play, agent i forms a belief, say Wi, about the opponent’s mixed strategy

based on the opponent’s actions observed. If the belief gets updated according to

T =T+ oz};(af€ — ) (7)

with some step size o}, then ¢}, = R'7], evolves as in step 14 in Algorithm Family 1. On the other
hand, in the individual Q-learning dynamics, agent i normalizes the step size o, with br’(¢})(a})
to ensure that ¢ (a") for each a* gets updated at the same rate in the expectation and the thresh-
old on the normalized step size ensures that the iterates remain bounded. However, the con-
vergence guarantees for (smooth) fictitious play and individual Q-learning are for homogeneous
cases where every agent follows the same dynamic with identical step sizes, e.g., see [Harris, 1998,
Hofbauer and Sandholm, 2002, Leslie and Collins, 2005].



Algorithm Family 1 Heterogeneous Learning in ZSGs

Require: (0,77, (a)k>0)
1: initialize: ¢} arbitrarily
2: foreachstage k =0,1,...do
3:  if a can be observed and R’ is known then

4: play ai € br'(g.) or ai, ~ br'(q}) > depending on '
5: observe a, > possible with probability 6
6: set i () = Ria), € RIA'I
7: set aj,(a') = o foralla’ € A*
8: else 4
9: play aj ~br'(g;)
10: observe rj, = r'(a}, a;) €R
11: set g (a') = r), forall a* € A
122 setal(d') = H{ai:ai}min{l, W}
13:  end if
14 update gj () = gi() + @ () (G () — ¢i())
15: end for

3.2 Algorithm Family 2 for Stochastic Games

Consider learning in SGs. Following the trend in [Leslie et al., 2020, Sayin et al., 2022a, 2021, Wei
etal., 2021, Baudin and Laraki, 2022a,b], we can extend Algorithm Family 1 to SG settings through
the stage-game framework. The stage-game framework was introduced by Shapley in [Shapley,
1953], and also used in Minimax-Q [Littman, 1994] and Nash-Q [Hu and Wellman, 2003] algo-
rithms. Particularly, given M = (S, (A%, r")2_,, p,v), we can view stage-wise interactions among
agents as they are playing certain matrix games (called auxiliary stage games) specific to each state
whenever the associated state gets visited. Similar to the repeated play scheme, agents can follow
an algorithm from Algorithm Family 1 for the current auxiliary stage game as if the opponent
plays stationary strategy specific to the current state. In other words, agents can play the under-
lying auxiliary stage game as if the opponent plays according to Markov stationary strategy, as
illustrated in Figure 3.

However, the payoffs of the auxiliary stage games depend both on the current reward received
and the rewards to be received in the future stages, called continuation payoff. Given that opponent
j follows Markov stationary strategy, say 7/ : S — A/, the principle of optimality yields that agent
i’s payoffs in the auxiliary stage games, called global Q-function and denoted by Q" : S x A’ x A7 —
R, are given by

Qi(s,a) = ri(s,a) +1 3 plss | 5,0)vi(s:) ®

s+€S

for all (s, a), and the value function v* : S — R is defined by

vi(s) = max Eginri(s) [Q(s,a’, )] ©)

for all s. Under the stationary-opponent-play assumption, the agents can view that they play an
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Figure 3: Agent ¢’s learning dynamics in SGs when the agent assumes that the opponent plays ac-
cording to a Markov stationary strategy. We use dashed arrows for opponent actions since agents
may not have access to them. The learning dynamics in SGs differ from the ones for repeated
matrix games, illustrated in Figure 2 mainly due to the iterative MDP solver. Color coded arrows
between stage game dynamics and the iterative MDP solver represent the coupling between them.

underlying auxiliary stage game characterized by G(s) = (A%, Q(s, -))%_,; whenever s gets visited.

Correspondingly, their local actions in G(s) lead to the local Q-function
q'(s,) = Eginri(s) [Q'(s,-,a7)] € RA

They can estimate their value functions and Q-functions, by solving (8) and (9) iteratively, as
illustrated in Figure 3.

To address the heterogeneities that can arise due to the agents’ different means and interests
in a unifying framework, we present Algorithm Family 2, in which algorithms are parameterized
by the probability of access to opponent actions 6" € [0, 1], the temperature parameter 7° > 0, and
the step size (ai);>o as in Algorithm Family 1, and additionally the step size (3}):>¢. The step size
i is used in the iterative MDP solver.

Remark 1. In Algorithm Family 1, the updates of local () function estimates take place at the end. On
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Algorithm Family 2 Heterogeneous Learning for ZSSGs

Require: (6%, 77, (o})e>0, (Bf)i=0)
1: initialize: ¢} and v} arbitrarily, and the counter t§ = 0, Vs
2: for each stage k =0,1,... do
3:  observe sy,
if k=0 then
jump step 21
end if

SANRCUIN

Stage Game Dynamics for the Previous Stage Game:
7:  recalls =s,_jandt =1t;_,
8 ifal(s) got observed and (r*,p(:|])) is known then

9: recall o/ = af(s) and set G;(s,-) = r'(s,,a?) + v > ;e s P(3]s, -, aj)vii_l (3)
10: set @i(s,a') = al forall @’ € A’ /
11:  else
12: recall7;_, € R
13: set ¢i(s,a") =rj,_, + szz,il (si) foralla* € A*
14: recall a’ = aj(s) and set @j(s,a’) = I{zi—qi} min {1, m}
15:  end if
16: update qg+1(87 ) = C]g(& ) + 6‘%(57 )((ﬂ(S, ) - qg(& ))
Iterative MDP Solver for the Previous Stage Game:
17: setpi(s) = ai(s) € br' (gi(s, ) or pi(s) = br (gi(s,)
18 update vi,,(s) = vi(s) + i (i() ai(s,) — vi(s))
19:  increment the counter t{ =t | + Ifo—sy forall s’ € S
Play: }
20:  recall 5§ =spandt =t
21:  if a] can be observed and (r(-), p(+|-)) is known then
22: play ai(3) € br’ (¢i(3,-)) or ai(3) ~ br* (¢i(3,)) > depending on 7'
23: observe aj, > possible with probability 6
24:  else _
25: play at(3) ~ br(q}(3,))
26: observe ri = r'(s,,a,a})
27 end if
28: end for

the other hand, in Algorithm Family 2, the updates take place after the next state observed for a unified
description addressing the one-stage look ahead for payoff-based learning. In other words, the update for the

previous stage game takes place before the agents play in the current stage game.

