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Abstract—Markov games (MGs) and multi-agent reinforce-
ment learning (MARL) are studied to model decision making
in multi-agent systems. Traditionally, the objective in MG and
MARL has been risk-neutral, i.e., agents are assumed to optimize
a performance metric such as expected return, without taking
into account subjective or cognitive preferences of themselves
or of other agents. However, ignoring such preferences leads to
inaccurate models of decision making in many real-world sce-
narios in finance, operations research, and behavioral economics.
Therefore, when these preferences are present, it is necessary
to incorporate a suitable measure of risk into the optimization
objective of agents, which opens the door to risk-sensitive MG
and MARL. In this paper, we systemically review the literature
on risk sensitivity in MG and MARL that has been growing in
recent years alongside other areas of reinforcement learning and
game theory. We define and mathematically describe different
risk measures used in MG and MARL and individually for each
measure, discuss articles that incorporate it. Finally, we identify
recent trends in theoretical and applied works in the field and
discuss possible directions of future research.

Index Terms—Risk sensitivity, Markov game, multi-agent re-
inforcement learning

I. INTRODUCTION

MARKOV game (MG), also known as stochastic game
(SG), is the main theoretical framework for studying

multi-agent systems (MAS). This type of game was initially
introduced by Shapley [1] and was later formalized as the
framework for multi-agent reinforcement learning (MARL) by
Littman [2]. Within the classical MG and MARL paradigm,
agents are assumed to pursue a risk-neutral objective, seeking
to maximize a notion of expected return and ignore the
subjective preferences of themselves or other agents within
the MAS. Risk-neutral analysis of MGs and MARL has
witnessed substantial progress in the recent years, particularly
in specific types of MG such as stochastic zero-sum games
[3]–[9] and stochastic potential games [10]–[14]. Nonetheless,
this risk-neutral objective is often inadequate for representing
agents with distinct subjective preferences and internal cog-
nitive biases. To take such preferences into account, agents
incorporate a measure of risk into their optimization objective,
thus transitioning into the domain of risk-sensitive MG. To
further elucidate why incorporating risk in MGs is important,
we consider two practical scenarios and highlight the risk-
sensitive nature of the objective in each.
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a) Financial markets: The traditional objective of max-
imizing the expected return is clearly not sufficient for many
investors in financial markets. Most investors do not tolerate
the possibility of extreme losses and would like to reduce the
”risk” of their investments. Although one can try to model
financial investment via single-agent risk-sensitive stochastic
optimization and reinforcement learning (RL), the financial
market is inherently an MAS, and a more accurate model
of decision making for agents in this system would be risk-
sensitive stochastic optimization in MGs and learning policies
via risk-sensitive MARL.

b) Autonomous driving: The replacement of traditional
cars with autonomous vehicles seems inevitable in the near
future. A network of self-driving vehicles can be considered
a complex MAS with objectives that can vary from agent to
agent, for example, depending on subjective preferences of
passengers such as the importance of punctuality, safety, and
choice of itinerary. Again, in this scenario, the existence of
multiple risk-sensitive agents with diverse preferences cannot
be modeled without considering interactions between agents,
and requires a multi-agent risk-sensitive framework.

Compared to single-agent stochastic optimization and RL,
the literature on risk sensitivity in MG and MARL has been
sparse. However, in recent years, researchers have realized
the importance of incorporating risk into their multi-agent
frameworks in areas such as finance, energy trade, operations
research, behavioral economics, and cognitive modeling of
human decision making. Although there exist many review and
survey articles on MARL and MG [15]–[20], to the best of our
knowledge, risk sensitivity in multi-agent decision making has
not been explored in a review paper before. To fill this gap,
in this work, we present the first review paper on risk
sensitivity in MG and MARL by identifying the different
risk measures used in MG and MARL, categorizing them,
and discussing each measure’s related articles in detail. The
remainder of this review is organized as follows; Section II for-
mally introduces and lays down the mathematical foundations
of risk-sensitive MG and MARL and the different measures
of risks used in these domains. In Section III, we discuss
the methodology of the review. Section IV is dedicated to
analyzing and discussing the existing literature and selected
articles. Finally, in Section V we summarize our findings and
identify the trends and future directions of research in risk-
sensitive MG and MARL.
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II. PRELIMINARIES

A Markov game can be formally defined using a multi-
player1 Markov decision process (MDP) 2.

Definition 1 (Markov game). A stochastic (Markov) game3

is defined as a multi-player MDP using a tuple of five key
elements (N,S,A = {Ai|i ∈ N},P, R = {Ri|i ∈ N}),
where,

• N = {1, 2, 3, ..., n} is a set of n players.
• S is the state space shared by all player.
• Ai is the action space of player i.
• P : S ×A → ∆(S) is a transition probability mapping.
• Ri : S ×A× S → R is the reward function of player i.

The joint policy of agents, probability distributions over
actions in each state, is denoted by π = (πi, π−i). The
framework for learning optimal policies in MGs is multi-agent
reinforcement learning. Learning in MARL can be done in a
cooperative, competitive, or mixed setting. Denoting the joint
action profile at time t by at = (ait, a

−i
t ), the optimization

objective for agent i in the infinite-horizon discounted-reward
MG is given by

max
πi

Jπi,π−i = max
πi

Eat∼π(.|st),st+1∼p(.|st,at)

{ ∞∑
t=0

γtri(st, at)

}
,

(1)
where γ is a discount factor. In the average-reward setting

the objective is given by

max
πi

J
πi,π−i = max

πi
lim

T→∞

1

T
Eat∼π(.|st),st+1∼p(.|st,at)

{ ∞∑
t=0

r
i
(st, at)

}
. (2)

Assuming that the policy πi is parameterized by variable θ,
we can write the objective as

max
θ

Jπi,π−i(θ). (3)

In general, in competitive settings, selfish agents reach a
Markov perfect equilibrium (MPE) policy, also known as a
Nash equilibrium (NE) of the MG, from which no agent can
unilaterally deviate to increase its expected return without
decreasing another agent’s return. In the cooperative setting,
agents would like to converge to a Pareto optimal policy in
which there exists no alternative policy where at least one
player’s expected return is higher.

A. Risk Measures in MG and MARL

Risk-sensitive agents in stochastic optimization and RL,
whether in the single-agent or multi-agent settings do not
merely maximize an expected return objective, and deviate

1We use the terms player and agent interchangeably in this paper. In general,
player is more common in the game theory literature while agent is often used
in RL and MARL literature.

