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Highlights

• A theorem that formulates the Luce-Raiffa-Aumann (LRA) conjecture in its
fullest form to date and has as its corollaries recent theorems of Adler et al.
[2009] (ADP) and Raimondo [2023]

• A proof of the theorem that appeals to a result of Fishburn and Roberts [1978]
on axiomatizations of multilinear utility theory; a connection not forged before

• An alternative proof of the theorem as a consequence of the ADP result for a
game with two-players, each limited to three actions; an observation missed in
earlier work

• An open question (to be pursued elsewhere) arising of the re-scaling result con-
cerning the existence of Nash equilibria in games defined on mixture spaces.

• A potential connection of the second proof to the work of Moulin and Vial [1978]
on strategically zero-sum games, and thereby to recent work in computer science
on fast algorithms for the computation of Nash equilibria

In all of man’s written record there has been a preoccupation with conflict of interest. . . [W]e
find today that conflict of interest, both among individuals and among institutions, is one of
the more dominant concerns of . . . economics, sociology, political science, and other areas to
a lesser degree.1 Luce-Raiffa (1957)

Game theory, a mathematical theory that shares a common foundation in the assumption
that actors must be strategic, or individualistically competitive against others, offers a unified
methodology and a comprehensive understanding of purposive agency that rejects joint maxi-
mization and shared intention, and reduces preference satisfaction to narrow self-interest.2

S. M. Amadae (2015)

1 Introduction

A folk theorem of central importance to the theory of games states that every two-person adver-
sarial game is an affine transformation of a zero-sum game. Luce and Raiffa [1957] appeal to this
observation in their exposition of two-person non-cooperative games to justify confining attention

1 The authors note that “possibly only the topics of God, love, and inner struggle have received comparable attention;”
see [Luce and Raiffa, 1957, paragraph 1, page 1]. The reader may also want to look at the excellent, treatment of
the subject in [Luce and Raiffa, 1957, Chapters 4 and 5].

2 The author notes “Theorists apply the same tools and models to widely divergent fields of investigation: economics,
politics, conflict resolution and evolution.” The epigraph is a composite taken from sentences in [Amadae, 2015,
pp. vxiii-xx]. The footnotes of her prologue give the most up-to-date bibliography of the interdisciplinary reach of
the subject known to the authors.
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to zero-sum games in their treatment of adversarial games — called by them strictly competitive
games.

Decades later, Aumann [1987] gave the contours of a formal description of the folk theorem in
his masterful 1987 survey of game theory:

Since randomized strategies are admitted, this condition applies also to mixed outcomes (prob-
ability mixtures of pure outcomes). From this it may be seen that a two-person game is strictly
competitive if and only if, for an appropriate choice of utility functions, the utility payoffs of
the players sum to zero in each square of the matrix (p. 19).

More recently, Adler et al. [2009], henceforth (ADP), have complained that the literature treating
the folk theorem has sown confusion and further that no proof exists in full or in outline. They
proceed to give two elementary proofs of the folk theorem for finite action sets, one in an algebraic
register, the other in a combinatorial one, each being, they contend, “quite non-trivial” (p. 472).

Subsequent work by Raimondo [2023] takes up the folk theorem, who calls it the Luce-Raiffa-
Aumann (LRA) conjecture, as we shall henceforth call the folk theorem.3 Raimondo [2023] proves
the LRA conjecture for the case of closed interval action sets and continuous utilities, extending the
result of ADP for finite action sets. He offers a functional analytic proof by necessity different from
the previous ones.

This letter offers a synthetic treatment, and thereby contributes to the theory of two-person
games in the following ways:

(i) It offers a formulation of the LRA conjecture in the form of a general theorem that subsumes
the central results of Adler et al. [2009] and Raimondo [2023] and may have interest also for
its own sake.

(ii) It derives the result as a simple consequence of a well-known results of Fishburn [1976] and
Fishburn and Roberts [1978] on axiomatizations of multilinear utility theory for n-person
games. This connection has so far escaped attention in the antecedent literature.

(iii) It offers a second proof of the generalized theorem presented here as a simple corollary of the
theorem in Adler et al. [2009] for the specific instance of games with two-players, each with
three actions. This observation has also escaped attention.

(iv) Since the work of Moulin and Vial [1978] has received substantial attention by computer sci-
entists in the presentation of efficient algorithm, the relationship we draw to the rescaling
theorem presented here has obvious implications for future work.