Remark 2. The two-timescale model-based fictitious play dynamics presented by Sayin et al. [2022a],
and the decentralized Q-learning dynamics presented by Sayin et al. [2021] can be viewed as members
of Algorithm Family 2. However, the family does not include the two-timescale model-free fictitious play
dynamics from [Sayin et al., 2022a]. The family instead treats model-free cases as if they are payoff-based.
Agents by following this approach do not need to rely on the opponent to play every action with some
positive probability to explore the underlying global Q-function properly. This can play an important role
in exploration when the opponent prefers the best response rather than smoothed best response.

11



4 Convergence Results

This section addresses the convergence properties of any mixture of learning dynamics from Al-
gorithm Families 1 and 2, resp., for ZSGs and ZSSGs.

4.1 Convergent heterogeneous Learning for ZSGs

In Algorithm Family 1, agents can use different step sizes satisfying the following standard as-

sumption:

Assumption 1.  The local step sizes (o, € (0,1))32, decay monotonically o, — 0 as k — oo and
> k>0 ol = oo for each i = 1,2. Furthermore, Zkzo(ai)Q < oo if agent i plays according to the smoothed
best response br'(-).

In the convergence analysis, we apply stochastic differential inclusion approximation methods
from [Benaim et al., 2005] as the best response may not be unique. The preliminary informa-
tion about these methods are provided in Appendix A. For a unified representation, we let 7 (or

77) be zero if agent i (or agent j) plays according to the best response, and define

val’(R%) := max min {(x))TR'p?} (10a)
PEEAT i €AI

val'(R') i= max min { (i) R + 7 H (i) — o HO (7)) | (10b)
NN

corresponding, resp., to the NE and QRE equilibrium values of the zero-sum game with payoff
matrix R’.> Even under perturbations, val’(-) has the contraction property with respect to the
maximum norm, denoted by || - ||max, as shown in the following lemma, whose proof is moved to

Appendix B.

Lemma 1. For val’ : RIAXIA 5 R and val’ : RIAT XAy R, as described in (10), we have

r < |vall(

)l
)l

IA
|

RY) + val®(
R

R2
[val' (R") + val*(R*

=

IN
IA
el

)

where r and 7 € R are, resp., the minimum and maximum entries of the matrix R+ (R?)T, and
—77log |A?| < val'(R") — val’(R") < 7'log | A"|

for any R' e RIATXI47],

The following theorem characterizes the convergence properties of heterogeneous learning

dynamics in near ZSGs.

*The uniqueness of the equilibrium value follows from the Minimax Theorem.
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Theorem 1.  Consider the repeated play of G = (A%, RY)?_,. Suppose that agents follow a learning
dynamic from Algorithm Family 1 and the local step sizes satisfy Assumption 1. Furthermore, the local
step sizes are comparable such that limy_, o / a{; € (0,00) and, without loss of generality, we assume
that o /o2 — d € (0,1] as k — oo. Let i, € A' denote a weighted empirical average of the agent i's past
actions until stage k. Let a, € A" denote the action played by agent i at stage k. Then, 7', evolves according

to

Ty =T+ o (af — ) (11)

with arbitrary mh. We have ||, — R'7] |2 — 0 as k — oo and

limsup(é, +d - 63) < ¢ (12)
k—o0
almost surely, where
5 i= () Tk + 7 H (1) — 79 B (nf) — val'(R), (13)
C = )\”Rl + (R2)T‘|max - (Lall(Rl) + LH,IQ(R2)) (14)

for some A\ > 1, and ui; = ai € br/ (qi) (or u{; = br/ (qi)) if agent j plays according to the best response
(or smoothed best response). We also have 5% > || — R'7] 2.

A sketch of the proof is as follows: We first approximate the discrete-time update of local Q-
function estimates and empirical averages of actions via continuous-time differential equations (or
inclusions) such that the limit set of the former is included in the compact, connected, internally
chain transitive set of the latter. Then, we formulate a unifying Lyapunov function for the latter to
characterize the compact, connected, internally chain transitive set, and therefore, the limit set of
the former.

Proof. The local Q-function estimates remain bounded in Algorithm Family 1 since &} (a?) €
[0,1] for all a* € A’. For example, limsup;_, [|¢tllcc < [|R!||max- By (5), the boundedness of
the estimates and decaying step size imply that the normalization at step 12 becomes redundant
eventually. Hence, for any € > 0, there exists a stage K. such that &} (a’) = I {ai=a! v /br'(qh) (a)
and ¢, € =, where =’ is a compact subset of RI4'l, for all ¥ > K,. The evolution of the local

Q-function estimates g}, and the empirical averages of actions 73, can be written as

i i ' R i i
Th+1 Tk H, W Tk

for all £ > K.. In the update of Wi, the noise term @Z; = ai; — ,ui. In the update of q,i/,, the noise term

wh = Riai - R ui if agent i observes ai and knows R'. If agent i does not observe ai or know R?,

13



then we have

o Legigin
w(a) = B a)) - dh(@) = (B 16 )] = dhla). (16)

Let xj, = [gi;m)2_,. If agent j plays according to the best response, let F%(x;) ¢ RIA'H4 be
a set-valued function defined by*

Fi(z),) = { R;’j] — [j’%] L€ Conv(brj(qi))}. (17)
k

If agent j plays according to the smoothed best response, let F/ () € RIAH4 be single-valued

Ribfj(‘?i)] - [q’f] . (18)

br? (q]) 0

function defined by

Fi(xy) =

@,
j
T,

i € FY(xy,). Therefore, the

H
evolution of the local Q-function estimates ¢; and empirical averages of actions 7, satisfies

[qllc+1] _ [q;c] N
J J k
Th+1 T

We can show that 7, € X = [[7_; E' x A/ C R*™, where m = |A'| + |A?|, satisfies

Ri J
Note that the noise-free innovation term in (15) satisfies [ 'uk] - [

%k € af - F9(xy). (19)
@,

Ty — xp — ag(wg + ex) € oy - Fxy), (20)

. . —_ a2 027
for all k > K., where the step size a; = a4, the noise term w; = [M}C; w2 a—zwz; a—’iw,ﬁ], the

set-valued map F'(x;) C R*™ is given by

12 o
F(xp) = { [ ] : fY e FY(xy) fori = 1,2}, (21)

1 21
af

and the error term is defined by

0
%—(ﬁ_g Rup|  |ai|\ | (22)
al d 1 1
k K, Tk

which is asymptotically negligible as o2 /aj — 1/d € [1,00).
For the cases where agent j plays according to the best response, the set-valued function F%(-),

*Let Conv(X) denote the convex hull of the set X.

