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Team Collaboration vs Competition: New Fictitious Play

Dynamics for Multi-team Zero-Sum Games

Ahmed Said Donmez, Yuksel Arslantas and Muhammed O. Sayin*

Abstract

This paper presents a new variant of fictitious play (FP) called team-fictitious-play (Team-FP) that
can reach equilibrium in multi-team competition, different from the other variants of FP. We specif-
ically focus on zero-sum potential team games with network separable interactions (ZSPTGs), uni-
tying potential games (if there is a single team) and zero-sum polymatrix games (if each team has a
single member) due to their wide range of applications from robotics to financial markets beyond
two-team games. Similar to the FP dynamics, in Team-FP, agents follow a simple behavioral rule
where they respond (with some inertia and exploration in the update of actions) to the last actions
of the neighboring team members and the beliefs formed about the other neighbors’ strategies
as if the opponents are playing according to some stationary strategy. We show the almost sure
convergence of the empirical averages of teams” action profiles to near team-Nash equilibrium in
ZSPTGs under standard assumptions on the step sizes used. We formulate a bound on the ap-
proximation error, decaying with the exploration in the agents’ responses. We further examine the
performance of the Team-FP dynamics numerically.

1 Introduction

Multi-team competition, blending collaboration and competition, is becoming increasingly com-
mon in diverse domains, from robotics and resource management to online gaming and financial
markets Kitano et al. [1997], Cardenas et al. [2009], do Nascimento Silva and Chaimowicz [2017],
Vinyals et al. [2019], Jaderberg et al. [2019]. Correspondingly, two-team zero-sum games have
recently received attention yet mainly for the efficient computation of equilibrium with sophisti-
cated algorithms Farina et al. [2018], Zhang et al. [2021], Carminati et al. [2022], Kalogiannis et al.
[2022]. However, predicting emergent behaviors of agents following rough behavioral rules such

as fictitious play (FP) is crucial for the justification of equilibrium analysis and designing simple
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Figure 1: An illustration of three-team games with network separable interactions as if the agents
are playing two-team games at different layers with the same actions and their payoffs are the sum
of the payoffs collected at these layers. An edge represent the dependence of the agent’s payoff on
the neighbors” actions.

yet robust agent-level strategies [Shoham et al., 2007, Fudenberg and Levine, 2009, Ozdaglar et al.,
2022].

Contributions. We present a new variant of FP dynamics, called Team-FP, to tackle this chal-
lenge for networked interactions where the payoff functions depend only on the agents” actions
from certain neighborhoods. In the Team-FP dynamics, agents take the smoothed best response
against the last actions of the neighboring team members and the beliefs formed about the other
neighbors’ strategy with some inertia in the action update under the simplifying assumption that
the opponents are playing according to some stationary strategy. Team-FP reduces to the widely-
studied smoothed fictitious play (SFP) Fudenberg and Kreps [1993] (or log-linear learning Blume
[1993]) dynamics if each team has a single agent (or there is a single team). We focus on multi-team
zero-sum potential team games (ZSPTGs) with network separable interactions across teams, unifying
zero-sum polymatrix games [Cai et al., 2016] (if each team has a single agent) and potential games
[Monderer and Shapley, 1996] (if there is a single team), as illustrated in Fig. 1.

The non-stationarity induced by the adaptation of the opponent teams poses a critical chal-
lenge for agents to learn coordination in the best team-response. Based on the optimal coupling
lemma (e.g. see [Levin and Peres, 2017, Chapter 4]) and stochastic differential inclusion approx-
imation methods (e.g., see Benaim et al. [2005], Perkins and Leslie [2013]), we show that the
(weighted) empirical averages of each team’s action profile in the Team-FP dynamics converge
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almost surely to near team-Nash equilibrium (i.e., the best team-response to the other teams” ac-
tion profiles” empirical average) in ZSPTGs provided that the step sizes used satisfy standard
assumptions. We formulate a bound on the approximation error, decaying with the exploration
in the agents’ responses. Team-FP is also rational in the sense that teams can learn to play (near)
optimally if the opponent teams play according to stationary strategy.

Related Works. In a broader sense, this paper is related to the works on learning in potential
games, zero-sum polymatrix games, and (more closely) multi-team zero-sum games.

Potential games. FP and its variants are known to reach equilibrium in potential games with
wide range of applications in distributed optimization [Monderer and Shapley, 1996, Hofbauer
and Sandholm, 2002, Arslan et al., 2007, Xu et al., 2012, Zheng et al., 2014]. However, any equilib-
rium can lead to arbitrarily poor performance with respect to the potential function compared to
the cases where all agents are controlled /coordinated to maximize it, as measured by the price-of-
anarchy metric [Koutsoupias and Papadimitriou, 1999]. On the other hand, the log-linear learning
dynamics can reach efficient equilibrium (e.g., see [Marden and Shamma, 2012, Tatarenko, 2017]).
However, it is not clear whether such dynamics can track efficient equilibrium in dynamic envi-
ronments. Notably, Tatarenko [2018] and Sayin and Unlu [2023] addressed, resp., efficient learning
under non-stationarity induced by the decaying exploration in agents’ responses for the repeated
play of potential games and non-stationarity induced by evolving stage games in stochastic team
problems.

