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Abstract

Varied real world systems such as transportation networks, supply chains and energy grids present coordination problems where
many agents must learn to share resources. It is well known that the independent and selfish interactions of agents in these systems
may lead to inefficiencies, often referred to as the ‘Price of Anarchy’. Effective interventions that reduce the Price of Anarchy
while preserving individual autonomy are of great interest. In this paper we explore recommender systems as one such intervention
mechanism. We start with the Braess Paradox, a congestion game model of a routing problem related to traffic on roads, packets
on the internet, and electricity on power grids. Following recent literature, we model the interactions of agents as a repeated game
between Q-learners, a common type of reinforcement learning agents. This work introduces the Learning Dynamic Manipulation
Problem, where an external recommender system can strategically trigger behavior by picking the states observed by Q-learners
during learning. Our computational contribution demonstrates that appropriately chosen recommendations can robustly steer the
system towards convergence to the social optimum, even for many players. Our theoretical and empirical results highlight that
increases in the recommendation space can increase the steering potential of a recommender system, which should be considered
in the design of recommender systems.
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1. Introduction

Although computationally more powerful than humans, ma-
chine intelligences are not impervious to the dilemmas of com-
petitive strategic behavior. These dilemmas, abstracted as a
‘Price of Anarchy’, stem from the misalignment of individual
and social objectives.

As “[m]achines powered by artificial intelligence increas-
ingly mediate our social, cultural, economic and political inter-
actions[,] understanding the behavior of artificial intelligence
systems is essential to our ability to control their actions, reap
their benefits and minimize their harms” [1].

Indeed, machine learning algorithms play increasingly larger
roles in mediating complex, social, and human interactions. In
systems with a high Price of Anarchy, centralizing the actions
of individuals to steer a system to achieve socially optimal ob-
jectives raises questions on the tradeoffs between the potential
risks and benefits. To what extent should algorithms dictate be-
yond content to behavior? In this paper, we present a hypothet-
ical scenario as a thought experiment to study this complicated
real-world scenario.

1.1. The Narrative Thought Experiment

In the world of this thought experiment, it is common for in-
telligent machines to assist people. In many cases, decisions
are delegated to machines entirely. ‘Under the hood’, these in-
telligent machines are methodologically similar to the machine
learning technologies available today (2025). Their widespread
success and implementation arise centrally from the striking ef-
ficiency that results from their ubiquitous implementation.

In this world, the transportation sector has experienced a
drastic upheaval. All vehicles implement reinforcement learn-
ing algorithms to determine their paths as they shuffle around
people and resources. Though it is known that selfish decision
making in complex road networks can lead to inefficient out-
comes, the unprecedented speed with which automated vehicles
took over road networks left little time for more holistic and co-
ordinated implementations, so all vehicles act independently to
minimize their own travel times. As it results, the system is not,
on a global scale, optimally efficient: it suffers a so called Price
of Anarchy. In fact, all vehicles would be better off in the long-
term if they were better coordinated with each other for a small
myopic sacrifice.

A new algorithm is designed to attempt a solution: a rec-
ommender system which can provide all the vehicles with ad-
ditional information while the vehicles learn to route through
cities. This recommender system is unprecedentedly powerful
and is capable of modeling the decision making of the vehicles
to determine what they would do conditional on their recom-
mendation. To what extent can this recommender system steer
the decision making of individual vehicles and overcome their
Price of Anarchy? This paper explores such a recommender
system, its opportunities, and its limitations.

1.2. Overview

Our paper focuses on studying the interaction of a system
of learning agents with an overarching system that sends them
signals, or recommendations. In this work, we use game the-
ory and machine learning algorithms to study the extent to
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which we can mitigate the negative social externalities of self-
interested learning agents. Specifically, we study a congestion
game with a high Price of Anarchy. The agents are modeled as
Q-learners. The recommender interacts with the Q-learners by
setting their states during learning. Then we devise a determin-
istic algorithm to steer the system towards the social optimum,
as depicted in Figure 1.

We choose the Braess Paradox, a congestion game with a
high Price of Anarchy, where uncoordinated agents have a
strong tendency to end up in a Pareto inefficient Nash equi-
librium. For the computational results (Section 4), we gener-
alize the recommendations to abstract ‘signals’ which can be
more than the actions available to Q-learners. We show that our
recommender system can robustly steer the learning dynamics
with strategic signals, even for many agents, without directly
controlling the choices of agents. Although we study a hypo-
thetical scenario, our model may provide insights for practical
implementations of routing recommendations where the agents
are learning and may not necessarily follow the recommenda-
tions.

Figure 1: Graphical depiction of the main innovation and contribution: steering
a multi-agent system of Q-learners with a recommender system towards a sys-
tem optimum.

Summary of contributions:

• A model of a plausible scenario where a recommender sys-
tems seeks to control the behaviour of agents in a conges-
tion game.

• Assuming that agents have dynamically changing be-
haviour by modeling them as Q-learners.

• Creating an algorithm that can steer the learning dynam-
ics of a system of many agents, which can drive the sys-
tem towards the social optimum, while being robust to the
number of agents.

2. Related Work

In this section we discuss the theoretical concepts and lit-
erature that are relevant to a recommender system which inter-
acts with reinforcement learners that play a repeated congestion
game with a large Price of Anarchy.

2.1. Modeling Congestion

Traffic is a ubiquitous complex system driven by the interac-
tions of vehicles on road networks. Congestion is the particular

state of traffic where the road network is ‘saturated’ in that it
reaches its maximum capacity, the limit of vehicles that can si-
multaneously use the roads. When traffic is not congested, the
individual choices of vehicles are less influential to traffic flows.
Conversely, when traffic is congested the influence of individual
vehicle choices is heightened.

It is well understood that the complex physical interactions
between vehicles can create worsen congestion [2, 3]. For ex-
ample, traffic phenomena like phantom jams and green waves
could be explained by these microscopic interactions between
vehicles [4]. Vehicles are modeled as pursuing a target speed
and slowing down when they approach a neighboring vehicle,
but with a reaction delay.

In this paper, we focus on the effects of route choice on con-
gestion. Which paths do vehicles pick in a traffic network [5]?
We start by assuming that each vehicle prefers a shorter travel
time. Then we conclude that each vehicle will select the short-
est path available to it. In so doing we enter the dynamic realm
of game theory where individual path choices may influence all
travel times; reasonably, if all vehicles pick the same shortest
path it may stop being the fastest. This gives rise to the Traf-
fic Assignment Problem which requires picking a path between
origins and destinations for the vehicles in a road network.
Wardrop’s seminal work on the subject [5] formalized a traf-
fic assignment reached by selfish vehicles as the User Equilib-
rium, and one coordinated by a central planner as the Wardrop
Equilibrium.

2.2. Congestion Games
Routing, route choice, and congestion are a prominent part of

game theory [6]. These ‘congestion games’ assume that N play-
ers share a set A of roads where selecting a resource a yields a
utility ua( f (a)), which depends on the number of players f (a)
that selected road a and ua is a non-increasing function (more
players on the same road lead to less utility per player). When
we assume that players are rational utility maximizers (travel
time minimizers), game theory defines solution concepts like
Nash equilibria to characterize the road network (equivalent to
the Nash Equilibrium (NE) for non-atomic players [7]). Con-
gestion games are a special case of convex potential games [8]
— games that admit a convex potential function whose max-
imization leads to the NE — and as such have a unique pure
strategy NE. The unique pure NE tells us that if each player
picks the NE path, no individual player is incentivized to pick a
different path.