The material presented below is laid out as follows: Section 2 presents lays out the basic notation
and termnology that allows us to present what we refer to as the Fishburn-Roberts theorem. Section 3
presents our main result and uses it to derive the recent theorems of ADP and Raimondo; it also offers
two proofs of the result. Section 4 concludes the letter by drawing connections to Moulin and Vial
[1978] on strategically zero-sum games, and through it, to recent work in both computer science and
economics on computability of equilibria of two-player games.

3 For precise renderings of the LRA conjecture, see Theorem 3.1 below, and its earlier formalizations in Aumann
[1987], Adler et al. [2009], Raimondo [2023], and more generally, the discusion in the references in Footnote 1.
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2 Notation and Terminology

Given a binary relation - on a set X , we denote its asymmetric and symmetric parts on X by ≺ and
∼, respectively. Given an n-tuple (p1, . . . , pn) belonging to the n-fold Cartesian product of n sets and
i = 1, . . . , n, we adopt the usual convention to denote by p−i the n−1-tuple (p1, . . . , pi−1, pi+1, . . . , pn)
and by (q, p−i) the n-tuple (p1, . . . , pi−1, q, pi+1, . . .).

An ordered bilinear mixture space is a quintuple M =
(

M1,M2, -, ⊕1,⊕2

)

consisting of

nonempty sets M1 and M2, a binary relation - on M1 ×M2, and functions ⊕i for i = 1, 2 :

⊕i : [0, 1]×Mi ×Mi → Mi (α, p, q) 7→ αp ⊕i (1− α)q

satisfying the following five requirements for all p, q, r, s ∈ M1 ×M2, α, β ∈ [0, 1], and i, j = 1, 2:

ms1 - is a total preorder on M1 ×M2;

ms2
(

αpi ⊕i (1− α)qi, r−i

)

∼
(

(1− α)qi ⊕i αpi, r−i

)

ms3

(

β
(

αpi ⊕i (1− α)qi
)

⊕i

(

1− β
)

qi, r−i

)

∼
(

αβpi ⊕i (1− αβ)qi, r−i

)

ms4 If p ≻ q and q ≻ (ri, p−i), then there are α, β ∈ (0, 1) such that:

(

αpi ⊕i (1− α)ri, p−i

)

≻ q and q ≻
(

βpi ⊕i (1− β)ri, p−i

)

ms5 If p ≻ q and (ri, p−i) ∼ (sj , q−j), then
(

αpi⊕i (1−α)ri, p−i

)

≻
(

αqj ⊕j (1−α)sj , q−j

)

.

Conditions ms2, ms3, ms4 are the usual mixture space axioms along each dimension, while condition
ms5 is an interdimensional reformulation of the usual independence axiom.

A function u : M1 × M2 → R is said to be a bilinear representation of - if it satisfies the
following two properties for all p, q, r ∈ M1 ×M2, α ∈ [0, 1], and i = 1, 2:

Rep p - q if and only if u(p) ≤ u(q); and

Bilin u
(

αpi ⊕i (1− α)qi, r−i

)

= αu(pi, r−i) + (1− α)u(qi, r−i).

Let X be a set. Recall that a function f : X → R is said to be a positive affine transformation

of a function g : X → R if there are α, β ∈ R with α > 0 such that f(x) = αg(x) + β for all x ∈ X .
We can now present:

Theorem 2.1 (Fishburn and Roberts 1978). Suppose M =
(

M1,M2, -, ⊕1,⊕2

)

is an ordered

bilinear mixture space. Then there is a bilinear representation u of - such that any other bilinear
representation of M is a positive affine transformation of u — that is to say, the function u is unique
up to a positive affine transformation.

Proof. See the proof of Theorem 2 from Fishburn and Roberts [1978].
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3 The Luce-Raiffa-Aumann Conjecture Reformulated

A two-person non-cooperative game is a quadruple G = 〈P1,P2, u1, u2〉 consisting of nonempty
sets P1 and P2 and real-valued functions u1 and u2 on the Cartesian product P1 × P2. It is said to
be adversarial, or strictly competitive, if for all σ, τ ∈ P1 ×P2:

u1(σ) ≥ u1(τ) ⇐⇒ u2(σ) ≤ u2(τ). (1)

The game G is said to be zero-sum if equality u1(σ) + u2(σ) = 0 obtains for all σ ∈ P1 × P2.
If in addition each Pi is convex, the game is said to be bilinear, or bi-affine, if each function

ui is linear in each coordinate — that is, for all σ, τ ∈ P1 ×P2, α, β ∈ [0, 1], and u ∈ {u1, u2}:

u
(

ασ1 + (1− α)τ1, βσ2 + (1− β)τ2

)

= αu
(

σ1, βσ2 + (1− β)τ2

)

+ (1− α)u
(

τ1, βσ2 + (1− β)τ2

)

= βu
(

ασ1 + (1− α)τ1, σ2

)

+ (1− β)u
(

ασ1 + (1− α)τ1, τ2

)

.