Zero-sum polymatrix games. FP and its variants are also known to reach equilibrium in two-
agent zero-sum games Hofbauer and Sandholm [2002]. However, we can transform any general-
sum game to a multi-agent zero-sum game by introducing a non-effective auxiliary agent (with
a single action). There have been several attempts to address zero-sum games beyond two-agent
cases [Bergman and Fokin, 1998, Cai and Daskalakis, 2011, Cai et al., 2016]. Particularly, Cai et al.
[2016] introduced zero-sum polymatrix games where agents have network separable pairwise in-
teractions with applications in security. Recently, learning in zero-sum polymatrix games received
attention for stochastic games [Park et al., 2023, Kalogiannis and Panageas, 2023]. Park et al. [2023]
have also addressed the convergence of FP in multi-agent zero-sum polymatrix games. Zero-sum
polymatrix games is a special case of ZSPTGs. For example, in ZSPTGs, agents are not necessar-
ily playing polymatrix games where only two agents interact. Instead, we let multiple agents to
interact for each pair of teams, as illustrated in Fig. 1.

Two-team zero-sum games. Existing works on two-team zero-sum games and adversarial team
games (e.g., see Celli and Gatti [2018], Farina et al. [2018], Probo [2018], Zhang et al. [2021, 2022],
Carminati et al. [2022]) have recently primarily focused on the efficient computation of team-
minimax equilibrium or establishing coordination within teams so that they would act similar
to a single agent via explicit communication Celli and Gatti [2018], Zhang et al. [2021] or pre-
communication (i.e., ex ante) Farina et al. [2018]. Notably, Farina et al. [2018] introduced Fictitious

Team Play algorithm for extensive-form two-team zero-sum games with imperfect information.



Team-FP differs from this algorithm by letting agents learn to team up via behavioral rules (specif-
ically log-linear learning dynamics) similar to the classical FP yet with shorter memory in belief
formation and inertia in the action update.

Organization. The rest of the paper is organized as follows. We describe ZSPTGs and the
(independent) Team-FP dynamics, resp., in §2 and in §3. We provide analytical and numerical
results, resp., in §4 and §5. We conclude the paper with some remarks in §6. Appendices include

some preliminary information and the proofs of technical results.

2 Zero-sum Potential Team Games

Consider a multi-team game, characterized by the tuple (T, (A%, u%);cz), where T and Z denote,

resp., the teams and agents’ index sets, and A” and v’ : A — R (with A := []._; A7) denote, resp.,

jeT
the agent i’s finite action set and payoff function. Let 7,, denote the index set of agents in team m.
We say that a multi-team game is zero-sum potential team game (ZSPTG) if for each team m, there

exists a potential function ¢™ : A — R such that
w'(@',a”’a™™) —u'(a) = ¢"(@',a ", a™™) — ¢™(a), (1)

forall (a',a) € A'x Aand i € T, where a™" := {a’}c7,,\ (s} are the actions of other team members,
a ™ = {a"} ¢+m are the action profiles of other teams; and the potential functions sum to zero, i.e.,
Yomer @ (a) =0foralla € A.

To address multi-team zero-sum games, we focus on ZSPTGs with network separable interac-
tions across teams, as illustrated in Fig. 1. In other words, we can separate the potential functions

and correspondingly payoff functions as

P = Z ™ and o= Z u Vie T, (2)
l#m l#m
for some ¢ : A™ x A* - Rand u# : A™ x A* - R, where A™ := [Licr, A foreachm e T.
The following example generalizes the potential game formulation for distributed optimiza-
tion (e.g., see Arslan et al. [2007], Xu et al. [2012], Zheng et al. [2014]) to two-team zero-sum po-

tential games.

Example 1.  Consider two teams of agents interacting over a network. We can represent their in-
teractions via a graph G = (V, E), where the set of vertices V' corresponds to the agents and the set
of (undirected) edges correspond to their interactions. Let agent i from team m receive a local payoff
' A x [Luen A7 — R depending on the actions of the neighboring agents only. Agent i adds
the neighboring team members’ local payoffs whereas subtracts the other neighbors’ local payoffs in his/her



Algorithm Family 1 Team-FP dynamics

initialize: {7§},.m and {a’ 1}jeTm\(i} arbitrarily
for each stage k =0,1,...do
play
ai ~ pt  if chosen
{ ai =ai | otherwise
where pi is given by (7)
update 7}, = 7}, + ay(af — 7f) forall £ # m
end for

total payoff. In other words, the total payoff is given by

u= Y Tgeryr = Y Lgenagr )
ji(i,4)ER j:(4,5)EE

This yields that the team m has the potential function

quEer—er, 4)

JETm J¢Tm
and therefore, these potential functions sum to zero.

Given the strategy profile of teams {7 € A(A™)}e7, we define the team-Nash gap for team
m as

NG"(m) = _mae 6" (7 ") — "), ©

and NG(7) :== Y, .+ NG™(r), where 7~™ := {n*}1..,,,. Correspondingly, we say that the strategy
profile of teams {7}, is e-team-Nash equilibrium if NG(7) < e.

3 Team-Fictitious-Play Algorithms

We next present the Team-FP dynamics combining the log-linear learning and fictitious play dy-
namics for learning in multi-team games played repeatedly. Let ai € A’ denote the agent i’s
action at stage k. Correspondingly, a}' = (a};)ieTm denote the team m’s action profile. Observing
the joint actions of team m, agents j ¢ 7, can form a belief about the team m's joint strategy. Let
" € A(A™) denote the belief they formed. We can view actions as pure strategy. Then, agents
J ¢ Tm can update the belief according to

Ty = +ag(ay — ) VE=0,1,... ©)

such that the belief 7}, ; corresponds to the empirical average of the past action profiles {ag’, ..., a}"'}.

