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Abstract

In Tennenholtz’s program equilibrium, players of a game
submit programs to play on their behalf. Each program re-
ceives the other programs’ source code and outputs an ac-
tion. This can model interactions involving Al agents, mu-
tually transparent institutions, or commitments. Tennenholtz
(2004) proves a folk theorem for program games, but the
equilibria constructed are very brittle. We therefore consider
simulation-based programs —i.e., programs that work by run-
ning opponents’ programs. These are relatively robust (in par-
ticular, two programs that act the same are treated the same)
and are more practical than proof-based approaches. Oester-
held’s (2019) eGroundedwBot is such an approach. Unfortu-
nately, it is not generally applicable to games of three or more
players, and only allows for a limited range of equilibria in
two player games. In this paper, we propose a generalisation
to Oesterheld’s (2019) eGroundedwBot. We prove a folk the-
orem for our programs in a setting with access to a shared
source of randomness. We then characterise their equilibria in
a setting without shared randomness. Both with and without
shared randomness, we achieve a much wider range of equi-
libria than Oesterheld’s (2019) eGroundedwBot. Finally, we
explore the limits of simulation-based program equilibrium,
showing that the Tennenholtz folk theorem cannot be attained
by simulation-based programs without access to shared ran-
domness.

1 Introduction

Consider a game in which, rather than choosing actions,
players submit programs (McAfee 1984; Howard 1988; Ru-
binstein 1998, Sect. 10.4; Tennenholtz 2004). Programs
receive as input the source code of the opponents’ pro-
grams, and output actions. E.g., in the (one-shot) prisoner’s
dilemma, the programs might be CliqueBots: ‘cooperate if
the other program is equal to this program, else defect’.
CliqueBots form a cooperative equilibrium. This illustrates
how such games — program games — allow for new equilib-
ria.

Traditional game-theoretic concepts, such as Nash equi-
librium, have been developed without mutual transparency
in mind, and may therefore be less relevant to interactions
involving Al agents whose source codes might be available
to other agents (Conitzer and Oesterheld 2023). Program
games could model interactions between principals design-
ing Al agents, interactions between Al agents themselves,

or smart contracts. This could include interactions between
large language models where the programs are prompts
provided by humans and interpreted by the models. Pro-
gram games can also model some interactions between hu-
mans, such as those involving mutually conditional commit-
ments, or transparent institutions (Critch, Dennis, and Rus-
sell 2022).

Tennenholtz (2004) proves a folk theorem for program
equilibria (cf. Rubinstein 1998, Sect. 10.4): any set of feasi-
ble and individually rational (i.e., better-than-minimax) pay-
offs of a game is achievable in a program equilibrium. How-
ever, this result is proved using programs based on syntactic
comparison, such as the above CliqueBot in the prisoner’s
dilemma. Such equilibria are extremely fragile: if someone,
perhaps from a different community, writes a slightly differ-
ent version of CliqueBot (CliqueBot’), then CliqueBot and
CliqueBot’ will defect on each other.

Previous authors have proposed different ways of achiev-
ing more robust program equilibria. One proposal is that of
Lobian programs (Barasz et al. 2014; Critch 2019; Critch,
Dennis, and Russell 2022; Oesterheld 2022). In the pris-
oner’s dilemma, the Lobian FairBot roughly works by coop-
erating if and only if it can prove the opponent cooperates.
The Lobian FairBots cooperate against each other. Unfortu-
nately, there are practical difficulties with this approach. If
the opponent program is not very interpretable (e.g., a large
neural net), it may be difficult or impossible to prove things
about its output.

We therefore turn our attention to simulation-based ap-
proaches, such as Oesterheld’s (2019) eGroundedFairBot
and eGroundedwBot. In the prisoner’s dilemma, the
eGroundedFairBot cooperates with probability € and oth-
erwise simulates the opponent and cooperates if and only
if in the simulation the other player cooperates. If two
eGroundedFairBots play against each other, the simulated
player may in turn simulate the other, etc., but eventually
the e-probability case will be triggered, ensuring termina-
tion. This program is easy to implement and can be used
against programs that are not very interpretable.

We can view Oesterheld’s (2019) eGroundedwBot as sim-
ulating a repeated game. With probability ¢, the program is
on the first ‘time step’, and does not observe any previous ac-
tions. Otherwise, it simulates the other program. If the other
program is another eGroundednBot, that program will again
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be on the first time step with probability €, and will do an-
other simulation with probability 1 — €. Overall, the total
number of simulations (or ‘time steps’) is then geometric,
with programs at each time step observing only the imme-
diate previous time step. Oesterheld (2019) proves a cor-
respondence between program games of eGroundedwBots
and repeated games. Since only the previous time step is ob-
served, the policy m must be myopic — i.e., only depend on
the last action of the opponent.'

We focus on the following question: What equilibria can
be obtained by simulation-based approaches? Specifically,
can they obtain all equilibria in Tennenholtz’ folk theorem?

Unfortunately, there is a huge gap between the Oester-
held (2019) results and Tennenholtz’s folk theorem. The
eGroundednBot cannot perform more than one simulation
(when its opponents are also eGroundednBots) without run-
ning into halting issues due to infinite recursion, and so does
not work well for games of more than two players. (Simu-
lating two other players with probability 1 — e each leads to
each simulation in expectation generating 2 — 2¢ new ones,
resulting in a hydra of simulations — cf. Appendix A.) Even
in two-player games, the equilibria it can enforce fall short
of the folk theorem.

Example 1. Consider the following three-player game (pay-
off matrix shown in Table 1):

* The utilities are additively separable, i.e., for each player
1, that player’s utility u; may be decomposed into a sum
of functions u;;, where u;; depends only on the action of
playerj: ui(al, as, ag) = U1 (al) —+ uig(ag) —+ Uig(ag).

* Players 2 and 3 may either Cooperate (C'), granting all
players an additional 3 utility, or Defect (D), granting 8
utility to the defecting player. Formally, for j = 2,3 we
have u;;(C) = 3 for all 4, while u;;(D) = 8 if i = j and
0 otherwise.

e Player 1 may either Cooperate (C), Punish player 2
(P»), or Punish player 3 (Ps). Playing P (resp. Ps)
takes 3 utility from player 2 (resp. 3) and gives it to
player 3 (resp. 2). Formally, u;1 (C') = 0 for all ¢, while
U21(P2) = U31(P3) = —3, U21(P3) = ’U,31(P2) = 3, and
u11(P) = u11(P3) = 0.

Player 2
Plr3 Pirl C D
C 6,6,6 | 3,11,3
C P, 6,3,9 3,8,6
Ps 6,9,3 | 3,14,0
C 3,3,11 | 0,8,8
D P 3,0,14 | 0,5,11
Ps 3,6,8 | 0,11,5

Table 1: The payoff matrix for Example 1

Can we obtain a (C, C, (') equilibrium in this game with
simulation-based programs? With the Oesterheld (2019)

IThis is similar to the Markov property, viewing the actions
taken on the previous time step as the state — given the last ac-
tion of the opponent, the eGroundedmBot’s action does not depend
on earlier actions.

eGroundednwBot, the answer is no. As noted above, it can-
not be naively extended to simulate more than one other
eGroundednBot while still halting with probability 1 (see
Appendix A for details). In some three-player games, the
eGroundednBots can work around this, for example, by
choosing one player to simulate at random. But this will not
work in Example 1. Intuitively, player 1 needs to be able to
punish a defecting player; but if player 1 randomises which
player to simulate, and then sees that player (say, 2) defect
in simulation, then player 1 will not know which player de-
fected ‘first’ in the mental repeated game — e.g., it could be
that 2 is defecting only because 3 defected in a subsimu-
lation. That is, the simulated version of player 2 might in
turn simulate player 3, observe player 3 defecting in that
simulation, and defect so as to penalise player 3 for this.
Thus, player 1 will not know which player to punish. See
Appendix B for details.

Contributions Now, imagine the program worked as fol-
lows instead: First it randomly determines its own ‘time
step’ in the mental repeated game, according to a geometric
distribution. Then if its time step is 1, it immediately out-
puts an action. Otherwise, it simulates the other programs,
but manipulates those simulations’ sources of randomness
to ensure that (assuming the other programs operate simi-
larly) they believe themselves to be on earlier time steps.
This would then allow it to simulate multiple different op-
ponents (and different time steps) while still halting. Our
programs will be based on this idea.

We first consider a setting (Section 3) where programs
have access to a shared random sequence. We propose a gen-
eralisation of the Oesterheld (2019) eGroundednBot for this
setting, which we call a correlated eGroundedmnBot. This
correlated eGroundedmBot may be viewed as simulating a
repeated game between n players, and responding to the
observed action history. We relate payoffs in games where
all players but (at most) one are correlated eGroundedmBots
to payoffs in repeated games. We hence obtain a folk the-
orem: any feasible and strictly individually rational pay-
offs can be obtained in a program equilibrium of corre-
lated eGroundedmBots. From this, we can immediately see
that these programs can solve Example 1, since the profile
(C,C,C) is better for each player than that player’s mini-
max utility. Our correlated eGroundedmBots can be seen as a
(decentralised) implementation of Kovarik, Oesterheld, and
Conitzer’s joint simulation device (cf. Section 6).

We then consider the same approach in a setting with-
out access to shared randomness (Section 4). We call the re-
sulting program an ‘uncorrelated eGroundedmBot’. We char-
acterise the equilibria that can be attained by our uncor-
related eGroundedmBots. We give examples to show that
our uncorrelated eGroundedwBots attain equilibria that the
Oesterheld (2019) eGroundednBots cannot, even with 2
players. Nonetheless, our uncorrelated eGroundedwBots do
not achieve the full program equilibrium folk theorem, as
we show with an example. While there is in general no
simple relationship between program games of uncorrelated
eGroundednBots and repeated games, we do obtain such a
result in the special case of games with additively separable



utilities. From this, we derive a folk theorem in the case of
games with additively separable utilities. Hence, the uncor-
related eGroundednBots can still achieve a (C, C, C) equi-
librium in Example 1.

Finally, we ask whether more general simulation-based
programs allow for additional equilibria in the setting with-
out shared randomness (Section 5). We give an example to
show that it is possible to attain equilibria that cannot be at-
tained by the uncorrelated eGrounded7Bot. We then prove
a negative result on the equilibria attainable by simulation-
based programs. From this, we show that without shared ran-
domness, simulation-based programs cannot give us the full
Tennenholtz (2004) folk theorem. It remains an open ques-
tion exactly which equilibria can be attained.

2 Background and Preliminaries

We will sometimes denote the tuple (z1,...,z,) by 1.5,
and the tuple (z1,...,%i—1,%it1,...,Tn) by x_;. Simi-
larly, we will use ‘players —¢’ to refer to all players of a
game but player 7.

Normal-form games We assume familiarity with game
theory. See, e.g., Osborne (2004) for an introduction. We in-
troduce some definitions for normal-form games.

An n-player normal-form game comprises finite action
sets A; and utility functions u; : [ [, Ai — R for each player
1 € {1,...n}. A strategy for player i is a probability dis-
tribution s; € A(A;) over actions for player i. A strategy
profile is a tuple (s1, . .. s,,) of strategies for all players.

Given a joint distribution over outcomes (a1, ..., an),
the expected utility for player i is, writing A; for the ith
player’s action (a random variable), E [u;] = E [u;(A1.,)] =
Zal_n P (A1, = a1.n) ui(a, ..., a,). When players’ ac-
tions are independent, with player i following strategy
s; for each i, write u;(s1,...,8n) = Eu;(A1.n)] =
>ar, Wilarn) [1; P (45 = aj).

We call a set of expected payoffs vy.,, individually ra-
tional (without coordination) if it is at least as good for
each player as that player’s minimax utility, i.e., v; >
minLiGH#i A(A;) MaXq,e A, Ui (5, a;) for all . Say v,
is strictly individually rational if this inequality is strict for
all 7.

Say that a set of payoffs v., is feasible (without corre-
lation) if it is achieved by some set of (independently sam-
pled) strategies, i.e., if for some 1.5, forall i, v; = u;(S1.p)-
Meanwhile, vy ., is feasible with correlation if it is achieved
in expectation by some set of strategies not sampled inde-
pendently: i.e., if when A;.,, follows some joint distribution
over [ [, A;, we have v; = E [u; (A1)

Program games We now define program equilibrium
(Tennenholtz 2004). We will consider programs that are
themselves deterministic, but take as input one or more ran-
dom sequences. We also assume that programs always have
access to their own source code. Write apply for the func-
tion that takes as input a program and a tuple of input ar-
guments and runs the program on the input arguments, out-
putting whatever the program outputs (if anything).

Definition 1 (Program games). Given an n-player normal-
Sform game G, the correlated program game of G is a game
where player i’s action set is the set of programs taking
as input a list of n — 1 opponent programs, and sequences
(Tm)m>0 € [0,1]°° and (2!, )m>0 € [0, 1]°°, and outputting
an action in A;. Given a program profile (p1,...,pn) of
programs that almost surely halt against each other (i.e.,
halt against each other with probability 1), the outcome
distribution is given by the distribution of output actions,
Al:’m where Al = apply(pla (p—ia (T‘m), ((E:n))), and (Tm)y
(z}),...(z") are independent i.i.d. U|0, 1] sequences. The
expected utility for player i is then E [u;(A1.,))].

An uncorrelated program game is the same, except that
for each i, program i only receives a single sequence (r?)),
independent for each i.

If the programs do not halt against each other, we leave
the outcome distribution and expected utility undefined. We
will show that the programs we define halt against each other
and a range of other programs. When we later consider more
general programs, we will place restrictions on them to pre-
vent them from strategically not halting (which our earlier
programs also satisfy). While we can consider players ran-
domising over programs (c.f. Appendix D), it will generally
suffice to imagine each player submitting a single program.

Given an n-player (correlated or uncorrelated) program
game and programs p_; for players —¢, a program p; is a
best response to p_; if it achieves maximal expected utility
against p_; (among programs p; such that p_;, p} all almost
surely halt against one another). Say (p1,...pn) is a pro-
gram equilibrium if for all 7, p; is a best response to p_;.

Tennenholtz (2004) proves the following folk theorem for
program games (where the set of programs for each player
is restricted to avoid issues related to halting). We will be
interested in whether this result (or something similar) holds
for simulation-based programs.

Theorem 1. Payoffs v1.,, are achievable in an equilibrium of
the uncorrelated program game of G (given aforementioned
restrictions on the programs available to each player) if and
only if they are feasible (without correlation) and individu-
ally rational.

3 Correlated Program Games

We first consider correlated program games. We use
an additional variant on apply calls for this set-
ting: Define apply™ (pi, (p—i, (rm), (Tm))) to be equal to
apply (pi, (p—i, (rm), (m))) if the variables (x.,,) are not
accessed except inside further apply™ calls, and R;, a spe-
cial symbol to indicate that the private random sequence
was accessed, otherwise. For example, in the random-access
machine model this would trigger whenever the simulated
program runs the command for reading (with either direct
or indirect addressing) one of memory addresses containing
the independent random bits (e.g., loading from, comparing
with the contents of, or performing an arithmetic operation
using the contents of such a memory location, in the formal-
ism of ‘MIX’ from Knuth (1997, Sec. 1.3.1, Volume 1)). We
do not include simply passing the (., ) on via apply calls as



‘accessing’ them — we may assume that these pass on only a
pointer to the (., ).

The idea of apply™ calls is to screen off any dependence
on private random variables (by replacing the output in cases
where it could depend on them). Computing whether a pro-
gram’s output depends on the (z,,,) is undecidable (by Rice’s
theorem), so we instead look at whether the program ac-
cesses the (x,,). We will discuss the purpose of this later.

Our algorithm We present our algorithm, which we call
a correlated eGroundedmBot, in Algorithm 1. Note that the
eGroundednBot policy, 7;, takes as input action histories in
which some actions may be replaced with R;s, and outputs
an action for player ¢ (possibly also depending on random
variables rg and zg). The program essentially simulates a
repeated game between the programs. It works as follows
(see also Figure 1 for an illustration):

* First, it determines the number 7" of previous ‘time steps’
as the number of elements of the shared random sequence
(7., ) until the first element that is less than e. This gives
it a geometric distribution over its time step.

e If T' = 0, it immediately outputs its policy m; applied to
the empty history.