14



as described in (17), is a Marchaud map (described in Appendix A.1) because the best response
function b1’ (-) is a Marchaud map, e.g., see [Benaim et al., 2005, Section 2.2]. For the cases where
agent j plays according to the smoothed best response, the single-valued function F(-), as de-
scribed in (18), is Lipschitz continuous since the smoothed best response function br’(-) is 1/7-
Lipschitz continuous. Since F/(-) is a Marchaud map in each case, by (21), we can show that F(+)
is a Marchaud map.

Let (Q,F,P) be the underlying probability space and {F; = o(q},m fori = 1,2, and! <
k)}r>o be a filtration of 7. Note that wﬁ;_l and @_1 for each i = 1,2, and therefore, wj_; are
Fr-measurable for each k > 0. Furthermore, we have E[wi|F;] = 0 and E[||w,||?|F%] is bounded

from above by some finite number uniformly for all £ > K, since
e wi = 0 if agent i plays according to the best response,

o W, = al — br'(q}), where ai ~ br’(qi) with finite support, if agent i plays according to the
smoothed best response.

On the other hand, if agent i does not know R?, then w}% is as described in (16), and therefore,
we can show that E[w? |F;] = 0 and E[||w} ||?|F%] is bounded from above by some finite number
uniformly for all £k > K.. If agent i knows R, then w}; = Riai - R ,ui with probability 6* and
w} is as described in (16) with probability (1 — ¢°) independent of F;. Therefore, we also have
E[w}|Fx] = 0 and E[|w} |*|Fx] is bounded from above by some finite number uniformly for all
k> K..

Correspondingly, E[w!|F;] = 0 and E[||w||?|Fx] < W for some finite W for all k > K, since
wy, is a linear function of w}’s and w} s while the deterministic o} /o is uniformly bounded away
from zero for all & > K.. Furthermore, Assumption 1 holds for the step size «. Therefore,
the iterate z;, converges to a compact connected internally chain transitive set of the differential
inclusion & € F(x).

Since F(-) is a Marchaud map, there always exists a solution to ¢ € F(x) with initial point
z, € X that is an absolutely continuous mapping « : R — X such that z(0) = z,, and dz(tt) €
F(z(t)) for almost every t € R [Benaim et al., 2005]. Define ¢' : R — Z* and 7/ : R — A’ such that
z(t) = [¢'(t); 7 (t)]2_,. Then, for almost every ¢ € R, ¢'(t) and 77 (t) satisfy

WO _ g rw ) - 4 1) (232)
dﬂ;t(t) _ di(,uj (t) — ) (1)) (23b)

for each i = 1,2 and j # i, where p/(t) € br/(¢/(t)) (and p?(t) = br’(¢’(t))) if agent j plays
according to the best response (and the smoothed best response), and d! = 1 and d*> = 1/d €
[1,00).

15



Next, we define the continuous function V : X — [0, o0) by”

2

V(g7 ¢* 7" = (LN', 7)) +d- LP(¢* 7") —¢), + Y llg’ — R'w/|l2, (24)
=1
where c is as described in (14) and L’ : =% x A/ — R is defined by
Li(¢', ) := max {(#)"¢' + 7' H' (i) = 7/ H' (x7)} + ||¢' = R'7/||2 — val'(R"). (25)

IaiEA'L

Lemma 1 yields that ¢ > (A — 1)||R* 4 (R?)?||max > 0 and ¢ = 0 if and only if | R! + (R?)T || max = 0
as A > 1.
Let fi* € argmax {(a')" R'n? + r"H'(fi") }.° Then, we have

Li(g',7) > ()T + v ) — 79 O () + |lgf — Rind | — vall(RY)
= (@)"R + 7 H(5) — 7B () — wal (RY) + (1) (¢ = R'd) + |lg' = Rind|l> (26)

>0 >0

where the first term on the right-hand side is non-negative by the definitions of val’(R?) and ",
and the second term is non-negative as ji* € A’ is a probability distribution and ||zs > |7/« for

any vector x. Hence, L'(q%, /) > 0 is a non-negative function.

Remark 3. If the underlying game is zero-sum, then we have ¢ = 0 and (L' + dL?)y = L' + dL*.
Furthermore, if we also had q' = R'n? and d = 1, then the function (24) reduces to

2

Z max { (i) R'7? + 7'H'(i") — 7/ H' (n7)} (27)
=1 rent

as formulated in [Harris, 1998] (and [Hofbauer and Hopkins, 2005]) if both agents play according to the

best response with 71 = 72 = 0 (and the smoothed best response with 1,72 > 0).

The candidate function (24) also resembles the Lyapunov functions formulated in [Sayin et al., 2021]
and [Sayin and Cetiner, 2022]. The function differs from the former by addressing asymmetric step sizes
and convergence to quantal response equilibrium when agents play according to the smoothed best response.
The function differs from the latter by addressing the cases with smoothed best response and payoff-based
learning where q' may not be equal to R'wJ. In that respect, we can view (24) as a unifying Lyapunov
function addressing all these cases.

In the following, we show the validity of (24) as a Lyapunov function for (23). Given a solution
z(t) = [¢(t); 7 (t)]2, to (23), the time derivatives of ||¢' — Rin’ || and L(¢'(t), 7’ (t)) are, resp. given

Let (2)4 = (z + |=)/2. '
®We have set inclusion rather than equality to address the case 7° = 0.