Agent i from team m either takes the latest action a,_; (a}, = a}_,), or takes the action a,



Algorithm Family 2 Independent Team-FP dynamics

initialize: {7§},.m and {a’ 1}jeTm\(i} arbitrarily
for each stage k =0,1,...do

play

{ a}c ~ uz w.p. 6
ap, =a;_, w.p.(1-9)

where pi is given by (7)

update 7, = 7}, + ay(af — 7f) forall £ # m
end for

according to the logit response pé € A(AY), ie., al ~ pi € A(A"). The logit response pi is given
by

exp (U,ﬁ (ai)/T)
> exp (Ui(@)/7)

ate Al

i (a’) = Vai € A, 7)

for some temperature parameter 7 > 0, where U} (a’) := D [ui(a’,a;",a™™)] forall @’ €
Al at = {ai_l} jeTm\giy and m " = {7t }r.4m. Due to the definition of potential function ¢™ ()

for team m, as described in (1), the logit response y is also given by

ph = argmax {®(u) + 7H(p)} Vi € Tr, 8)
HEA(A?)
where ®}" (1) := E(aﬁg‘m)w(u,n;m) [¢%(a, a]:'hgfm)] and #(-) is the entropy regularization.

We introduce Team-FP and independent Team-FP dynamics depending on how agents update
their actions. In the former, a single agent can get chosen randomly, as in the classical log-linear
learning. In the latter, each agent can update his/her action with probability 6 € (0,1) indepen-
dent of others, as in the independent log-linear learning. The latter addresses the coordination
burden in the update of actions within teams. Algorithms 1 and 2 provide descriptions of these
dynamics for the typical agent ¢ from team m.

Agents can have networked interactions such that their payoff functions depend only on the
actions of certain agents, e.g., from one/two-hop neighborhoods. For such cases, agents can form
beliefs about these neighbors’ strategies only as if they play according to some stationary strategy.
For example, assume that the payoff of agent i ¢ 7,,, depends only on the actions of agent j € N'N
T for some neighborhood N. Agent i can form a belief about these agents’ strategies according

to
i =1 4 ag(d™ — 7™ Yk =0,1,... 9)

where ai™ = { ai }iennT,- Then, mi™ would correspond to the marginalization of 7} for the agents



j € N'NTp,. Therefore, local observations (within the neighborhood) would be sufficient to follow
Algorithms 1 and 2. Furthermore, we focus on the homogeneous cases where agents j ¢ 7,, have
a common belief about team m’s strategy, which is possible, e.g., when they have common initial

belief and use the same step size.

4 Convergence Results

For the convergence analysis of Algorithms 1 and 2, we make the following assumption on the

step sizes used.

Assumption 1. The step size oy, € [0, 1] satisfies the stochastic approximation conditions: ay — 0 as

k— 00, Y 0ok =00, and Y oo ai < co. Additionally, we have oy, — i1 > Q1.

The last condition in Assumption 1 ensures that recent observations do not have much weight
in the empirical averages computed. The classical example aj, = 1/(k + 1) satisfies Assumption 1.
The following theorem shows the convergence of Algorithms 1 and 2 to near team-Nash equi-

librium.

Theorem 1. [Main Result] Given a ZSPTG characterized by (T, (A%, u");cz), let every agent follow either
Algorithm 1 or 2. If Assumption 1 holds, then the Nash gap for 71y, := (7]')meT satisfies

lim sup NG(7g) < 7log|A| (10)
k—o0
for Algorithm 1, and
limsup NG(my) < 7log |[A| + D - K () (17)
k—o0

for Algorithm 2, where D > 0 is some constant and K (-), as described later in (30), vanishes as § — 0.

The critical challenge in the convergence analysis is the non-stationarity induced by the adap-
tation of the opponent teams while the team members are learning to coordinate in the best team
response. We address this issue by approximating the dynamics with a fictional scenario as if
the agents do not update their beliefs formed about the opponent teams’ play over finite-length
epochs so that they could have learned to team up. We can couple the dynamics in the main and
fictional scenarios to bound the approximation error since these two scenarios become more and
more similar across epochs due to the averaging in the beliefs formed. Sayin and Unlu [2023]
used a similar approach to address the non-stationarity of stage games in stochastic team prob-
lems. Distinctly, we then relax the problem by considering any approximation error within these
bounds and apply stochastic differential inclusion approximation (e.g., see Benaim et al. [2005],
Perkins and Leslie [2013]) to turn the problem into continuous-time better response dynamics with

arbitrary bounded errors in zero-sum polymatrix games.



The following corollary to the main result shows the rationality of the (independent) Team-FP

dynamics.

Corollary 1. Given a ZSPTG characterized by (T, (A',u);c1), let agents from team m follow either
Algorithm 1 or 2 while other teams play according to some stationary strategy =~ "". If Assumption 1 holds,

then empirical average of the action profiles played by team m satisfies

limsup NG™ (7", 7 ™) < 7log |A] (12)
k—ro00
for Algorithm 1, and
limsup NG (7', 7~ ™) < tlog|A| + D - K(9) (13)
k—ro0

for Algorithm 2.

4.1 Proof of Main Result

The following is an overview of the proof in two steps:

Step 1. We first divide the horizon into epochs. Then, within each epoch, we characterize
the cumulative update on the beliefs of agents. Here, we introduce the joint action distributions,
the difference of actual joint actions, and these distributions as a Martingale difference sequence.
Then, by exploring a fictional scenario where beliefs do not change within an epoch, we character-
ize the difference between the joint action distributions and the stationary distribution of a Markov
chain (MC) induced by the fictional scenario. This difference is the common error term for both
algorithms. We prove that we could have bound this error with an arbitrarily small number if we
had chosen a sufficiently large epoch length. Then, independent update of actions in Algorithm 2
causes an additional bounded error term as the difference between the stationary distribution of
the MC induced and the smoothed best response of a team.