* Otherwise, it simulates all programs (including itself) at
earlier time steps. It does this by calling them with (be-
tween 1 and 7T') initial elements of the shared random
sequence removed — effectively putting them on earlier
‘time steps’ (or with smaller values of T"). This ensures
that eGrounded; bots will halt against one another, since
the tree of apply calls will then have depth at most 7T'.

* The simulated programs are not able to tell how many
‘time steps’ there are ‘after’ them, and hence cannot tell
that they are simulated. This is analogous to how in a
repeated game that ends with probability e each round,
players do not know if they are on the last time step.

* It then outputs its policy 7; applied to the action history.

Note that aside from the availability of shared random
variables, the main difference between our algorithm and the
eGroundedmBot from Oesterheld (2019) is that we allow for
more than 2 players, and look back at more than one time
step. This is possible because having the random variables
as an input argument allows for manipulating the random
variables that simulated programs receive, thus allowing us
to correlate their maximum simulation depth. This in turn al-
lows us to consider non-myopic policies 7;. One final thing
to note is the use of apply™ calls rather than apply calls.
This serves a few purposes. First, programs independently
randomising can cause problems, as we will see in later sec-
tions, and using apply ™ calls allows for punishing programs
for doing this. Whilst we could additionally allow our pro-
grams to observe the results of the randomisation using the
(zm)s, this would result in the simulations being correlated
in a way that the actual programs would not be, which would
complicate our results. Finally, by making it so the output of
the eGroundedmBots themselves will not depend on the pri-
vate random bits, it allows the history to still be observed
normally after such randomisation occurs, allowing for non-
grim-trigger strategies.

P1 input (7 )m>0, (Tm)m>0

@1, ey Pn input (’I’m)m>1, :Z?m m>0

@17 ce s Pn inPUt (Tm m>2; xm m>D

@17 -3 Pn IHPUt (rm)m>3; xm m>0

Figure 1: The simulation tree in a game between n correlated
eGroundedmBots with common ¢ in the case T" = 3 (i.e.,
when 7,717,792 > € and r3 < €). An arrow from a group
of programs with one input, to a second group of programs
with a second input, indicates that the first group with the
first input all run all of the second group of programs with
the second input (in this case, via an apply™ call). We omit
the part of the input that is simply the list of other programs.

Algorithm 1 Correlated eGroundedm;Bot

Input: Programs p_;, sequences (7,,)50_, (Tm)50_o €
0,1
T+ min{t:r; < €}
fort = 1toT do
for j = 1tondo
a;‘ <~ apply*(pj, (p—j7 (Tm)mZT-i—l—ta (xm)mZO))
return 7; (a7 g, z0)

Halting results We show that the eGroundednBots halt
against each other, and that this halting is relatively robust.
Note that checking whether 7, < € might take arbitrarily
long (or be impossible) — we abstract away this problem by
simply assuming this computation is instant. Similarly, we
assume throughout that the eGroundedwBot policies ; are
computable.

Theorem 2. Suppose that p; is a correlated
€;Groundedm;Bot with ¢, > 0, for v = 1,...n. Then
programs p1, . . . , pn, almost surely halt against each other.

The intuition for this result is as follows: We can consider
the ‘time step’ (7;) from the perspective of the program with
minimal ¢;. The eGroundedwBots’ simulations are always
on a smaller time step (in the sense of T;) than they are. On
time step 1 (if not earlier), they must halt without running
any simulations. Thus, the overall process must halt.

If one of the programs is not an eGroundedmBot, the pro-
grams still halt under certain conditions. Given program p;
with input programs p_;, say that an apply (resp. apply™
call) is standard if the program being called is p; for some
J, with input programs p_.

Theorem 3. Suppose that program p; has the following



properties: (i) It never makes a standard apply / apply™ call
to itself. (ii) Its standard apply/apply™ calls all have first
input sequence of the form (rm)m>r with 0 < k < ¢ for
some constant c. (iii) p; almost surely makes only finitely
many standard apply / apply™ calls directly (i.e., not count-
ing those made inside other apply calls). (iv) p; almost
surely halts whenever all its standard apply / apply™ calls
halt. (v) For all events A with P (((ry,), (z%,)) € A) = 0,
p; almost surely makes no standard apply/apply™ calls with
input sequences in A. Then if for each j # 1, p; is a (corre-
lated) e ;Groundedn ;Bot with €; > 0, programs p.,, almost
surely halt against each other.

Expected runtime By default, eGroundednBots have infi-
nite expected runtime for small €, despite halting with proba-
bility 1. This is due to an exponential blow-up of the number
of simulations, with the number of simulations increasing
by a factor of at least n at each level of simulation. How-
ever, these are mostly duplicates of each other — there are
only n distinct simulations at each ‘time step’ (i.e, with each
possible pair of input sequences). Thus, we may use mem-
oization (Michie 1968; Norvig 1991; Abelson and Sussman
1996, Exercise 3.27) to circumvent this problem — if we store
the results of computations of apply™ calls, we can avoid re-
doing them, and obtain finite expected runtime.

Theorem 4. Suppose that program p; is a correlated
€;Groundedr;Bot for i = 1,...n. Then if at least two
p; have €; < 1/2, every p; has infinite expected runtime
against p_;. However, with memoization, the expected run-
time is finite and polynomial in #m’ provided that for all

i, mi(att) runs in polynomial time in t.

Repeated games with correlating signals and screening
Our results will come from analogy to repeated games. We
will first need to define a slight variant on repeated games.
These will have two new features. Screening: we allow each
player at each time step to ‘screen’ their action, thereby hid-
ing the action from the other players. This is analogous to
actions being ‘screened’ from the eGroundedwBots by the
apply™ calls when they are based on private randomness.
Correlating signals: We assume that at each time step, play-
ers all receive the same U[0, 1] random variable. We now
define screened histories and policies.

Given a game G with n players, define a screened his-
tory of length ¢ to be an element a'** € ([],({R;} U A;))*
(where o then denotes the action of player i on time step
k). Say that a screened history is compatible with an un-
screened history in (][], UA;)" if they agree up to screen-
ing (i.e., they agree on all elements that are not R; (for
some %) in the screened history). That is, screened history
o't e ([L,({Ri} U A;))" is compatible with unscreened
history 3" € ([],(A:))" iff forall j, ¢, whenever o} # R;
we have a‘;-/ = ﬁf-/.

Similarly, a screened policy for player j is a map from, for
t = 0,1,..., screened histories of length ¢ and correlating
signals ¢ € [0,1] to A(A; U{R;}). An unscreened policy in
a repeated game with correlation and screening is the same,
but instead mapping to A(A;). Say that a screened policy

m; is compatible with an unscreened policy m; if they agree
up to screening — i.e., for each action a; € A;, each history
alt, and each ¢, 7} assigns no more probability than does
; to action a;. Thatis, 7 (a; | @%;q) < mi(a; | al?;q),
writing 7;(a; | al;q) for the probability mass given by
mi(alt; q) to a;.

Then, given screened and unscreened policies
and m; for player ¢, define their joint distribution by
(7i,77)((a5,a}) | &q) = 77 (a; | &' q) if ) = ay,
and 7;(a; | a'q) — 77(a; | al;q) if a; = Rj
and 0 otherwise. Given a repeated game with correlation
and screening, and screened and unscreened policy profiles
7" and T respectively, the probability of the screened and
unscreened histories at time ¢ (given that the game does
not end before then) being equal to (compatible) histories
iid

ol and B is, where q1,qo,... ~ U[0,1], defined as
[Tt P (" (@5 qr) = @ nr(al* i g) = %) =
[T E [T, (7 m) ((BF, ) | @~ 4] (Thus, we
assume that given correlating signals, samples from policies
are independent.)

The history length is independent of the actions taken,
with, for discount factor 1 — e, probability (1 — €)!~te of
the final history having length ¢. This therefore defines a
distribution over the final histories, and hence over the final
unscreened history.

Given that the game ends after action history a'*%, player
i receives utility Y0, _, ui(al ... al,). The expected utility
for player i is then the expectation of the utility for player i,
taken with respect to the distribution over unscreened histo-
ries.

Screened and unscreened policy profiles 7*,7 are an
equilibrium if for all 4, (7, 7;) maximizes expected utility
against (7*,,7_,;) among pairs of compatible screened and
unscreened policies for player 3.

Given a game G, we write G for the corresponding cor-
related repeated game with screening with discount factor
1 — €. We obtain the following folk theorem, as for usual
repeated games. The idea is to consider policies that punish
screening, such that it won’t happen on the path of play.

Theorem 5. Suppose that payoffs v1., for game G are feasi-
ble with correlation and strictly individually rational. Then
for e sufficiently small, there exists an equilibrium of G in
which player i receives expected utility “*, for all i.

Relating the program game to the repeated game We
now translate from programs to policies in correlated re-
peated games with screening. Essentially, the policy of a
program at time ¢ will be determined by its action distribu-
tion conditional on T'4 1 = ¢, given the simulated actions of
opponents at earlier time steps. The screening will be deter-
mined by whether the program accesses its private random
sequence.

Given programs pi,...p, for game G, we define
the associated screened and unscreened policies for
the repeated game (G, as follows. The screened pol-
icy is, where we use w to denote the empty history:
7 (wiq) = Elapply” (pi, (p—i, (rm), (@m))) | 1o =
eq) and 7; (a5 q) = Elapply” (pis (0—i, (Tm), (2m)))



ro = €+ (1 —€)q, a¥** = o' T = t], where T
are as defined in Algorithm 1, i.e., T' is min-
imal such that rp < € and af = apply”(p;, (p—;,
(Pm)m>T+1—ks (Tm)m>0)). The unscreened policy is
the same but with apply instead of apply™ calls:
7i(w; q) = E[apply(pi, (p—i, (rm), (zm))) | 70 = €q] and
mi(a';q) = Elapply(pi, (0—i, (rm), (Tm))) | 10 = € +
(1 —¢€)q, a't = o', T = t]. If for some o' the event
a*t = o't occurs with probability 0, we simply define the
screened and unscreened policies for G, arbitrarily at o'
(For our results, it does not matter how the screened and un-
screened policies are defined at histories with probability 0,
since these histories will also have probability O in the as-
sociated repeated game with the associated policies.) Note
that these form compatible screened and unscreened poli-
cies, where they are defined.

For eGroundedm;Bots, the associated repeated game pol-
icy then corresponds to the policy ;:

Lemma 1. If p; is a correlated eGroundedr ;Bot, then re-
gardless of programs p_j, its associated repeated game
policies are, where defined, given by screened policy:
i (w;q) = mj(w;ieq, o) unless wj(w;eq,:vo) accesses
q) = ) =
o) unless this accesses xg, in
= R;. The unscreened pol-

g, in which case 7'7(
m@ e + (01~ dg.a
which case T} (o

R;, and T} (ot
“1q)
icy is: 7j(w; q) = E|[rj(w;eq,m0)] and 7j(at
E [mj(a", e+ (1€, :co] :
If all but one program is an eGroundednBot, all players

obtain the same utility as their repeated game policies do in
G, up to a factor of e:

Tq) =

Theorem 6. Let G be an n-player correlated program
game. Let p_; be correlated eGroundednBots with policies
w_;, and p; be any program for player i such that programs
D1,y .., Pn almost surely halt against each other. For each
J, let T and 7} be the associated G policies for player j.

ThenE[u | p| = €Eg, [u | T, 7%
This gives us the following folk theorem:

Corollary 1. Suppose that G is an n-player program game.
Then for any feasible (with correlation), strictly individually
rational vy.,, there exists a program equilibrium of corre-
lated eGroundedmBots (with a common choice of ).

Example 2. Pirates 1, 2, 3 have plundered 30 gold pieces.
Each pirate can Cooperate (C) with the other pirates, Defect
(D) and try to run off with more than their fair share of the
gold pieces, or hire a Lawyer (L) to enforce a fair split. If
all three pirates Cooperate, they each receive 10 gold pieces.
If one or more pirates defect, and the rest cooperate, then
the first up-to-two pirates in numeric order to defect receive
14 gold pieces, and all other pirates receive 0. (The defecting
pirates clumsily drop the rest of the gold pieces in the sea.) If
one pirate hires a lawyer, and the other pirates cooperate, the
pirate who hired the lawyer receives 9 gold pieces, and other
pirates receive 10 gold pieces as usual. If at least one pirate
defects, and exactly one pirate hires a lawyer, the outcome
is the same as if the latter pirate cooperated (they have no
money to pay the lawyer). If two pirates hire a lawyer, the

lawyer enforces a fair split, and all pirates receive 9 gold
pieces, regardless of what the third pirate plays. We show
the payoffs in Table 2.

Note that (C,C,C) is the unique symmetric (strictly)
Pareto optimal strategy profile (strictly Pareto optimal
meaning that for any other strategy profile (s1, so,s3) #
(C,C,C), we have u;(s1, s2,s3) < u;(C,C,C) for some
i). Can correlated eGroundedwBots enforce a (C,C,C)
equilibrium, for a utility of 10 for each player? Corollary 1
gives that the answer is yes: The minimax utility for each
player is at most 9. Hence, this payoff profile is feasible
and strictly individually rational. We explicitly describe a
correlated eGroundednBot equilibrium for this game in Ap-
pendix M.1.

Player 2
PIr3 PIrl C D L
C 10,10,10 | 0,14,0 | 10,9,10
C D 14,0,0 14,14,0 | 14,0,0
L 9,10,10 0,14,0 9,9,9
C 0,0,14 0,14,14 | 0,0,14
D D 14,0,14 | 14,14,0 | 14,0,14
L 0,0,14 0,14, 14 9,9,9
C 10, 10,9 0,14,0 9,9,9
L D 14,0,0 14,14,0 9,9,9
L 9,9,9 9,9, 9,9,9

Table 2: The game between the three pirates.

4 Epsilon-Grounded Simulation without
Shared Randomness

We now consider uncorrelated program games, where no
correlated random sequence is available to the programs,
so that programs can only randomise independently. We
present our algorithm, the wuncorrelated eGroundedrBot,
in Algorithm 2. It works almost identically to correlated
eGroundednBots: it determines its time step based on the
first element of the random sequence that is less than ¢, and
then simulates the other programs at earlier time steps.

Algorithm 2 uncorrelated eGroundedwBot

Input: Programs p_;, sequence (r,,)5o_, € [0, 1]
T+ min{t: ry < €}
fort =1to 7T do
for j = 1ton do
a < apply(pj, (P—j, (rm)m>1+1-1))
return 7;(aT;ro.7)

Halting Behaviour We obtain essentially identical halt-
ing, halting robustness, and expected runtime results as for
the correlated mBots — the uncorrelated eGroundedwBots
halt against each other, have finite expected runtime against
each other if memoization is used, and still halt if one pro-
gram is replaced with a program satisfying conditions sim-
ilar to those in Theorem 3. We therefore state these results
formally only in Appendix E.



No full folk theorem We cannot obtain the full folk the-
orem with the uncorrelated eGroundedmwBots. We show this
as follows:

Example 3. Recall the game between the pirates from
Example 2. Can we still obtain a (C,C,C) equilibrium
with uncorrelated eGroundednBots? Suppose that programs
p1, P2, ps are eGroundedr;Bots which play C' against one
another with probability 1. We claim that this cannot be an
equilibrium. To see this, consider a program p} which looks
at rr41 and plays D if rr41 < g, for some ¢, and otherwise
plays C.

Now, note that in computing the a'*, the apply call tree of
the eGroundednBots only has calls with the sequence ()
truncated by at most 7. Thus, 771 is the same for each call
in the call tree. Then, if 71 > ¢, which occurs with proba-
bility 1 — g, p; (i # 1) must output C'. Moreover, the outputs
of the three programs are independent. Hence, player 1 re-
ceives utility at least ming, 4, u1((1—¢)C+¢D, (1—q)C+
gsa2, (1—q)C+q¢s3). Now, when minimising the above quan-
tity with respect to s2 and s3, we may assume WLOG that
s2(C) = s3(C) = 0, since players 2 and 3 playing C' is al-
ways at least as good as other actions for player 1. Moreover,
a mixture of D and L is always no better than both play-
ers using the better one of the two (see Appendix M.2 for a
derivation of this). We then need only consider sy = s3 = L
and sp = s3 = D. Taking ¢ = % and considering both pos-
sibilities, we obtain that player 1 receives utility equal to the
minimum of 10% > 10 and 10% > 10. Thus, (p1, p2,p3)
cannot be an equilibrium.