As formulated, the NE may not be the best description of the
state of a real traffic system, as it may be reasonable to assume
that the vehicles are unaware of the NE strategy, or that they
have partial information about what other vehicles are doing.
Perhaps it is reasonable to assume that each vehicle receives
some additional information on which they can decide what to
do, such as a route recommendation. This situation has a more
suitable economic solution concept, known as a correlated equi-
librium. A correlated equilibrium is defined as an NE with ad-
ditional information given to all players, just like recommenda-
tions. In a correlated equilibrium, no player is incentivized to
change their action given their recommendation and given that
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they know what all other players are recommended. Strikingly,
for non-atomic congestion games, it is proven that correlated
equilibria correspond exactly with the Nash Equilibria [9]. If
this result were a general fact of route choice in real-world traf-
fic systems it would entail that: route recommendations can not
change the route choice of vehicles in a road network. Such
a prediction is hardly justified. Route recommendations from
modern platforms like Google Maps and Waze clearly influ-
ence vehicles in traffic. The kind of player that is unaffected by
a route recommendation is one who ignores it.

A key feature of this work is the introduction of recommen-
dations as an input to route choices. Furthermore, agents will
repeatedly play a congestion game and learn to do so over time.
In repeated congestion games, selfish behavior can sustain out-
comes that are better than NE in terms of social welfare (Pareto-
optimal) [10]. At the same time, Best-Response dynamics are
known to converge in congestion games [11]. It is relevant,
therefore, to look beyond Best-Response dynamics if we wish
to study behavior away from the equilibrium.

2.3. Braess’s Paradox
In practice, vehicles do not use roads in the most efficient

way. In fact, most concern stems from the realization that
self-interested choices can worsen congestion. In economic
terms there are road networks which have a Pareto inefficient
NE. The Pareto inefficiency entails that there exists an assign-
ment of traffic which improves the travel time for all vehicles
without worsening the travel time for any vehicle. This inef-
ficiency is exemplified in the Braess Paradox, whereby the ca-
pacity of a road network can be increased while simultaneously
worsening the NE social welfare, and subsequently creating a
network where self-interested vehicles make congestion worse
than when there was less road capacity. This counter-intuitive
phenomenon is also found to have real-life relevance for the
routing of packets on the Internet [12, 13], the flow of energy
on power grids [14], and the path choice of drivers in urban
road networks [15]. In this paper we will be using the Braess
Network for our investigations as captures in Figure 2.

The Braess Paradox has a structure similar to other popular
games in game theory, like the Prisoner’s Dilemma, the Public
Goods game and the Bertrand Duopoly. These games share the
property that the Nash Equilibrium is inefficient, meaning that
there are better collusive that the players could establish if they
could convince each other not to be selfish, or alternatively if
they were forced not to be.

2.4. Price of Anarchy
This aforementioned property of an inefficient Nash Equilib-

rium which many games share is also called the Price of An-
archy [16], and was first explored for congestion games. First,
a suitable system wide metric is defined, like social welfare,
which is taken to be the average (or sum) of all the utilities of
the players. Then, the Price of Anarchy is defined as the ratio
of the social welfare at the worst Nash Equilibrium (NE) and
the socially optimal solution. Intuitively, it is referred to as the
cost of having self-interested decision makers rather than co-
ordinated social control. If systems like traffic road networks

did not have a Price of Anarchy, it may the theoretically jus-
tifiable not to intervene at all. However, given the widespread
identification of theoretical networks with a Price of Anarchy
larger than 1, there is a theoretical ‘room for improvement’.
The question is how much. For linear congestion games the
Price of Anarchy is upper bounded to 4

3 , where the augmented
network of the Braess Paradox is the network which saturates
this upper bound. In other words, in the worst case road net-
work self-interested route choice is 33% worse than the social
optimum.

Now, depending on the field of interest a worst case inef-
ficiency of 33% may have different interpretations. How bad
is this, really? Within the congestion game literature, this in-
efficiency is interpreted with varying severity. The authors of
these bounds viewed them optimistically as proof of a limit to
the inefficiency of self-interested behavior, at least for conges-
tion games [17]. Furthermore, if the assumption of linear costs
seems unreasonable (which it certainly will to traffic scientists
which more commonly use a BPR cost-function [18]) the same
paper established an upper bound of 2 for the Price of Anarchy
when the costs functions were only restricted to be increasing
in the number of players, once again in the very worst case.

If this is ‘as bad as it gets’, then what features of vehicle
behavior may reduce the Price of Anarchy? After all, the as-
sumptions of rational behavior required to derive these worst-
case bounds are easily criticized for their stringency. Recent
work has challenged the Price of Anarchy in the Braess Para-
dox by deploying reasonable reinforcement learning algorithms
in the road network and demonstrating that even their learning
dynamics — though self-interested — lead to a significantly
better social welfare than rational agents [19]. This paper con-
stitutes an extension of that work, the discussion of which we
defer to the next sections.

The upper bounds on the Price of Anarchy remain to be in-
terpreted. In this paper, as we seek to mitigate the Price of An-
archy with a coordination algorithm, we will frequently refer to
the mirrored perspective which can be though of as a ‘Cost of
Control’. How costly — to solve, to implement, in its exter-
nalities — is the coordination solution required to mitigate the
inefficiencies of self-interested behavior? It is often the case
that, while possibly imperfect, coordination solutions via self-
organization mechanisms are most efficient.

2.5. Road Pricing
A common approach to improving the efficiency of traf-

fic and reducing congestion is to charge drivers for their road
choices [20]. By making roads more expensive it is believed
that drivers choices can be shifted to the more efficient roads.
Marginal cost pricing is an economically effective way of
achieving these results. They rest on assumptions that drivers
will be impacted by these costs. Algorithmic drivers which act
in approximately rational ways may well conform to these mod-
els. Comprehensive reviews of road pricing literature find the
benefits to exceed the costs [21]. An oft raised issue with road
pricing is the potential un-fairness of their results when applied
to systems with unequal initial distributions of capital, where
few agents may be less affected by an increase in price that
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(a) Initial Network

S t

(b) Augmented Network

Figure 2: Illustration of the initial network (a), and the augmented network (b) in the Braess Paradox. Agents start in the “S” state and pick a path to reach state “t”.
The numbers represent the cost of traveling over a link. A cost of x is the ratio of agents that choose that link. Two actions are possible in (a), up takes the upper
edges, and down takes the lower edges. In (b) an additional action cross is possible, which takes the first upper edge, crosses to the lower section at the middle, and
finishes on the second lower edge. Rational and fully-informed agents all pick the crossing link in the augmented network (Nash equilibrium), which leads to high
congestion and the worst possible social welfare.

others [22]. Furthermore, the evaluation of road pricing is con-
ducted empirically but is primarily due to reductions in overall
demand, rather than the re-allocation of resource use to more
efficient paths. In fact, the success of road pricing is greatly
influenced by the availability of public transport options [21].
As such, the success of road pricing is less due to a reduction
of the Price of Anarchy, as it is to the reduction of demand. It
is less clear and a challenge to evaluate whether road pricing is
an effective method to reduce the Price of Anarchy.

Is there a way to manage road networks in congested states
without the detour of money? Road pricing schemes feature
money as the social coordination tool that can re-distribute ve-
hicles away from inefficient path choices. As such, road pricing
acts on the incentives of agents. Would it be enough to provide
agents with additional information?

In this paper we investigate such an approach and method
when applied to a system of learning algorithms. To this end,
we will use reinforcement learning as the constrained choice
model employed by the vehicles.

2.6. Reinforcement Learning Agents

A reinforcement learning agent is an agent which learns a
reward function while interacting with an environment. The
environment is characterized as a state space S and an action
space A which represent everything that can happen. The re-
ward function is feedback that a learner gets for performing an
action in a given state and ending up in a new state. Then a
reinforcement learner, in particular a model-free reinforcement
learner, can try to maximize the rewards it receives from the
environment using a behavioral policy which explores its avail-
able actions and exploits those actions which provide the high-
est rewards [23].