2Here, we define a discrete-time MDP. Similarly, continuous-time MDP
and continuous-time MG can be defined. Some of the papers analyzed in this
review work with continuous-time MGs.

3It is important to distinguish between Markov games where agents are
assumed to make their decisions simultaneously and extensive-form games
where agents take their actions sequentially after observing the actions of
previous players.

from it based on their specific measure of risk. Incorporating
risk into an RL framework can be mathematically interpreted
as modifying the underlying stochastic optimization. This
modification is done by either changing the objective function,
or by putting constraints on the optimization problem with the
same objective function as the risk-neutral setting. Prashanth
and Fu [21] refer the risk measures corresponding to the
former as explicit risk, and the ones corresponding to the latter
as implicit risk.

An explicit risk measure alters the objective function in
MARL’s stochastic optimization problem. Therefore, agent i
maximizes a function different from J given in (3), such as

max
θ

Gπi,π−i(θ). (4)

For implicit risk measures, the objective function remains
the same as the risk-neutral one (3), but we will have a risk
function G and a risk level κ that would convert the task into
a constrained optimization,

max
θ

Jπi,π−i(θ) s.t. G(θ) < κ. (5)

Note that we can adopt methods used in constraint optimiza-
tion such as Lagrange multipliers to transform an implicit risk
into an explicit one, which is usually done in practice. In the
following subsections, we will describe the risk measures in
both explicit and implicit categories that we have identified in
the literature of MG and MARL.

B. Explicit Risk Measures
There are three types of explicit risk measures used in MG

and MARL; exponential reward, coherent risk, and cumulative
prospect theory (CPT).

1) Exponential Reward/Cost: Exponential reward (or cost
in the minimization case) is the most frequently used measure
in risk-sensitive control, finance, and operations research. The
classical formulation of exponential reward in risk-sensitive
MDP was given by Howard and Matheson [22]. We can
consider exponential reward in both discounted-reward and
average-reward settings. The exponential reward objective in
a discounted-reward MDP can be written as

max
πi

Jπi,π−i = Eπ[e
βiRi ], (6)

where,

Ri =

T−1∑
t=0

γtrt,i, (7)

where Ri is the cumulative reward of agent i over an episode
and β is the hyperparameter that controls risk sensitivity; β <
0 corresponds to the risk-averse setting, β > 0 to the risk-
seeking settings and the limit β → 0 reduces the objective to
the risk-neutral case.

In an average-reward MDP, the risk-sensitive objective can
be written as

max
πi

Gπi,π−i = max
πi

lim sup
T→∞

1

T

1

β
logE

{
exp(β

∞∑
t=0

ri(st, at))

}
,

(8)
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where β is again the risk sensitivity coefficient.
2) Coherent Risk: First introduced by Artzner et al. [23], a

coherent risk measure ρ (equivalent to G in (4)) is an explicit
measure of risk that possesses four mathematical properties (X
and Y are random variables (r.v.s) that can represent returns
of two different policies):

• Monotonicity: If X ≤ Y (almost surely), then ρ(X) ≤
ρ(Y ).

• Sub-additivity: ρ(X + Y ) ≤ ρ(X) + ρ(Y ).
• Positive homogeneity: ρ(λX) = λρ(X) for any λ ≥ 0.
• Translation invariance: For constant α ≥ 0, ρ(X+α) =

ρ(X) + α.
In a risk-sensitive MDP, the r.v. X can represent the cumu-

lative discounted or average reward/cost. The above proper-
ties also have investment-related interpretations. For instance,
sub-additivity is necessary in portfolio optimization implying
that diversification is intended to mitigate the possibility of
increased risk (in a cost minimization scenario). Another
important property of this family of risk measures is that
any coherent risk measure has a dual representation as the
supremum of an expected value over a risk envelope [24];
i.e.,

ρ(X) = sup
Q∈Q

E(XQ). (9)

It follows that the risk envelope can be explicitly written as

Q =
{
Q ∈ P : E(XQ) ≤ ρ(X) for all X ∈ L2

}
, (10)

where L2 denotes X satisfying E(|X|2) < ∞. This ”dual
representation” is useful when one wants to prove a risk
measure is coherent.

3) Cumulative Prospect Theory: Cumulative prospect the-
ory (CPT) [25], [26] is a risk measure that models human
attitudes toward risk when making decisions under uncertainty.
It considers weighting functions that are applied to cumu-
lative probabilities of outcomes to account for the fact that
humans overestimate/underestimate outcomes with small/large
probabilities. It also applies a usually convex-concave utility
function to rewards to model humans’ loss aversion and dimin-
ishing marginal utility. When considering CPT as an explicit
risk measure, the expectation operator in (4) is replaced by
the non-linear CPT operator. We formally define the CPT
operator and the corresponding risk-sensitive objective in MG
and MARL below.

Given a real-valued r.v. X with distribution P(X), a ref-
erence point x0, two monotonically non-decreasing weighting
functions, ω+ : [0, 1] → [0, 1], ω− : [0, 1] → [0, 1], utility
functions u+ : R+ → R+, u− : R− → R+, and appropriate
integrability assumptions, we can define the CPT value using
Choquet integrals as

CPTP[X] :=

∫ ∞

0

ω+(P(u+((X − x0)+) > x))dx−∫ ∞

0

ω−(P(u−((X − x0)−) > x))dx.,

(11)

where we denote (.)+ = max(0, .) and (.)+ = −min(0, .),
and x0 serves as a reference point that separates gains and
losses. Without loss of generality, we can assume x0 = 0.
Conventional representations of CPT weighting functions are
ω+(p) = pγ

(pγ+(1−p)γ)(1/γ) and ω−(p) = pδ

(pδ+(1−p)δ)(1/δ)
[26].