The above example illustrates a general problem: if an op-
ponent randomises in such a way that their actions at dif-
ferent time steps in the eGroundedwBots’ simulations are
perfectly correlated, deviation with probability ¢ can be de-
tected with probability at most ¢. Since actions are then un-
correlated between programs, a player may be able to benefit
from deviating.

Characterising the equilibria We now characterise
the equilibria that may be obtained by uncorrelated
eGroundedmBots.

Proposition 1. Suppose that payoffs v1.,, are feasible (with-
out correlation), with v1., = u1.,(81.n). Suppose fur-
ther that v; > min(sj/_:_AiﬁA(Aj))j#i MaXge[0,1],s,€A(A;)

U; ((1 —q)si +gsi, (1 —q)s; +qSj e s;)#i) — Ag, for
some \ > 0, writing S’; e s for ), si(a)S’(a). Then there
exist uncorrelated eGroundedmBot equilibria with payoffs
arbitrarily close to v1.,.

The main ideas for the above are as follows: We can ap-
proximate any strategy s, arbitrarily closely via a repeating
sequence of pure actions over the different time steps. As €
goes to zero, the chance of detecting a deviation from this se-
quence is almost as large as the probability of said deviation.
Program j then plays a punishment strategy (S ;-) according
to the observed deviation action.

Using similar ideas to Example 3, we obtain a converse:

Proposition 2. Suppose that there exists an uncor-
related eGroundedmBot equilibrium with payoffs vi.y.

Then vy., must be feasible, and for each i, we must
have v = Mg 4, A(A;)); . MAXGe(0,1],5]€A(A,)
u; ((1 —q)s; +qsi, ((1 —q)s—; + qu’- ° 52)77&1)

We also obtain the following corollary (by considering
small probability deviations in the above result):

Corollary 2. Suppose that v1., = u1.n(S1.0,) in some game
G. Then if for some i, there exists s; € A(A;) such that
min(s;eA(Ai))#i Zj ui(sh,5-j) —v; >0, then vy.y is not
attainable in any uncorrelated eGroundedrnBot equilibrium.

Since the behaviour of the uncorrelated eGroundedwBots
is unaffected by changes to a program that do not affect
the program’s output against the other programs on a given
input, the equilibria are also robust to such changes. As
a special case, if an uncorrelated eGroundedwBot equilib-
rium entails one program playing a pure strategy at equilib-
rium, then replacing that program with any other program
that almost surely plays that same pure strategy against the
eGroundednBots will leave the expected utilities of all play-
ers unchanged.

Even in two-player games, our eGroundedmBots retain an
advantage over the Oesterheld (2019) eGroundednBots. In
particular, they allow for better detection and punishment
of deviation from mixed strategies, which allows for more
equilibria. This is illustrated in the following example:

Example 4. Consider the following trust game (cf. Berg,
Dickhaut, and McCabe (1995); with payoffs shown in Ap-
pendix K, Table 3): Player 1 receives $3, which he may Keep
(K) or Send to the other player (S5). Money sent to the other
player is doubled. Player 2 may then either be Greedy (G)
and take $4 and send only $2 back, or be Charitable (C)
and take only $2, giving $4 to player 1. We show in Ap-
pendix M.3 that there exists an uncorrelated eGroundedmwBot
equilibrium in which player 1 plays S and player 2 ran-
domises at an approximately 1 : 1 ratio between 7" and R,
whereas the Oesterheld (2019) eGrounded7wBot cannot at-
tain any equilibria in which player 1 plays S and player 2
mixes.

In general, there is no simple relationship between utili-
ties in games of eGroundedwBots and repeated games. We
discuss this further in Appendix F. In the special case of ad-
ditively separable utilities, we do obtain a folk theorem:

Theorem 7. Suppose G is an n-player program game with
additively separable utilities. Then for any set of payoffs
V1.n, there exists a program equilibrium of uncorrelated
eGroundedrnBots (with a common €) whenever v1., is fea-
sible (without correlation) and strictly individually rational.

Example 5. Consider Example 1 from the introduction. Can
the uncorrelated eGroundednBots attain a (C, C, C) equi-
librium? Since the game has additively separable utilities,
Theorem 7 gives that they can. In particular, we may use
the following policies: 71 (a'*) = C' if no player has de-
fected, and P; if player 1 is the first to defect. For ¢ > 1,
use m;(a'?) = C if no player has defected and D other-
wise. Player 1 cannot benefit by deviating. Meanwhile, if
player 2, say, defects with probability ¢, the defection will
be observed by each other player with probability at least



q(1 — €) (independently between players). Thus, the gain
from defecting will be 5g — (3 + 3)g(1 — €). Thus, this is an
equilibrium provided € < 1/6.

S General Simulation-based Programs

We now turn to more general simulation-based programs,
in the uncorrelated setting from the last section. Can we do
better than the uncorrelated eGroundedmBots? We start by
defining the class of programs we are interested in.

Say a program p; is simulationist if it only refer-
ences the input programs, p_;, via calls of the form
apply(p;, (p__, (r7,))) where each p’. is either one of the in-
put programs, or is itself simulationist, (1, ) is any sequence,
and we allow i = j.

This definition is inductive — e.g., uncorrelated
eGroundednBots are simulationist, as are, say, Defect-
Bots. Meanwhile, a program p that ran the input programs
on a mix of such programs and input programs would
be simulationist, as would a program ¢ that ran the input
programs on p. Note that we exclude programs that run the
input programs on programs that are not simulationist. We
explain this further in Appendix G.

We give here a simple example of a game in which
it is possible to sustain a profile of equilibrium payoffs
with some simulationist programs, but not with uncorrelated
eGroundednBots.

Example 6. Consider the following trust game: Player 1 re-
ceives $3, which she may Keep (K) or Send to the other
player (S). Money sent to Player 2 is doubled. Player 2 may
then be Greedy (G) and keep all $6, or Fair (F') and return $4
to player 1. (See Appendix K, Table 4 for a payoff matrix).
Can an (S, F') equilibrium be sustained?

For the uncorrelated eGroundedmBots, Corollary 2 shows
that the answer is no: Note that us(S, F') = 2. Let s, = G.
Then, we have miny c a(4,)(u2(sy, F)) —va) + (u2(S, G) —
Ug) ZUQ(K,F) _2+U2(S,G) —2=2>0.

However, an (S, F') equilibrium can be sustained as fol-
lows: Player 2 submits program p», which just outputs F.
Player 1 submits program p;, which simulates the other pro-
gram twice on independent input sequences (e.g., by split-
ting its input sequence into odd and even entries), and then
outputs S only if both simulations output F'. Since po never
calls any other program, p; and p» halt against each other,
with outputs (S, F). It is easy to show that this is then an
equilibrium.

The above example is relatively extreme, but illustrates
two ideas for outperforming uncorrelated eGroundedwBots.
First, taking multiple samples. Typically, we cannot take
multiple independent samples of a program’s action without
halting issues. In the previous example, we could, because of
program 2 always being effectively on time step 1. In gen-
eral, we can take multiple samples of a program’s action,
provided that we ensure all samples are on earlier time steps
than our own. Second, using different distributions over the
time step for different players. In the above example, there
is no need for player 2 to simulate player 1, so we may have
player 2 be always on time step 1. More generally, we might
do better in some games by having players have different

(and potentially non-geometric) distributions over their time
step. We discuss these ideas further in Appendix 1.

Negative results We will now explore the limits of equi-
libria enforceable with simulationist programs. We first need
to place a mild additional constraint on the programs we
consider:

Say that programs py, . . ., p, halt against each other out-
put independently if they almost surely halt against each
other, and this remains true if one program, p;, is replaced
by a program p) that almost surely halts on any input that
p; almost surely halts on. This condition rules out programs
that, e.g., loop forever once they determine that another pro-
gram has played the wrong action. In particular, if programs
halt against each other output independently, they must still
halt if one program is replaced with a program that simply
plays according to its minimax strategy, and so individually
rational payoffs is a necessary condition for equilibria of
such programs. eGroundedwBots halt output independently
against each other (Appendix H, Proposition 3).

We obtain the following negative result. An equivalent re-
sult expressed explicitly in terms of payoffs may be found in
(Appendix H, Theorem 12).

Theorem 8. Consider games of the following form, given N-
valued random variables Ty, . .. T),: Each player i observes
T;, sampled independenly from other players, and sees each
other player j’s policy conditional on observing T; = t, for
allt < T;, and then chooses a strategy.

If an equilibrium with payoffs v1.,, is sustained by simula-
tionist programs that halt output independently, there must
exist a policy profile T1.,, in game of the above form attain-
ing payoffs vi.n, with the following property: for all i, all
possible deviations of the form ‘play according to T; if T;
is less than tg, else play according to d;’ for some fixed d;
attain at most as much utility against T_; as does ;.

The idea behind this result is as follows: for any profile
of simulationist programs p;.,, we may effectively define a
‘time step’ 1; for each program p;, depending on the random
sequence, as the maximum depth of the simulation tree with
input programs p_;. We then consider programs p) that look
at the ‘time step’ 7;, and deviate if it is sufficiently high
(at least tg, say). We can show that the other programs only
observe this deviation when their own time step is in turn
high enough (at least ¢y + 1). This result then also provides
additional justification for the idea of a simulated repeated
game, since it shows that all simulationist programs may be
in some sense viewed as being on a particular (random) time
step and unable to observe deviations that don’t occur on
previous time steps.

From this result, we obtain that in the pirate example (Ex-
ample 2) the action profile (C, C, C), cannot be attained in a
simulationist uncorrelated program equilibrium (see Exam-
ple 7, below). Thus, the folk theorem does not hold for sim-
ulationist programs in the uncorrelated setting. We further
discuss which equilibria may be attained in Appendix H.

Example 7. Recall the game between the pirates from Ex-
ample 2. Can the pirates obtain pure cooperation in a sim-
ulationist equilibrium? We will apply Theorem 8 to show



that the answer is no. Consider any choice of random vari-
ables 17, T5, Ts for the time steps of the three players. Let
to be maximal such that P (77 > ¢g) > %, and suppose pi-
rate 1 defects whenever she is on time step at least . There
are two potentially optimal punishment strategies: punish-
ing with D, and punishing with L (c.f. Appendix M.2). A
D punishment strategy cannot work here, since even if both
other players were to always play D, player 1 would still
receive a utility of % x 14 > 10. So we may assume that
the other players play L when they observe player 1 de-
fect. Now, player 2 observes player 1 defect with probability
P (T3 > to + 1). Evenif player 3 were to always observe the
defection, for the punishment to be effective, we then need
AP(Ty > tg) (1 = P(Ta>to+1) —P(Ta>tr+1) <
0, ie. P(Thy>to+1) > praseils > 3. Then in-
stead consider the case where pirate 2 defects whenever
he is on time step at least ¢y + 1. Pirate 1 observes this
with probability P (T > tg + 2), and we may obtain by
similar argument that we then need P (7} >ty +2) >
fracdP (Tg >ty + 1)4]P) (TQ >to + 1) +1 > % But this
contradicts the definition of ¢g.

6 Related Work

Our work is most closely related to papers on program equi-
librium, especially Oesterheld (2019), to which we have re-
lated our ideas throughout the paper. DiGiovanni and Clifton
(2023) use a variant of eGroundedFairBot to implement
mutual commitments to disclose information. Their exten-
sion addresses similar limitations of Oesterheld’s program as
ours (failures to halt when simulating multiple opponents).
Like the present paper, their main idea is based on corre-
lated halting, somewhat similarly to our Section 3, but via
access to a shared simulation device. They prove a variant
of the full folk theorem for their setting. However, their ap-
proach differs from our correlated eGrounded7Bots in im-
portant ways. For example, they assume that programs di-
rectly observe each others’ randomisation probabilities, and
their programs only allow for a restricted range of policies.
We give a detailed comparison in Appendix C.

A recent line of papers has studied games in which
players are specifically given the ability to simulate each
other. Most relevantly, Kovarik, Oesterheld, and Conitzer
(2024) give players a joint simulation device, which al-
lows simulating an interaction between the players. With
probability 1 — e, the simulated players in turn have ac-
cess to a joint simulation device, and so on. Very roughly,
our correlated eGroundedwBots could be viewed as decen-
tralised implementations of such joint simulation. Like our
eGroundednBots, joint simulation devices enable a full folk
theorem. Kovarik, Oesterheld, and Conitzer (2023) study
games in which only one player is able to simulate the other
at some cost, which is technically much less related.
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A Why the Oesterheld (2019) cGrounded7Bot cannot be naively extended to 3 or more players

The obvious way to extend the Oesterheld (2019) eGroundedmBot to games of 3 or more players would be for it to simply
simulate both players with probability 1 — e. However, it is easy to see that this will not work, at least if its opponents are also
eGroundednBots. First, this would result in an expected 2(1 — €) depth 1 simulations (i.e., simulations made by a non-simulated
program), which would lead to 4(1 — €)? expected depth 2 simulations (i.e., simulations made directly by a depth 1 simulation),
and so on, for an infinite expected runtime when e < 0.5. More generally, if the expected number of depth 1 simulations were N
(accounting for probability of zero such simulations being run), then the expected runtime would be infinite whenever N > 1.

Worse still, if two simulations are run with probability 1 — ¢, the halting probability is less than one for small e. Let f(t) be
the probability the maximum simulation depth is at most ¢ (where is no simulations are made, the depth is 0). Then f(0) = ¢
and for t > 1, we have f(t) = e + (1 —€)f(t — 1)%. Hence, if f(t — 1) < 75, we have f(t) < e+ 16_26 = 1= So since

f(0) = e < 1=, we obtain that f(t) < = for all . Thus, the probability of halting is lim; o f(t) < 5 < 1fore < %

Similarly, if instead the number of simulations is a random variable N, with P(N = k) = ax, we would have f(t) =
Yreganf(t —1)* fort > 1, and f(0) = ao. Now, consider g(z) = Y ;- axz”. We then have that g is increasing, with
g(1) = 1, and ¢'(z) = > po kaga® 1. Thus, ¢’(1) = E[N]. Then, if E[N] > 1, ¢’(x) must be greater than 1 on some
interval [z, 1] with 2o < 1 (by continuity of ¢’), and so by the mean value theorem, g(x) < z for g < x < 1. WLOG take
xo > ag. Then, combined with the fact g is increasing, this implies that g™ (ao) can never exceed zo < 1 when E [N] > 1.
Thus, f(t) < zp < 1 for all ¢, and so the probability of halting is less than 1 whenever the expected number of simulations
directly made by each eGroundedmBot is greater than 1.

B How the Oesterheld (2019) eGrounded7Bot can solve the 3 player prisoner’s dilemma, and why
this doesn’t work for Example 1

Despite the fact that the Oesterheld (2019) eGroundednBot cannot make more than 1 expected simulation (c.f. Appendix A),
it can still be effective in some games of more than 2 players. Sometimes, one simulation is enough. For instance, consider a
three-player prisoner’s dilemma: Each player chooses between Cooperate (C') and Defect (D). For each player that cooperates,
every player receives an additional 1 utility. If a player defects, she instead keeps 2 utility for herself. Thus, the utility of player
1 is equal to (# of players that cooperate) + 27 {player i defected}.

Then the Oesterheld (2019) eGroundedwBot may simply simulate a random other player, and play the same action as that
player. If player 1, say, then deviates to overall strategy (1 — ¢)C + ¢D, other players will defect with probability p, where
p= %q + (1—56) p, since with probability (1—56) player 2 (say) will simulate player 1 directly, and with probability % he
will instead simulate player 3, who also defects with probability p, by symmetry. Thus, solving for p, players 2 and 3 defect

with probability }_T_: q. The profit to player 1 of deviating is then equal to g — 2 };: @, which is non-positive when ¢ < % Thus,

this is an equilibrium for € < % We can also use schemes in which, e.g., player 1 simulates player 2, player 2 simulates player
3, and player 3 simulates player 1. These schemes works because there is no need for players to know who first defected, since
they can defect to effectively punish everyone.