Step 2. By relaxing the problem and allowing the total error to take any value within the
bounds, we use Theorem 2 and characterize the limit behavior of the discrete belief update by
using a Lyapunov function. We conclude the proof by showing that the set where the Lyapunov
function does not change anymore and has an empty interior is an e-team-NE for Algorithms 1
and 2, with different bounds on e.

Some preliminary information about stochastic approximation methods and optimal coupling
lemma are provided in Appendix A.1. The proofs for technical lemmas and propositions are
moved in Appendix A.3.

Step 1. Let 7" denote the belief of others on the joint actions of team m. Then, the update rule

is given in (9). Observing the actions of agents from team m, agents from other teams can update



their belief according to
T = +aglay —mp) Ve=0,1,... (14)
If we divide the horizon into T-length epochs, the belief update for the agents can be written as
ko+T—1 ko+T—1 t+T-1
T = Z (1 —ay) | 7y + Z apay’ ( H (1— o@) . (15)
k=ko k=ko (=k+1

Let n be the epoch index and 7(;, := w7, for all n denote the belief about team m in epoch n.

Furthermore, for the sake of notational simplicity we define

(k+1)T—1
Br=ar [ (1—a) (16a)
I=k+1
(n+1)T-1
Bn) = Z Bk (16b)
k=nT
We can rewrite (15) in epoch n as
(n+1)T—1
m m k m
Ty = = Ba)mly +Bmy | D Bow (17)
k=nT
Let F(,, be a filtration generated by o-algebra o(Ao,...,Ayr—1) where A, denotes the joint actions
taken by each team at stage ¢, i.e.,, Ay = (af,..., a). Ttis important to note that 77% is Fn)-

measurable function. Let’s define the joint action distributions of team m at time & in epoch n as

follows
H%,k = E[QZLV(”)]. (18)

Then, we can write (17) as in the form of stochastic approximation

(n+1)T-1 3
m m k
7T(n+1) = (1 - /B(n))ﬂ'(n) + ﬂ(n) Z B /‘L(n k +w (n+1) (19)
k=n1 (")
where w(y .| is a Martingale difference sequence defined as
(n+1)T—-1
m . k m m
S = D 3 (Qk: - #(n),k) : (20)
k=nT (")

Now, let’s consider a fictional scenario for the analysis in which the beliefs are only updated



at the ends of T-length epochs as in Sayin and Unlu [2023]. In this fictional scenario, we consider
that, 7" = WEZ) vl <t <nT —1, Vm € T. In this case, consider the MC generated by the

log-linear learning for team m. Each joint action profile af;,) , is a state and anytime an agent is

K
randomly chosen and choose to change their action, a transition to another state happens, but the
actual scenario is not an MC. On the other hand, fictional scenario generates a homogenous MC
whose stationary distribution is crucial in the following analysis.

Define the stationary distribution of the MC of the joint actions of team m in the fictional
scenario for Team-FP and Independent Team-FP as 1) v and /77(71),*/ respectively. Note that, for
Team-FDP, the stationary distribution of the fictional scenario is the smoothed best response of the
team m to the constant beliefs about other teams since log-linear learning converges under the
assumption of stationary opponent Blume [1993], Marden and Shamma [2012]. Hence, the sta-

tionary distribution of the fictional scenario for Algorithm 1 can be written as

A = argmax (67 () + TH(u)). 1)

HEA(A)™

)

Then, we can write the belief update for team m (15) as

Ty = (= Boo)wlay + By (g + ey + 2oy + 20 ) 22)

where €7, is the error due to the difference between the stationary distribution of the fictional
scenario and the state distribution of the actual scenario, and é‘% is the error due to the difference
between the stationary distribution of the fictional scenario in Independent Team-FP and Team-FP.
Note that 7, = 0if Algorithm 1 is followed.

8
I
=
S~
L

ey = (i k — ey ) (23a)
(n) et 5(n) (n) (n)x
(n+1)T—1 3
=m S k' ~m ~
€n) Z m( (e — Fimy )
k=nT n
= ﬁa)fk - /j[/’grll)’*7 (23b)

where the second equality in (23b) follows from (16b).

Lemma 1.  Given the stationary distribution of the MC in the fictional scenario, [i(,) ., the difference
between the stationary distribution of the fictional scenario and the state distribution of the actual scenario
can be bounded as

Hu’(z)’k - /77(71),*”1 <ep ™ L dToanr Yme T, (24)

where ¢, d, and p are some constants.
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Then, Lemma 1 yields that, we can bound 5’(77‘1).

(n+1)T—1

B m ~m
lemih < > W’“)uu(n),k—u(m,*u (25a)

k=nT n

(n4+1)T—1
3 Bk Q:”%T+dT%ﬁ) (25b)
k=nT

(n4+1)T—1 3, (n+1)T-1 5,
k=nT (n) k=nT (n)

where (25a) follows from triangle inequality, and (25b) follows from (24). Assuming the no recency
bias condition on the step size parameter in Assumption 1, Sx+1/8r < 1 holds. Then, because of

the monotonically decreasing property of 3y,

(n+1)T-1

/8 —n 671 —n
Z ﬁikpk Tgﬁl Z T (26a)
k=nT (") (") j=nr
5nT 1
< —-—— (26b)
6(n) I—p
Note that, gnT — —asn—>oo Also, To,,7 — 0asn — oo.
Then, we can bound the error with the following inequality,
1 1
lim sup He H1 < VYm e T, (27)
n—00 T 1 -

This implies that, we could bound the error due to the difference of fictional and actual scenario
with an arbitrarily small number if we had selected a sufficiently large T'.