Note that by setting δ and γ equal to 1, the definition of
expected utility EP[u(X)] is recovered which shows that CPT
is a generalization of expected utility theory. Furthermore,
u+ and u− are usually concave functions (−u− is convex)
to reflect the higher sensitivity of humans towards losses
compared to gains, and the principle of diminishing marginal
utility. Therefore, the utility function can have analytical
representations u+(x) = xα if x ≥ 0, and u−(x) = λ(−x)β if
x < 0. The parameters γ, δ, α, β, and λ are subjective model
parameters that can differ from person to person based on
their level of risk aversion and individual characteristics. The
conventional representations of weighting and utility functions
given a set of subjective parameters are plotted in Figure 1.
It is noteworthy that CPT is a generalization of coherent
measures of risk as it only possesses monotonicity and positive
homogeneity but it is neither translation-invariant nor convex.
Indeed, by choosing appropriate CPT weighting functions,
one can derive different coherent risk measure formulations
[27]. It is also noteworthy that since CPT can be seen as a
weighted risk measure with a utility function and distorted
probabilities, its different variants that are similarly defined
using the aforementioned Choquet integral, have been called
distortion risk measure (DRM) [28]–[30]. Due to their similar
mathematical definition, we do not distinguish between CPT
and DRM in this paper.
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Fig. 1. (Left) Conventional CPT weighting functions; ω+(p) =
pγ

(pγ+(1−p)γ)(1/γ) and ω−(p) = pδ

(pδ+(1−p)δ)(1/δ)
with γ = δ = 0.69.

(Right) Conventional CPT utility functions; u+(x) = xα for x ≥ 0, and
−u−(x) = −λ(−x)β) for x < 0, with α = β = 0.65 and λ = 2.6.

C. Implicit Risk Measures
There are three types of implicit risk measures used in MG

and MARL; variance, conditional value-at-risk, and chance
constraint.

1) Variance: When using variance as a risk measure, we are
interested in imposing a constraint on the variance of returns.
In discounted MDPs, variance as a risk was first introduced by
Sobel [31]. In this setting, we would like to upper-bound the
overall variance of cumulative discounted return. Therefore,
the risk constraint G in (5) will be
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Gπi,π−i(s0) = V ar[Dπi,π−i(s0)] = Uπi,π−i(s0)− Jπi,π−i(s0)
2,

(12)
where,

Jπi,π−i(s) = E[Dπi,π−i(s)] and Uπi,π−i(s) = E[Dπi,π−i(s)
2],

(13)

Di(s0) =

∞∑
t=0

γtri(st, at), (14)

Where Di represents the total discounted reward for a
trajectory in an infinite-horizon MDP.

On the other hand, in average-reward MDPs, Filar et al.
[32] introduced the per-period variance defined by deviations
of single-stage reward from the average reward, in contrast to
the variance of average reward itself. Therefore, the constraint
in (5) will be

Gπi,π−i = lim
T→∞

1

T
E
{ T−1∑

t=0

(ri(st, at)− Jπi,π−i)2
}
. (15)

An example can show the rationale behind the choice of
this constraint instead of the variance of average reward itself.
Consider two sequences of rewards; (20,−20, 20,−20, ...)
resulting from policy π1 and (0, 0, 0, 0, ...) resulting from π2.
The average reward and its variance are zero for both π1 and
π2, however, it is evident that in terms of the constraint (15),
policy π2 is better than π1.

2) Conditional Value-at-Risk: The Value-at-risk (VaR) is a
risk measure widely employed in financial applications. For
an r.v. X , VaR at a given level α ∈ (0, 1) is defined as

V aRα(X) ≜ inf{z|P(X ⩽ z) ⩾ α}, (16)

where α ∈ [0, 1) is an α-quantile, and F is the cumulative
distribution function (c.d.f) of X . Therefore, the definition of
VaR is equivalent to

V aRα(X) ≜ inf{z|FX(z) ⩾ α} = F−1
X (α). (17)

It can be seen that VaR quantifies the level of assets required
to cover a potential loss. The main drawback of VaR is that it
is not a coherent risk measure (in order to check if an implicit
risk measure is coherent, we can use the dual representation
theorem discussed in Section II-B2). The mathematical prop-
erties of coherent risks make them compatible with standard
stochastic optimization methods. In order to take advantage of
such properties, we can modify VaR to derive another risk
measure which is coherent, known as conditional value-at-
risk (CVaR), first introduced by Rockafellar and Uryasev [33].
Considering the tail distribution described by VaR, CVaR is
the conditional mean over it and is defined as

CVaRα(X) ≜ E [X | X ≥ VaRα(X)] . (18)

Therefore, the corresponding risk constraint in (4) is X ≥
VaRα(X). It can be shown that CVaR has the dual rep-
resentation of coherent risk measures (see [34] for detailed
derivations), i.e.,

CVaRα(X) = sup
Q∈Qα

E(XQ) (19)

with

Qα :=

{
Q ∈ L2 : E(Q) = 1, 0 ≤ Q ≤ 1

1− α

}
. (20)

Consequently, CVaR can also be considered an explicit
measure of risk as it is coherent.

3) Chance Constraint: Chance constraints in stochastic
optimization was first used by Charnes et al. [35]. When using
a chance constraint, we would like the probability that our
incurred loss is larger than a specific amount to be smaller
than a given threshold, i.e.,

P(g(X) ≥ 0) ≤ α, (21)

where g is a loss function defined with relation to return, X
is an r.v, and α is a small probability quantile. We can therefore
write the constraint in the form of (5) as G ≜ P(g(X) ≥ 0).

III. REVIEW METHODOLOGY

In this section, we outline the methodology used to conduct
this review. Following the PRISMA guidelines for systematic
reviews [36], we conducted a keyword search to first extract
all relevant articles. The final search was performed on May
24, 2024 to retrieve the up-to-date corpus of articles on Scopus
database. We used the following query among title, abstract,
and keywords of documents:

(”Multi-Agent Reinforcement Learning” OR ”Markov
game” OR ”Markov game” OR ”Dynamic Games”) AND
(”Risk Sensitiv*” OR ”Risk Measure*” OR ”Cumula-
tive Prospect Theory” OR ”Conditional Value-at-Risk” OR
”Chance Constraint” OR ”Exponential Reward” OR ”Expo-
nential Cost”).

This query without any additional filters gave 129 doc-
uments, among which there were 83 journal articles, 41
conference papers, 3 book chapters, 1 book, and no review
article. All documents were in English, except for one that
was in Chinese. We limited the articles to the English language
and selected only journal articles and conference papers. The
remaining number of documents was 124 after this stage.
We further performed a manual search on Google Scholar
and IEEE Xplore and found two additional recently published
papers that have not been indexed by Scopus yet, resulting in
a total of 126 articles. It is noteworthy that neither using the
query search nor the additional manual search, we did not find
a relevant review article, establishing the present work as the
first review on risk-sensitive MG and MARL. Interestingly,
even the area of single-agent risk-sensitive RL was lacking a
comprehensive survey until very recently [21].