By contrast, in Example 1, player 1 needs to know which player defected first, since the punishment actions just transfer
utilities between players. Moreover, player 2 and 3 also need to punish each other for defecting, so schemes in which only
player 1 simulates the other players (c.f. Example 6) will not work. Formally, suppose that player 1 were to simulate player 2
with probability pi2 and player 3 with probability p;3, where p12 + p13 < 1. Now, players 2 and 3 have no need to simulate
player 1 (since player 1 has no incentive to deviate from (C, C, C)), and so WLOG assume that player 2 simulates player 3
with probability ps, and player 3 simulates player 2 with probability p3, where p2, p3 < 1. Now, assume (WLOG, since can
otherwise decrease p2 or ps) that players 2 and 3 defect when the simulation they run defects.

Now, suppose that player 2 deviates to defecting with probability ¢. Then player 3 will defect with overall probability
p3q. Thus, player 1 would observe player 2 defecting with probability pi2q, and player 3 defecting with probability p;3p3q.
Now, there is no point in player 1 randomising which player to punish on a given observation, since P and Ps cancel each
other out. Moreover, we may assume WLOG that player 1 plays either P, or P3s when one of player 1’s simulations defect,
otherwise we may decrease the simulation probabilities. We can then consider 4 different policies: always punishing player 2
for defection, always punishing player 3, always punishing the player observed defecting, or always punishing the other player.
We can see immediately that the first two policies won’t work (in the first case by considering player 3 defecting), so we can
restrict attention to (i) always punishing the player observed defecting, and (ii) always punishing the other player. In case (i),
player 1 will then play P> with probability p;2q and Ps with probability p13p3g. The gain from deviating for player 2 is then
5q — 3(p12 — p13p3)q — 3p3q, and so we would need 3p3 + 3(p12 — p13ps) > 5, i.e., 3p12 + 3p3(1 — p13) > 5. For this,
we need p1a — p13 > % But then considering player 3 defecting, we would need p13 > pi2, a contradiction. Thus, consider
instead policy (ii). We then get that player 2 profits from deviating by 5¢ + 3(p12 — p13p3)q — 3p3q. We would then need
3p3(1 4 p13) — 3p12 > 5, and so p13 — p12 > % Considering deviations for player 3, this fails similarly.




C A detailed comparison to DiGiovanni and Clifton’s construction

We here give a detailed comparison to DiGiovanni and Clifton’s (2023) extension of Oesterheld’s (2019) eGroundedFairBots.
The comparison is complicated by the fact that DiGiovanni and Clifton consider a different setting, namely one where players
can choose whether to (credibly) disclose their private information. Translated to our setting, though, here’s a rough description
of their extension. Imagine the programs have access to some shared randomisation device C*'. Let’s say that the goal is to
implement some strategy profile o. Then their proposed program works roughly as follows: With probability e — where the
randomness is sampled from C* — terminate and play according to o. Otherwise, simulate all opponents. If all opponents play
according to o, then play according to o; as well. Otherwise play the minimax strategy against the appropriate player. (There
are some subtleties to determining who the deviating player is (since multiple opponent simulations may be found to deviate
from &), but those subtleties don’t matter here.) Halting is ensured by how C* works. In particular, when C* is called by one
of the programs, C*" can see the depth of the call stack of that program. C*’ correlates its answers across different programs for
a given depth. This way, the programs all terminate at the same depth.

Their approach is most similar to our correlated eGrounded;Bots. There are two main similarities between how these
two approaches extend Oesterheld’s work. 1) Like our paper, they use correlated termination to enable simulation of multiple
opponents. 2) They prove a folk theorem for their bots.

However, there are important differences between their approach and ours. The most important difference is that their setting
takes care of some of the issues that we have to deal with in our programs. For one, C*" “automatically” takes care of correlated
halting, which our programs implement by how they feed each other the sequences of random numbers r and x. More signif-
icantly, their programs require that programs return the mixed strategies that they play and that one can directly access those
mixed strategies. In contrast, we only ever sample a single pure strategy/action from applying the opponent program.

Because of the latter difference, it’s enough for DiGiovanni and Clifton (2023) to only simulate each opponent once (‘on
the previous time step’) and react in only one of two different ways (play o or play minimax against the deviating player).
Note specifically that in the two-player case (if we remove correlated halting, which is unnecessary in the two-player case),
DiGiovanni and Clifton’s program is very similar to Oesterheld’s eGroundedFairBot, where o; is used in place of Cooperate and
instead of Defect we use the minimax strategy against the opponent. In contrast, our programs much more closely relate to re-
peated games with full memory. We thus obtain results like Lemma 1 and Theorem 6 that specifically relate eGroundedFairBots
to repeated play.

D Obtaining correlated randomness via randomising over programs

One way of obtaining correlated random sequences might be for the principals (that is, the players who submit the programs)
to randomise over a set of programs, each encoding a different random sequence. Then, the programs could add their random
sequences together (modulo 1), in order to obtain a shared random sequence. If all other players randomise uniformly at random
(and submit eGroundedwBots that obtain the shared random sequence in this way), no player can benefit from submitting any
other distribution of sequence, since the overall sequence will still be uniform.

In practice, the principals cannot actually encode an infinite sequence in their programs. However, a similar effect could be
achieved via each principal randomising over a random seed which they include in their program. The programs could then
combine each of their random seeds in some way and then use this to generate a shared pseudorandom sequence. For instance,
the random seeds might be strings of £ bits, and they could then be combined by taking the XOR of all the random seeds. Then,
if each principal randomises uniformly, a principal cannot change the distribution of the final random seed by deviating from
this distribution.

One issue that arises from generating a random sequence from a seed of finite length is that there must then be a maximum
time-step, and a program could defect if it knew it were on the maximum time-step, because it could not then be in a simulation.
The hope would be that for large enough k, it would be very difficult to exploit this in practice, because computing all possible
random sequences would be very costly for the principals. Moreover, the potential gain from exploiting this would go to zero
as k, and hence the maximum time-step, go to infinity. Exploring these ideas further is left for future work.

E Statement of halting and runtime results for uncorrelated cGroundedrBots

Theorem 9. Suppose for © = 1,...n, ¢, > 0, m; is a computable function and p; is an uncorrelated €¢;Groundedn;Bot
(Algorithm 2). Suppose further that ro, 71, . .. U|0, 1]. Then for all i, p; halts with probability 1 on input (p—;, (7))
Theorem 10. Suppose that program p; has the following properties: (i) It never makes a standard apply call to itself. (ii) Its
standard apply calls all have input sequence of the form (1 )m>r with 0 < k < c for some constant c. (iii) p; almost surely
makes only finitely many standard apply calls directly (i.e., not counting those made inside other apply calls). (iv) p; almost
surely halts whenever all its standard apply calls halt. (v) For all events A with P (((rm), (¢%,)) € A) = 0, p; almost surely
makes no standard apply calls with input sequences in A. Then if for each j # i, p; is an (uncorrelated) € ;Groundedr ;Bot
with €; > 0, programs p1.,, almost surely halt against each other.



Theorem 11. Suppose that program p; is an uncorrelated ¢;Groundedm;Bot (Algorithm 2) for i = 1,...n. Then if at least
two p; have €; < 1/2, every p; has infinite expected runtime on input (p_;, (ry)), where r1,75, ... ~ U[0, 1]. However, with
memoization, the expected runtime is finite (and polynomial in ﬁ), provided that for all i, 7;(a**) runs in polynomial time

. i €4
int.

F Relating uncorrelated ¢Grounded7Bots to repeated games

In general, there is no simple relationship between utilities in games of eGroundednBots and utilities in repeated games. Here,
we will restrict attention to a special case where there is a simple relationship.

We may define associated policies for repeated games with correlation (but no screening) exactly analogously as for the
correlated setting, treating the sequences (7 ) as if they were the shared sequence:

Definition 2 (Associated repeated game policy). Given programs pi,...p, for game G, we define the associated (cor-
related) repeated game policy in G. for player i as 7;(w;q) = E[apply(pi, (p—i, (rm))) | 7o = €q] and 7;(a*t;q) =
Elapply (pis (p—i, (tm))) | 70 = € + (1 — €)q, a*' = a¥* T = t] wherever a*'* = al*' occurs with positive probabil-
ity.

Since the sequence (., ) no longer exists, we do not need to consider screening. Similarly to before, we have that if p; is an
eGroundedr;Bot its repeated game policy is given by 7;(w; q) = 7;(w; €q) and 7; (', 1¢) = mi(alt e + (1 — €)q).

Now, note that the distribution of each program’s output does not depend on whether the other programs receive the same
random sequence as it or not. Thus, we may simply apply our result for correlated program games in the special case where no
program ever accesses the (¢ ):

Corollary 3. Let G be an n-player program game with uncorrelated random sequences. Let G be the corresponding correlated
repeated game. Suppose that for j # i, p; is an eGroundedr;Bot, and that p; is any program such that p1, . . . p, almost surely
halt against each other.

For each j, let T be the associated repeated game policy for program j, defined arbitrarily anywhere it is undefined. Then
program j has overall strategy E [apply (p;, (p—;, (rm)))] equal in distribution to player j’s last action in the repeated game
between policies T.

As a special case, if the utilities are additively separable we have Eg[u | p1.,] = € Eq.[u | T1.0)-

Proof. Note that in the proof of Theorem 6, we showed that the programs’ actions were distributed as the actions of the repeated
game policies on the last time-step of the repeated game with correlation and screening G. Applying this result individually
for each program, in the special case where programs cannot use the sequences (%, ), we obtain the result on overall strategies
of each program.

For the last part, we need only note that if the utilities are additively separable, the joint distribution of actions does not
matter (since we then have E [u;(A1, ..., An)] = Efua (A1) + -+ uin(An)] = >°; E[ui;(A;)] for any random variables
Ay, ..., A,). Hence, the same utility is obtained whether the actions are independent or correlated. O

This gives us the following folk theorem for games with additively separable utilities:

Theorem 7. Suppose G is an n-player program game with additively separable utilities. Then for any set of payoffs v1.n,
there exists a program equilibrium of uncorrelated eGroundednBots (with a common €) whenever v1.,, is feasible (without
correlation) and strictly individually rational.

Proof. This follows from Corollary 3, and our folk theorem for correlated repeated games with screening (Theorem 5), applied
to the special case where screening never occurs, and our programs cannot randomise independently. Note that in our proof of
the latter, we used independent randomisation for punishment, but could equally have used the correlated random variables for
this randomisation in the case of additively separable utilities, since correlation does not matter for such games. o

G Why define simulationist that way?

Recall that a program p; is simulationist if it only references the input programs via calls of the form apply(p;, (p"_;, (15,)))

where each p’j is either one of the input programs, or is itself simulationist. Why do we define it this way, instead of just allowing

it simulationist programs to make any calls of the form apply(p;, (p”;, (r7,))), including where the p’_; are not themselves
simulationist? Let’s imagine we instead used the latter definition. Consider the Prisoner’s Dilemma. We could then have a
program p; that runs a call of the form apply (p2, (p*, (r1,))), where p* is a program that checks something syntactic about its
input program. If p, were then something like an eGroundedFairBot, p, would run p* on py, whose output would depend on
syntactical details of p2, and hence p2’s output would also depend on syntactical details of p2, which would reveal syntactical
information about ps to p;. p; does not then seem to fit the spirit of ‘simulationist’.

One can also consider a 3-player example in which programs p; and p, would be ‘simulationist’ under the latter example, but
their joint behaviour would not even be behaviourist (i.e., they could give different outputs on two programs that give the same

output on every input). To see this, let p; simulate ps with input programs p* and p3, and po simulate its first input program



with input (its second input program, p3) for some p3. Then, the simulation of po would run p* on input ps, p3. If p* then is
a program that outputs a certain action iff its inputs are exactly equal, this would then tell po whether p3 is syntactically equal
to p3, and this information could be passed to p; via p»’s action. This would allow the output of p; on input ps, p3 to depend
purely on syntactical details of ps.

H Further results on more general simulationist programs

Proposition 3. Correlated eGroundedrnBots halt output independently against each other. The same holds for uncorrelated
eGroundedmBots.

The below result is an equivalent formulation of Theorem 8. One may think of 5t below for each player j as roughly the

probability of player j being on ‘time step’ ¢ (equivalent to P (T; + 1 = ¢) in Theorem 8), ¢t as the strategy player j plays on
‘time step’ ¢ at equilibrium, d; as a strategy that player 7 defects to after ‘time step’ ¢, and s; as the punishment strategy chosen
by player j given tg and d;.

Theorem 12. Let p1, ..., p, be simulationist programs for game G, in the uncorrelated setting. Assume p1, . . . , py, halt against
each other output independently. Let c; = E [apply(p;, (p—i, (rm)))] be the strategy of program p; against programs p_;, and
v; = u;i(c1.,) be the utility for player i. Suppose that (p1,...,pn) is a program equilibrium. Then there exist sequences
(61)es -+, (0%)¢ € [0,1]°° with, for all §, Y72, 6 = 1, and (¢})¢, . .., (cl,)e with ¢§ € A(A;), such that 3.° | §%ch = ¢; for
each j, with:

to—1
v; > ma min u; otet 1+ d. S5t c s st
L= toEI}g s;€EA(A;), each j#i ¢ Z iC Tt ZZ H Z + JZ J
J#i

dieA(Ay) t=1 t>to t>to

(Where the above denotes player j, for j # i, playing according to Zt 1 5tct + 54 Zt>t0

In the above, we cannot make the simplifying assumption that all sequences (8}) are geometric — see Appendix J.
Definition 3. Say that a strategy profile (c1, c2) is strictly Pareto optimal in the limit of small deviations if it is strictly Pareto
optimal, and for all (s1, s2) # (c1,c2), we have

lir%ui((l —€)cr + €51, (1 — €)ea + €s2) < ug(er, c2)
€E—>

for some i. Equivalently, if for all (s1, s2) # (c1, c2), we have u;(s1,c2) + u;(c1, 82) < u;(c1, c2), for some i.

Theorem 12 doesn’t rule out strategy profiles which are strictly Pareto optimal in the limit of small deviations and strictly
individually rational for two players:

Theorem 13. All strategy profiles that are strictly Pareto optimal in the limit of small deviations and strictly individually
rational in two player games satisfy the conditions of Theorem 12.

It remains an open question whether there always exist simulationist programs (e.g., perhaps something like Appendix I,
Algorithm 3) attaining such strategy profiles at equilibrium.

I An idea for more general simulationist programs
Here, we sketch an idea for more general simulationist programs, using the following ideas:

1. More general distributions over time step. Previously, we used a geometric distribution over the virtual ‘time step’ on which
all players find themselves. We can generalise this by instead having a different random variable T ((r,,)) for each player
J, as long as program ¢, given T; = t, only ever calls program j with T} < ¢.

2. Multiple independent samples at a given time step. Taking purely independent samples causes problems with halting. How-
ever, we may take independent samples of player j’s action from the distribution (r,,) | T; = ¢, while still guaranteeing that
the call tree has maximum depth at most ¢ (assuming the above bullet point holds).

Before we construct this more general class of programs, we will first need to define some things
First, we will define random variables T} as follows: For each 7, let (0%):>0 be some sequence in [0, 1]°° with 7, 8% = 1.

Then we construct T} such that P (T = t) = 0% via Tj((rm)m>0) = max {t di<i 6J < ro}. Now, define functions to
sample from (r,,) | T; = ¢ as follows:

Deﬁnition 4. Given a sequence (r.,), define fy; : [0,1]°° — [0,1]° via fi ;((rm))x = 7 for k > 0 and f; ;((rm))o =
PO +r05§'

Note that T (f ;(rm)) = t for all (ry,), and if ((r,,)) follows a U[0, 1] i.i.d. distribution, f; j((r,,)) is distributed as
(rm) | Tj = t. Now, we construct a way to obtain independent samples from ((r,,)) | T; = t.



Definition 5. Given a sequence (r,,), for each k and each i = 1,...k, let ¢; x((rm)) = (Pik+i+1)i>0, SO that q1 i, . . . G k
partition the sequence (Tyy,)m>1. Then, let Fy j ; 1 ((rm)) = ft.;(¢5,x((rm)).