In this paper we will use Q-learning, a reinforcement learn-
ing algorithm useful for its simplicity and broad application po-
tential. Q-learning is known to converge to ‘optimal behavior’
in finite Markovian environments (Markov Decision Processes)
when all states are visited infinitely many times [24]. Optimal
behavior in this case means that the agent learns how to max-
imize the rewards it accumulates by interacting with the envi-
ronment. In multi-agent settings, however, there are no conver-
gence guarantees for Q-learning.

As we will be interested to use Q-learning in a multi-agent
game, the lack of convergence guarantees may at first seem to
be a hindrance. However, this is precisely the opposite, because
agents which converge may have the same behavior regard-
less of the inputs they receive, just like rational self-interested
agents which converge to Nash Equilibria in non-atomic con-
gestion games no matter what additional information they are
given. We will explore this feature further in this paper, but for
now it suffices to claim that convergence is not the only interest-
ing behavior that arises from the interactions of agents. Here,
as we wish to study Machine Behavior, we interest ourselves in
those dynamics which lead us away from equilibrium, as was
previously explored in the Braess Paradox in [19].

Our methodological perspective has some similarities with
other literature on steering in Reinforcement Learning. Steer-
ing refers to influencing agents during their learning to guide
their convergence to desired policies. For example, single agent
steering with multiple criteria [25], steering Markovian agents
[26], and steering no-regret learners [27]. Steering typically
involves adjusting the reward function during learning. Our ap-
proach differs in that we adjust the state information that rein-
forcement learners observe during learning.

We note that no-regret learning is a popular model for dy-
namic agents which interact with an environment with appeal-
ing properties [28]. A no-regret learner is defined as an agent
which, in the limit of infinite time, will converge to playing
the actions which are optimal. This agent may explore during
the course of its learning, in the beginning for example, but
is assumed to eventually play the optimal actions. We do not
assume no-regret learners, or analyze our Q-learners against re-
gret. This is because in our game setting, a no-regret learner
converges to the Nash Equilibrium behavior. Furthermore, we
hypothesize that a no-regret can not be steered with recommen-
dations, even though they can be steered with rewards [27].
Therefore, to study steering with recommendations we look be-
yond no-regret learning and settle on Q-learning.

This paper analyses a repeated congestion game with Q-
learning agents 1. The congestion game can be framed as a
Markov Decision Process (MDP), with the actions correspond-

1The Q-learning agents can also be seen as weakly rational agents, as agents
with bounded rationality
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ing to the set of resources A and the reward function of the
MDP being equal to the utilities experienced by the agents
R(a) =

(
ua1 ( f (a1)) , . . . , uan ( f (an))

)
. The Q-learners are as-

sumed to have an ϵ-greedy policy, arg max with probability
1−ϵ and uniform random with probability ϵ, and update their q-
values with the Bellman update rule. The Q-learners have their
own state–action value function Qi : S×A → R, a policy func-
tion πi : S → A, and an update rule Ui : S × A × R × S → R
parametrized with learning rate α and discount factor γ. The
environment runs for τ steps, and at each step t Q-learners
apply a policy πi to determine their next action ai,t, observe
(si,t, ai,t, ri,t, s′i,t) and then update Qi,t using their update rule Ui

to obtain Qi,t+1.
Independent reinforcement learners that apply incremental

updates to their policies are drawn towards the NE, but the NE
may not be a stable equilibrium [29–31]. Additionally, the NE
may not be the optimum of the social welfare function defined
as W = 1

n
∑n

i ri. It has already been shown, for some games
(pricing game [32, 33], prisoner’s dilemma [34, 35]), that Q-
learners are able to perform better social outcomes than the NE
through implicit coordination. These same effects have been
shown in the Braess Paradox [19], which we replicate in Fig-
ure 3. It was demonstrated that Q-learning in the Braess Para-
dox could be chaotic and oscillatory while leading to better so-
cial welfare [19]. In this paper we seek to amplify these effects
by steering with strategic state recommendations.

0 2000 4000 6000 8000 10000
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Social optimum

Nash equilibrium

1.0 0.202 0.041 0.008 0.002 0.0
exploration rate ε

Figure 3: Learning of 100 ϵ-greedy tabular Q-learners (α = 0.1, γ = 0.8) in the
Braess Paradox converges to social welfare values much higher than the NE (0).
Values of social welfare were rescaled from [−2,−1.5]→ [0, 1], higher social
welfare is better. Results replicated from [19].

Braess’s Paradox has a Nash Equilibrium where all agents
cross, which leads to an average latency of 2. However, the So-
cial Welfare optimizing solution is for half of the agents to go up
and the other half to go down, for an average latency of 1.5. The
latencies experienced by the agents are linear in the fraction of
agents that choose the actions, nu

N ,
nd
N . Specifically, the latencies,

l(a), are: l(u) = 1 + nu+nc
N , l(d) = 1 + nd+nc

N , l(c) = nu+nc
N +

nd+nc
N .

The rewards for agents are then the negative of the latency
(ri = −l(ai)). Figure S1 in the appendix gives additional infor-
mation about the learning dynamics in the augmented network
of the Braess paradox, which are not the focus of this paper.

2.7. Recommender Systems
Route recommender systems are a prominent example of rec-

ommender systems (RS) that promise to reduce average travel
times for drivers. In the simplest case, shortest path algorithms
are applied directly to networking and traffic [36, 37], and ex-
tended to user platforms such as Google Maps and Waze [38–
40]. This approach, however, runs into trouble when all drivers
receive the same shortest path recommendation and follow it:
then, the recommended path will often get congested and slow
drivers down. If drivers realize this, they might ‘learn’ not to
follow the recommendations [41].

Therefore, good route recommender systems (RRSs) must
account for the collective effects they trigger when recommend-
ing routes. While it is widely accepted that RRSs influence the
systems they interact with and that users are not static entities
with fixed preferences [42–47], it is still not entirely clear how
users should be modeled dynamically [48–50]. Furthermore, it
is recognized that the rules of digital platforms create incentives
for agents [51, 52]. It is an active area of research to model the
effects that RRSs have on the social welfare of the systems they
interact with [53]. For example, by establishing metrics that
can predict actually resulting performance [54], creating game-
theoretic models where users are utility maximizers rather than
static entities with fixed preferences [49], allowing user prefer-
ences to be shaped by recommendations [50], and understand-
ing the emergence of ‘echo chambers’ and ‘filter bubbles’ [48].

Route recommendation methods are increasingly common
[55–57]. They have the advantage of being able to rely on traf-
fic flow models and congestion games to estimate their validity.
With game-theoretic solution concepts, researchers have shown
that ubiquitous shortest path planning may cause or worsen traf-
fic congestion [58–60], and possibly affect cities’ economies
[61].

Finally, the model of recommendation which we explain in
the next section is novel but has some similarity to previous
work on machine teaching [62, 63]. The goal of machine teach-
ing is to select the optimal dataset that will allow a learner to
learn the optimum. Recent work has extended machine teach-
ing to reinforcement learning [64]. Our work is similar to ma-
chine teaching because we assume knowledge of a target dis-
tribution (like an optimum) to which we would like the system
of Q-learning agents to converge on. It is also similar to ma-
chine teaching because the recommender in our model is capa-
ble of influencing the experiences of agents (picking data). Our
model crucially differs from machine teaching because it in-
volves picking the states for Q-learners rather than feeding them
data (a state, action, reward, next state tuple for a reinforcement
learner). Furthermore, our model has many Q-learners inter-
acting in a congestion game such that what is optimal for an
individual learner may not be socially optimal, leading to plu-
ralistic notions of optimality.