We did not perform any additional pre-screening on the 126
documents and assessed all articles in full. During the full-
text assessment, we excluded any article that did not meet the
following criteria:

• The underlying framework to be analyzed must be a
stochastic MAS involving at least two or more agents.
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The MAS should be represented either explicitly or
implicitly as a multi-agent MDP, where each agent opti-
mizes an objective function in a cooperative, competitive
or mixed manner.

• The objective must be risk-sensitive, i.e., at least one of
the agents must deviate from the risk-neutral objective
and incorporate a risk measure, i.e., the ones described
in Section II-A.

After the full-text assessment, we excluded 67 documents
that did not meet the above eligibility criteria for risk-sensitive
MG and MARL. Many of the excluded articles studied the
relationship between zero-sum Markov games and single-agent
risk-sensitive control [37]–[45]. For this reason, the search
query used above could not exclude them automatically, and a
full-text assessment was necessary to detect these studies and
filter them. Finally, 59 remaining documents are included in
our final analysis; we categorize these articles based on the risk
measure used and discuss them individually in the following
section.

IV. RISK SENSITIVITY IN MG AND MARL

In this section, we discuss the 59 studies selected using
our selection procedure laid out in Section III. We dedicate a
subsection to each risk measure and discuss the papers related
to each measure by considering the type of MG, the type of
state and action spaces, the goal and result of the study, and
the algorithms used.

A. Explicit Risk Measures

1) Exponential Reward/Cost: The exponential reward is the
most frequently used risk measure in risk-sensitive MG and
MARL. We separately consider the average-reward and the
discounted-reward settings for exponential risk in this section.

1.1) Average Exponential Reward/Cost: There are four
studies that work with denumerable state spaces and Borel
action spaces in discrete-time MGs and average-reward expo-
nential risk [46]–[49]. Ghosh et al. [46] work in two-player
zero-sum MGs and consider unbounded payoff functions.
Via Lyapunov stability assumptions, the authors show the
existence of the value of the game and a saddle point equilib-
rium and further characterize the corresponding equilibrium’s
stationary Markov policies analytically. Wei and Chen [47]
focus on nonzero-sum two-player MGs. They first establish a
Feynman–Kac formula for unbounded payoff functions under
randomized history-dependent strategies, and afterwards prove
the existence of solutions to optimality equations for both
players and establish the presence of randomized stationary
NE under specific conditions. In another work, Wei and Chen
[48] consider nonzero-sum coordination MGs with multiple
players. They show the existence of solutions to coupled player
optimality equations and confirm the presence of stationary
NE under suitable conditions through a discounted approxi-
mation method. They also show that these results hold even
with negative risk sensitivity coefficients. Lastly, Hernàndez-
Hernàndez and Marcus [49] consider two-player competitive
MGs with infinite horizons and bounded cost functions. They

demonstrate the presence of a bounded solution to the dy-
namic programming value function equations by showing that
they satisfy an Isaacs equation. Consequently, they prove the
existence of optimal stationary policies for each player.

Considering continuous-time MGs with denumerable state
spaces and Borel action spaces, Golui and Pal [50] analyze
zero-sum two-player MGs with a finite time horizon. Through
a non-homogeneous game model, they establish the existence
of the game value and saddle-point equilibrium with history-
dependent policies. Wei [51] studies multi-player nonzero-sum
MGs with finite horizons and unbounded cost and transition
rates. The paper proves the existence of a randomized MPE
with history-dependent policies. Lastly, Ghosh et al. [52]
examine two-player nonzero-sum MGs with infinite time hori-
zons and unbounded cost and transition rates. Assuming a Lya-
punov stability assumption and using the principal eigenvalue
approach, they show that Hamilton–Jacobi–Bellman (HJB)
equations admit a solution which implies the existence of NE
and corresponding stationary Nash policies.

Shifting attention to MGs with continuous state and action
spaces, Caravani and Papavassilopoulos [53] investigate non-
cooperative linear-quadratic stochastic dynamic games with
conflicting risk aversions and incomplete information and
establish conditions for the existence of a risk-sensitive NE.
Wang et al. [54] consider stochastic dynamic games and
propose an iterative algorithm that finds the feedback NE of the
game by a linearized approximation of the system dynamics
and a quadratic approximation of the cost function. They
experimentally show that the risk-sensitive Nash equilibria
result in safer driving behavior of agents in multiple driving
scenarios. Lastly, Krajewski [55] delves in competitive linear
exponential-quadratic stochastic dynamic games in one-step
delay information-sharing patterns. The article shows that a
unique NE exists in such a setting and can be computed
recursively.

Two studies analyze inter-generational (bequest) MGs in-
volving multiple players, in which the utility of each gen-
eration (time step) depends on actions of more than one
descendant player [56], [57]. Jaśkiewicz and Nowak [56]
consider Borel state and action spaces. They combine risk-
sensitive control theory with overlapping generations models
to prove the existence of a stationary MPE in these games
using the Dvoretzky, Wald, and Wolfowitz theorem. Balbus
and Jaśkiewicz [57] consider continuous state and action
spaces, as well as weakly continuous transition probabilities
that include both non-atomic and deterministic scenarios. They
prove the existence of a stationary MPE using Fatou’s lemma
and Skorohod’s representation theorem.

Klompstra [58], [59] analyzes continous-time linear-
quadratic nonzero-sum stochastic dynamic games with two
players and continuous state and action spaces. These
studies analyze both linear-exponential-Gaussian and linear-
exponential-quadratic-Gaussian control problems to establish
NE solutions both under complete state observation and shared
partial observation.

Xu and Wu [60] explore stochastic dynamic games with
continuous state and action spaces and a large population of
minor agent and a major agent that has a significant influence
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on the minor agent in a linear-quadratic-Gaussian system. The
authors establish a decentralized ϵ-Nash equilibrium using the
Nash certainty equivalence methodology and limiting control
problem.

Naderi Soorki et al. [61] model joint beam forming and
phase shift control of millimeter wave communications via an
identical-payoff partially observable MG with continuous state
and action spaces. They design a recurrent neural network for
each agent to find risk-sensitive optimal policies via distributed
policy gradient (PG) search in the policy space and prove the
convergence of their PG algorithm to the NE of the game.

Başar [62] studies different scenarios of risk-sensitive con-
trol within continuous-time MGs with continuous state and
action spaces. After discussing the equivalence between single-
agent risk-sensitive control and filter design with two-player
zero-sum stochastic differential games, the paper also dis-
cusses equivalences between risk-sensitive two-player zero-
sum stochastic differential games and risk-neutral three-player
zero-sum stochastic differential games. The paper also dis-
cusses robustness issues in risk-sensitive multi-player mean-
field stochastic differential games with finite or infinite number
of players.