Essentially, F; ; ; 1. is the ith of k independent samples of sequences (r,,) with T; = ¢. Note that F} ; ; 1 (Fy /i & ((rm))
does not depend on 5’ (or '), because fi ;- only affects the first element of the sequence, which is subsequently truncated by
gi - We are now ready to construct our programs.

Algorithm 3 More general simulationist program p;

Input: All programs’ source codes source codes p_;,
sequence (1, )5o_, € [0, 1]“ sampled uniformly

T T((rm))

for t = T to ty decreasing do

1
ay' < apply(p;, (p—js Fr.jna ((rm)))
ch consistent(a;’l,p;,Ft7j,171((7°m)))
at « ab!

J

for t =ty — 1 to 1 decreasing do

for/ =1tok do

!
a;' < apply(p;, (p—j, Frjux((rm))))
At consistent(al, p5, Fy j1k((rm)))
C;‘ = miny ci-’l

At 1 k t,l
a; < ¢ D1 a;
return m; (Y7, ct'T)

e

<

In the above, the function consistent(a, p}, (x,,)) works as follows: the program computes all apply calls that would be
made directly by the simulationist program pj on the input sequence (% ), runs these with any instances of pj replaced by p;,
and then checks if the input action a is the same as the output of p} given the results of the apply calls (and outputs 1 if so and
0 otherwise). The p; we would use would then be another instance of the above program, with the same choices of 7;s and the
same simulation scheme.

The idea is to take k£ independent simulations of each program up until time step ¢y (or 7', whichever is sooner), and then
only 1 simulation thereafter. To avoid punishing programs for deviating from the equilibrium to punish another program, we
check whether program’s outputs are consistent with what they should be doing. This scheme then allows the programs to get a
better approximation of the action distribution for earlier time steps. The hope is that later deviations can just be punished with
whatever action is worst for the deviating player when everyone is playing according to the equilibrium, since such deviations
will occur with small probability.

We hypothesize, but do not prove, the following result:

Conjecture 1. Suppose that an equilibrium with payoffs v1., may be sustained in the following game: Each player i observes
T;, sampled independently from other players, and sees k independent samples of each other player j’s policy conditional on
T; =1t, forall t < min{ty, T;}, and 1 sample of each other player j’s policy conditional on T; = t, for all ty < t < Tj, along
with observations associated with each sample (i.e., a sample of the policies each sampled player would observe), and then
chooses a strategy.

A further open question is then how large the gap is between this result and Theorem 8.

J Cannot simplify sequences in Theorem 12
In Theorem 12, we cannot make the simplifying assumption that the sequences (5;) are geometric (i.e., 5; =¢;(1 —¢;)* for
some ¢; € (0, 1]), as the below example shows:
Example 8. Consider the following program game between Player 1 ‘the Government’ and Players 2, . .. 100, ‘the Citizens’:
* The Government (Player 1) chooses an action from the set {Liberal democracy (L), Dictatorship (D)}.
* The Citizens (Players 2 to 100), whom the game is symmetric between, each choose an action from the set {Pay taxes (P),
Evade taxes (F)}.
» Utilities for the Government depend on the number of players that play F, as follows:
— If no players play F, the Government receives utility u1 (L, 0) = 0 if it plays L, or u; (D, 0) = 1, if it plays D.
- If 1 < k < 99 players play E, the Government receives utility ui (L, k) = —10, u1(D, k) = 1. (We can imagine that
Citizens not paying their taxes costs the Government money, but this cost is negated if the government is a dictatorship,
since their neighbours snoop on them and report them and then they are fined a lot of money.)



— If all 99 Citizens play E, the Government has no money and is overthrown: u1 (L, 99) = u1 (D, 99) = —100.

— In words, playing D gains the Government 1 utility, unless all Citizens evade taxes, which costs the government 100
regardless of its action. Some but not all citizens evading taxes costs the government 10 if it plays L, and nothing if it
plays D.

» Utilities for each Citizen is a function only of its own action, and that of the government, as follows:

— If Player j pays taxes, and the government is a democracy, the player receives utility 0: u;(L, P) = 0. The player then
gains utility 1 by evading taxes: u;(L, E) = 1.

— If the government is a dictatorship, and Player j pays taxes, Player j loses 0.1 utility: u,; (D, P) = —0.1. If the government
is a dictatorship, and Player j evades taxes, he loses 10 utility: u;(D, E) = —10.

Can the (L, P, ..., P) action profile be attained in a simulationist program equilibrium? We will show that Theorem 12/Theo-
rem 8 shows that this is impossible with geometric (5’;),5), but does not rule out the possibility of attaining it with more general
sequences.

First, we show that there is no (L, P, .. ., P) equilibrium with geometric sequences (5);. Suppose that for all j = 1, .
andt =0,1,2,..., we have 6! = ¢;(1 — ej) for some ¢; € (0,1]. Let Aj = 1 —¢j, so that A% = 7, 5%, We may view At
as the probablhty of player j be1ng on time step at least ¢, and ‘seeing’ the dlstrlbutlon of what other players would do at earher
time steps.

Now, we will argue that in order for this to be an equilibrium, we need AtJrl > At for j # 1 and ¢ sufficiently large (and
hence A; > max;-1 Aj), but Al < max;£ AtJrl for smaller values of ¢ (and hence A1 < max;-1 A;), a contradiction.

For the first part, con31der szen J dev1at1ng to play E at time steps ¢ > to. She then plays E with overall probability
p=A J", and is detected by the Government with overall probability ¢ = At"H. She then gains expected utility (compared to
just playing P) at least:

p(1 —¢q) —100pg — 0.1(1 — p)g = p — 100.9pq — 0.1¢
= A — 100.9AAPF — 0.1A*!

~ A’;-” — 0.1ALT! as tg — oo.

Thus, in order for this to be at most O for all ¢y, we will need 1OA§° < Aﬁ”l in the limit tc — oo, which requires A; > A;.
This holds for all j > 1.

For the second part, consider the Government deviating to play D at time steps ¢ > t, with overall probability p = A, and
belng detected by player j with probability q; = Ato+1 Let ¢ = max; g; = max; Ato+1 < Ato+1 < At‘) = p, and note that it
is always worse for the government for more Citizens to play E, and so the government gains, by dev1at1ng, utility at least:

p(1—¢") —10(1 - p)(1 — ¢*? — (1 — ¢)*) — 100"
> p(1 —¢") —10(1 — p) — 100¢”
> p—10(1 — p) — 100¢%°

Now, let ¢y be maximal such that p > 0.93. Then we must have that ¢ < )\i"*l < 0.93, and so the gain from deviating is at least
0.93 — 10 x 0.07 — 101 x 0.93% ~ 0.23 > 0. Hence, there is no simulationist equilibrium with these payoffs with geometric
sequences for the (d%)s.

However, Theorem 12 does not rule out the possibility of an (L, P, ..., P) equilibrium in general. To see this, we will give
sequences (6;) for which, for all ¢, there is no choice of d; and ¢, such that player ¢ can profitably deviate to playing d; starting
on time-step .

Let
: % ift=20

01 =197 1

£ x 0.01 x 0.99t=1 fort>1
and for j #£ 1:

0 ift=0
99 T

85 =< 156 ift =1
o5 % 0.01 x 0.99°=2 fort > 2

First, we argue that player 1 cannot profitably deviate. Suppose that Player 1 deviates to playing D at time step to (noting that
there is no benefit to instead playing a mixed strategy, since the detection probability then remains the same, and D weakly
dominates L). We now have deviation probability p = Zt>t0 4%, and probability ¢ = Zt>t0 % of each of the other players

detecting the deviation. The gain from deviating is then p(1 — ¢%) — 10(1 — p)(1 — ¢°° — (1 — ¢)°) — 100¢%°.



Let’s consider the cases. If to =0,wehavep =1,q =1, and the gain from deviating is —100. If instead ¢y > 1, we have
p= 5Zt>t 0.01 x 0.99¢71 = ><099t0 1andq—zt>t0+l 100 x 0.01 x 0.99'~ Q—W x 0.99%0—1,
Thus, p = 20q and the gain from deviating is at most

p(1—¢”) —10(1 —p)(1 - ¢ — (1 —¢)*) - 100qg9
<p—10(1=p)(1 — (1 —¢)*) +10(1 — p)¢* — 100¢*°
<p—10(1—p)(1 = (1 — ¢)*°) — 90¢”
<p—10(1-p)(1—-(1-9)*)

1-(1-¢%).
Now, we have (1 — ¢) ™% > 1+ 99¢, and so (1 — ¢)%? < Tlggq' Thus, the gain is at most

99 99(1 — 20
q =10q Q_M
1+ 99q 1+ 99q¢

= 20q — 10(1 — 20q)

20q — 10(1 — 20q)

. Since ¢ < 100, this is in turn at most 10¢g(2 — 99 x ) < 0.
Can the citizens profitably deviate? Suppose Cltlzen 7 begins deviating at time step %g.
With deviation probability p, and detection probability ¢ the gain from deviating is then at most
p(1 —¢q) —100pg — 0.1(1 — p)g = p — 101pg — 0.1¢g + 0.1pg < p — 0.1¢g — 100pq.

If tg < 1, we then have deviation probability p < 1, and detection probability ¢ > 0.99 x % Thus, the gain from deviating is

at most p(1 — 100q) < p(1 — L) < 0.
If instead g > 2, we have p < < 100 % 0.99%~2 and ¢ = % x 0.99%. Thus, the gain from deviating is at most p — 0.1¢, which

is in turn at most p — 0.992 x 20 x 0.1p < 0.

K Payoff matrices

Player 2

G C
Player 1 3,0 | 3,0
2,4 | 4,2

Table 3: The trust game from Example 4

Player 2

G F
Player 1 3,0 | 3,0
0,6 | 4,2

Table 4: The trust game from Example 6.

L Proofs

L.1 Halting Lemmas

Definition 6. Say that program p taking as input a tuple of programs q and sequences (7, ), () € [0,1]°° has immediate
halting set H C [0, 1]°° if whenever (r.,) € H, we have that p almost surely halts on input (q, (rm ), (xm)) for any q.

Definition 7. Given a set H C [0,1], define the k-repetition of H, Ry, (H) by
Ri(H) == ﬁ?;&([o, 1]k x H) = ﬁ?;& (rm)m>0 : (rm)m>; € H}
={(rm)m>0: (rm)m>; € H forall0 < j <k —1}.

Note that Ro(H) = H.



Definition 8. Given a sequence (ry,)m>0, call the sequence (1, )m>k a k-truncation of (ry,). Call an apply (or apply™) call
of the form apply(p;, (P—j, (Tm)m>k, - - -)) made by program p; on input (p—;, (Tm)m>0, - - -) a k-truncated apply call.

Definition 9. Say that programs p1, . . . p, have k-compatible halting sets (k > 1) if all of the following hold:

e Program p; has immediate halting set H;.
o If H := N_| H;, then Ry(H) is of the form A x [0,1]°° where A C [0,1)7, for some j, has positive measure.
Lemma 2. Suppose that p = (p1,...,pn) is a tuple of programs, each taking as input a tuple of n — 1 programs, and random

sequences (1 )20_o, (Tm)20_, € [0, 1]%°. Suppose that r1,r2, ... are i.i.d. U0, 1] random variables. Suppose that all of the
following conditions hold:

(C1) Truncated apply calls: There exists ¢ > 1 such that, for all i, p}s standard apply/apply™ calls are all k-truncated apply
calls, each call with some 1 < k < c.

(C2) Measure zero apply calls occur with probability zero: For all i, for any set A with P (((rm,), (zm)) € A) = 0, p; almost
surely makes no standard apply (or apply™) calls with input sequences in A.

(C3) Compatible halting sets: p1, . . . p, have c-compatible halting sets.

(C4) Halts when standard apply calls halt: For all i, for any p_;, whenever all of its standard apply/apply™ calls halt, p; halts
almost surely.

(C5) Only finitely many direct apply calls: For all i, the number of standard apply/apply™ calls made directly by p; is almost
surely finite. (By ‘directly’, we exclude here apply/apply™ calls made within other apply/apply™ calls.)

Then, for all i, we have that p; almost surely halts with input programs p_;.

Before we prove this, a small lemma:

Lemma 3. Let p = (p1,...,pn) be a tuple of programs, each taking as input n — 1 programs and random sequences
(rm), (zm) € [0,1]°°. Assume that p satisfies conditions (C2),(C4) and (C5).
Finally, suppose that there exists T : {1,. n} [0,1]°° — N U {oo} almost surely finite, such that, for all i, given input

p—; and sequence (1)), all standard apply/apply calls made by p; of the form apply(p;, (p—j, (Tim), - - -) have T'(j, (1)) <
T, (rm))-
Then for all i, p; almost surely halts on input (p_;, (1), (Tm))-

Proof of Lemma 3. Since T'(i, (r,,)) is almost surely finite for all 4, it suffices to show that for any finite ¢, we have that the
probability of the event {((ry,), (xm)) @ T(i, (rm)) = t and p; fails to halt on input (p_;, (rm), (zm))} is 0, for all i. We
proceed by induction on ¢.

t = 0:1fT(i, (rm)) = 0, we have that, for all i, p; cannot make any standard apply/apply™ calls (since those would have to
have T' < 0, which is impossible). Hence, by (C4), we have that either p; halts, or T'(¢, (r,,,)) = 0 occurs with probability 0.
Either way, we are done.

t > 0: Assume that for each k¥ = 0,...,¢ — 1, and all ¢, we have that either P (T'(¢, (1)) = k) = 0 or p; al-
most surely halts conditional on T'(4, (r,)) = k. Consider any 4. If ]P’( (¢, (rm)) =1t) = 0, we are done, so assume
P(T(%,(rm)) =t) > 0. Now, we have that all standard apply (or apply™) calls apply(p;, (p—;, (rh,), (x},,))) made by p;
must have 7'(j, (r],)) < t — 1. Now, by the induction assumption, for all j, the event A = {((rm), (x,) : T4, (r,) <
t — 1 and p; fails to halt on input (p_;, (r7,,), (x},,))} has probability 0. Hence, by (C2) we must have that p; almost surely
makes no standard apply calls to p; with input sequences in A. The same holds for other j. Thus, p; almost surely makes no
standard apply/apply™ calls that do not halt, and so by conditions (C4) and (C5), p; almost surely halts. By induction, we are
then done. O

Proof of Lemma 2. We will show that the conditions of Lemma 3 hold. By assumption, conditions (C2), (C4) and (CS) are
satisfied.

Then, we define a random variable T'(4, (r,,)) = T((r,)) satisfying the conditions of Lemma 3. By condition (C1), there
exists ¢ > 1 such that each program’s standard apply/apply™ calls are k-truncated, with 1 < k < c. By condition (C3), there
exist Hy, ... H, such that program p; has immediate halting set H; and if H = N!'_; H; then R.(H) = A x [0, 1]* for some

A C [0,1)7 where A has positive measure (and hence A x [0, 1]° has positive probability under r1,7s, ... ~ U[0, 1]). Then,

let T'((rm,)) = 0if (Tm)m>0 € H, and otherwise T'((ry,)) = min{t > 1 : (rp)m>t € Re(H)}. We will now verify that T
satisfies the necessary properties, which will conclude our proof.

Almost surely finite: Since R.(H) = A x [0,1]°, where A C [0,1]%, for some k, we have that if A; is the event
{(rm)m>ri € Re(H)}, or equivalently, {7y (k(i+1)—1) € A}, the events Ay, Ay,. .. are independent. Meanwhile, IP (4;) =
P((rm)m>ki € Re(H)) = P((rm)m>0 € Re(H)) = P(R:(H)) > 0. Now, if event A; occurs, then T' < ki and so T is
bounded above by k times a geometric random variable with success probability P (R.(H)), and hence is almost surely finite.



Decreasing under standard apply calls: First, if T = 0, we must have (r,,) € H C H; for any ¢, and so p; must not
make any standard apply/apply™ calls at all. Otherwise, if T = ¢ > 0, all apply/apply™ calls made by p; are k-truncated, for
1 < k < c. Now, if an apply/apply™ call has k > ¢, its associated sequence, (7, )m >k 18 in Reyr— k(H) and hence in H. Thus,
T((rm)m>k) = 0 < T((rm)m>0). Otherwise, the associated sequence, (7],,) = (7 )m>k has (7, )m>it—k € R(H), and so
T((r},)) <t—k<t=T((rm)).