We can also bound %) using Lemma 3 [Sayin and Unlu, 2023, Lemma 5], as when the beliefs
are fixed, this error is the difference of stationary distributions between the classical log-linear

learning and independent log-linear learning,

14 (0
[yl < 201 A@) T LSO

YmeT, (28)
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where

| T (1 — )1

NO) = gy (29a)
= ol oo {77 )
o (|T5(<5§1—_<?_T 5|>|_;>> - 2
and define
K™(6) == 2(1 — )\(5)T’”|)1J€r§(6) VmeT (30a)
K(8) = max K™(6). (30b)

meT

Note that, as § — 0%, K™ (), K(6) — 0.

Step 2. To use stochastic approximation with differential inclusion methods, let’s define f(-): A —
RXmer IA™ I where A = Xmer A(A™) and
F(Tn)) = Bmyx — T(n) + €m) (31)

where i)\ = (ufy) ImeTs Tn) = (T3 )meTs €y = (€m))meT + (€(n))meT- Then, we relax the
problem and let e™ C A(A™) be a set of vectors such that each vector in e™ satisfies the following

condition

1
Il Sfil + K™(§) Veee™ (32)

Given this, we can define the set-valued function F'(-): A — RZmeT 1A™1 a5 follows,
F(nr)€uy—m+e (33)

where )" is the smoothed best response to 7=, and iy := (1" )mer, ™ = (7" )meT, € == (€™ )meT,

which are stacked vectors of beliefs, smoothed best responses and sets of error terms, respectively.
Proposition 1. The set-valued function F(-), as described in (33), is a Marchaud map.

Proposition 1 and Theorem 2 yields that (22) converges to the global attractor of the differential

inclusion if it exists, i.e.,
atepl —a"+e™ YmeT. (34)

Here, the error term due to the non-stationary behavior of beliefs and the error term caused by

12



independent log-linear learning are included in the stochastic approximation. We have formulated
bounds on the error terms in the limit and relaxed the problem by allowing the error term to be
anything within the bounds. Thus, we can characterize the limit behavior of (22) through (34) if
there exists a Lyapunov function V.

Define the following functions,

L™(r) == max {o" (7™ + TH() } — ¢™( (35a)
=) L™ (35b)
meT
H =) log(|A"]). (35¢)
meT

Proposition 2. Consider a differential inclusion described in (34). Then, the following continuous func-
tion V : A(A) — [0, 00) is a Lyapunov function of (34) for the set A = {V(7) = 0}.
C
V(r) = [L(w) ———-DK()—-1H (36)
T +
where C' and D are some positive constants, T is the epoch length, and K (0) is the bound for the error
resulting from following Algorithm 2.

Given the Proposition 2, Theorem 2 [Perkins and Leslie, 2013, Theorem 3.1], and [Benaim et al.,
2005, Proposition 3.27], as all the solutions to the differential inclusion (34) asymptotically con-
verges to the set A = {7 : V(m) = 0}, the discrete-time update (22) also converges to the same set A
as a perturbed solution of the differential inclusion. Within the set A, 0 < L(7) < % +DK(6)+71H.

Therefore,

lim sup L(7(,)) < ¢ + DK(0) +TH. (37)

n—00 T

Since L™ (m(y)) > 0 for all 777!

(m €M E T, (35b) and (37) yields that,

limsup L™ (7)) < % +DK()+7H Vme T. (38)
n—oo
By definition,
L™ () > mae { 6™ (1, 7, ) } = 6™ (), (39)

and this leads to the following result.

limsupmax{gb (,u,( )} " (7 )<9+DKm(5)+TH YmeT. (40)
n—o00 12 n) T
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Figure 2: The visualization illustrates an example of ZSPTG that has been randomly generated
and used in simulation, in which O, [], and O agents constitute each team.

The limit behavior can be characterized as an e-team-NE, where, e = DK (§) + 7H. The reason
for that is, for any given lower bound on the limit set boundaries, DK (0) + 7H + ¢, we could have
chosen a sufficiently large T at the beginning so that & < e. Recall that, the term K (§) only appears
if Algorithm 2 is used instead of Algorithm 1. Therefore, we can conclude that for Algorithm 1,
the e-team-NE is reached asymptotically where ¢ = 7H, and for Algorithm 2, the limit set is an
e-near NE where, e = DK (0) + 7H,and DK (§) - 0asé — 0.

Note that (35b) and (39) yields the following inequality,

Lngy) > max {¢"(u,7~")} = ¢™(m), (41)

meT

which is equal to NG(7)(,,). Therefore, it can be concluded with a similar reasoning that,

limsup NG(7,) < 7 Z log(]A™]) (42)
k=00 meT
for Algorithm 1, and
limsup NG(7) < DK (0) + 7 Z log(|A™]) (43)
k—oc0 meT

for Algorithm 2.

5 Simulation Results

In this section, we provide the simulation results for the evolution of NGs in Algorithms 1 and 2

with a specific focus on the impact of parameters 7 and the independent update of actions. We
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consider an example ZSPTG of three teams for both algorithms. Figure 2 is an illustration of the
networked interactions in the example. We provide further details on the example in Appendix
A2.

For the simulation purposes, given the team size and number of teams, we randomly generate
a graph with 0.3 probability of edge connection for any random edge. Then we define random
valued functions for each edge. These edge functions are defined with a value from a uniform
random distribution for each joint action of neighbors who are in the team and neighbors who
are in the opponent’s team. Then, the edge functions are aggregated over edges to the nodes to
generate the reward of each agent.