Bhabak and Saha [63] consider zero and nonzero-sum two-
player semi-Markov non-homogeneous games with discrete-
finite state and Borel action spaces, allowing for unbounded
transition and cost rates under history-dependent strategies.
They show the existence of the game value and saddle-point
equilibrium. Via the Feynman-Kac formula, they also prove
this equilibrium is unique.

Ghosh et al. [64] analyze two-player continuous-time zero-
sum MGs with countable state and Borel action spaces. They
prove the existence of the game value and saddle-point equilib-
rium under the Lyapunov stability conditions by establishing
the existence of a principal eigenpair for the MG’s Hamilton-
Jacobi-Isaacs (HJI) equations.

Lastly, Baier et al. [65] study exponential risk for the first
time in turn-based minimax-style MGs with the total (average)
reward objective and continuous state and action spaces. The
authors show that these games are determined and admit opti-
mal memoryless deterministic strategies, in contrast to games
with other risk measures (such as variance or CVaR) that
require randomization and memory. They provide results on
the decidability and computational complexity of the threshold
problem of whether the optimal exponential risk value exceeds
a given threshold, showing that it is decidable subject to
Shanuel’s conjecture in the general case, but more tractable
for rational inputs or small algebraic instances. The paper
also provides an approximation algorithm for the optimal
exponential risk value.

1.2) Discounted Exponential Reward/Cost: We start this
subsection by studies on competitive zero-sum MGs. Three
studies [50], [66], [67] focus on zero-sum continuous-time
MGs with two players. Golui et al. [66] and Golui and Pal
[50] consider discrete state spaces and Borel action spaces
and allow for unbounded transition and cost rates. They prove
the existence of the game value and saddle-point equilib-
rium in the class of history-dependent strategies by imposing
a Foster-Lyapunov condition and leveraging HJI equations.

These works are a generalization of Pal and Pradhan [67],
where the transition and cost rates are assumed to be bounded.
Considering discrete-time zero-sum MGs, Guo et al. [68]
study two-player infinite-horizon case with Borel state and
action spaces, unbounded payoffs, and an interesting condition
where the discount factor varies as a function of the state.
Considering Borel state and action spaces, they first find new
boundaries for the Shapely equation (SE) under the unbounded
payoffs condition, and afterwards, prove the existence of the
solution to the SE and the existence of NE and value of the
game. They also provide an iterative algorithm to find the NE
of the game.

There are also studies that have considered competitive
MGs that are not zero-sum. Asienkiewicz and Balbus [69]
focus on two-player resource extraction games with continuous
state and action spaces, where agents are assumed to have
identical preferences. They prove the existence of a symmetric
stationary MPE given felicity utility functions for agents in
the infinite-horizon setting. Monahan and Sobel [70] consider
a competitive setting between advertising firms modeled as a
risk-sensitive stochastic dynamic game with continuous state
and action spaces. The authors introduce the notion of a
firm’s ”goodwill”, i.e., the cumulative measure of the firm
and its competitors’ advertising expenditure and show that in
a symmetric stochastic dynamic game with discounted-cost
exponential risk, the equilibrium goodwill levels are inversely
proportional to risk sensitivity, which has the consequence
of lower initial advertising expenditure when risk sensitivity
is high. Lastly, Wei and Chen [71] consider multi-player
nonzero-sum MGs with countable state spaces and Borel
action spaces. They prove the existence of the optimal value
functions for each player and a randomized MPE.

Regarding coordination-based MARL in MGs, Noorani and
Baras [72] model a repeated two-player coordination stag-hunt
game as an MG with discrete state and action spaces. They
used REINFORCE PG algorithm [73] and experimentally
showed that using a discounted exponential risk criterion
would encourage coordination between agents and leads them
to a Pareto optimal policy compared to a sub-optimal Nash
equilibrium.

1.3) Average and Discounted Exponential Reward/Cost: The
articles in this subsection study both discounted and average
exponential risk.

Two studies [74], [75] focus on two-player games with
countable state and continuous action spaces. Basu and Ghosh
[74] analyze nonzero-sum MGs with infinite horizons and
prove the existence of risk-sensitive NE policies for discounted
cost under fairly general conditions, and for the average cost
under a geometric ergodicity and smallness of payoff condi-
tions on the MDP. On the other hand, Basu and Ghosh [75]
analyze zero-sum MGs with infinite horizon and countable
state and continuous action spaces. They prove the existence
of game values and saddle-point NE of the game. They also
provide upper and lower bounds for game values in both the
discounted and average-cost cases. In the average-cost case,
a uniform ergodicity condition is required for the results to
hold. Finally, they show the relationship between the game
value and the level of risk sensitivity in the average-cost
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case; they show that the game value is the product of the
inverse of the risk sensitivity factor and the logarithm of
the common Perron–Frobenius eigenvalue of the associated
controlled nonlinear kernels.

Bäuerle and Rieder [76] study risk-sensitive zero-sum MGs
in both discounted and average-reward cases with Borel state
and action spaces and bounded rewards, with both finite and
infinite time horizons. For the discounted-reward case, they
prove the existence of the game value, which solves the
Shapley equation, and the existence of the optimal possibly
non-stationary strategies under continuity and compactness
conditions. In the average-reward scenario, they show that
game’s value solves the Poisson’s equation under a local
minorization property and a Lyapunov condition. They also
answer an open question posed by Basu and Ghosh [75] and
prove the existence of optimal risk-sensitive policies for agents
in the average-reward case.

Ghosh et al. [77] examine continuous-time MGs with a
denumerable state and continuous action space, and prove the
existence of the value and saddle-point equilibria under general
conditions in the discounted-reward case, and in the average-
reward case under certain Lyapunov conditions using the HJI
equations.

Cavazos-Cadena and Hernández-Hernández [78] consider
a discrete-time MG with discrete state and compact met-
ric action spaces. Under standard continuity-compactness as-
sumptions and when the state space is communicating under
deterministic stationary policies and a minorization property
holds at some states, they show that as the discount factor
α increases to 1, an appropriate normalization of the risk-
sensitive discounted value function converges to the risk-
sensitive average value function, characterized by the solution
to the Shapley equation.