16



dlg = Riwll| (¢ = Rind)T (' — R'#)
i g - R

dLi_ iNT +i j GG\ d”qi—RiﬂjH
= (W) = IV (n)i + S

(28a)

(28b)

almost everywhere, based on [Harris, 1998] (and [Hofbauer and Hopkins, 2005]) if agent ¢ plays
according to the best response (and the smoothed best response). After some algebra, we obtain
dild — R’ = —d’|¢" — R'n’|| and

dL
dt

<d (W) Ry = val' + 7' H' (') = 7 H? ()] = d' - L'(q", 7). (29)

where the inequality follows from H’(p/) — H’ (7)) — VH?(79)(/ — 77) < 0 due to the concavity
of entropy function. Recall that d* = 1 and d? = 1/d. Therefore, we have

L a1 < ()T (R + (BT ) — (vall (RY) + val(R%) — L' — d- L2 + (d — 1)Ly,

where the last term on the right-hand side is non-positive since d € (0,1] and L?(-) is a non-

negative function. By (14), we obtain

d
%(L“rd-L?)g—(Ller-Lg—c), (30)

with strict inequality in non-zero-sum games, i.e., when ||R! + (R?)T||nax # 0. Hence, the set
A = {(¢", 72, ¢* ) € X : Li(g',m?) + dLa(¢?, 7') < cand ¢' = Rin/, fori = 1,2} is positively
invariant for almost every solution of (23) and V (-) is a Lyapunov function for A. Note that V/(A) =
0 is a singleton. Therefore, we have

lim V(qlz;v 771%’ ql%’ Wli) =0 (31)
k—oo

almost surely. Then, the definition of V() implies that there exists an asymptotically negligible
sequence (; — 0 such that

L'(qp,m7) +d - L*(qi,mp) < c+ (Y, (32)

and ||g, — R'm]||2 — 0 almost surely for each i = 1,2. By (25) and the non-negativity of L*(-), we

have
S+ d- 6 < e+ G~ llag — R'illz — d - [lai — RPmil2,
and 8. > ||gi — R'7} ||2, where &, is as described in (13). The proof is completed as ||}, — Rl || — 0.
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O
The following corollary to Theorem 1 characterizes the near equilibrium convergence of the

dynamics in near ZSGs. To this end, we define
u' (7t 70y = (7T R + 7 H (7)) — 77 HI (n9) (33)

for all (7, 77) € A" x Al and i = 1,2.

Corollary 1.  Consider the repeated play of G = (A', R\)2_,. Suppose that agents follow a learning
dynamic from Algorithm Family 1 and the local step sizes satisfy Assumption 1. Furthermore, the local
step sizes are comparable such that limy_, ol / a{; € (0,00) and, without loss of generality, we assume
that ag. /o2 — d € (0,1] as k — oo. Let i, € A" denote a weighted empirical average of the agent i's past

actions, evolving according to (11) for all k > 0 with arbitrary ©§. Then, we have

S o 2 _
lim sup (4! (eh, ) — val' () < 2| Rl

k—o0

o o 1\ -
LN [y JY 2 % _ .
hgr_l)loréf (u (7, m,) — val'(R )) > -2 (1 + dj> | R max
almost surely for each i = 1,2 and j # i, where R :== R* + (R*)" and (d',d?) = (1,d) . Hence, (7}, 73)
converges almost surely to NE or QRE (depending on, resp., whether 7' = 0 or 7° > 0) in ZSGs, i.e., when
| Rl|max = 0, for any d € (0, 1].

Proof. Since 0% > ||gi — R'7]||2 and ||g, — Rix}|la — 0, Theorem 1 yields that

c

u'(mp, m) — val' (R') < =

+ G (34)

forall k > 0 and ¢ = 1,2, for some (;; — 0 as kK — oo almost surely. We have the upper bound as
Lemma 1 yields that ¢ < (A + 1)|| B|max-
To compute a lower bound, we add and subtract (7%)7 (R )Twi to the left-hand side of (34).

Then, we can write the inequality as

2
—(w (m], w}) — val (R)) < = + G — ()T R + Y val'(R'). (35)
=1
Note that (7)T R, > — || R||max as 7.’s are probability distributions. Then, Lemma 1 yields that

(w/ (], ) = vall (RY)) 2 =2 = 2| Rllmax — G (36)

By changing the agent index from j to 7, we obtain the lower bound. O
The following corollary to Theorem 1 shows the rationality of the dynamics from Algorithm

Family 1.
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Corollary 2.  Consider the repeated play of G = (A, R\)?_,. Suppose that agent i follows a learning
dynamic from Algorithm Family 1 while the opponent j plays according to mixed strategy m/ € AJ. The
local step size (o} )k>0 satisfy Assumption 1. Let 7t € A" denote a weighted empirical average of the
agent i's past actions, evolving according to (11) with arbitrary initialization. Then, we have u'(r}, 77) —

maxicai {ut(m?, 7))} almost surely as k — oc.

Proof. We can consider that agent 7 is playing a ZSG against an opponent (other than agent ;)
following the same dynamic with a singleton action space and view agent j as the Nature. Then,

the proof follows from Corollary 1. O

4.2 Convergent heterogeneous Learning for ZSSGs

Algorithm Family 2 involves two local step sizes o, and ;. The following is the counterpart of

Assumption 1 for ;.

Assumption 2.  The local step sizes (3, € (0, 1))72., decay monotonically B — 0as k — oo and
> k0 Bk = oo for each i = 1,2.

Furthermore, we assume that a}; and 6}'@ decay in different time scales at certain rates as in

[Sayin et al., 2021, Assumption 1-ii].
Assumption 3. Given any M € (0, 1), there exists a non-decreasing polynomial function C(-) (which
may depend on M) such that we have

max{{ € Zy |t < cand By/a. > A} < Mec (37)

forall ¢ > C(A™Y) for any X € (0, 1) provided that {¢ € Z.|¢ < cand By/a. > A} # 0.

In SGs, agents play stage games associated with the state visited. Whether each state gets
visited infinitely often plays an important role in ensuring that agents play stage games associated
with each state sufficiently many times to reach equilibrium. To this end, consider the directed
graph G whose vertices correspond to the states of the underlying SG and there is an edge from s

to s’ provided that
e Case i) - Both agent play according to the best response: p(s' | s,a) > 0foralla € A,

e Case ii) - Only agent i plays according to the best response: p(s' | s,a’,a’) > 0 for all a’ € A* and

at least for one o/ € A7,

e Case iii) - Both agent play according to the smoothed best response: p(s' | s,a) > 0 at least for one

action profile a € A.