3. Model: Learning Dynamics Manipulation Problem in
Repeated Congestion Games

In this section, we discuss the main contribution of this paper,
namely a model of recommendations for Q-learners in conges-
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tion games. We assume that Q-learners are playing repeated
congestion games and that a route recommender system (RS)
steers the Q-learners with recommendations. Q-learners re-
ceive recommendations as their states.

In Section 3.1 we formulate steering of Q-learners, the
Learning Dynamic Manipulation Problem (LDMP), as finding
the optimal policy of a Markov Decision Process. In Section 3.2
we discuss our main assumption for the modeling of recom-
mendations. In Section 3.3 we discuss how the LDMP scales as
players (n), actions (k) or recommendations (m) grow. In Sec-
tion 3.4 we provide arguments to justify the design principles
of the heuristic algorithm we designed to steer the Q-learners.

symbol meaning
n number of agents
k number of actions
m number of recommendation states
S recommendation set
s recommendation
A action set
a action
a action profile (vector)
Q q-tables of all agents

Qi,s,a q-value for agent i recommendation s action a
Q q-table of a single agent, a slice of Q, Qi,:,:

QSPACE space of all q-values

Table 1: Nomenclature and symbol glossary.

3.1. Rewards, States, and Actions

The policies of Q-learners playing a repeated congestion
game induce a distribution over actions Pt(a) with domainAn at
each iteration t where a is the action profile specifying an action
for each agent. When the Q-learners receive recommendations
st, the distribution depends on st which we denote as Pst ,t(a).
As all agents are treated to be equal (un-weighted congestion
game) the congestion in the network is determined by mapping
the distribution Pst ,t(a) over action profiles to a simpler distri-
bution over actions Pst ,t(a) with domainA instead ofAn. Then,
we formulate the goal of the RS as trying to get as close as pos-
sible to the target distribution P∗(a) which maximizes the social
welfare of the congestion game. The optimal target P∗(a) is the
solution to a traffic assignment problem [65]. Define the cumu-
lative discounted sum of future rewards as G =

∑τ
t=1 γ

trt for a
given discounting factor γ. Then, the rewards rt are equal to the
Kullback–Leibler divergence between the induced distribution
and the target distribution:

rt = −DKL
(
Pst ,t(a)∥P∗(a)

)
. (1)

We denote the reward function for the RS as RRS . The goal of
the RS is to find the policy π∗RS which outputs recommendations

for the Q-learners:

π∗RS = max
πRS

E∼π,πRS [ G ]

= max
πRS

E
[
−

τ∑
t=1

γtDKL
(
Pst ,t(a)∥P∗(a)

) ]
We assume the RS has a state space that includes the q-values

of the users. For each agent, Q : S × A → R, and given n
agents, the space of all q-values is QSPACE = R|S×A|n. Thus,
the RS policy maps QSPACE to S, πRS : QSPACE→ S.

3.2. States as Recommendations

The essential modelling assumption of our recommendations
is that the Q-learners learn the values of actions a ∈ A as a func-
tion of the recommendation states. The RS outputs a length n
vector st = (s1,t, . . . , sn,t) from a finite recommendation space
si,t ∈ S = {1, 2, ...,m} and at each timestep provides each Q-
learner i with a recommendation si,t. The Q-learners receive
this recommendation and select actions using their ϵ-greedy
policies πi(si,t) = ai,t. This process is visualized in Figure 4
for the case where Q-learners have 3 actions (k = |A| = 3) and
the recommendation space has 3 elements (m = |S| = 3). The
RS is effectively picking the rows of the q-tables that Q-learners
consider when applying their policy.

Our modelling assumption leads to a system where Q-
learners learn what to do best in response to a recommendation.
The Q-learners do not prioritize the recommendation over other
actions. The recommendation is simply a state which the Q-
learners use in their learning during their updating. Q-learners
may learn to pick routes which do not correspond to the rec-
ommendation. Likewise, a RS may recommend a route which
the Q-learner has learned not to follow. Therefore, the ability to
influence the outcome of the congestion game is coupled with
the learning dynamics of the Q-learners.

3.3. Scaling

The RS picks a recommendation si ∈ S for each agent i.
Given a recommendation space of size m the action space of
the RS becomes Sn and thus has size |Sn| = mn. In any
practical application of Q-learning running on computers with
finite precision, QSPACE will be finite. Given a finite ac-
tion space, the system becomes an MDP defined by the tu-
ple (QSPACE,ARS ,T,RRS , γ), where T is the transition prob-
ability distribution between states q ∈ QSPACE given rec-
ommendations s, T (q′|s, q). For MDPs there are polynomial-
time algorithms to find the optimal policy [66]. However, this
MDP grows very fast. QSPACE grows exponential in n,m, k:
O(Cnmk). The action space ARS grows exponential in n and
polynomial in m: O(mn). However, the following arguments do
not require the MDP assumption and give a sense of the extent
to which a RS can influence the learning dynamics of systems
of Q learners in congestion games.

6



Figure 4: As each user learns a q-table of recommendation–action pairs, the recommender chooses the row of the q-table by recommending si which determines
the row to which the policy πi is applied. Time subscripts are omitted for clarity. This is a particular case where the number of actions equals the number of
recommendations (k = m).

3.4. Demonstrating how recommendations can steer learning
dynamics

We wish to demonstrate that state recommendations can in
theory steer the learning dynamics. In so doing the RS acts as a
controller of a non-linear discrete-time dynamical system. For
non-linear discrete-time dynamical systems we can not guaran-
tee controllability in a control theoretic sense [67]. Therefore
we will resort to demonstrate some weaker notions than con-
trollability, namely that under given assumptions it is possible
to influence the actions that agents take. We then provide intu-
itions that can aid in understanding the design principles of our
heuristic algorithm. In Section 3.4.1 we prove that increasing
the size of the recommendation space can increase the steering
potential. In Section 3.4.2 we show that it is possible to pick
recommendations to optimize belief updates. In Section 3.4.3
we show that it is necessary to vary recommendations in time
to steer the system.

3.4.1. Steering by increasing the recommendation space
We will first present all of our arguments for the single agent

case, which are then naturally extended to all agents to ensure
that the entire dynamical system can be influenced. Proofs are
in Appendix B. Consider a single agent with an m × k q-table
Q and a deterministic policy π(s) = arg maxa Qs,a.

Definition 3.1. (Reachable) We define the reachable set of an
agent as the set of all actions that maximize the row j of Q.

R(Q) = {a ∈ A|∃s π(s) = a}. (2)

Our given Q is a q-table with m rows which can be extended
to have more rows. We define a new function Ext which extends
a matrix Q to a matrix Q′ which has m + 1 rows, and the first
m rows are identical to the rows of matrix Q. Ext is a function
Ext : (m×k)-matrices→ (m+1×k)-matrices so that Q′ = Ext(Q)
and ∀ indices i, j where 1 ≤ i ≤ m, 1 ≤ j ≤ k: Q′i, j = Qi, j. With
the newly defined tools we can state our first theorem.

Theorem 3.2. (Increasing Reachability) When increasing the
size of the recommendation space m which amounts to adding
rows to a q-table Q, the size of the reachable set R(Q) is mono-
tonically non-decreasing.

R(Q) ⊆ R(Ext(Q))

The function Ext can be seen as adding a new row which is a
vector v = (q1, ..., qk) of q-values.

Assumption 3.3. (Full Support) The q-values of the new row
v are drawn from a distribution D where each action a has a
non-zero probability of being the arg max of v:

v ∼ D and ∀a, P(arg max(v) = a) > 0.

Theorem 3.4. (Global Reachability) As the size of the recom-
mendation space approaches infinity, and given Full Support of
the q-values, the RS can induce any action in the Q-learner:

lim
m→∞

R(Extm(Q)) = A.