Lastly, Tembine [79] introduces a mean-field MG involving
multiple players, considering both discounted and average
exponential risk with a finite-discrete state space and a one-
dimensional compact action space. They derive backward-
forward mean-field equations in the total payoff case. They
also show that optimal policies for players may not exist in
the average-reward case if the underlying MDP does not have
a unique positive recurrent class.

2) Coherent risk measures: Frédéric Bonnans et al. [80]
investigate a discrete-time mean-field MG with coherent risk
and continuous state and action spaces, where each agent
controls a linear dynamical system. The model takes the form
of a coupled system of dynamic programming equations and
a Kolmogorov equation. The authors prove the existence of
a solution to the coupled system obtained using Schauder’s
fixed point theorem. Finally, using the corresponding optimal
feedback control from the mean-field game solution, they
construct an approximate NE for the N-player MG with a
quantified approximation error.

Pang et al. [81] study a non-cooperative MG with multiple
players, where each agent solves a rival-parameterized stochas-
tic program with quadratic recourse in a two-stage setting with
continuous state and action spaces. In the first stage, agents
take deterministic actions, and after the realized uncertainty,
in the second stage they take recourse decisions. Each agent’s

objective function consists of a deterministic risk-neutral first-
stage component and a second-stage coherent risk-sensitive
component. They consider linear-quadratic recourse functions,
and show that when using such functions, the agents’ objec-
tives are convex with respect to their decision variables if the
first-stage components are convex. They propose smoothing
and regularization techniques to obtain differentiable approxi-
mations of the total objective function and overcome the non-
differentiability of the recourse functions. They also prove
convergence of their best-response schemes to the NE of the
MG.

Finally, Huang et al. [82] consider a non-cooperative MG
with finite-discrete state and action spaces and coherent risk.
They propose a risk-aware centralized Nash Q-learning that
uses stochastic approximation for saddle-point problems to
approximate the risk function. Under mild conditions, the
authors prove the convergence of their algorithm to a risk-
sensitive MPE of the MG.

3) Cumulative Prospect Theory: Tian et al. [83] use the
nested CPT formulation in MDPs [84] and bounded-rational
agents with quantal level-k policies [85] and developed
a framework called bounded risk-sensitive Markov game
(BRSMG). Considering only finite-discrete state and action
spaces and deterministic policies, they proposed a model-
based value iteration algorithm to find optimal CPT-sensitive
policies. The authors also provide an inverse reward learning
algorithm to find the agents’ reward functions, intelligence
level, and CPT parameters in a two-player model-based sce-
nario.

Xiao et al. [86] apply a non-nested version of the dynamic
CPT risk [27] in an MG with finite-discrete state and action
spaces to study the interactions between a cyber system and
an advanced persistent threat (APT) attacker when they make
subjective decisions to choose their scan and attack intervals,
respectively (actions in the risk-sensitive MG). The utility in
this setting is a function of the data protection level and the
scan interval. They first consider a single-state risk-sensitive
game where the whole duration of the attack is a single-state
game. Afterwards, they consider an MG where the dynamics
of the APT model is not known by the agents and the current
state is considered as a discretized safe duration of the previous
time interval in the attack. The authors compare normal Q-
learning and a modified policy hill-climbing (PHC) detection
scheme, in which they utilize a hotbooting technique that uses
experiences from similar scenarios to initialize the Q functions
and accelerate learning speed of the PHC-based algorithm. The
empirical results show that this modified PHC-based algorithm
outperforms Q-learning in terms of the average CPT utility and
data protection level.

Shen et al. [87] consider the non-nested version of the dy-
namic CPT risk (which they refer to as distortion risk measure
also encompassing VaR and CVaR) in a cooperative partially
observable MG with finite-discrete state and action spaces.
The authors introduced Risk-sensitive Individual-Global-Max
(RIGM) principle for cooperative risk-sensitive MARL which
ensures that the optimal joint risk-sensitive action is equivalent
to the collection of each agent’s greedy risk-sensitive actions.
They then propose RiskQ, a decentralized algorithm based on
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implicit qunatile network (IQN) [88] that models the joint
return distribution of agents by combining per-agent return
distribution utilities using an attention-based mechanism to
satisfy the RIGM principle. They also conduct experiments on
multiple cooperative MARL environments showing that RiskQ
outperforms existing methods in several scenarios.

Finally, Ghaemi et al. [89] consider network aggregative
Markov games (NAMG), a class of MGs with local communi-
cation between agents and reward functions that are dependent
on neighboring agents [90]–[92]. The authors propose an
actor-critic style algorithm for distributed risk-sensitive MARL
with a nested CPT risk criterion in NAMGs with finite-
discrete state and action spaces. Under a set of assumptions,
they prove the convergence of their algorithm to a risk-
sensitive and subjective (from the agent’s prespective) MPE.
Experimentally, they show that higher loss aversion in CPT-
sensitive agents leads to a higher tendency for social isolation
in the MG.

B. Implicit Risk Measures

1) Variance: We identified two studies using Variance as a
risk, both of which operate in the discounted-reward setting.

Reddy et al. [93] consider variance of return (VOR) as the
risk measure in a multi-player mixed cooperative/competitive
MARL scenario with continuous state and action spaces.
They incorporate VOR as a constraint into the agent’s policy
optimization, transformed into an unconstrained problem using
Lagrangian relaxation. The authors propose a multi-timescale
actor-critic algorithm called RC-MADDPG for learning risk-
constrained policies in MGs. The algorithm uses a centralized
training, decentralized execution framework. Experiments on
the Keep Away task [94] demonstrate that the proposed
method learns risk-averse policies that satisfy the VOR con-
straint while achieving rewards comparable to risk-neutral
policies.

Parilina and Akimochkin [95] construct a risk-sensitive
cooperative discrete-time MG framework with discrete state
and action spaces. The framework incorporates mean-variance
preferences as risk into the discounted-reward optimization
problem. The authors use a max-min optimization approach to
define the characteristic functions of sub-games. They derive
the core of the cooperative MG by applying the method
proposed by Sujis et al. [96] to a mean-variance risk-sensitive
setting.

2) Conditional Value-at-Risk: After exponential
reward/cost, CVaR is the second most frequently used
risk measure in MG and MARL. While the majority of works
with exponential reward were theoretical, in case of CVaR,
they are mostly applied.

He et al. [97] develop a CVaR-sensitive Cournot MG as
an energy bidding framework for multiple wind farms with
continuous state and action spaces. They propose an iterative
algorithm to find the optimal risk-sensitive bid for each wind
farm and validate its feasibility by numerical case studies.