We make the following assumption for the graph G.

Assumption 4. The graph G is strongly connected (each vertex is reachable from every other vertex).
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Let Q' (s, a) and v (s) denote the unique Q-function and value function associated with Markov
stationary equilibrium of the underlying ZSSG. Then, they satisfy

Qi(sia) =ri(s,a) +7 3 plsy | s.a)vi(s) (38)
s+ €S
and v (s) = val’(Q'(s, -)). We also have v}(s) 4+ v2(s) = 0 for all s in ZSSGs.
The following theorem addresses the convergence of heterogeneous learning dynamics for
ZSSGs.

Theorem 2. Consider a ZSSG characterized by M = (S, (A%, 7)2_,, p, 7). Suppose that agents follow a
learning dynamic from Algorithm Family 2 and the local step sizes o and (%'s satisfy, resp., Assumptions

1, 2 and 3. Furthermore,

e the local step sizes for the local Q-function update are comparable such that limy,_, . o/ ai € (0,00)
and, without loss of generality, we assume that a}g/ai —de (0,1 as k — oo,

* the local step sizes for the value function updates may or may not be comparable.

Let 7{(s) € A denote a weighted empirical average of the agent i's actions at state s until the tth visit. Let

ar(s) € A® denote the action played by agent i at the tth visit to state s. Then, m;(s) evolves according to

T (s) = mi(s) + af(aj(s) — mi(s)) (39)

with arbitrary 7i(s). Let Qi(s,a) € R denote the global Q-function associated with the value function
estimates and defined by

Qi(s,a) :=r'(s,a) +7 Y pls+ | 5,a)v)(s4). (40)

s+€S

If Assumption 4 also holds and the discount factor ~ € [0, d/2), then we have || (s, -) — Qi(s, )l (s)]|2 —

Oast — oo and )

limsup |v;(s) — vi(s)]| < 7' log |A
moup i(s) = 1£(9)] < (=g S o

almost surely for each i = 1,2 and s € S.

A sketch of the proof is as follows: We first follow similar steps with the proof of Theorem
1 to characterize the limit set of the local Q-function estimates and the empirical averages of the
actions as if the value function estimates are stationary due to the two-timescale learning assump-
tion. However, this characterization is not enough to show that the update of the value function
estimates have contraction-like property. Therefore, we first focus on showing the asymptotic non-
negativity of v}(s) — vi(s) as t — oo and then use this result to establish the contraction property

to complete the proof.
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Proof. The local Q-function estimates again remain bounded in Algorithm Family 2 since the
step sizes in steps 16 and 18 take values in [0, 1]. Due to (5), Assumption 4 and the boundedness of
the estimates yield that any state gets visited infinitely often, i.e., t; — oo almost surely for each s
as k — oo. Furthermore, the decaying step sizes imply that the normalization at step 14 becomes
redundant eventually for each s. Hence, for any € > 0, there exists a (path-dependent) stage K.
such that the normalization is redundant, and the iterates qgi (s,-) € 2} and vgi (s) € Ei, where !
and Eﬁ, are compact subsets of, resp., R4 and R, for all k > K, .

Define v} (s) = vgi (s) for all s. Following the proof in [Sayin et al., 2021], we fix state s and let
k: denote the stage at which state s gets visited for the tth times. The changes between the ¢tth and
the (¢t + 1)st visits at K. < k; < k¢41 can be written as

Gia(s:) - [di(s,) (@i, el (s,)]  [wi(s) 0
ma(s) | =1 —ap) | ml(s) | +ay pi(s,) |+ (@ (s +] 0 ,
Ut ) v, (+) 0 0 ei(s,)

where the response 1/ (s, -) is either the best or smoothed best response to ¢/ (s, -) depending on
agent j’s preference. In the update of 7rt( ), the noise term @ (s, ) = ag (s) — ut( -). In the update
of ¢i(s,-), the noise term wi(s,-) = Qi(s,-)al (s) — Qi(s,-)ul(s,-) if agent i observes the opponent
action and knows the model. If the agent does not observe the opponent action or know the model,

then we have

Qi(&ai) = - (EQJNM [Qt(s (L a])] - qg(saai))
+H{“f:*‘“<f”<r (s, al(s)) + yob, (sk,41) — di(s, ).
(s, at) e

Different from (16), here wi(s,-) depends also on sg, 41 ~ p(- | sg,,at(s),a?(s)). Lastly, the error
term €i(s, ) : S — R is defined by

Uk (8) = 0, ()

i
Qy

gi(s,s) = (41)
The numerator depends on the random k;,; and the denominator al goes to zero as t — 0.

Note that Assumptions 3 and 4 are equivalent to, resp., [Sayin et al., 2021, Assumptions 1-
ii and 2-i]. Therefore, we can invoke [Sayin et al., 2021, Lemma 2] to conclude that {5%}20 is
asymptotically negligible almost surely.

Lety, = [qi(s,); 7} (s); 9, (1)]2, € Y, which depends on state s implicitly and ¥ = []7_, =/, x
AJ x =i is a compact subset of R2™*15). The parameter y; satisfies

Yer1 — Yt — (W + &) € ap - Fyy). (42)
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where

[ 2 04152 2 04% 1
wr = |wi(s,);0¢(5,0); 05 —wy (s, +); 7@ (8, -);0} ; (43)
L Qy Qg
the error term _ }
0
HED)

e = (ﬁ B 1) <[ ?(87‘)%(8)] B [q?(& )D : (44)
o 4 1(s) 7 (s)

and F(-) is defined by

F(y) = : f9 e FY(y) fori=1,2 (45)

and F*/(y) is as described in (17) (or (18)) with R’ is replaced with Q*(-) = (s, -)+v X_, p(s4[s, v (s4)
if agent j plays according to the best (or the smoothed best) response. Since '/ is a Marchaud
map, F'/ and F' are Marchaud maps.

As in the proof of Theorem 1, the noise terms satisfy E[[w}; w}]|Fx, | = 0 and E[||[w}; wi]||?|Fr,| <
W for some finite W for all ¢ such that k, > K., where F, = o(q(s,-),n/(s), v}, () fori =
1,2, and [ < t). Since {ei};>¢ is asymptotically negligible almost surely, limy_, . /a2 = d € (0, 1]
yield that &, is also asymptotically negligible almost surely. Therefore, the iterate y; converges to
a compact connected internally chain transitive set of the differential inclusion § € F(y).