Lemma 4. Suppose that p1, ... p, all satisfy conditions (C2), (C4) and (C5). Suppose that condition (C1) holds with some
¢, with the exception that one program, say p,, may also make O-truncated apply calls. Assume that the remaining programs

D1, - ..Ppn—1 have 2c-compatible halting sets. Finally, assume that p,, never calls itself directly.
iid

Then, i, p; halts with probability 1 on input (p_;, (rm), (Tm)), where r1,7r2... ~ U[0,1], and (x,,) is any random se-
quence.

Proof. Let ¢ > 1 be such that no program makes a k-truncated apply/apply™ call with k > c. Let H be an immediate halting
set for programs py, . .. p, 1 such that Ro.(H) = A x [0,1]>°, where A C [0, 1)7 for some j has positive measure.
We again proceed by checking the conditions of Lemma 3. By assumption, conditions (C2), (C4) and (CS) are satisfied.
Let D((ry,)) := min{t > 1: (7 )m>t € Rac(H)}. Then define T'(, (1,,,)) as follows:

0 ifi #nand (r,,) €
. E ifi:nand(rm)ERc 1(H)
T =N op(r,)) it nwnd () ¢ B

1+2D((ry)) ifi=nand (ry) ¢ Rey1(H)

We may argue similarly to the proof of Lemma 2 that D((r,,)) is stochastically bounded above by a geometric random
variable with success probability P (Ra.(H)), and hence is almost surely finite. Thus, T is also almost surely finite.
We now verify that T'(, (r,,,)) is strictly decreasing under standard apply/apply™ calls. We consider the four cases in turn:

1. If i # n, and (r,,) € H, we have that p; makes no standard apply/apply™ calls. Hence, the condition is trivially satisfied.

2.If i = n, and (rp,) € Rer1(H), we have that p;’s standard apply/apply™ calls all have input of the form
pj, (P—j, (17,), (z,)), where (7)) = (rm)m>k for some 0 < k < cand j # n. Then, (],) € Rer1-1x(H) € H,
and so T'(j, (r1,)) =0 < 1 =T(i, (rm)).

3. Ifi #nand (ry,) ¢ H, we have D((r,,)) = d > 0, for some d, and T'(i, (1)) = 2d > 2. Then, all standard apply/apply*

< k < c. Then, if k& > d, the input sequence (r/,,) for the apply/apply™ call is in

calls must be k-truncated, with 1
Rocta—r(H) C Rc+d(H) C Ret1(H), so that T'(4, (r],)) < 1 < 2 for any j. Otherwise, ¢ < d, and the input sequence
(r,) forthe call has D((r],,)) <d—c<d—-1, andsoT(] (rl.)) <2d—1<T(i,(ry)) forany j.

4. Finally, if ¢ = n and (r,,) ¢ Rey1(H), we have T'(i, () = 1+ 2d, where d = D((ry,,)) > 0. All standard apply/apply”*
calls with input (p;, (p—;, (7] ) («),) must have j # n and (7],) = (rm)m>k for some 0 § k < c. Then, if k > d,
($m) € Raoctd—k < Rc+d(H) C H, ) = 0. Otherwise, ¥ < d and D((r],,)) = d — k < d and so

and so T'(4, (r1,)
T, (r! ))<2d<2d+1—T(,(rm).

O

L.2 Proofs for Section 3
Lemma 5. For any programs p, . .., pn, if apply™ (pi, (p—i, (tm), (zm))) halts, its output does not depend on the sequence

(xm)~

Proof. For the apply™ call to halt, it must make finitely many apply™ calls. Consider then the apply™ calls of maximum depth
—i.e., those that do not make further apply™ calls. The output of these cannot depend on the (z,,), since that would require the
() to be accessed, which would result in the output being R; for some j, regardless of the (). Meanwhile, if the output
of all apply™ calls directly made by an apply™ call do not depend on the (z,,), then that apply™ call cannot depend on the
(@) either — that would require accessing the (., ) outside of an apply™ call, and so the output would again be R; for some j,
regardless of the (z,,). By induction on the tree of apply™ calls, we are done. o

Theorem 2. Suppose that p; is a correlated €;Groundedn;Bot with €; > 0, for i = 1,...n. Then programs p1, . .., p, almost
surely halt against each other.

Proof. For the first two parts, we proceed by verifying the conditions in Lemma 2.

* (C1) Let ¢ = 1. Then all of p;’s standard apply/apply™ calls are 1-truncated, so we are done.



* (C2) Let A be an event with probability 0. Then the probability that for some ¢, ((r)m>7+1-t, (22, )m>0) is in A is at
most the probability that for some ¢ > 0, (7 )m>t, (Tm)m>0) is in A. In turn, this is bounded above by

oo

Z]P) ((rm)m>t, (Tm)m>0) € A) = P (((rm)m>0, (Tm)m>0) € A) = 0.
t=0 t=0

* (C3) H = [0, min; ¢;) x [0,1]°° is an immediate halting set for all of py, ..., p,. Moreover, R.(H) = R1(H) = H, and
H = A x [0,1]>°, where A = [0, min; ¢;) C [0, 1] has positive measure.

 (C4) Since m; is computable, p; halts whenever its standard apply/apply™ calls do (noting that p; makes only standard
apply/ apply™ calls).

* (C5) p; makes at most n. apply/apply™ calls directly.

Theorem 4. Suppose that program p; is a correlated ¢;Groundedm;Bot for i = 1,...n. Then if at least two p; have €; < 1/2,
every pZ has infinite expected runtime against p_;. However, with memoization, the expected runtime is finite and polynomial

n oo provided that for all i, m;(a**) runs in polynomial time in t.

Proof. For the first part, let ¢; < ¢; < 1/2. Let f;(t) be the expected total number of apply™ calls made by p; when T' = ¢
(including those made within apply™ calls). Then we have f;(1) = n, and for ¢ > 1, f;(¢t) > fi(t — 1) + f;(t — 1), noting
that that p; makes apply™ calls including apply™ (pi, (Fm)m>1) and apply™(pj, (Tm)m>1). The former has T = ¢ — 1, and
the latter has 7' > ¢ — 1, since ¢; < ¢;. Meanwhile, p,; always makes at least all the apply™ calls that p; makes (on any
given input), and so we have, for all ¢, f;(t) > fi(t). Hence, f;(t) > 2f;(t — 1). Thus, we obtain f;(t) > 2* for ¢t > 1. But
E [27] = 3272, €(1 — €;)"2" = oc. Thus, p; has infinite expected runtime. Now, all other programs py, call p; with probability
1 — e, with input sequence (7, )m>1, which follows an i.i.d. U0, 1] distribution (conditional on ry > €). Hence, all programs
have infinite expected runtime if they all have €;, < 1.

For the second part, let ¢ = min; ¢;. Let T'((ry,)) = min{m > 0 : r,,, < €}, and T;((r,,)) = min{m > 0 : r,,, < ¢;}. Note
that 7; < T for all ¢ and (r,,,). Then, all programs halt immediately on input (7, )., >7 (regardless of (z,,)), and given input
(rm)m>¢ With ¢ < T, no calls with first input sequence of the form (74, );m>¢ With ¢ > T are made. Thus, overall, no apply”*
calls with first input sequence of the form (7, )n,>¢ with ¢’ > T are made. Hence, at most nT distinct apply™ calls are ever
made.

Now, assume that for all i, 7;(a’*) has complexity < A(t + 1)¥, for some fixed k and \. Then the deepest possible
apply”™ calls, those with input sequence (7, ). >7, €ach have runtime at most A. Given that we have already computed a'**~1,
computing a’ = apply™(p;, (0—j, ("m)m>7+1-¢)) then adds additional runtime at most At*. Thus, total runtime is at most

”ZtT:o At +1)F < n) EtT:O(T + 1)F = nA(T + 1)**1. Now, T + 1 is geometric with P (T 4+ 1 =t) = ¢(1 — €)*~! and so
E [(T + 1)1 =372, e(1 — )~ 1tk +1. Meanwhile,

#H1(_log(1 — €))k+!
2k+1(k + 1)!

(1 _ 6)7t/2 >

and so

6(1 _ e)tflthrl

NE

E[(T+1)1] =

o
Il

M8H

€)t/21gh+1 2K (k + 1)!
R+ (—log(1 — €))F+L

€2k (k + 1)
— 1— t/2
(1 — )72(—log(1 — €))F+1 Z €)

B €2k (k + 1).

(1= (=log(1 = €)FT1(1 = (1 - )'/?)
— O( k+1))

6

~
Il
-

as e — 0. Hence, the expected runtime is finite, and polynomial in e ~*.

O

For the last part, we verify the conditions of Lemma 4. We need only check that py, . .. p,,—; have 2c compatible halting sets,
for any c. With H as above, and € = min; ¢; > 0, we have Ry (H) = [0,€)* x [0,1]°°, and [0, €)* C [0, 1]* has measure €*,
which is positive for all k. O



Theorem 5. Suppose that payoffs v1., for game G are feasible with correlation and strictly individually rational. Then for €
sufficiently small, there exists an equilibrium of G in which player i receives expected utility “*, for all i.

Proof. Let v1., be payoffs that are feasible with correlation and strictly individually rational. Let s1.,,(q) € HZ A; be such that
for each 4, we have E [u;(s1:n(q)) | ¢ ~ UJ0, 1]] = v;. This is possible since v;.,, is feasible with correlation.

We construct policy profiles 1., 7].,, for the repeated game with correlation and screening inductively as follows: Let
mi(w;q) = 7} (w;q) = si(q) for all i. Then, for ¢ > 1, given a screened history a'*?, let 7;(a**; ¢)7} (a''t; q) = si(q) if a'
is consistent with 7., so far. Otherwise, if j is the first player in the history to have deviated from 7.5, let m—(a”; q) = S, s
where s_; ; is an independent minimax strategy profile against player j (i.e., max,; u;(s—;, a;) is minimised at s; = s; ;)). In
this case, let 7} (a't; q) = R;.

Note that policies 77.,, and 7., are then compatible screened and unscreened policies for the players. If all players play
according to 71.,, we can see that players will play according to s}:°, and obtain utilities v;.,,. Meanwhile, if player j deviates
at time ¢, she will obtain expected utility at most

Zvj(l — 1+ (1 — o' ' maxE [u;(a;,s_;(q)] +

a; €
k<t !

S A CRE

€

T (maxu;(arn) — Uj)) :
where v7 is player j°s minimax utility. For € sufficiently small, this is then less than v; for all ¢ and all j, by strict individual
rationality. We are then done.

Note that we were able to define 77].,, to have screening whenever players randomise independently of the gs.

Finally, note that although we used grim trigger strategies in this proof, we could instead do something like punish deviating
players until they are worse off than if they hadn’t deviated, by making maximally pessimistic assumptions about the strategies

played by deviating players when there is screening.
(]

Lemma 1. If p; is a correlated eGroundedr ;Bot, then regardless of programs p_;, its associated repeated game policies are,
where defined, given by screened policy: 7} (w;q) = mj(w; €q, zo) unless mj(w; €q, xo) accesses xo, in which case Ty (w;q) =
Rj, and 75 (a5 q) = mj(a’; e + (1 — €)q, x0) unless this accesses xo, in which case 77 (a'";q) = R;. The unscreened
policy is: Tj(w; q) = B [m;(w; eq, m0)] and 7j(a’*'; q) = E [7; (o™, e + (1 — €)q, 0] -

Proof. Follows straightforwardly from the definitions. o

Theorem 6. Let G be an n-player correlated program game. Let p_; be correlated eGroundedrBots with policies w_;, and p;
be any program for player i such that programs pa, . . ., pn almost surely halt against each other. For each j, let 7; and 75 be
the associated G policies for player j. Then E [u | p| = eEg, [u | T, 7).

Proof. Let a’* and T be as in Algorithm 1. By Lemma 6, we have that a’* has, for all ¢, given 1" > t, the same distribution
as the length ¢ screened history of the repeated game G in which players follow their associated policies. Moreover, a'* does
not depend on the (z,,,), and so is the same for all programs.

We will show that conditional on T' = ¢, and on a''* = '’ (where this occurs with non-zero probability), the output of
the n programs has the same joint distribution as the 7;(a'%; q), where ¢ ~ U0, 1]. Using the above, we will then have that
conditional on 7" = ¢, the output of the programs follows the same joint distribution as the actions of the associated policies on
the ¢ 4+ 1th turn of G.. Since the distribution of 7"+ 1 is the same as the distribution of the number of turns in G, we may then
deduce that the expected utility for the program game is equal to the expected utility for the last turn of the repeated game.

Now, conditionalon T = ¢ > 0, a*'* = a'**, and ro = r(, the output of program j is distributed as

E [apply (pj, (P—j (rm), (sm))) | T = t,a"" = &', g = 1p] = m(a™™; (1§, — €) /(1 = ¢))

which is the desired distribution, since (ro — €)/(1 — €) ~ U0, 1], conditional on T' = ¢. For ¢ = 0, the distribution is instead
7(w; T /€), which is again the desired distribution. It remains then to check that, conditional on T, a'*T, and ro, the outputs of
the programs are independent. Note that for j # i, the output of program j is given by m;(aT’; g, :C{J) Thus, conditional on
a'T and ro, this depends only on :cg, which is independent between programs. Since this holds for all but at most one program,
the outputs of programs is independent given o, T', a**7". We therefore conclude that the outputs of programs are distributed as
the actions on the last turn of G between players with policies 7; and screened policies 7.

Since the expected utility on the final turn of a repeated game is € times the total expected utility, we are then done. o

Lemma 6. Consider the setting of Theorem 6. Let a''* and T be as in Algorithm 1. Then conditional on T > t we have a'*

Jollows the same distribution as the screened history in the associated repeated game G., independent of T, and of the (x., ).



Proof. First note that since a'*! is the output of apply™ calls, Lemma 5 gives us that it must be independent of the (,,).

Now, note that, given T > ¢, a'** depends only on ("m)m>rs1_, and (z,,). Moreover, rry1_p7—1 X Ule, 1], rp ~
UJ0,€) and (7)) m>7+1 XU [0, 1], all independently, conditional on 7' > ¢, independent of T'. Hence, the distribution of
alt is independent of 7', conditional on 7' > t¢. Moreover, a’t has the same distribution as if we had T = t — 1 and
at = apply” (p;, (s> (rm)m>t—v/, (Tm))).

First, consider ¢ = 1. Conditional on r = 7 € [0,€), we have aj ~ E [apply™ (pj, (p—j, (rm)m>Ts (Zm)m>0)) | 77 = 7],
which follows the same distribution as E [apply™ (p;, (P—j, (Tm)m>0, (Tm)m>0)) | ro = 7], i.e. as 7} (w;r/€). Since r/e fol-
lows a U[0, 1) distribution, it remains to show that, given rr, the a} are independent of each other. For this, we need only note
that for j # 4, p; is an eGroundedwBot and so by Lemma 1, T (w;r/€) is deterministic given 1o = r (and hence so is a; given
rr). Hence, the a; are trivially independent of each other, given rr.

It remains to show that, for ¢ > 1, given a!*~! Lit—1.

1),
1:t—1

, we have that the a§- have the same joint distribution as the 7 (a

1:t—1

where ¢ LU [0, 1]. We now have that conditional on ry41—; = r{, and on a = a1 (where we may restrict to o

occurring with nonzero probability), we have:

aj ~ E [apply” (pj. (p—j: (rm)m>1+1-1, (@m)m>0)) | rr41-0 = 15,0771 = a7

=E [apply*(pja (p*ja (Tm)mzoa (Im)mzo)) | To = T{Ja a1:t71 = alztilvT =t— 1]
= 77(@5 - /(1 - ).

J

We have that (7741, —€)/(1 — €) ~ U[0, 1], so we again need only check independence given 77,1 _; and a**~1. We have
that for j # i, 77 (@'*; (rp — €) /(1 — €)) is again deterministic (given rr 41—, = 7 and @'~ '), by Lemma 1. Hence, by similar
argument to before, we are done. o

Corollary 1. Suppose that G is an n-player program game. Then for any feasible (with correlation), strictly individually
rational v1.,, there exists a program equilibrium of correlated eGroundedmBots (with a common choice of €).