Cui et al. [98] introduce a risk-sensitive CVaR energy
sharing model for community photovoltaic systems as a com-
petitive MG with continuous state and action spaces among

photovoltaic prosumers using dynamic pricing. They utilize
a relaxation method to find the sample weighted average
approximation CVaR-sensitive NE of the game, where the
weights correspond to different energy scenarios.

Li et al. [99] propose a competitive CVaR-sensitive MG
model with continuous state and action spaces to optimize
plug-in electric vehicle (PEV) charging strategies within a
smart grid. The CVaR risk is applied to the cost function to
reduce the overload of the electric transformer. They prove
the existence of a sampling average approximation (SAA)
generalized NE for this game model and propose an iterative
algorithm to find this NE using the Nikaido-Isoda relaxation
method, in which the best response of each agent is calculated
using a distributed alternating direction method of multipliers
(ADMM) algorithm [100]. They also provide numerical sim-
ulations using real-word data from a PEV taxi network.

Li et al. [101] propose a CVaR-sensitive two-stage MG with
continuous state and action spaces to quantify the overbidding
risk for multi-energy microgrids, considering the risk from
uncertain energy supply and demand. They use the Cournot
Nash pricing mechanism to characterize the relationship be-
tween price dynamics and energy supply, and employ the
SAA technique to approximate the risk-sensitive NE of the
game. In doing so, they propose a distributed NE-seeking
algorithm based on Nikaido-Isoda function and ADMM. The
proposed method is validated through numerical simulations
using real-world data from Australian energy market which
shows that their algorithm can effectively reduce the risk of
not meeting the demand and improve the economic benefits for
each microgrid, compared to strategies that ignore uncertainty.
Also, it is shown that a higher risk aversion weight reduces
the energy bidding quantity, especially for renewable-based
microgrids with high uncertainty.

Li et al. [102] study the problem of energy resource trading
in an Energy Internet (EI) context. Similar to Li et al. [101],
they consider a CVaR-sensitive two-stage MG with continuous
state and action spaces, which includes a forward market
and a spot market, to quantify the overbidding risk and
uncertainties in energy supply and demand. The Cournot-based
pricing mechanism is used to determine prices based on total
expected/actual energy bids, while considering uncertainties in
renewable generation and demand response in the spot market.
The authors use an SAA technique to approximate the NE
of the game and provide an NE-seeking algorithm based on
the Nikaido-Isoda function and best response dynamics. They
prove the existence of the approximated SAA NE under certain
conditions. Finally, numerical simulations illustrate that the
optimal risk-sensitive converged policies reduce overbidding
risk compared to deterministic models that neglect uncertainty.
Also, a higher risk price leads to more conservative bidding
for microgrids with high uncertainty, e.g., wind, and more
aggressive bidding for microgrids with low uncertainty, e.g.,
demand response. Furthermore, with decreasing deviation in
the spot market capacities, microgrids tend to bid more energy
to gain more benefits, coinciding with results from determin-
istic models.

Heidari et al. [103] explore how multi-energy carriers
function as energy hubs within combined natural gas and
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electric power in competitive markets. They try to maximize
profit in a joint-energy market using bi-level programming
for strategic bidding and market clearing in both risk-neutral
and risk-sensitive (CVaR) settings. The energy market MG
model has a discrete state space and continuous action space
and incorporates renewable energy uncertainty. Given the
strict concavity of the payoff functions, the authors show
the existence and uniqueness of NE and find it using a
bi-level programming method. They show higher economic
vulnerability of the system when the market operators are
CVaR-sensitive compared to the risk-neutral setting.

Bolonhez et al. [104] consider decentralized blockchain
financial networks, particularly Bitcoin. They propose a least-
core-based quota allocation model for sharing mining pool
rewards, considering mining uncertainty and risk aversion in a
cooperative multiplayer MG with a discrete state space (coali-
tions) and a continuous action space (percentage of quotas
allocated to coalition members). Numerical experiments show
growing cooperative benefits over time but limitations due to
dynamic reward changes. The authors also suggest potential
improvements, including varied pool configurations and time-
dependent mining probabilities to increase the ”fairness” of
their quota allocation method.

Li et al. [105] introduce a competitive risk-averse tri-level
MG with defender and attacker players in supply networks.
The model has a discrete state space, binary action space in
levels one (defender’s capacity backups) and two (attacker’s
facility attacks per locations), and a continous action space
in level three (defender’s recovered capacities at different
facilities). The model is applied to supply networks to min-
imize the CvaR cost of the defender and protect against
worst-case attacks. The article proposes defender recovery
strategies while considering uncertainties in facility capacity
and impact of attacks to enhance the resilience of supply
networks against disruptions. Computational results show the
effect of budget limitations and backup levels on optimal risk-
sensitive policies, and that higher recovery ability reduces risk
sensitivity of the defender.

Zhu et al. [106] examine a combined peer-to-peer (P2P)
electricity market and carbon emission auction market mod-
eled as an MG to promote localized energy trading and
emission reduction for microgrids when the agents incorporate
the CVaR risk criterion. They experimentally find the NE of
the proposed MG using a multi-agent deep deterministic policy
gradient (MADDPG) algorithm in a continuous state-action
setting.

Lin et al. [107] propose a p2p virtual power plant market
bidding model for risk-aware energy trading among small-
scale generators and consumers. The proposed model is a two-
stage MG with continuous action and state spaces. The authors
find the CVaR-sensitive Cournot NE of the game using a dis-
tributed ADMM algorithm. The equilibrium balances supply
and demand of risk-sensitive market players. By analyzing
case studies from the Australian energy market, the authors
show that the proposed market structure can effectively reduce
the overbidding risk while maximizing the renewable energy
usage.

Munir et al. [108] consider energy challenges in IoT-

supporting multi-access edge computing (MEC) networks.
They introduce a risk-aware energy optimization model for
MEC networks as an MG between energy suppliers and
consumers in the network with continuous state and action
spaces. The authors utilize asynchronous advantage actor-critic
(A3C) [109] to find the CVaR-sensitive NE of the game.