Lety : R — Y be the solution to § € F(y) with initial point y, € Y such that y(0) = y, and
dz’é—iﬂ € F(y(t)) for almost every ¢ € R. Define ¢' : R — E}, 7/ : R — A/, and v'(s) : R — EI such
that y(t) = [¢'(t); 7 (t); [v°(3)(t)]ses)2;- Then, for almost every ¢ € R, we have

W — d(@ o)~ 4 (1) (462)
dﬂ';t(t) _ di(uj (t) — ] (t)) (46b)
dv'(3)(t) -

— = 0 VseS (46¢)

for each i = 1,2 and j # i, where p/(t) € br/(¢/(t)) (and p?(t) = br’(¢’(t))) if agent j plays
according to the best response (and the smoothed best response), and d! = 1 and d* = 1/d €
[1,00). The definition of Q° and (46¢) yield that there exists Q° = Q'(t) for all t. Therefore, (46)
reduces to (23) and we can use the Lyapunov function (24), formulated in the proof of Theorem 1.
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To this end, we define
81(s) := pi(s,) " gi(s, ) +TiHi(ui( ) — 7 HY (] (s)) — val' (Qi(s,)), (47)

&t (s) := M Q¢(5, )l max — ZV&I’ Qi(s (48)

for some \ > 1, where Q:(s, ) = Q}(s,-) +Q3(s, )T for each s. Then, the Lyapunov function yields
that

3i(s) = llgi(s, ) — Qi(s, )l ()2 = 0 (49a)
SL(s) +d - 82(s) < &(s) + ane., (49b)

for some asymptotically negligible error (a.n.e.) decaying to zero almost surely.

We can also write (49b) as

2

> 68i(s) < @ls) + (1 — d)dF(s) + ane.. (50)

i=1

On the right-hand side, we have 67(s). By (49a), Lemma 1 yields that we can bound 47(s) from
above by

[\

Z —llai (s ) = Qi (s, )i (s)l|2 + val (Qi (s, ) + val*(Qf (s, ) — min Qu(s, a). (51)

Therefore, by (48), (49a), (50) and (51), we obtain

2

D 5i() < Qs Vs — 1 min Qu(s, @) — vl QU (s, ) — vl (@ (s, ) + ame.. (52
=1

By (4), (47) and (52), we have

2
. . A 1-d . -
Z}L%(S, ')qu(& ) < 3”@25(37 ')Hmax - T maln Qt(57 CL) + 5 +a.n.e., (53)
i=1
where ¢ := S°2_ 7¥log | A?|. We highlight the role of 1 (s, )" (s, -) in step 18 in Algorithm Family
2. Here, the second term min, Q;(s,a) on the right-hand side poses a challenge to establish the
contraction property. By (40), the fact that r!(s,a) + 72(s,a) = 0 for all (s, a) implies that

2

=7 > plsy | sa) Y vi(sy) (54)

54 €S8 i=1
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for all (s, a). Correspondingly, we focus on the value function update to address min, Qi(s,a).
Let ¢t denote t;_, with implicit dependence on state and stage for notational simplicity, and
define ¢ _,(s) := vi(s) — vi(s) for all k. Then, ¥ (s) remains unchanged if s does not get visited

and evolves according to
Ti(s) = (1= Bioa ()T () + Bra () (mi(s) ai(s, ) — vil(s))
where the step size 3}, (s) := [(,—,}5; € [0,1]. Note that

pi(s)"di(s, ) = vi(s) = val'(Qi(s, ) — val'(Qi(s, ) + val'(Qi(s, ) — val'(Qi(s, )
+8i(s) = T H (ii(s, ) + 77 H (] (s)) (55)

which follows from (47) and vi(s) = val’(Q.(s,-)). Based on (4), (38), (40) and (49a), Lemma 1
yields that

()" i (5= vh(s) 2 v min i (s+)} = €i(s) (56)
for some limy_, €}, (s)¢ almost surely. Hence, 7% (s)’s satisfy
04(5) 2 (1= B (901 6) + s 0) (3 min 7520} — ().

Since t; — oo as k — oo almost surely and /3 satisfies Assumption 2, we can invoke Lemma 3
(from Appendix A) for (??) to conclude that

R §
hkrggéf 0 (s) > R Vs (57)

almost surely. Since vl (s) +vZ(s) = 0 for all s, we have ,.(s) + 92(s) = vtlZ (s) + U?Z (s). By (54) and
(57), we obtain

htrgg)lf min Q+(s,a) > R (58)
Then, by (53) and (58), we have
2 ) _ A 1—d 2y
Z(M%(Sv ')qu(S, ) - ’Ui(s)) < 7||Qt(5> ')Hmax + <1 + dl—’)/> 5 +a.n.e.. (59)
i=1
Furthermore, the lower bound (56) and (57) yield that
,u{(s, .)qu(s, N —vl(s) > —1_67 +a.n.e.. (60)
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Therefore, we obtain

1 1—d 2
n o
- d 1-7~

pi(s, ) gl (s,) —vi(s) < 3||Qt(s,->||max+ (1 + 1 >§+a.n.e. 61)

Since v}(s) + v2(s) = 0, (54) yields that

2
:VZP(S+|SGZWS+ (1))
=1

sy€S
2

< _
vggxzm sy) — vi(sy)]

< 2y max max |Ut(8+) —vl(sy)] (62)
s eSI=

for any (s, a). Combining (60), (61) and (62), we obtain

i i ; 29\
(s, ) g (s, ) = vi(s)] < 7gng)§max|vt(5+> —vi(sy)|
1 1—-d 2
(14 + T et ane. (63)
1—x d 1—~

for each s and t. Define yj, = [01(-); 92(-)] € R?S! such that ||yk o = max;, s max;—1 2 |v};i(s+) -

vi(s4)]. By (55) and (63), yi satisfies the inequalities in Lemma 2 provided in Appendix A. Recall
that t] — oo as k — oo almost surely and ﬂ,i satisfies Assumption 2. If 2y\/d < 1, then we can

invoke Lemma 2 to conclude that

. y 1 1 1—d 2v
| [ < 1
I?Li‘ip’”k(s)'—l—zwd< 1" 1—7)5
2d + 2y — 3vd
= § (64)
(1 —=v)(d—2)\y)

almost surely for each i = 1,2 and s € S. This completes the proof. O]
The following corollary to Theorem 2 shows the rationality of the dynamics from Algorithm

Family 2.