All the simulations are executed on a computer equipped with an Intel Xeon W7-3455 CPU
and 128 GB RAM. For the Team-FP (Independent Team-FP), we have generated a three team game
where each team has three agents with two possible actions, i.e., |T| = 3, |Z| = 9, and |A?| = 2 for
all 7 € Z. Hence, the size of the joint action space is 8 for each team.

We examine the evolution of NG in the Team-FP dynamics for different values of 7 € {0.1,0.15,0.2}
over 15 independent trials for 10° iterations. We also compare the evolution of NG in the Team-
FP and Independent Team-FP dynamics for 7 = 0.1, § = 0.2. The step size is also chosen to be
ar = 1/(k + 1) for both algorithms. All simulation results (see Figure 3) show convergence, and
we observe lower final values of NG() for smaller 7 as we predicted. The Independent Team-FP

requires more iterations to converge as updates are less frequent compared to Team-FP.

6 Conclusion

In this work we introduced a new variant of FD, called Team-FP, reaching equilibrium in multi-
team competition. This variant was particularly tailored for zero-sum potential team games (ZSPTGs);
bridging the gap between potential games for single teams and zero-sum polymatrix games for
individual team members, and expanding the applicability of FP in addressing complex interac-
tions among multiple teams. The proposed dynamics involved agents adhering to a straightfor-
ward behavioral rule, responding to the actions of neighboring team members while incorporat-
ing elements of inertia and exploration. We established the almost sure convergence of empirical
averages of teams’ action profiles toward near team-Nash equilibrium, assuming standard condi-
tions on the step sizes. Additionally, we formulated a bound on the approximation error, which

diminishes with the exploration in agents’ responses.
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Figure 3: Convergence of the Nash gap over 10° iterations for a three team network, for Algorithm
1in 3a and a comparison of Team-FP and Independent Team-FP in 3b. The solid curves represent
the mean of NG over 15 different trials and the shaded areas are the one standard deviation above

and below the mean of NG for each 7.
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A Appendix

A1 Preliminary Information

For completeness, we provide preliminary information about stochastic approximation frame-
work with differential inclusion Benaim et al. [2005], Perkins and Leslie [2013] and the ergodicity
of MCs Sayin and Unlu [2023] used in the proof of the main result.

Definition 1 (Lyapunov function) We say that a continuous function V : R™ — R is a Lyapunov
function for a subset A of R™ provided that for any trajectory of the flow ¢, e.g. p+(x),

e V(y) < V(x)forallz € R™\ A,y € p(z),t >0,
o V(y) <V(z)forallz € A,y € oi(z), t >0,
Definition 2 (Marchaud map) Perkins and Leslie [2013] A set-valued function F(-): X — R" isa
Marchaud map (or stochastic approximation map) if
(i) F'(-) is upper semi-continuous, or equivalently, Graph(F') = {(z,y) : y € F(x)} is closed.
(ii) Forall x € X, F(x) is a non-empty, compact, and convex subset of R™.

(iii) There exists a ¢ > 0 such that supyc gy ||yl < c(1 + ||z]]) forall z € X.

A.1.1 Stochastic Approximation Differential Inclusion

Theorem 2. [Perkins and Leslie, 2013, Theorem 3.1] Consider a sequence {yi € Y } >0 evolving according

to

Yk+1 — Uk — o (er + wi) € anF (yx), (44)

where
* The step sizes {ay, € [0,1]}32, decay at a suitable rate such that Y32 o oy, = oo and Y oo i < oc.
e The set valued F(y) is a Marchaud map.
o The error term ||leg|| — 0 almost surely.

e The noise sequence {wy, } is Fj1-measurable with respect to the filtration Fy, generated by o-algebra
o(yo,wo, - - . ,wk—1). Furthermore, {wy, } is a Martingale difference sequence satisfying E[w|F] = 0
and B[||wg ||?|Fx] < W for some constant W for all k > 0 almost surely.
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Then, the linear interpolation of yy, is an asymptotic pseudo-trajectory to the differential inclusion

yeFy). (45)

Therefore, one can characterize the limit behavior of (44) through (45) if there exists a Lyapunov
function V' as given in Definition 1. Note that for A C Yand V : Y — R, V(A) C R has empty
interior. Therefore, every internally chain transitive set of differential inclusion (45) and the limit

set of discrete update (44) are contained in A [Benaim et al., 2005, Proposition 3.27].

Lemma 2. [Sayin and Unlu, 2023, Lemma 2] Consider two discrete-time processes {w }+>0 and {&¢ }+>0
over a finite state space (2 evolving according to transition kernels ]3( o) € A(Q) and Py(-|wt, wi—1, ..., wo) €

A(R2). Suppose that these processes satisfy the following conditions

(i) Forany pair (0, w) € Qx Q, where & # w, these processes follow some r-length paths to a destination
state ', such that & = /ﬁo, . ,}\LH and w = h, ... h", where they do not traverse the same state on

these paths until reaching destination state. Moreover, there exist €, > 0 such that for all t

Pr(/\ aHk:ﬁk@t:a) >¢ and Pr(/\thrk:hkwt:w) > e (46)

k=1 k=1

(ii) Foranyt =0,...,T — 1, there exists some constant X\ € (0, 1] such that
HPt(-\ht,...,ho)—ﬁ(-]ht)H <1 (47)

forall {h, € Q}._,.