3.1 Two-Person Adversarial Games are Zero-Sum

Established forthwith is that every two-person adversarial game is, up to a positive affine transfor-
mation, zero-sum, by appeal to Theorem 2.1.

Theorem 3.1. Let G = 〈P1,P2, u1, u2〉 be a two-person non-cooperative game. Suppose P1 and P2

are convex and G is bilinear. Then the following are equivalent:

(a) Game G is adversarial;

(b) Function u2 is a positive affine transformation of function −u1;

(c) There is a positive affine transformation v1 of u1 such that Z = 〈P1,P2, v1, u2〉 is zero-sum. �

Proof. To show that (a) implies (b), suppose G is adversarial. Define a binary relation - on P1×P2

by setting for all σ, τ ∈ P1 ×P2:

σ - τ ⇐⇒ −u1(σ) ≤ −u1(τ).

By stipulation, the function −u1 is a bilinear representation of -. Since G is adversarial, the function
u2 is also a bilinear representation of -. Thus, by Theorem 2.1, it follows that u2 = α(−u1) + β for
some α, β ∈ R with α > 0, whence (b).

To see that (b) implies (c), suppose u2 is a positive affine transformation of −u1, whereby
u2 = −αu1 + β for some α, β ∈ R with α > 0. Observe that Z = 〈P1,P2, αu1 − β, u2〉 is zero-sum,
as desired.

For the implication from (c) to (a), it is straightforwardly verified that if Z = 〈P1,P2, v1, u2〉 is
zero-sum for some positive affine transformation v1 of u1, then game G is a adversarial.

3.2 Antecedent Results as Corollaries

Given a finite set of actions S, let ∆(S) denote the set of all simple probability mass function on S.
Given a function ν : S1 × S2 → R, let Eν denote expected utility Eν : ∆(S1)×∆(S2) → R given by
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requiring for all p ∈ ∆(S1)×∆(S2):

Eν(p) :=
∑

(s1,s2)∈S1×S2

p1(s1)p2(s2)ν(s1, s2)

Now consider G =
〈

∆(S1),∆(S2),Eν1,Eν2

〉

for real functions ν1, ν2 on S1 × S2, and observe that G

is a bilinear two-person non-cooperative game. An immediate corollary of Theorem 3.1 is the main
result reported in [Adler et al., 2009, Theorem 1], which we state without proof.

Corollary 3.2 (Adler et al. 2009). Let G =
〈

∆(S1),∆(S2),Eν1,Eν2

〉

be an adversarial game based

on finite action sets S1 and S2, as above. Then ν2 is an positive affine transformation of −ν1.

We may adopt similar notation to formulate the central result reported in [Raimondo, 2023].
Let ∆λ

(

[0, 1]
)

denote the set of probability measures on [0, 1] which are absolutely continuous with
respect to Lebesgue measure. Given a continuous function ξ : [0, 1] × [0, 1] → R, again denote
expected utility by Eξ, so that Eξ : ∆λ

(

[0, 1]
)

×∆λ

(

[0, 1]
)

→ R and for all p ∈ ∆λ

(

[0, 1]
)

×∆λ

(

[0, 1]
)

:

Eξ(p) :=

∫

ξ(x1, x2) (p1 ⊗ p2) (dx1dx2).

As before, let G :=
〈

∆λ

(

[0, 1]
)

,∆λ

(

[0, 1]
)

,Eξ1,Eξ2

〉

and observe that G is a bilinear two-person non-

cooperative game. A corollary of Theorem 3.1, stated next, is the main result reported in Raimondo
[2023].

Corollary 3.3 (Raimondo 2023). Suppose G =
〈

∆λ

(

[0, 1]
)

,∆λ

(

[0, 1]
)

,Eξ1,Eξ2

〉

is an adversarial

game based on a common action set [0, 1] for continuous real functions ξ1 and ξ2, as above. Then ξ2
is an positive affine transformation of −ξ1.

Proof. By Theorem 3.1 we obtain immediately that there are there are α, β ∈ R with α > 0 such
that such that for every p ∈ ∆λ

(

[0, 1]
)

×∆λ

(

[0, 1]
)

, uξ1(p) = −αuξ2(p) + β. By continuity of ξ1 and
ξ2, in fact ξ1(p) = −αξ2(p) + β.