Corollary 3. Consider a ZSSG characterized by M = (S, (A, r")2_,,p,~). Suppose that agent i follow
a learning dynamic from Algorithm Family 2 while the opponent j plays according to fully mixed strategy
7 1S — int(A7). The local step sizes ot and B's satisfy, resp., Assumptions 1 and 2. Furthermore, we
have 8% /ot — 0as k — oc.

Let 7i(s) € A® denote a weighted empirical average of the agent i's actions at state s until the tth visit.

Let a;(s) € A denote the action played by agent i at the tth visit to state s. Then, ;(s) evolves according
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to (39) with arbitrary initializations. If Assumption 4 also holds, then ¢ (s, a’) tracks

E T'i(87ai7aj)+’yzp(8+’87ai7a]’)1}§(8+> )

S+

where the expectation taken with respect to a’ ~ m(s) and

: : : (2 —9)7' log |AY|
limsup |v;(s) — vi(s)]| <
m sl |vg (s) (s)] A=) —-27)

almost surely for each s € S.

Proof. As in the proof of Corollary 2, we can consider that agent ¢ is playing a ZSSG against
an opponent (other than agent j) following the same dynamic with singleton action spaces at each

state and view agent j as the Nature. Then, the proof follows from Theorem 2. 0

Remark 4. We address different step sizes 3; # ,Bi via the upper bounds in (62). Correspondingly, we can
attain tighter error bounds for the cases where (i, = Bi in Theorem 2 and Corollary 3, as in [Sayin et al.,
2022a, 2021].

5 Illustrative Examples

As a proof of concept, we consider a ZSSG with two states |S| = 2 and two actions |AY| = 2
for i = 1,2. We examine three distinct scenarios covering the heterogeneities in terms of step
sizes, exploration, access to opponent actions, and model knowledge. In all of the scenarios, re-
ward functions and transition kernel are the same for comparison across scenarios. The rewards
are chosen uniformly from [0, 1] and [0, 0.2] for first and second states, respectively, to generate
aesthetic plots. The transition probabilities are chosen randomly from a symmetric Dirichlet dis-
tribution Dir(«) with parameters o = 1 such that p(s|s,a) > 0 for all (s, a, s"). The discount factor
is v = 0.3 and the temperature parameter is 7 = 0.002 for all scenarios.

We conducted the simulations on a desktop computer equipped with an Intel Xeon W7-3455
CPU and 128GB RAM. We used Python 3.11.5 and the version 0.0.9 of coaction’. For each
scenario, we run 30 independent trials of the algorithms.

In Figure 4, we present the average behavior of value function estimates for the following

scenarios.

 Scenario 1. Full Access vs No Access: In this scenario, agent 1 has access to agent 2’s actions and
plays according to smoothed best response, while agent 2 does not observe agent 1’s actions
and instead plays according to the rewards received. This scenario can also be interpreted as

a comparison of belief-based versus payoff-based learning dynamics. A special case of this

"coaction library can be accessed in https://github.com/yigityalin/coaction
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Figure 4: The evaluation of estimated value functions in a ZSSG with two states and two actions,
where S = {31, 32}, v = 0.3 and 7 = 0.002. Each sub-figure corresponds to Scenarios 1, 2, and 3,
respectively. “Full”, “Temporal” and “None” refer to whether the agent has full, temporal (with
0° =
different agents and states. The shaded areas represent the standard deviation of the value func-
tion estimates. The dotted lines represent the bounds on the value function estimates according to
Theorem 2.

0.5) or no access to the opponent’s actions. The different colors and line styles represent

interaction can be seen in the comparison between smoothed fictitious play and individual

Q-learning.

Scenario 2. Full Access vs Temporal Access: In this setup, agent 1 has full information access
while agent 2 has access to the opponent’s actions with probability 6> = 0.5. Comparing
with Scenario 1, we observe that temporal access to the opponent’s actions lead to faster

convergence than the no access one.

Scenario 3. Different Learning Rates: In this setup, both agents have access to the opponent’s
action and play according to smoothed best response while the heterogeneity stems from

the different learning rates such that they update their iterates with step sizes af = 1/k%%,
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a2 =1/(0.92k)%% and B} = 1/k, 87 = 1/(0.96k) satisfying standard assumptions listed in

Theorem 2.

In all three scenarios, the agents” value function estimates are contained within the bounds
indicated by Theorem 1. Since the size of the game, i.e., | S| and |A?|, is small, we observe small
variance in the value function estimates across independent trials, especially in Scenario 3 where

both agents know the model and have full access to the opponent’s actions.

6 Conclusion

We studied heterogeneous learning dynamics for the repeated play of two-agent (near) zero-sum
games and two-agent zero-sum stochastic games. We presented two families of algorithms ad-
dressing heterogeneities in terms of learning rates, exploration vs exploitation, (temporal) access
to opponent actions (i.e., belief-based vs payoff-based) and model-based vs model-free. Any dy-
namic from these families are uncoupled and rational. We also showed that any mixture of dynam-
ics from these families converge to equilibrium (or near equilibrium if there is experimentation) in
zero-sum (stochastic) games under standard assumptions on step sizes and the transition kernel,
additionally sufficiently small discount factor if the agents use different step sizes.

Possible future research directions include addressing heterogeneous learning i) for non-zero-
sum (stochastic) games, i) for actor-critic-type or gradient-based learning dynamics rather than
best-response ones, and i) for transient regimes rather than steady state one via non-asymptotic

analysis to identify the impact of heterogeneities on the convergence rates.
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A Preliminary Information

In the following, we provide preliminary information on stochastic approximation methods for

completeness.

A.1 Stochastic Differential Inclusion Approximation

The following is a refinement of the results in [Benaim et al., 2005, Proposition 1.3 and Theorem

3.6] to compact domains. Consider a sequence {z} € X },>0, where X is a compact subset of R™,
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evolving according to

Tht1 — Tk — ak(ek + wk) S OékF(l‘k) (65)
where

* The step size decay, i.e., a; — 0 at a rate such that ) ;> ;o = oo (and )7, ai < oo if we

have non-zero noise wy,).