With these two theorems, Increasing Reachability and
Global Reachability, we have shown that the size of the rec-
ommendation space has a big influence on the states that the
RS can induce for a single Q-learner. If we have a system of n
Q-learners playing a game, all of our results hold for the joint
system too, with a tensor composed of all the q-tables of agents,
Q = (Q1, ...,Qn), and the reachable set as the set R(Q) ⊆ An of
action profiles a. It will still hold that increasing the size of the
recommendation space for any of the Q-learners, and thus the
number of rows in their q-tables, we can increase the size of the
reachable set for the system.

Definition 3.5. (Steering Potential) Given a RS which can
strategically pick recommendations s, and users described by
q-tables Q and arg max policies, we define the steering poten-
tial of the RS as R(Q)/A.
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The steering potential reflects the proportion of possible ac-
tion profiles which a recommender can induce. It follows from
the definition that maximizing reachability maximizes the steer-
ing potential. Fast forward to Section 4, increasing the size of
the recommendation set allows our algorithm to drive the sys-
tem to near-system-optimum with finitely many states. In the
next section we explain the other design principles required to
achieve this performance.

3.4.2. Steering By Optimizing Belief Updates
Optimizing social welfare requires optimizing belief updates.

This is done to achieve a population of Q-learners that believes
the socially optimal actions to be better than the socially sub-
optimal actions. Doing so for the Braess Paradox amounts,
practically, to ‘tricking’ Q-learners into updating their q-values
such that they believe ”cross” to be a worse action than it actu-
ally is. This is challenging because ”cross” always appears as
the optimal greedy action.

Example Consider a single user, and a single q-table

Q =

a1 a2 a3( )q1,1 ∗q1,2 q1,3 s1
q2,1 ∗q2,2 q2,3 s2

for actions (a1, a2, a3)

and recommendations (s1, s2).
We use an asterix ∗ to indicate the max values of the row.

Both q1,2, q2,2 max values belong to the same column, a2, so
for both recommendations a Q-learner with an arg max policy
would pick action 2. We know that the Q-learner’s q-values
change according to the Bellman update rule from time t to time
t + 1, and can express the total update as:

∆s,a = qt+1
s,a − qt

s,a = α
[
r + γmax

a′
qt

s′,a′ − qt
s,a

]
. (3)

The reward r specified the specific reward for agent i (though
subscripts are omitted). Given s, ri is determined:

ri = R(π1(s1), π1(s2), . . . , π1(sn)). (4)

Then recommendations can be picked to optimize belief up-
dates. Let us suppose that a2 is a socially beneficial action.
Given that it is the arg max of both of the recommendation
states, we can interpret this agent as having learned socially
beneficial behavior for both recommendations. If we wish to
ensure that these socially beneficial actions will stay in the
reachable set R(Q), we should use positive reinforcement and
select arg maxs ∆s,2. If instead action 2 is socially sub-optimal,
we should use negative reinforcement and select arg mins ∆s,2.

3.4.3. Constant Recommendations Change Nothing
We define a recommendation as constant when it does not

change from the perspective of the user. Thus, for a con-
stant recommendation, each user may receive a different recom-
mendation, so long as the recommendation remains unchanged
across iterations. If the RS picks a constant recommendation
vector s and never alters it during repeated play of the conges-
tion game, the learning dynamics will resemble the case with-
out recommendations, and collapse to the stateless congestion

game as described in Section 2.6. This is the case for any ar-
bitrary recommendation vector, and means that static no-regret
learning formalisms [68] are not directly meaningful and appli-
cable. To see this clearly, consider Figure 4 and imagine what
happens when the same recommendation is picked for the en-
tire horizon: the same q-values are used to select actions and
update, which leads the system dynamics to be identical to the
case where there are no recommendations.

Example Take a new Q =

a1 a2 a3( )
∗q1,1 q1,2 q1,3 s1
q2,1 ∗q2,2 q2,3 s2

, and

assume a1 is the socially beneficial action. It is the case that
a1 ∈ R(Q), so we can induce action 1 by recommending s1.
However, after the Q-learner updates the q-table to Q′, there is
no guarantee that a1 ∈ R(Q′). Specifically:

a1 < R(Q′) if q1,1 + ∆1,1 < max{q1,2, q1,3}

and the update ∆1,1 will have altered the arg max.
Therefore, a crucially relevant feature of the LDMP is that

the RS must vary the recommendations throughout the learn-
ing process to steer the learning dynamics. A constant recom-
mendation vector induces no perceivable change to the learning
dynamics. This feature can be understood from physics as a dy-
namical system which is being forced. If the forcing function is
constant, the physical system may be translated, but its behav-
ior remains symmetric with the un-forced system. On the other
hand, if the forcing function is time-varying like a sinusoid with
a particular frequency, then the dynamical system can be forced
into a resonant mode which creates behavior which is no longer
symmetric with the un-forced system.

4. Results

In this section we use our proposed recommendation algo-
rithm to control the learning dynamics of Q-learners in the
Braess Paradox. Our notion of recommendations generalizes
to include cases where the number of available recommenda-
tions far exceeds the possible routes. In other words, the RS
can be thought of as providing signals to the Q-learners which
are no longer directly associated with specific routes. Instead,
these signals become a kind of correlating tool which the RS
has access to and can use to steer the users. In fact, we demon-
strate that our algorithm algorithm becomes more effective as
the number of available recommendations (m) increases. While
this section focuses on values of m ≥ 3, we study the case where
recommendations and actions align (m = 3) in great detail in
Appendix E.

To showcase the effectiveness of the proposed recommender
algorithm2 we run ϵ-greedy Q-learners (α = 0.1, γ = 0) in the
Braess Paradox and analyze the social welfare of the system
over a fixed horizon of 10000 learning steps. In these exper-
iments we will decay the exploration rate ϵ of the Q-learners

2Code available at: https://anonymous.4open.science/r/

manipulateRL-57DB. For a detailed description of the algorithm please refer
to Appendix C.
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to 0 over time. On the one hand, this forces the Q-learners to
converge so that we may study their converged behavior. On
the other, this gives us a chance to study a scenario where the
model the RS has of the Q-learners policies improves over time,
since the error rate of the RS’s model is equal to ϵ. We vary the
number of Q-learners from 100 and 900 to demonstrate that our
algorithm can scale to many users. We also vary the size of the
recommendation space from 3 to 93 to demonstrate that our al-
gorithm is more effective with a larger recommendation space,
as proven in Section 3.4.1. To benchmark our algorithm (op-
timized) we compare it with (none) no recommendations and
random recommendations. Each setting–population–state com-
bination is run 40 times and the reported values are averaged
over these runs.

Mapping latency to Social Welfare. All subsequent results are
displayed in terms of the social welfare, which is a normalized
average latency of the network. In the augmented network of
the Braess’ Paradox a social welfare of 0 corresponds to the
worst-case congestion achieved at the Nash Equilibrium where
all agents cross for an average latency of 2. At this level, the
Price of Anarchy is highest. On the other hand, a social welfare
of 1 corresponds to the best-case congestion at the socially op-
timal utilization where half of the agents pick u and half of the
agents pick d with an average latency of 1.5. At this level, the
Price of Anarchy is minimized.

Figure 5: Top: Social welfare achieved in Braess’s Paradox while varying, the
numbers of Q-learners, the size of the recommendation space, and the type of
recommender: optimized, random, and none. Botttom: Evolution of the social
welfare for four select conditions. Values of social welfare were rescaled from
[−2,−1.5]→ [0, 1], higher social welfare is better.