Then, let iy € A(QY) and 1y € A(S2) denote the distributions of wy and Wy, respectively. Then, there exists
a coupling over discrete-time processes {w;} and {0} such that
1+4¢cg

e — Bl <201 —e8) st +2(1 — A)——— Wt =0,...,T — 1. (48)
ge

Lemma 3. [Sayin and Unlu, 2023, Lemma 5] Consider an n-agent identical-interest normal-form game
characterized by the tuple G = ((A")ie[n), ), where A" is the finite action set of agent i, A = [];c(, A’
is the joint action profile and r : A — R is the common reward function. Let i € A(A) and p € A(A)
be the stationary distribution over the action profiles when agents adopted the classical log-linear learning
and independent log-linear learning in the repeated play of G, respectively. Then, one can characterize the

closeness of these two stationary distributions as follows

1+ €(5)

I = plh < K(8) =201 = MO — 75

(49)
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where \(0) =

né(1 —§)"1 @ —gmt\" I B
T-(-ar © (0.1] and €0) = (n(l —(1- 5)n)> > 0fore:= mexp(—%/ﬂ >

0 and @ is the upper bound on potential function. As § — 0%, we have K(8) — 0 since A\(8) — 1 and
€(8) — (¢/n)*™

A.2 Multi-Team Network Example

Example 2. Let’s construct a solid example of a ZSPTG for more than 2 teams. For notational simplicity,
in this example, we make the following definitions. For any set J C I, A =[], ; A" and o’ € A”.

Consider a multi-team network game defined by the graph G = (Z,E) and the tuple (T, (A%, r");ez).
For notational simplicity, define 1-hop neighbors of agent i as, N'(i) == {j: (i,j) € £}, and define the set of
agents in team of i as [i]. Assume that for each pair of connected agents where the agents are from different
teams, (i,7) € & and [i] # [j], there is a function v = ANONEVLD 5 R, where u = 0 if (4, 5) ¢ E.
Define a function, u' == AN — R such that,

W= Y (NN NG, (50)
JENGNT\))

Now let the reward functions r* for each agent be defined as

rt = Z w — Z Z uth, (51)

FEWN(@HN[)) LeN(@)NT\[i]) he(NV(O)N[2])

Note that the domain of the reward function r' is actions of set of agents, which is a subset of 2-hop neighbors
of agent i. In the upcoming analysis, we will demonstrate that this game unfolds as a ZSPTG.
Define the potential function ¢™ : A — R for team m as follows

oM = Z Z u — It (52)

1€Tm jEN (1)

Since each edge relation appears twice in the overall sum, and each term has a negative complement within
the overall sum of potential functions, the equaility )+ ¢™ = 0 holds. Hence, this is a zero-sum game.
Furthermore, if agent i € T, changes their action from a' to @', denoting the joint action profiles, resp.,
with a and a; then the change in this single action only affects the values of the set of pairwise functions
{w/':j € (N@GE)N[i]) and £ € (N (G)NZ\[i]))}U{u?® : 5 € W GE)NZ\[i]) and £ € (N'(j)N[i])} in which
the action of agent i is in the domain. In other words, it is as if everyone can only affect the relation between

neighbor team members’ opponents, or neighbor opponents” opponents which act like the team members to
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themselves. Then, the difference in the potential functions can be written as,

(@) —¢Ma) = > Yoo ul

FEW ()N[d]) Le(N (H)NT\[i])

- > >t (53)

LE(N()NT\[i]) he(N (ONi])
= ri(a) — ri(a). (54)

Therefore, the game is a potential game. Note that the potential function is also separable. Define
¢ A™ x AY > Ras

Pt = Z Z u — It (55)

1€Tm j€T,
Then, the following equality
= o™ (56)
gegnl

can be verified. Hence, the separability condition is also satisfied, and the example game is a ZSPTG.

A.3 Proofs of Lemma 1 and Propositions 1 and 2
Proof of Lemma 1

The transition probabilities between states depend only on the beliefs on the other teams. There-
fore, for the fictional scenario, during an epoch, this MC is homogenous. Let, P{Z), , be the transi-
tion probabilities of the original non-homogeneous MC for the transition probabilities of the joint
action profiles for team m, and let ﬁ(”;) be the transition probabilities for the fictional scenario
for the team m. For notational simplicity, we drop superscript m denoting the team, but P,
and JS(n) denote the transition probabilities for the same team in original and fictional scenarios,
respectively.

Step 1. In classical log-linear learning, at each step, only one agent can change their action
and due to the soft-max nature of this action change, any action has positive probability which is
bounded from below. This bound only depends on the minimum and maximum values of any
agents’ reward, which are defined by the game and bounded by definition, and the temperature
parameter. If we divide that bound by the number of agents in the team (|7,,|), we can obtain

a lower bound on the probability of changing to any joint action which can be reached within a
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single step. Let’s call that bound &. Then, for any state w or &, there is a { > 0 such that

P( (w|wk) > ¢ — P(n (w|wk) >0 (57)
Py x(@l@r) > € == Py (@[@r) > 0. (58)

The bound £ can be chosen as

1 exp (min(e)/7)
¢ = - ) (59)
max | T max |A?| exp (max(¢)/T)

Then, we can find a path with positive probability for both of these scenarios, where their state
does not match until they reach x = [7y,,|. In other words, Wi,y nr4kx = O(n)nr+x AN W) | 7 D(n) i
forall k =nT,...,nT + k — 1 with

nT+k

Pr( A o7<n),k\@<n>,nT) > ¢" (60a)
k=nT+1
nT+k

Pr( A %n»k‘ww),nT) > €. (60b)
k=nT+1

Hence, (60) satisfies the first condition for [Sayin and Unlu, 2023, Lemma 2].
Step 2. Consider the total variation distance between two transition probabilities. Transition

probabilities between state w = (a*,a~%) and @ = (@*,a~%) can be written as a function of the belief

as follows
1 e (o (@) /)
Pyg(m,™ 0! 61
w—>w(7r(n)7k) ’7- ’ 714 m ( )
> e (o ( EEEATE)
where Tin ) p = (wfn) i )e#m. Remember that due to the separable structure of the network in
ZSPTG we have
O"(a", (@), ) = D Byt 6" (a, a7 al) (622)
L#m
= (@)™l (62b)
l#m

where @™ = (a"™);c7,, and ®™ is the matrix form of the potential function whose rows are the
joint actions of team m and columns are the joint actions of team /.