3.3 An Alternative Proof

Finally, we note that the ADP result, Corollary 3.2, is essentially a special case of our main result,
Theorem 3.1, specialized to the case of finitely many actions. One might be curious as to how one
could derive the full result from this special case; especially since the proof of the latter given in
Adler et al. 2009 is (at least on the on the surface) quite different from the one given here, as well
as from the proofs in Fishburn and Roberts [1978]. With this motivation, we give an alternative
proof of our main result, Theorem 3.1, presupposing its consequence for finite actions sets, i.e.,
Corollary 3.2.

For this proof, the following terminology will be useful. Given P ′ ⊆ P1 × P2, call (α, β) ∈ R
2

compatible with P ′ if u2(p) = −αu1(p) + β for all p ∈ P ′.

Proof. We will concentrate on the non-trivial implication, (a) ⇒ (b). To this end, we make the
following observation based upon Adler et al. 2009.
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Claim. For any three strategy profiles {p(1), p(2), p(3)} ⊆ P1 × P2, there is (α, β) ∈ R
2 with α > 0

that is compatible with {p(1), p(2), p(3)}.

To see this claim, consider the game with finite action sets were we take Si = {p
(1)
i , p

(2)
i , p

(3)
i } and

define utilities u′

1 u
′

2 on ∆(S1)×∆(S2) to be the restrictions of u1, u2 to ∆(S1)×∆(S2). We thereby
obtain an adversarial game 〈∆(S1),∆(S2), u

′

1, u
′

2〉. By Corollary 3.2, there is (α, β) ∈ R
2 with α > 0

such that u′

2(p) = −αu′

1(p) + β for all p ∈ ∆(S1)× ∆(S2). In particular, (α, β) is compatible with
{p(1), p(2), p(3)}.

Theorem 3.1 now is immediate: Consider a two-person adversarial game G = 〈P1,P2, u1, u2〉.
We may assume u1 is not constant. Fix p(1), p(2) with u1(p

(1)) 6= u1(p
(2)). There exists exactly one

(α, β) ∈ R
2 which is compatible with {p(1), p(2)}; let us denote this unique pair by (α∗, β∗). Now let

p(3) ∈ P1 × P2 be arbitrary. By the claim, there is (α, β) which is compatible with {p(1), p(2), p(3)}.
We have (α, β) = (α∗, β∗) by the uniqueness property of the latter. As u2(p

(3)) = −α∗u1(p
(3)) + β∗

and p(3) was arbitrary, we are done.

4 Concluding Remarks

Two directions stem from the connections between the game theory and the decision theory com-
munities that have been forged in this letter. We leave both for future work.

The first is a consequence of the observation that the central results presented here for
convex spaces may be suitably recast in terms of mixtures spaces as originally pioneered by
Herstein and Milnor [1953]. This being said, the question arises as to whether the theory of normal
form games articulated by Nash [1950, 1951] and Debreu [1952] can be set in mixture spaces. This
would require suitable embedding theorems that take action sets in a a mixture-space setting to
topological vector spaces, and then bring back the existence results available there.4

Second, in an influential paper, Moulin and Vial [1978] introduce the notion of strategically equiv-
alent games in the context of two-player games, and use it to characterize games that are equivalent
in this sense to a zero-sum game. The connection to these ideas also merits further investigation
and resolution, especially so since the Moulin-Vial notion plays a crucial role in the burst of recent
activity investigating computational aspects of two-player games by both economists and computer
scientists. The second proof of the main result of this letter has special relevance in this context.5

A final summary statement. In its focus on two-player games, the basic thrust of this work goes
against the grain of the development of non-cooperative game theory in which the generalization of
two-player games was sought in n-player games, and even in games with an uncountable continuum
player games6 The adversarial aspect that is emphasized here concentrates on the them-versus-us
aspect without any defensiveness.

4 In this connection, a direct proof of the results in Fishburn-Roberts may be useful for workers in the field. We are
grateful to an anonymous reviewer for suggesting this.

5 For the economic literature, see Stengel et al. [2002], Savani and Stengel [2006], Tewolde [2023], and their refer-
ences to earlier work: Lemke and Howson Jr. [1964], Vorob’ev [1958] and Isaacson and Millham [1980]. For the
literature in computer science, see Kontogiannis and Spirakis [2012], Possieri and Hespanha [2017], Heyman [2019],
Heyman and Gupta [2023], Daskalakis et al. [2009], Chen et al. [2009] and Nisan et al. [2007].

6 These are games in which each agent from a continuum is strategically-negligible but a statistical summary of the
plays of all the players has an impact on an individual decision; see Khan and Sun [2002] and their references.
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