¢ The set-valued function F'(z) C R™ is a Marchaud map, i.e., satisfying the following condi-

tions:

— F(-) is upper semi-continuous, or equivalently, Graph(F') = {(z,y) : v € X,y € F(z)}
is a closed subset of X x R™.

- Forall z € X, F(x) is a non-empty, compact, and convex subset of X.

— There exists a ¢ > 0 such that for all € X, we have sup,¢ g, llyl| < (1 + [|z]).

* The error term |le;|| — 0 with probability 1, as in [Perkins and Leslie, 2013, Theorem 2.3].

e With respect to the filtration Fj, = o(z¢, wo, . . . ,wg—_1), the noise term wy, is Fj11-measurable
and satisfies E[wy, | Fx] = 0 and E[||wg||? | Fx] < W for some constant W for all £ > 0 with
probability 1.

Then, x;, almost surely converges to a compact connected internally chain transitive set of the
differential inclusion
& € F(x). (66)

Hence, we can characterize the limit behavior of (65) through (66) if there exists a continuous
function V' : X — R, called Lyapunov function for A C X, such that for any absolutely continuous

solution z(t) to (66), we have

e V(z(t') < V(x(t)) forallt’ > tand z(t) ¢ A

o V(z(t') <V(x(t)) forallt > tand z(t) € A
and V(A) = {V(x) : X € A} C R has empty interior, then every internally chain transitive set of
(66), and therefore, the limit set of (65) are contained in A [Benaim et al., 2005, Proposition 3.7].
A.2  Asynchronous Updates

The following result is adopted from Theorem 5.1 in the extended version of [Sayin et al., 2022a]

(built upon [Tsitsiklis, 1994, Theorem 1]) without the stochastic approximation noise term.®

Lemma 2. Consider a sequence of vectors {yy, } >0 whose lth entry, denoted by yy (1), satisfies the following

8The extended version of [Sayin et al., 2022a] is available at ArXiv:2010.04223.
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lower bound

Ye+1(n) < (1= Br(n))yr(n) + Br(n)(Vllyxllo — ex(n))
Ye+1(n) = (1 = Be(n))yx(n) + Be(n) (=7llykllo — ex(n)),

where v € (0,1), the step size B (n) € [0, 1] decay to zero sufficiently slowly such that ).~ Br(n) = oo,
and the errors

limsup|ex(n)| <c¢ and limsuple,(n)| <c
k—o00 k—o00

for some ¢ > 0 almost surely for each n. Suppose that ||yy||cc > M for some M > 0 for all k and n. Then,
we have

. &
tim sup [ < T
k—o0 -

almost surely.

In Lemma 2, the iterates satisfy upper and lower bounds. The following lemma addresses the
case where we only have the lower bound and it is a modification of [Sayin and Cetiner, 2022,

Lemma 9] to address errors that do not decay to zero.

Lemma 3.  Consider a sequence of vectors {yy}r>0 whose nth entry, denoted by yi(n), satisfies the

following lower bound

ykt1(n) = (1= Br(n))yr(n) + Br(n)(yminyy(m) — ex(n)),

where y € (0,1), the step size Bi(n) € [0, 1] decay to zero sufficiently slowly such that "2, Br(n) = oo,
and the error ey (n) — c for some ¢ > 0 as k — oo almost surely for each n. Suppose that y(n) > —M for
some M > O for all k and n. Then, we have

&
L -~

liminf yx(n) > —
k—o0

almost surely for each n.

Proof. Define the sequence {M! < 0}° over a separate timescale by M1 = (v + 2¢) M for
allt,and M°? = M. We set e € (0, (1 — 7)/2) so that M* — 0 monotonically from above as t — occ.
We claim that for each t = 0, 1, .. ., there exists k' € N such that

yr(n) > —M" — ﬁ and —ep(n) > —eM' —c (67)

for all k > k' and for each n. Since y;(n) > M = M for all k and n, and e;(n) — ¢, there exists
such k°. Suppose that (67) holds for some ¢. Specific to ¢, define an auxiliary sequence {Y}!};>« by

Vi1 (n) = (1= Bi(n)¥{(n) + Bi(n) <—<v+€>Mt - 1f,y>
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and Y}, (n) = —M" — < for each n. Note that

C
1—7

yminyy(m) —ep(n) = —(y +€)M" — (68)

for all k > k' as (67) holds for ¢. Therefore, we have Y} (n) < yx(n) for all £ > k' and n. Since
Vin) = —(y+e)M" — & and —(y + €)M" > —M""!, there exists k'™ > k' such that (67) holds

1—y
for t + 1. Therefore, by induction, we can conclude that (67) holds for every ¢ > 0. Since M’ — 0,

we have the lower bound. OJ

B Proof of Lemma 1
The contraction property of val’(-) is used, e.g., in [Shapley, 1953]. Let (1!, 11%) and (', /%) satisfy

val'(R') := (u")" R'W? + 7' H' (u') — 72 H?(1?) (69a)
val’(R?) := ()" R*p' + 7 H? (%) — 7" H' (). (69b)

Then, we have

val'(R') + val*(R?) < ("' R'@® + 7' H' (u') — P2 H*(@®) + (BT R?p' + 72 H*(@®) — v H (1)
< (" (R + (RH)p? (70)

since agent j is the minimizer. Since u! € Al and ji? € A? are probability distributions, we have
(uHT(R'4-(R?)T)a? < 7. By following similar lines, we can also show that val' (R!)+val?(R?) > r.
For the second part, let (1, /) and (ji, ji?) satisfy

val'(RY) == ()" Rl + ' H' (i) — 79 HY (1) (71a)
val'(R") := (') R'p + 7' H' (") — 77 HY (/). (71b)

Then, we have

val'(R") — val'(R") < (u")"R'p + 7' H' (') — P H (@) — (u')" R' !
< 7'log|A"| (72)

as —HI (/) < 0 and H'(u') < log|A!|. By following similar lines, we can show that val’(R’) —
val'(R") > —77 log |A7|. This completes the proof.
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