In Figure 5 we report the results of our experiments. The
heatmaps presented at the top represent the average social wel-
fare achieved over a finite horizon by each run. We note that the
heuristic recommender setting achieves consistently higher val-
ues of social welfare (than the random or none settings) regard-
less of the number of agents. The setting without recommen-
dations achieves better welfare than random recommendations

training step

m = 3 m = 10

m = 20 m = 100

0 10000

Nash equilibrium
social optimum

cross

up down

Figure 6: Vector plots to visualize the distributions and change of actions during
the training steps while Q-learners receive optimized recommendations. The
corners of the triangles indicate the points where all agents pick the same action
(top: cross, left: up, right: down). Vectors point from the action profile of
training step t towards the action profile of training step t + 1. Training steps
are color-coded to increase from dark blue (t = 0) to yellow (t = 10000). We
can observe steering as m increases, from 3 to 100, as vectors are shifted away
from the Nash Equilibrium (top) towards the social optimum (midpoint of the
left and right corners).

which consistently give the worst results. Furthermore, we note
that increasing the number of states for the recommender set-
ting increases the social welfare of the system. At the bottom of
Figure 5 we report the learning dynamics in terms of the social
welfare (over the training steps and decreasing exploration rate
ϵ) for four conditions. The system with random recommenda-
tions with the least number of recommendation states (m = 3)
converges to the NE. On the other hand, the system with no rec-
ommendations (none) converges to a better value than NE, but
fails to reach the social optimum. In contrast, using the heuristic
algorithm to recommend the optimized states shows some im-
provements. On one extreme end, for the system with the least
recommendation states (m = 3), we reach social welfare that is
comparable to none, but with slightly faster convergence. But,
on the other extreme of more recommendation states (m = 93),
recommendations can steer the system performance to converge
very close to the social optimum. It is worth noting that all sys-
tems exhibit a transient in the early phases of training (when the
ϵ value is high).

Figure 6 shows in detail how the recommender algorithm af-
fects the selection of actions during learning. The triangle plots
compactly represent all possible action profiles of the agents,
where each corner is the action profile where all agents pick
the same action. It is clear that as the number of possible rec-
ommendations m increases, the action profiles are steered away
from the Nash Equilibrium and towards the social optimum.
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5. Discussion and Conclusion

In this paper, we have formalized the Learning Dynamic Ma-
nipulation Problem (LDMP) which we propose as a model of
route recommendations which take two main dynamics into ac-
count: the effects on the learning of users, and consequently
the effects on the social welfare. We show that our model has
a steering potential which increases with the size of the recom-
mendation space. Furthermore, we designed a heuristic algo-
rithm and demonstrated in the Braess Paradox that we can steer
the learning dynamics of a system of Q-learners (Q-learners).
We interpret the success that any RS may have in such a system
as due to its ability to i) slow down the dynamic evolution of
the system which naturally “degrades” to the NE, and ii) speed
up the dynamic evolution of the system, which, close to the NE,
experiences a repelling force (Figure S1, right). Figure 5 also
confirms our intuitions from Theorem 3.2 and Theorem 3.4 that
the steering potential increases with the size of the recommen-
dation space (number of states). This result could be interpreted
as more information allowing for better social outcomes.

In Section 4 we generalize our recommendations to the no-
tion of “signal” that does not correspond to a particular action,
but is rather a piece of correlating information. One could imag-
ine that drivers in traffic receive colors as signals. Our model
then assumes that these colors are treated as meaningful learn-
ing information and used to update q-values. In Section 4 we
experiment with this notion and use our heuristic algorithm to
show that the welfare-improving effects are enhanced as the ra-
tio of signals to actions grows: in other words, as the RS can
use more signals which the Q-learners will find meaningful to
their learning.

This model, however, allows for other interpretations. While
in the presented example, the RS is directed at optimizing social
welfare, nothing prevents the RS from steering towards other
metrics. Simultaneously, the model could also be seen as ‘con-
fusing’ the Q-learners which leads to a more grim interpretation
that confusing the learning dynamics of users allows for greater
manipulation. Such an interpretation may have interesting and
relevant extrapolations to the present world where digital sys-
tems bombard their users with large amounts of information.
For these reasons, we emphasize that this formalism should be
as alarming as it may be insightful. In Section Appendix F.2
we include additional results and discussions about recommen-
dation alignment and what it means for a route RS to be aligned
with its users.

Our results have a notable limitation that we assume that the
RS is omniscient, somewhat “God-like”, such that the q-tables
of all agents were known and the welfare optimizing actions for
all agents were also known. This omniscience is a very restric-
tive assumption that will not apply in practice. Nonetheless, we
wish to point out that while omniscience will likely not hold,
RSs in practice all create models of user behavior. While pre-
dictive power on an individual scale is harder, aggregating RS
users into categories has been a successful means for RSs to
model users, as in collaborative filtering [57]. Therefore, even
though it is unrealistic to assume omniscience, it is still inter-
esting to consider what omniscience can afford while keeping

in mind that omniscience is the best-case scenario of any RS. In
Appendix F we run some simulations with relaxed assumptions
of omniscience by adding noise to the Q-learning dynamics.

Another limitation of the work is that we run our experiments
on the Braess Paradox, which is admittedly small. However, the
Braess Paradox is a widely studied feature of complex networks
which has found many applications [69–75]. Furthermore, it
is not immediately clear how to extend this network to larger
sizes. As our work deals with recommendations we believe the
crucial dimension of scale is the number of agents, which rep-
resent people to which one can recommend. It is the popula-
tion scaling that is especially important in practice (if we can
only recommend to a few users effectively we would lose cus-
tomers). Though it is known that Braess-like features can exist
in larger networks [76, 77], the Braess paradox we use is an ab-
stract representation of a particularly challenging coordination
problem and extending the network on which we define it does
not add much to the analysis. In practice, in traffic, one could
be repeatedly confronted with the Braess paradox when going
through a given urban area.

In future work we are interested to better understand the con-
trollability of multi-agent reinforcement learning systems both
from an algorithmic lens, and as models of learning behavior.
In this pursuit, we are interested to understand the proposed
formalism in the context of other games. This sort of dynamic
could also occur in RSs that provide content recommendations
[78]. Such systems also create feedback loops with their users
(never recommending certain content to a group of users, only
showing users what they want to see, etc.), which can drive con-
tent bubbles and echo chambers. We propose that our approach
may be used for RSs to optimize a notion of social welfare,
while also achieving the necessary goals of a platform e.g. en-
gagement. Both route RSs and content RSs need to account
for the effects of their actions on the population they are affect-
ing in order to consistently maintain high level of recommen-
dations. Finally, future work should test the limits of dynamic
programming with a large Neural Network to solve the LDMP.
We encourage using our heuristic approach as a benchmark for
black-box methods.

6. Impact Statement

This paper presents work whose goal is to advance the under-
standing of the effects that route recommendations have on so-
cial welfare. To do so we developed an algorithm which could
steer the learning dynamics of algorithmic users. While we feel
this to be a model which is not directly applicable to humans,
we do recognize the potential negative impacts, as many others
have, of recommendations on human users. Therefore, we hope
this paper to be taken as a necessary step in our understanding
of these systems, such that we can curb the potential dangers of
algorithms recommending things to human users.
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Appendix A. Learning Dynamics on the Braess Augmented Network
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Figure S1: Left: The latency that emerges from the actions of the learning agents exhibits chaotic dynamics that tend towards the Nash equilibrium with E[l] = 2.
Right: Vector field visualization of the evolution of the joint action space of the agents (nup, ndown, ncross). The corners of the triangle represent all agents taking a
single action, and the arrows indicate the change between consecutive learning steps. This work is conducted in detail in [19].

Appendix B. Theorem Proofs

Appendix B.1. Proof of Theorem 3.2
Proof. Consider matrices Q and Q′ = Ext(Q). We can split the Q′ matrix into Q′1:m,1: j and Q′m:m+1,1: j (the row added in the Ext
operation). Since the R operates on rows independently and is associative we have R(Q′) = R(Q′1:m,1: j) ∪ R(Q′m:m+1,1: j). Since by
definition of Ext we have Q = Q′1:m,1: j we arrive at R(Q′) = R(Q) ∪ R(Q′m:m+1,1: j). Therefore R(Q) ⊆ R(Ext(Q)).