Proof. We can see immediately that feasibility is a necessary condition. Moreover, individual rationality is necessary, since
otherwise some player ¢ could deviate to a program that simply plays the minmax policy for player .

To see that feasibility and individual rationality are sufficient, we simply apply Theorem 5. Note that correlated
eGroundedmBots may implement any policy in a correlated repeated game with screening for which the screened policy is
screened whenever the unscreened policy randomises independently (i.e., is random for fixed ¢). Since our proof of Theorem 5
used screened and unscreened policies satisfying this constraint, and applying Theorem 6, we are done.

(]

Theorem 11. Suppose that program p; is an uncorrelated ¢;Groundedm;Bot (Algorithm 2) for i = 1,...n. Then if at least
two p; have €; < 1/2, every p; has infinite expected runtime on input (p_;, (ry)), where r1,75, ... ~ U[0, 1]. However, with
memoization, the expected runtime is finite (and polynomial in ), provided that for all i, 7;(a**) runs in polynomial time

int.

min; €;

Proof. The proof is almost identical to that of Theorem 4, with apply* calls replaced by apply calls. O

L.3 Proofs for Section 4

Theorem 9. Suppose for i = 1,...n, ¢, > 0, m; is a computable function and p; is an uncorrelated €;Groundedr;Bot
(Algorithm 2). Suppose further that ro,r+, . .. ~ U|0, 1]. Then for all i, p; halts with probability 1 on input (p—;, (rm)).

Proof. Note that this is equivalent to a special case of Theorem 2, in which all programs pass on the (z,,) unmodified, say, and
no program ever otherwise uses the (z,, ). Thus, this results follows as an immediate corollary. o

Theorem 10. Suppose that program p; has the following properties: (i) It never makes a standard apply call to itself. (ii) Its
standard apply calls all have input sequence of the form (1 )m>r with 0 < k < c for some constant c. (iii) p; almost surely
makes only finitely many standard apply calls directly (i.e., not counting those made inside other apply calls). (iv) p; almost
surely halts whenever all its standard apply calls halt. (v) For all events A with P (((rm), (z¢))) € A) = 0, p; almost surely
makes no standard apply calls with input sequences in A. Then if for each j # i, p; is an (uncorrelated) € ;Groundedr ;Bot
with €; > 0, programs p1.,, almost surely halt against each other.

Proof. Note that this is equivalent to a special case of Theorem 3, in which all programs pass on the (z,,) unmodified, say, and
no program ever otherwise uses the (z,, ). Thus, this results follows as an immediate corollary. o



Proposition 1. Suppose that payoffs v1., are feasible (without correlation), with v1., = u1.,(S1.n). Suppose further that
Vi = MIN(57 4,5 A(A))) 0 TAXge(0,1], 5/ €A (A7) Ui ((1 —q)si +qsi, (1 —q)s; + qSj e sg)j#) — g, for some \ > 0, writing

Sj’- o s fory . sé(a)S;- (a). Then there exist uncorrelated eGroundedrBot equilibria with payoffs arbitrarily close to v1.p,.

Proof. First, note that for any feasible payoffs v1., = u(s1.,), and for any 6 > 0, by Lemma 7, we may find N € N and se-
quences (c}, ) for each i, repeating with period IV, such that for € > 0 small enough, we have ||s; — 3%, €(1 — €)' af||__ <
¢ for each 1.

Now, set 7 (a'?) to be equal to a‘z 11 provided ajit = ok, for all k. Then, if in the repeated game, player j plays according
to m; for j = 1,...,n, player j will play action a7 on time-step ¢. Further, for each a; € A(a;) andi = 1,...n, let s/ ;(a;)
be some strategy in A(A;). Then, when for t’ < t, @’ ~' = a1, 1, and a’ ; = o, butal # al,, set 7;(a'?) = s;.(al).
Otherwise, set 7; arbitrarily. We may now apply Lemma 8 to eGroundednBots corresponding to policies 71.,. Call these
programs pi.,. Write 5; = Efi Le(l =€)t 1o¢t, the strategy played by 7; against m_;. We have that if player 7 deviates to
program p}, player 7 obtains utility at most max, o u;((1 — ¢)5; +¢s;, (1 — ¢)5—; + qs_m-(sg)) + O(eNg).

Now, for any s and g, we have

ui((1 = q)3i + qsi, (1 — q)5_ + g5, ;(s3)) — wi(5:,5-4)

= (1= )" = Dui(8i,5-0) + q(1 — )" | wils},5-4) + Zui(sg,i(sli)v 5-g) |+ g ui(sg, 5L, (7))
i

(1= q)" = D)(uilsi, s-:) + O6)) + (1 — )" | wilshys—i) + Y uils)i(5)),5-5) + O©) | + -+ + q"wi(s}, 5", ;7))
i
=u;i((1 = q)si +qsi, (1 = q)s—i + g5, ;(57)) — wi(si,5-4) + O(dq)

since u; is a multilinear map and hence Lipschitz.

Then, choose 7 ;, for each j and 4, so as to minimise maxg s ui((1 — q)si + qs;, (1 = q)s—i + qs_; ;(s7)) (possible by
continuity and compactness) We have that player ¢ by deviating can gain additional obtain utility at most

maxuz((l —q)si +qs;, (1= q)s—i +qs"; ;(57)) — ui(si, s-3) + O(dq) + O(eNg)

< —/\q + O(dq) + O(eNq)
= q(=A + O(8) + O(eN))
<0

for N sufficiently large and e N sufficiently small. Hence, this is an equilibrium for sufficiently small eV and sufficiently large
N. O

Lemma 7. For any strategy s € A(A), forall § > 0, for any N € N sufficient large, there exists a sequence of actions (v, )
repeating with period N, such that for all € > 0 sufficiently small,

oo

Z (1—e)t

< 4.

oo

Proof. First, note that for any N we may find a1, . .. ay such that Hs -4 SN HOO < +.Meanwhile, setting ajn 4+ = oy



forl <t < N, we have
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Lemma 8. Suppose that programs pi.,, are uncorrelated eGroundednBots, with policies 1., and common stopping proba-
bility €, which when played against each other follow a deterministic sequence of actions, repeating with period N. Let s1.y,
be the resulting distribution of actions, and v1.,, be the resulting utilities, v; = u;(S1.n). Further, assume that ;, for each j,
is such that if at some time step in the history a'*, player i deviates from T;, while other players’ action histories are con-
sistent with T1.,, then mj(a'"*) = S’(a}). Then if player i deviates to program pj, player i obtains utility at most max, s/

ui (1= q)si + gsi, (1 = q)sj + ¢S @ 57)j2i) + O(eNg).

Proof. Let the sequence of actions played by policy 7; against policies 7_; be given by (o), where we have O[Zn LRN = al,
forall m, k, j.

Consider the game between programs p_; and p). Let ¢ be the probability that a}'? is inconsistent with ;, given T > 0
(where T, a'*T are as in the definition of the eGroundedmBots). Now with probablhty 1 — q, we have al ‘T is consistent with
7;, and hence al = al.

First, we will show that conditional on no deviations in the first 7' time-steps (i.e., in a}:T), player 7’s observed last action,
al is distributed as s;, up to O(eNq) terms.

Note that a'* is independent of T', conditional on 7" > ¢. Then, let §; be the probability of deviation by time ¢ (i.e., of a};t
not being consistent with 7;), given T' > ¢. Also set dg = 0. We have that g = Zfil P(T =t|T >1);. Meanwhile,



P (T = t | No deviation in a;", T > 1)
P(T=¢t|T>1)
PP (No deviationin a}'” | T > 1)

= P (No deviationin a}" | T = t)

1-6)P(T=t|T>1)
1—¢q '

Thus, given that no deviation occurs in a}:T, the distribution of al-T 18,:

> " ajP (T =t | No deviation in a} "', T > 1)
t=1

1 s )
=— NPT =t|T>1)(1-5)d
1_qt:1
=— NS PT=t|T>1)ai——S P(T=¢t|T>1)6a!
1_qt:1 1_qt:1
% L S Bt | T > 1) b0
_l—q_mz (T=t[T=1) 00y
t=1
S 1 s ;
= _ — — == > i
T T—q (6= 01)Y P(T=k|T >1)aj
t=1 k>t

-1, —ﬁt:1(5t—5t—1)P(TZt|TZI)E[OL%|T2t].

Now, for any a, consider E [a} (a) | T > t} —1i.e., the probability of playing a on the last time step, given that there are at least
t time steps, when all players play according to 7. Since (o) repeats with period N, we have that E [a}(a) | T > kN + 1] =
E [af(a) | T > 1] = s;i(a). Hence, E [af(a) | T >t] > P(T > [¢t/N|IN|T >t)E [al(a) | T > [t/NIN] > (1 —
e)N=1s;(a). Similarly, s;(a) = E [af4(a) | T > [t/N]N] > (1 — )N 'E [k (a) | T > t], and so E [ad(a) | T > t] <
(1 — ¢~ W=Ys;(a). Overall then, |E[ad(a)|T >t] — si(a)|< ((1 — ¢~W™=Y — 1)s;(a). Hence, we have
|E [ [T >t] —sif|, <(1—€)~ V=D —1=0(eN).

Thus, given that no deviation occurs, the distribution of a;fF is just

S; 1 e
e — Ot— > > )
1—q 1—qt:1(5t 0r—1)P (T 2 ¢ [T > 1) (si + O(eN))

i 1 «
= NTP(T=t|T>1)6(si + O(eN))
l—q¢ 1-ai=

Sq q
_ — L (s;4+O(eN
1—¢ 1—(1(8 (eN)

= s, + O(eNg).

Now, write s/, for the distribution of a! given that some deviation occurs in a}*7". We have that the overall distribution of ;"
(conditional on T > 1) is (1 — q)s; + gs., up to O(eNgq) terms. Now, conditional on T' > 1, the distribution of a! is the same
as the distribution of the action of program p). Hence, the action of player 7 is distributed as (1 — ¢)s; + ¢s}, up to O(eN)q
terms. Meanwhile, each other player j plays 7;() when T' = 0 and otherwise observes a®T and plays Uy (a*T). Conditional on

T > 1 and no deviation, player j then plays a‘;, which by similar argument as for player 4, is distributed as s;, up to O(eNgq)
terms. Meanwhile, if a deviation occurs, a? is distributed as s} and so player j’s action is distributed as S} e 5. Hence, player
s action is distributed as e’ + (1 — €)(1 — q)s; + (1 — €)qSj e s;) +O(eNg), ie. (1 —q)s; +qSj e s}, upto O(eNg) terms.
We have then that player ¢ obtains utility u;((1 —¢)s; +¢s}, (1 — q)s; +¢Sj ® s}) i) + O(eNg), which is certainly at most

maxy o u; (1= q)si + s}, (1 — q)s; + ¢S} @ 5});:). up to O(eNg) terms.
O



Proposition 2. Suppose that there exists an uncorrelated eGroundednBot equilibrium with payoffs v1.n.
Then wvy., must be feasible, and for each i, we must have v; > min(S;:Ai_}A(Aj))j# MaXge[0,1],5/€A(A;)

U; ((1 —@)si+qsi, (1 —q)s—i + ¢S e s’i)#i).

Proof. Suppose, for each j, p; is an eGrounded7Bot with discount factor €; and policy 7;, and that pq, . .. p,, form a program
equilibrium with strategies s1.,, and payoffs v.,,. Let € = min; €;, and T'((r.,)) = min{¢ : r < e}k. Then, construct program
p}, as follows:

* Check if rp41 < g. If so, use 7741 to randomise according to s/
* Otherwise, output apply (p;, (rm))-

Theorem 9 gives us that p_; and p; halt against each other almost surely.
Now, let S; (a) be the overall strategy of p; if p; were instead simply replaced with a program that always output action a.
Now, none of the p; ever makes an apply call (including within other apply calls) with input sequence (7., )m>x With k > T'.
Thus, conditional on 7741 > ¢, p;s outputs will always be compatible with 7; (and p;). So, since the distribution rpy; is
independent of T" and of 7.7, we have that conditional on 14 > g, the strategies of all programs is given by s;.,,. Meanwhile,
conditional on rp41 < g, all apply calls referencing p, made by the other programs will have output a, for some fixed action
a, with probability proportional to s;(a). Thus, program j for j # 7 must then have overall strategy S (a).
Thus, overall, p; has strategy (1 — ¢)s; + ¢s, and programs p_; have overall strategies (1 — ¢)s—; + ¢, s;(a)s"_;(a).
Since this is an equilibrium, we therefore obtain that, for some .S 3 : A; = A(A;), for all s} and g,

v > U ((1 —q)si+qs;, (1=q)s—s+q ) S;(G)S/—i(a)>
from which the result immediately follows. O

Lemma 9. Suppose that programs p; and p; are eGroundedmBots with policies ;, 7;. Then if T((rp,)) and a*T are as
computed by p; upon input (p1.n,, (1)), forall 1 <t < T, we have a§- =mi(a ).

Proof. We have that for all 1 < ¢ < T, p; computes a;:t((rm)) == apply(p;, (P, (*m)m>1—t+1)) and then for ¢’ < ¢, p;
computes at/((rm)) = apply(p, (P, ("m)m>T—++1)). Meanwhile, given input (p, (s.,)), where (sm) = (Tm)m>T—t+1, Pj
has T'((sm)) = T((rm)) = (T((rm)) — t +1) =t — 1. It then computes @’ ((smm)) := apply (P, (P; (Sm)m>T((s,0))—t+1)) =

apply (P, (Ps (Tm)m>t—1—t/414(T((rm))—t+1))) = aPPWY(D, (D, (") m>T((r))—t/ 1)) = a’((rm)). Since p; then returns
(@Y ((sm)); xo), i€, m; (@ ((rm)); rr—t41), the result follows. O

L.4 Proofs for Section 5

Proposition 3. Correlated eGroundedrnBots halt output independently against each other. The same holds for uncorrelated
eGroundedmBots.

Proof. Suppose that p1, ... p, are eGroundedwBots and we replace p) with a program that halts on a given input whenever p;
halts. Consider the resulting call tree, truncating whenever we reach a node at which p!, is called. We have that the call tree has
at most the depth of the original call tree, and that all of the nodes corresponding to calls to p} halt, since the same call to p;
occurs in the original call tree. O

Theorem 8. Consider games of the following form, given N-valued random variables T1, ... T,: Each player i observes T;,
sampled independenly from other players, and sees each other player j’s policy conditional on observing T = t, for allt < Tj,
and then chooses a strategy.

If an equilibrium with payoffs v1.,, is sustained by simulationist programs that halt output independently, there must exist a
policy profile T1.,, in game of the above form attaining payoffs v1.,, with the following property: for all i, all possible deviations
of the form ‘play according to T; if T; is less than ty, else play according to d;’ for some fixed d; attain at most as much utility
against T_; as does ;.

Proof. We will proceed by constructing 71, . .. T}, and a policy profile for the new game. We will show that this policy profile
grants the same payoffs to players as in the equilibrium of the program game. Moreover, for each possible deviation of the
given form in the new game, we will show that there exists a corresponding deviation of the program game in which all players
receive the same utility. From this, we deduce that no such deviation can be profitable in the new game.

We begin by defining 77, ..., T,, as functions of the random sequence ((r,)). For each 4, let T;((r,,)) be the maximum
depth of nested apply calls made by p; on input (p_;, (r,,)). Le., if p; makes no apply calls on this input, T; = 0, and otherwise



T; is one more than the maximum depth of apply calls made by p;’s own apply calls. In essence, T; can be thought of as the
‘time step’ of player ¢ in the program game.