Note the due to the Lipschitz property of the soft-max function, there exists an £’ < oo such
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that the total variation distance between two transition probabilities are bounded such that

|Pomatni) = Pama )|, < £ 2@l R (63a)
m 1
<Ly H((I)mg(ﬂ-fn),k - %fn),k:))Hl (63b)
t+£m
< L3 ||y = )|, (63¢)
£m

where £ = [/ malx(HfbméHl). The distance between the belief of the original scenario and the

fictional scenario can also be bounded thanks to the small step size. If we bound |lal, — 7f||1 <

|ag |l + 7|1 = 2. Then using triangle inequality

H (ﬂ{n),k - ;r\fn),k) Hl = H (Trfn),k - ﬂ{n),nT)Hl (64:8)
k+NT—1
< Y o (64b)
t=nT
(n+1)T—1
< Z 20y (64¢)
t=nT
< 2Tay,r. (64d)
1
Let’s consider late epochs where a7 < W, and set 2TL|T |ayr = 1 — A\pyp with 0 < A\pp < 1.
Then,
|Pomsstrin) = Pma(Egn) || < 1= (65)

Hence, the second condition of [Sayin and Unlu, 2023, Lemma 2] is met, and we can invoke
the corresponding Lemma such that given the distributions of the original and fictional scenarios,
following inequality holds for all k£ > nT,

k 1+¢

1k — Ay il 200 =€) % L 2(1 = Nigy) — (66)

1 14+¢

where ¢ = ¢2¢. If we define constants, ¢ := 2 (1 — 5)%*1, p=(1—-¢)x,d=4 , and assume

that the fictional scenario initial distribution is the stationary distribution of the MC, i(,,) ., we can

rewrite the inequality (66) as follows

Hu(n),k - ﬁ(n),*Hl <c-p" T 4 d-Ta,r (67)

forallk > nT. 0O
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Proof of Proposition 1

The set A is compact set by definition as it is a Cartesian product of probability simplexes. Let’s
consider a convergent sequence (7, ftn, — Tp, + €n)n=12,... in the set {(m,,y): y € F(n)}, and let
(m*, p*—m*+-€*) be the point that the sequence converges to. Given 7, any /., is a fixed and unique
value, and it is an element of the compact set that is generated by mapping probability simplex
with the continuous soft-max function. Then, for any 7* € A, p* — 7* is a fixed value within
another compact set. Furthermore, the error term must remain within the compact set e* € e. As
aresult, (7%, u* — 7 + €*) is also within the set {(m,,,y): y € F(n)},and F : A — A>me7 14" is a
closed-set valued map. Therefore, the condition (i) is satisfied.

Givena 7 € A, pu, € A is a fixed value corresponding to the smoothed best responses to
w{n’;leT}. Hence, i, —m is a fixed value for a given . Note that each e € e is a non-empty, bounded,
closed and convex subset of RZme7 4™l Therefore, for any given 7 € A, F(r) = p, — 7+ eisa
non-empty, compact, convex subset of R=me7 I4™ll As a result, (ii) is also satisfied. The function
F is bounded such that

1 1
sup |lyll1 < sup ||7|l1 + sup ||p|l1 +sup|le]| < 2M + M ( + Km(5)> ) (68)
yEF(z) reA peA Tl-p

Hence, it satisfies the condition (iii). Since all three conditions are satisfied, F' is a Marchaud Map

according to the Definition 2. [J

Proof of Proposition 2

Observe that, by definition, all L™ are non-negative, therefore, L as well. Now, let’s consider the

time derivative of L by using envelope theorem

% (L(m) = ((Z mi")%mffrf) ) . (69)

meT fegm

Then, we use the differential inclusion formulation (34)

%(L(vr)) =2 (—L%) +THE) + Y <u1">T<I>mfe€> (70)
meT legm
<—L(m)+ > <¢H<u;"> +> (ui")%m‘ef) , (71)
meT legm

Since 4" is a probability distribution, we can find an upper bound = on the inner summation in
(70) as

1 1
STt < 37 @l < @] ef]ly < (Tl_p +KM<5>) -z ()
legm legm
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The entropy function # (") is bounded from above with log(|A™|), and as a result, (72) yields
that, the inequality (70) can be written as

— (L(m)) < —L(7) + = + DK(8) + 7H. (73)

Then, we choose our Lyapunov function V' as

V(r) = [L(W) _e. DK(§)—-T1H| , (74)
T +
where C,D are constants, and [f(x)]+ is defined as
, if >0
@) = {f @ )
0 , if f(z) <0

Then, for any trajectory of the flow starting from 7, i.e., (), (73) and (74) yields to the fol-

lowing results,

V(y) < V(m) ifV(r) >0 VYye p(n), (76)
V(ir) =0 ifV(r)=0 Vye€ @(m). (77)

<

<

S~—
Il

Therefore, V() is a valid Lyapunov function. OJ
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