Appendix B.2. Proof of Theorem 3.4
Proof. Take an arbitrary action a ∈ 1, . . . , k which has probability p > 0 of being the arg max of every new added row. At any
recommendation space size m the probability that a never appears as the arg max of any row can be expressed as: (1 − p)m. As
m→ ∞, the probability (1 − p)m goes to 0. Therefore, with probability 1, the action a will be the arg max of at least 1 row, and the
a can be induced in an agent.

Appendix C. Heuristic Algorithm Pseudocode and Subroutines

Algorithm 1 describes a routine that can be used to assign recommendations to Q-learners at each timestep of a repeated conges-
tion game. In the algorithm, we call a few subroutines which we explain in greater detail.

The subroutine EstimateReward calculates an optimistic estimate of the reward for each action r̄. It calculates all the agents for
which all recommendations only lead to one action. This defines a new congestion game with altered utilities u′a for each action,
and a new socially optimal assignment d′∗. The reward for each action is estimated as ua(d′∗a ), the new socially optimal actions
given the original utility for each action ua.

The subroutine EstimateUpdate receives the estimated rewards per action and calculates the expected update as a difference ∆i,s,a

between the q-values of agents and the estimated reward assuming the q-values are updated with the Bellman equation.
The subroutine CalculatePriority outputs a priority score for each action and reflects the actions that most need agents to

be assigned to them. This is done by looking at the difference between the number of unique agents that could be assigned
recommendations that lead to a, and the optimal value d∗a. Priority 0 means that no more agents need to be assigned to the action.

The subroutine SelectRecommendation receives a table with actions as columns and rows filled with the values ∆i,s,a that have
been sorted. The routine proceeds row by row, checking first if a column has priority 0, then the column is removed. Second,
if the agent i of ∆i,s,a is unique in the row. If it is, recommendation s will be assigned to agent i. If it is not unique then the
recommendation is selected for the highest priority action. If the actions have equal priority then the recommendation s is selected
such that ∆i,s,a < ∆i,s′,a′ .
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Algorithm 1 Heuristic algorithm for a route recommender

Require: Q ▷ the q-tables of all agents
Require: n, k,m ▷ numbers of (agents, actions, recommendations)
Require: d∗ ▷ the target assignment of agents per action

1: for i ∈ {1, 2, . . . , n} do
2: Ai ← arg maxa Qi,:,a
3: Pi ← GetPossibleActions(Ai)
4: r← EstimateReward(P)
5: ∆← EstimateUpdate(Q, A, r) ▷ a table with update estimates separated by actions
6: Cmin ← SortTable(C,min) ▷ sorts to minimize the update estimates by actions
7: µ← CalculatePriority(P, d∗) ▷ which actions need agents most
8: s← SelectRecommendation(Cmin, µ) ▷ assign recommendations to achieve priority
9: if ̸ ∀i∈agentsAssigned(i) then ▷ if agents are unassigned

10: Cmax ← SortTable(C,max) ▷ sort to maximize the update estimates
11: µ′ ← CalculatePriority(P, d∗)
12: s← SelectRecommendation(Cmax, µ

′)

Appendix D. Three-state recommender experiments: results for other q-value initializations
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Figure S2: The systems were initialized to uniform random q-values.

Appendix E. Steering in the Initial Network: A simple Learning Dynamic Manipulation Problem

A symmetric routing game is considered with two routes (Figure 2a): N agents (Q-learners: α = 0.01, γ = 0, ϵ = 0.01) decide
whether to pick up or down, leading to nu agents picking up, and nd agents picking down. The latencies experienced by the agents
are linear in the fraction of agents that choose the actions, nu

N ,
nd
N . Specifically, the latencies, l(a), are: l(u) = 1 + nu

N , l(d) = 1 + nd
N .

The Nash equilibrium is aligned with the Social Welfare optimizing state, such that the average latency experienced by all agents
is 1.5. Using the negative of latency as the rewards (ri = −l(ai)), we choose to initialize all agents equally with the following
q-values, Q(•, u) = Q(•, d) = −1.5. These are equivalent to the negative of the latency of the actions up and down experienced
by agents at the Nash equilibrium (higher latency leads to lower q-values). Due to the ϵ-greedy policy, for equal q-values an agent
picks the first action in their q-tables (the definition of the argmax operator being in line with NumPy). Thus, regardless of the
recommendation, the argmax of all agents will be to go up in the first iteration of the game. The only deviations from this action
will be due to the ϵ exploration rate. This creates a simple scenario for an RS to evaluate the effects of its recommendations on
welfare.

To demonstrate the potential of the RS, we test three cases in the Figure 2 scenario, report the results in Figure S4. (none) This
recommendation is kept constant during iterations, and it does not help the agents to converge. In fact, keeping a recommendation
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Figure S3: The systems were initialized to the Nash belief Q = −2.

constant is equivalent to providing no recommendation. The social welfare is poorest because, due to the argmax definition, agents
start all doing the same action, update their beliefs in the same way, and all do the other action in the next iteration. This is only
offset by the ϵ exploration rate. (random) The recommendation is randomized between each iteration. The results show significant
improvement from constant recommendation. While similar in social welfare to aligned and misaligned recommendations, only
half of all recommendations are aligned. (misaligned) A two-step recommendation, sufficient for agents to immediately converge
to the Nash equilibrium. The first recommendation is for all agents to go up. The second recommendation splits the population,
as in the fixed case. The recommendation is then kept constant. While achieving rapid convergence to the Nash equilibrium this
recommendation is fully misaligned. (aligned) A two-step recommendation, as in the misaligned case, but the first recommendation
is for all agents to go down. Again, the second recommendation splits the population half-and-half and is then kept constant. This
recommendation achieves both rapid convergence and recommendation alignment.

These results show that it is possible to steer Q-learning convergence with cleverly timed recommendations to induce coordinated
behavior in a system of multi-agent Q-learners. Additionally, recommendation alignment is measured as a metric that shows
whether the coordination was achieved on average with aligned or misaligned recommendations. The difference between the
aligned and misaligned cases is minimal but illustrates the effect of picking recommendations on alignment.

Appendix F. Route Recommendation

In this section we will discuss the case where a RS provides route recommendations to Q-learners, so where the number of
recommendations m is the number of possible actions for the Q-learners k. For the initial (k = 2) and augmented (k = 3) Braess
networks, we explored the potential of using a route recommender to steer the system of agents to achieve the social optimum (least
latency). Figure S5 summarizes the heuristic route recommender for the augmented network.

Appendix F.1. Information Assumptions for the Recommender

When the q-values of the Q-learners are known the RS is said to be omniscient. In other words, the RS models the beliefs of
agents perfectly, and can determine its precise position in QSPACE. With this knowledge, a RS could use a reinforcement learning
algorithms (like Q-learning) with a polynomial worst-case guarantee O(nc) to learn the reward function and transition function,
even though the constant c may be prohibitively large. Additionally, if the policies of the Q-learners are known, the RS could
be seen as having access to a perfect simulator which could be used to create learning samples without needing to interact with
the MDP through trajectories. While an unrealistic assumption, it will be useful in the design of our algorithm to imagine that
we have knowledge of the q-values. If the RS has an inaccurate model of the q-values of the Q-learners the problem becomes a
POMDP, where POMDPs are NP-hard in the worst case [66, 79]. The authors do not know if this particular problem admits an
efficiently computable approximation [80], but hypothesize that it does not. For this reason, our algorithm is based on heuristics
rather than reinforcement learning. Our experiments assume that: 1) the RS is omniscient, 2) the Q-learners have ϵ-greedy policies,
3) the RS models Q-learners with greedy policies. Therefore, when the Q-learners exploration rate ϵ = 0, the RS correctly models
the policies, but when ϵ > 0 the RS has an incorrect model. Thus, ϵ will represent the likelihood that the RS makes an error in
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Figure S4: 100 Q-learners (α = 0.01, γ = 0) are simulated for 500 learning steps in the initial network Figure 2a for varying RS and ϵ exploration rates. Curves
plot averages 10 repetitions of training with error bars as standard deviation. Left: Average latency for the different recommender schemes. With the exception
of the constant recommender, recommendations can help the users achieve social optimum. Right: Alignment (and misalignment) for the heuristic recommenders
converge to 0.5 as ϵ increases to 1 (fully random actions by agents.)

predicting the actions of users. In our experiments we will show what the effects of having an incorrect model of the policies of the
Q-learners has on the system, while preserving perfect knowledge of the q-values.