We now work towards defining the policies in the new game (on relevant strategy histories). We define these based on the
action distributions of programs in the program game against a particular class of programs. For ¢ = 1,2, ..., and each i, let
c! be the strategy for player 4 corresponding to the distribution of apply(pi, (p—i, (r))) conditional on T; + 1 = t. Then,
given sequence d; and tg, define program p}(to, d;) as follows: Given input (p_;, (rm)), determine T;((ry,)), by running p;
on this input and counting the maximum depth of apply calls. If T; < tq, output apply(p;, (p—i, (rm))). Otherwise, use rq
to randomise according to d; (in some arbitrary fixed way). Finally, if the input is (¢, (7)) with ¢_; # p_;, simply output
apply ((pi, (q—i; (Tm)))-

Note that p} halts on every input on which p; halts, and so by output independent halting we have that programs p_;,
p) halt against each other (for any choice of ¢ and (s!)). Now, for each ¢y and d; and associated p!, for each j # i, let
sj(i,t0,d;) = E [apply(pj, (P—ij, P}, (rm) | Tj > to].

We are now ready to define policies 7., for the players in the new game (as functions of the observed strategy history). First,

set 7 (w ) = cland 7i(clt) = i forall i and t. Then if strategy history o1:% is such that o}~ = ¢! for some t(, and
to

ol = cto ; and a;“ # ', let Tl(U% %) = si(dto, o to). Elsewhere, define 7 arbltrarlly
Let’s now show that 7., satisfy the desired properties. First, we have that when all players plays according to 7., each player

i plays ¢! conditional on T; + 1 = t. Thus, the overall expected utility obtained by player i is u;(E [c{”‘l} ..., E [05"“] ),

which is in turn equal to wu;(E[E [apply(pi(p-1, (rm))) | T1 +1]], ..., E[E [apply (pn(p—n. (rm))) | Tn +1]]) =
ui (B [apply (p1(p—1, (tm)))] s - - -, E [apply (prn(p—n, (rm)))]) = v;, the same as in the program game, as required. Now, sup-
pose that player ¢ deviates to start playing d; for T; > t,. We then have that for each j # ¢, for T; =t < to + 1, player j plays
c§. Otherwise, player j must play s; (i, to, d;).

Meanwhile, suppose that in the program game, player ¢ deviates to program p/ (o, d; ). Then, conditional on T; = ¢ < to, we
know that p; oninput (p_;, (r,)) makes apply calls of maximum depth ¢. In that case, the call tree cannot contain anywhere any
calls to p; with input sequence (77,,) with T;((r],)) > t. Meanwhile, by the definition of simulationist, and the fact p, ..., p,
are all simulationist, all calls in the tree must be to simulationist programs. We will now argue that for each call in the call
tree, the output must be the same if any number of instances of p; are replaced by p/. Suppose this were not the case. Then let
apply (p, (q1:n—1, (17,))) be a maximal depth call for which this is not the case (where the calls made directly by the top -level
program have depth 1, and so on). If p is pz, we have that T;((r},)) < t < tp, and so if ¢1.,—1 = p—;, we have that p} would
give the same output as Di- Otherw1se p} would run the same apply calls as p; given input (q}.,,_1, (7,,)), where each ¢, is
either ¢;, or if ¢; = p;, ¢/ might be p}. Since p; is simulationist, the first such call must be the same as if the input programs
were ¢; (since ¢; cannot be distinguished from ¢; except via simulations), and so by assumption must give the same output as
it would in that case. Give that this holds true for all calls made by p; on this input so far, it must then also hold for the next
one. So by induction the same direct calls (up to substitutions) are made, and give the same output, so p; must give the same
output with ¢} as with ¢;. Hence, apply(pl, (¢4.,,—1, (r,))) = apply(pi, (q1:n—1, (1,))), @ contradiction. Thus, we must have
p # p;. But then by the same induction argument as before, p must make the same calls, which must give the same outputs.
Hence, each call in the call tree gives the same output when any number of instances of pi is replaced by p). From this, we may
deduce, by similar argument, that pj itself gives the same output when p; is replaced by p}, conditional on T; = t < tp.

So, when player 7 deviates to pj, conditional on T; = t < %o, we have that p;’s action is distributed as c . Meanwhile,
conditional on T} > t,, we know p;’s action is distributed as s; (3, ¢, d;), by construction.

Thus, the action distribution of each player j in the program game, conditional on 77 is the same as in the new game. Since
the T have the same distribution in both, we may conclude that all players receive the same utilities in both. In particular, since
p; cannot be a profitable deviation in the program game, 7, cannot be a profitable deviation in the new game. We are then done.

O

Theorem 12. Let p1, . .., p, be simulationist programs for game G, in the uncorrelated setting. Assume p1, . . . , pp halt against
each other output independently. Let ¢; = E [apply(pi, (p—i, (Tm)))] be the strategy of program p; against programs p_;, and
v; = ui(c1.,) be the utility for player i. Suppose that (p1,...,pn) is a program equilibrium. Then there exist sequences
(61)t5 -+, (0%)¢ € [0,1]°° with, for all §, 3.2, 8% = 1, and (c})t, - - ., (c},)¢ with ¢§ € A(A;j), such that 3.2 | §%ch = c; for
each j, with:

to—1 to
; > 6 d; 6 Stet ot
vi = gg’f\]{ S5 EA(AJ), each];ﬁz Z + Z <Z C + Sj Z

d;€A(A;) t>to t t>to i
(Where the above denotes player j, for j # i, playing according to Z’;”:l 5’; CE‘ +s; Zt>t0 5’75)

Proof. We will apply Theorem 8 and its proof. Let T3, c‘z?, 7; and s; (7, to, dj) be as in the proof of Theorem 8 for each i, £, ¢,
J.d;.Let 6! =P (T; + 1 = t). Then we have from Theorem 8 that if player ¢ (in the game from Theorem 8) deviates to play d;



when T; + 1 > 19, this cannot be profitable. Meanwhile, this results in overall strategy Zto ! Stet + d; ZtZto 5! for player i.
For j # 1, player j then plays according to overall strategy Et 1 05k + 550, t0, di) Y sy, 05 Thus, we must have

to—1 to
v; > U Z(Sfcf—i—diZéf, (Zétc + 5;(i,t0,d; Z(St)
t=1 t>to t= t>to i

to—1 to
> minu, E Stet + d; g S, < g 5tct + 55 E 5t>
S—i
t=1 t= 2
J#i

t>to t>to

for all ¢y and d;. Taking the maximum over ¢( and d; gives the result.
(]

Theorem 13. All strategy profiles that are strictly Pareto optimal in the limit of small deviations and strictly individually
rational in two player games satisfy the conditions of Theorem 12.

Proof. Consider the policy of playing according to strategies (c1, ce) meeting the above criteria, and if player ¢ deviates to
policy d; starting at time step to, punishing with whatever strategy minimises the player’s expected utility given their overall
policy.

WLOG assume g (c1, ca) = ua(c1, c2) = 0 (by translating utilities if necessary).

Now, given that player 1 deviates with probability p to strategy d1, let g2(d1, as, p) be the minimum probability of detection
needed to effectively punish player 1 —i.e., g2 is minimal such that u; (1 — p)c1 + pdy, (1 — g2)c2 + geaz) < 0.

Then, let g2(p) = maxy, ming, g2(ds, ag, p). Note that we need player 2 to detect player 1 with probability at least g2(p)
when player 1 deviates with probability p, in order to enforce (c1, ¢2). Define ¢ (p) similarly.

Note that since (c1, ¢2) is (strictly) individually rational, we must have that ¢; and go are well defined and ¢;(p) < 1 for all p.

We will show that ¢1(g2(p)) < p (and similarly for g2(q1(p))). To see this, consider any p = p*, and possible deviation ds
for player 2. Suppose player 2 deviates to d2 with probability g2 (p*). Then if player | detects this deviation with probability p*,
either for some a; this deviation is strictly bad for player 2 (showing ¢1 (¢2(p*)) < p*), or for every possible a; this deviation
is at worst neutral for player 2. But then by strict Pareto optimality, it must be negative for player 1 (unless the deviation is
to co, or p* = 0). Hence, for any possible strategy that player 1 could deviate to with probability p*, punishing with do with
probability g2 (p*) would result in a negative payoff. This contradicts the definition of g2 (we could make it smaller, if this were
the case), and so we are done. The case for g2(q1 (p)) is symmetric.

Note that ¢; and g2 are continuous, (non-strictly) increasing in p, and g1 (0) = ¢2(0) = 0.

It now remains to define random variables 77, 7% such that forall ¢t, P (Tx >t + 1) > ¢2(P(Ty > t)) and P (T, >t + 1) >
a1(B(T: > 1)).

Now, if either player ¢ has no profitable deviations (i.e., no actions that perform better than ¢; against c_;), then we may
simply set T_; = 0 with probability 1, and T; = 1 with probability 1. Otherwise, we must have that for each 4, £ (p ) converges

maxd, ui(c— T,d)

to some positive value as p — 0 (in particular to — T ey

). Thus, as p — 0, we have that

Qi(Q—i(p)) _ qz‘((J—z‘(p)) Q—i(p)
P g-i(p) P
maxg, u1(dy,ca) maxg, us(cy,ds)

— ming, u1(c1, S2) — ming, us(s1, c2)

Now, let d; maximise u;(d;, c_;). We have then that the above quantity is at most

ui(di,c2)  us(er,ds)
—uq(c1,da) —ua(dy, ca)

_ ui(di,c2) .
Letp = Snend) Consider s; = 1+pd1 + 1+p 1+pd2 + 1+p

deviations, we know that u;(c1, s2) + u;(s1, c2) is negative for at least one player. Now,

c1,and sg = co. By strict Pareto optimality in the limit of small

p 1
ui(c1, 82) +ui(s1,c2) = ui(cy,ds) + u1(dy, c2) = 0.
1(c1, 82) 1(s1,¢2) P 1(c1,d2) T+p 1(d1, ¢2)

Thus,



0> UQ(Cl, 82) + UQ(Sl, Cg)

us(c1,d) + uz(d1, c2)

14+p 1+p
ui(di, c2)
— d d .
—ul(cl,dg)UQ(cl’ 2) +uz(dy, c2)

Hence,
qi(q—i(p)) < ui(di,c2)  wua(er, ds)
D ~ —ui(er, d2) —ua(di, c2)

<1

Now, since since each g; must be continuous, we have that the function defined by M on (0, 1], and the limit of
that function at 0, is then continuous in p, and so by compactness of the interval [0, 1], we have that this function obtains its
supremum on [0, 1], which must be less than 1. It follows that the supremum of M < 1 on the interval [0, 1] must be
less than 1. Let the supremum be 1 — z, for some = > 0.

Consider setting P (7} > t) = (1 — ¢)* for some small ¢ > 0. Then for each t > 1, set P (T2 > t) = q2((1 — €)*~1). We
immediately obtain that P (T5 > t 4+ 1) > ¢o(P (11 > t)), for all ¢.

For the other direction, we have for t > 1, 1(P(Tx >t)) = qi(g2((1 — ) 1)) < (1 —2)(1 — &)t = (1 —

2
2)P(Ty >t +1) (1 — €)= Thus, P(T7 > ¢ + 1) > 8= g, (P (T3 > 1)).
Setting € < x/2, we are then done.

M Additional details for examples
M.1 Example 2

Let us explicitly describe an eGroundedmBot (Algorithm 1) equilibrium in which each program plays C' deterministically at
equilibrium. Define the policy for player i as m;(a') = C'if a‘;-/ = C'forall j and ', and 7;(a'*) = L otherwise.

Now, suppose that player 7 deviates to a program pj, which, against the other programs, sometimes plays some action other
than C. Let T' + 1 be the time step as defined in the eGroundednBot, and X be the time of first deviation for player i. L.e., X is
minimal such that apply™ (pi, (P—i, ("m)m>T+1, (Tm)m>r+1-x)) # C, and X = oo if said minimum is not well defined. We
have that if X > T + 1, then all players must play C, and so player ¢ receives utility 10. Meanwhile, if X < T we have that
other players play L, and so player ¢ receives utility at most 9. Finally, if X = 7"+ 1, other players must play C, whereas player
i may play D, for a a maximum utility of 14. Note that the observed a’s are correlated between players —i, and the actions of
players —i are correlated with one another. Thus, we have that the expected utility of player 4 is at most 10P (X > T + 1) +
4P (X =T +1) + 9P (X < T + 1). Thus, the gain in utility from deviating is at most 4P (X =T +1) - P(X <T +1).
Now, note that the distribution of a player’s action at time ¢ (i.e., with input sequence (7,,)m>7+1—¢) is independent of T,
conditional on 7' 4+ 1 > ¢. This gives us that P (X =t | T+ 1 = t') is the same for all ¢’ > ¢. From this, by conditioning on
X, wemayobtain 4P (X =T +1) —P(X <T+1)=4P(X =T +1) — =P (X =T +1). For e < £, this is at most 0.
We conclude that this is an equlibrium.

M.2 Example 3
We show that we can restrict attention to so = s3 = L or so = s3 = D in the following:

min u1((1 = q)C +¢D, (1 —q)C +gsz2, (1 — q)C + gs3)

Note that:
ui(a, 2D+ (1 —2)L,yD+ (1 —y)L) > (1 —2)(1 —y)ui(a, L, L) + (x + y — zy)u1(a, D, D)

and

ui(a,C,yD + (1 —y)L) = yui(a,C, D) + (1 — y)ui(a,C, C)
>(x+y—ay)ui(a,C; D)+ (1 —2)(1 — y)ui(a,C,C)

=(x+y—zy)ui(a,C,D)+ (1 —2)(1 —y)ui(a,C, L)

and similar for uy (a, D+ (1—z)L, C). Thus, s5 and s3 being mixtures of D and L gives player 1 at least as much utility as a
convex combination of both being pure D and both being pure L. Thus, we need only consider s = s3 = L and so = s3 = D.



Utility under each of these possibilities: We have
ur((1=q)C+4qD,(1-q)C+qL,(1 - q)C+qL)
=9¢> +10(1 — ¢)(1 - ¢*) + 14¢(1 — ¢*)
=10+ 4q — ¢* — 4¢3,

which is equal to 103 when ¢ = 2. Meanwhile

u1((1 —q)C +qD,(1 - q)C +qD,(1-¢q)C +qD)
=qui(D,(1—q)C+¢gD,(1—-¢q)C+q¢D)+ (1 — q)3u1(C, C,C)
= 14¢ 4+ 10(1 — ¢)3,

which is equal to 102} when ¢ = 2.

M.3 Example 4

Consider the following trust game (with payoffs shown in Appendix K, Table 3): Player 1 receives $3, which he may Keep (K)
or Send to the other player (S). Money sent to the other player is doubled. Player 2 may then either be Greedy (G) and take $4
and send only $2 back, or be Charitable (C) and take only $2, giving $4 to player 1.

First, we will show that there exists an uncorrelated eGroundedwBot equilibrium in which player 1 plays S and player 2
randomises at an approximately 1 : 1 ratio between T and R, for approximately $3 in expectation for both players (with player
1 receiving slightly more). Let both programs have a common value of €. Then, define the policies as follows: 71 (i, a3?) = K
if a}, = G and t is odd, and S otherwise. m2(a}?, ad*) = C'if t + 1is odd, and G if t + 1 is even.

Now, by Lemma 8, if player 2 deviates to another program (that plays some other strategy s, with overall probability ¢ for
some ¢), they may obtain utility at most max, ¢, u2((1 — g)s2 + gs5, (1 — q)s1 + ¢5](s5)), up to O(eq) terms, where s;
and s, are the strategies played by the eGroundednBots against each other, S;(C') = S and S;(G) = K. Thatis, s; = S
and sy = ﬁC + ész. Now, player 2 has no incentive to deviate to play more C. Meanwhile, ua(s1,$2) = 2 + %
Then, if player 2 deviates to play more G (for effective strategy (1 — ¢)s2 + ¢G), she then receives additional utility at most
uza((1 —q)s2 +¢G, (1 — q)S + gK) — ua(s2, s1) + O(eq), which we may verify is equal to —q (2 4+ ¢ + O(e)). which, for all
e sufficiently small, is at most us(s2, $1) for all ¢. Hence, this is an equilibrium.

Meanwhile, there is no way of enforcing this equilibrium with Oesterheld (2019)’s eGroundednBots. This is because those
programs can only implement myopic policies. A myopic policy cannot punish deviation to play G more, without also respond-
ing in the same way to G when played at equilibrium. Thus, equilibria with player 2 mixing and player 1 playing pure .S cannot

exist with such programs.