Qiu et al. [110] propose RMIX, a cooperative value-based
risk-sensitive algorithm for distributional MARL with contin-
uous state and action spaces. In distributional RL, instead of
learning the expected return, i.e., the mean of the return dis-
tribution, the aim is to learn the full distribution of returns. By
learning the return distribution, distributional RL methods can
capture the inherent randomness and risk in the environment
more effectively. In these methods, instead of defining Q as
the return of a given state-action pair (s, a), we define it as a
distribution Z with respect to three r.v.s (reward, next state-
action pair and its corresponding random return) as

Z(s, a) ≜ R(s, a) + γZ (s′, a′) . (22)

See Bellemare et al. [111] for more details on distributional
RL. The RMIX algorithm considers CVaR risks for agents over
the learned distribution of Z values in the above definition for
each agent in a distributional cooperative MARL setting. The
framework operates under centralized training with decentral-
ized execution. It first learns each agent’s return distribution
to analytically calculate CVaR for decentralized execution.
Afterwards, the algorithm includes a dynamic agent-specific
risk level predictor to adjust agents’ risk levels in real-time to
handle the temporal nature of the stochastic outcomes during
execution. Finally, CVaR policies are optimized by considering
CVaR values as auxiliary local rewards and targets in the
temporal difference (TD) error during centralized training, and
updating local return distributions by minimizing a quantile
regression loss function. The RMIX algorithm achieves state-
of-the-art performance on cooperative cliff navigation scenar-
ios and the challenging StarCraft II benchmark. An algorithm
that is related to RMIX yet does not consider a traditional
risk measure was proposed by Son et al. [112]. The authors
propose disentangled risk-sensitive multi-agent reinforcement
learning (DRIMA), a distributional MARL framework based
on IQN [88], which disentangles the uncertainties arising from
environment transitions and other agents’ policies. They show
that in a cooperative MARL settings, if agents act in a risk-
neutral manner with respect to environmental uncertainties
and ”optimistically” with respect to other agents’ policies,
they outperform other state-of-the-art MARL methods, both
distributional and non-distributional, in the challenging bench-
mark of StarCraft. The risk measure used in this work can be
called ”cooperative optimism”, i.e., the agents focus on the
higher quantiles of the action-value distribution and essentially
assume that their teammates will take actions that lead to
better outcomes, even if those actions have not been observed
frequently during training.

Lyu et al. [113] focus on decentralized cooperative MARL
in partially observable MGs with continuous state and discrete
action spaces, and with an optional risk-seeking setup, where
the risk to be sought is equal to 1-CVaR, which they call
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conditional value-not-at-risk or CVnaR. The authors introduce
a decentralized quantile estimator, based on IQN [88], called
likelihood quantile network (LQN). In this framework, each
agent uses a decentralized quantile estimator to distinguish
non-stationary samples based on the likelihood of returns.
This helps in identifying samples that are influenced by other
agents’ exploration or sub-optimal policies. The experimental
results show that risk-seeking behavior in cooperative MARL
encourages exploration of high-reward spaces and converges
faster compared to vanilla LQN.

Finally, Wang et al. [114] study risk-averse online convex
competitive MGs with continuous state and action spaces,
where agents seek to minimize a CVaR of their cost functions.
The authors propose an online algorithm that approximates
CVaR using zeroth-order gradient estimates and bandit feed-
back and achieves sub-linear regret with a high probability.
They also introduce two enhancements for improving the
regret bound, i.e., reusing samples from the previous iteration
and residual feedback.

3) Chance Constraint: Zhong et al. [115] consider multi-
robot planning in a stochastic dynamic game framework with
continuous state-action spaces and chance constraint risk based
on Schwarting et al.’s game model [116] to capture agents’
interactions and safety concerns. The paper presents the
chance-constrained iterative linear-quadratic Markov games
(CCILQGames) algorithm which uses augmented Lagrangian
with automatic weight tuning to find the risk-sensitive NE of
the game. They evaluate this algorithm in three autonomous
driving scenarios of lane merging, intersection, and round-
about.

Yadollahi et al. [117] propose a generalized stochastic
dynamic game with continuous state and action spaces and
chance constraint risk criterion for modeling and analyzing
demand-side management, in a microgrid where agents utilize
both grid energy and a shared battery charged by renewable en-
ergy sources. The term generalized in the context of demand-
side management implies that there are local constraints for
individual agents and shared coupling constraints (imposed on
state of charge of the shared battery in the article) between
agents in the game. The authors show the uniqueness of
the risk-sensitive generalized NE, and provide an iterative
algorithm to approximate this equilibrium. Simulation results
demonstrate that the proposed stochastic model outperforms
deterministic approaches with more effective peak shaving
in the power exchange profile compared to the deterministic
model.

V. TRENDS AND FUTURE DIRECTIONS

To observe the current trends and possible future directions
of research in risk-sensitive MG and MARL, we extract the
main characteristics of the reviewed studies, including risk
measure, year, type of MG, and type of state and action
spaces and provide this summary sorted by risk measure
and year in Table I. We also plot the number of articles
per year in Figure V. From these summaries, we observe
that prior to 2016, the literature on risk-sensitive MG and
MARL has been limited to the exponential reward/cost risk

measure, and as we saw in Section IV almost exclusively to
theoretical analysis. Although the trend of theoretical research
for exponential risk has continued with a steady increase in
the number of articles, other risk measures with motivations
that are more application-oriented have become popular in
recent years. This trend can be attributed to first, the need for
specialized measures of risk for different application domains,
and two, to the emergence of deep RL methods [118]–[120]
since mid 2010s and availability of high-end GPUs that have
enabled researchers to develop risk-sensitive multi-agent deep
RL algorithms with different measures of risk akin to their
specific application. With the increasing need for modeling
and learning risk-sensitive behavior and policies in multi-
agent systems in real-world scenarios, specifically in finance,
energy trade, and autonomous driving, and with the rapid
advancement of deep RL, we predict that the use of more
diverse measures of risk, best fit for specific application
domains continues to rise in the coming years.
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Fig. 2. Number of articles on risk-sensitive MG and MARL over the years

VI. CONCLUSION

In this work, we conducted a systematic review of risk
sensitivity in Markov games and multi-agent reinforcement
learning. We identified the risk measures used in the literature
and defined and described them mathematically. Afterwards,
we provided an in-depth analysis of the existing literature
by considering each risk measure individually and discussing
their related articles. Finally, we identified trends and future
directions of research. We hope that this review facilitates and
promotes additional research efforts in risk-sensitive multi-
agent systems.
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[56] A. Jaśkiewicz and A. Nowak, “Stationary markov perfect equilibria in
risk sensitive stochastic overlapping generations models,” Journal of
Economic Theory, vol. 151, no. 1, pp. 411–447, 2014.
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