Appendix F.2. Recommendation Alignment

We have thus set the stage to introduce what is meant by recommendation alignment. For a given agent i at iteration t, we use
the following definitions, assuming there are |A| possible recommendations si,t corresponding to each possible action, which users
treat as state input to their Q-function. A recommendation si,t is aligned for user i when si,t is the action with the highest q-value in
the state si,t ∈ S: si,t = argmaxaQi

(
si,t, a
)
. Consequently, a recommendation si,t is misaligned when si,t is not the action with the

highest q-value in the state si,t: si,t , argmaxaQi
(
si,t, a
)
.

Recommendation alignment can be a metric for trust. Given that users are modeled as learners, an aligned recommendation sug-
gests that users have learned to follow the recommendations being given by the RS. This can be taken as an indication that the user
trusts the RS. Consequently, a user with a misaligned recommendation does not trust the RS for that particular recommendation.

The Particular Case of Misaligned Agents. In the case where an RS knowingly recommends a misaligned recommendation, we
define the recommendation as a manipulative recommendation. Furthermore, it is possible for the beliefs of a user to have no
aligned recommendations: for the users’ q-values to lead him not to follow any of the recommendations. In such a case, it
is not possible to provide the agent with a non-manipulative recommendation. However, it may still be possible to provide a
recommendation that may establish alignment during learning.

A Trade-off Between Welfare and Alignment. The optimal policy π∗RS is guaranteed to maximize G, and at states st ∈ S takes action
at = (s1, . . . , sN). The elements of at may or may not be aligned recommendations for all agents. Therefore, if a RS were to restrict
itself from providing misaligned recommendations, it may not be able to recommend the optimal recommendation. As such, for
some multi-agent systems, there can exist an inevitable trade-off between recommendation alignment and system welfare.

We have simultaneously conceptualized and demonstrated that the gains in social welfare could come at the loss of recommen-
dation alignment. A misaligned recommendation means that a user has learned not to follow a recommendation, which we interpret
as a metric of trust.

16



Appendix F.3. Solving the Augmented Network with the LDMP

Mapping latency to Social Welfare. All subsequent results are displayed in terms of the social welfare, which is a normalized
average latency of the network. In the augmented network of the Braess’ Paradox a social welfare of 0 corresponds to the worst-
case congestion achieved at the Nash Equilibrium where all agents cross for an average latency of 2. On the other hand, a social
welfare of 1 corresponds to the best-case congestion at the socially optimal utilization where half of the agents pick u and half of
the agents pick d with an average latency of 1.5.

Testing different initial beliefs of users. Figure S6 shows the relative performances for these RSs for two cases of initialized q-
values: aligned q-values where the argmax for each recommendation state corresponds to the recommendation and misaligned
q-values where the argmax does not correspond to the recommendation state The q-tables are initialized as the following matrix
for each agent, aligned and misaligned respectively:−1.5 −2 −2

−2 −1.5 −2
−2 −2 −1.5

 and

 −2 −1.5 −2
−2 −2 −1.5
−1.5 −2 −2

 (F.1)

The results for two additional initializations of q-values are included in Appendix D). Notably, in the misaligned initialization,
each agent still has each action up, down, cross as the argmax of one of its states, but it does not align with the recommendation
state.

To compare and contrast different RS approaches we test the following RS which are visible in Figure S6. (none) The RS
produces the constant recommendation S = (u, d, u, d, . . . , u, d). In practice, any constant recommendation is equivalent when all
agents have their q-values initialized in the same manner. Furthermore, it is identical to the case where no recommendation is
provided. This case is to demonstrate that a successful RS must actively, and dynamically change recommendation states for the
agents to benefit the social welfare. (random) The RS generates a recommendation at each step that is uniformly picked at random
from S . This case demonstrates that a random RS can have the beneficial effect of slowing down the natural learning dynamics.
It also establishes a baseline recommendation alignment score. (heuristic) The RS attempts to pick recommendations such that
as many agents as possible split between up and down, and the remaining agents are recommended actions that would lead their
beliefs to change favorably due to the learning dynamics. A detailed picture of this heuristic RS is described in Figure S5. This
RS achieves higher system welfare at the cost of recommendation alignment. The achieved performance increases the leverage
of the manipulative potential of the omniscient RS system, which can be seen by poor recommendation alignment scores. The
heuristic recommender results are nearly identical for average latency in the aligned (top row) and misaligned (bottom row) cases
of Figure S6. This makes sense, as the heuristic recommender, “blind” to recommendation alignment, is not affected by the change
in q-value initialization of the users. (aligned heuristic) The RS attempts to pick recommendations such that as many agents as
possible split between up and down, and the remaining agents are recommended actions that would lead their beliefs to change
favorably due to the learning dynamics. A detailed picture of this aligned heuristic RS is described in Figure S5. This still achieves
an improvement in the system welfare while prioritizing recommendation alignment and achieving the highest recommendation
alignment scores. When possible, this recommender always recommends aligned recommendations.

The results of Figure S6 also lend credibility to the trade-off between welfare and alignment. The best social welfare is achieved
by the heuristic RS which did not avoid misaligned recommendations and achieved poor alignment scores. On the other hand, the
best alignment scores were achieved by the aligned heuristic RS which achieves lower optimizations of the welfare.
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Figure S5: The Heuristic Recommender: Agents are categorized as up, down, or cross groups according to the argmax actions in each of their recommendation
states. In the case of the argmax being a tie between both up and down, these agents are classified as up∩down. Recommendations are then set such that the, up and
down categories’ q-values would improve most. Similarly, cross agents receive recommendations that worsen their cross q-values most. Finally, up ∩ down agents
are split equally between going up and down, if possible. The Aligned Heuristic Recommender: agents are categorized as up, down, or cross groups according
to argmax = si,t , that is that the recommendation si,t is aligned with the argmax action. Agents can be classified into multiple groups. For agents that fall
exclusively into a single group, they are recommended their aligned recommendation state. The agents that are both in the up and down groups are given (still
aligned) recommendations such that they are split equally between going up and down, if possible. Agents with no aligned recommendation states are categorized as
misaligned. All misaligned agents receive the same recommendation state, picked such that it is the state whose average belief change over all agents is maximized
(the equation in the picture explains it best).
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Figure S6: 100 Q-learners (α = 0.01, γ = 0) are simulated for 10000 learning steps in the augmented network Figure 2b for varying RS and ϵ exploration rates.
Curves plot averages 40 repetitions of training with error bars as standard deviation. Top row: The systems were initialized with aligned q-values (see Equation F.1).
The experiments show that the heuristic recommender yields the lowest latencies while using the aligned recommender results in high latencies (left column).
However, the aligned recommender also maintains a high alignment with the beliefs of the agents (right column). Bottom row: Initializing misaligned q-values
(see Equation F.1) leads to a different evolution of the system, which also allows the aligned recommender to have lower latencies than all other recommenders at
ϵ > 0.08, while maintaining higher alignment.
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