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TIME-DEPENDENT BLACKWELL APPROACHABILITY AND

APPLICATION TO ABSORBING GAMES

JOON KWON, YIJUN WAN & BRUNO ZILIOTTO

Abstract. Blackwell’s approachability [5, 6] is a very general online learning
framework where a Decision Maker obtains vector-valued outcomes, and aims
at the convergence of the average outcome to a given “target” set. Blackwell

gave a sufficient condition for the decision maker having a strategy guarantee-
ing such a convergence against an adversarial environment, as well as what we
now call the Blackwell’s algorithm, which then ensures convergence. Black-
well’s approachability has since been applied to numerous problems, in regret
minimization and game theory, in particular. We extend this framework by
allowing the outcome function and the inner product to be time-dependent.
We establish a general guarantee for the natural extension to this framework
of Blackwell’s algorithm. In the case where the target set is an orthant, we
present a family of time-dependent inner products which yields different con-
vergence speeds for each coordinate of the average outcome. We apply this
framework to absorbing games (an important class of stochastic games) for
which we construct ε-uniformly optimal strategies using Blackwell’s algorithm
in a well-chosen auxiliary approachability problem, thereby giving a novel il-
lustration of the relevance of online learning tools for solving games.

1. Introduction

The fundamental von Neumann’s minimax theorem characterizes the highest
payoff that each player of a finite two-player zero-sum game can guarantee. Black-
well [5, 6] proposed a surprising extension of this result for repeated games with
vector-valued outcomes. For a given set called the target, he gave a sufficient condi-
tion for the player having a strategy that guarantees convergence in average of the
outcomes to the target. This condition is also necessary for convex sets. When the
condition is satisfied, the original algorithm proposed by Blackwell, as well as many
recent alternatives [1, 10, 17, 18, 22, 26, 50], do guarantee such a convergence.

This approachability framework has since found numerous applications in online
learning and game theory—see Perchet [44] for a survey. The very first applica-
tion was an alternative solution to the fundamental sequential decision problem
called regret minimization [5, 8, 19]. It has since been noticed that many variants
and extensions of regret minimization are also special cases, e.g. internal/swap re-
gret [7, 54], with variable stage duration [32], with sleeping experts [7], with fairness
constraints [9], with global costs [13], etc. Further important areas of application
include online resource allocation problems such as scheduling [23], capacity pool-
ing [58], and reinforcement learning [28, 31, 42, 57]. A recent paper also proposed
an interesting application of Blackwell’s algorithm to efficiently solving saddle-point
problems [18].
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Blackwell’s approachability has also been applied to game theory in various ways.
It was first observed that regret minimization can be used to iteratively compute
game solutions: Freund and Schapire [16] constructively proved the von Neumann’s
minimax theorem using the exponential weights algorithm. More generally, Hart
and Mas-Colell [21] used Blackwell’s approachability to define an algorithm called
Regret Matching and showed convergence to the set of correlated equilibria. Regret
Matching turned out to be very effective in practice and modern variants achieve
state-of-the-art performance in solving large games such as poker [14, 55, 60]. Fur-
ther applications include repeated games [33], with partial monitoring [34–36, 43],
with incomplete information [25] and coalitional games [46]. Approachability was
also studied in the context of stochastic games with vector valued payoffs [15, 45].

Another important example of an (online) learning tool that has been successfully
applied to games is reinforcement learning [48], which has been declined into multi-
agent reinforcement learning in the context of stochastic games [29]. Reinforcement
learning methods typically need each state to be visited infinitely often. By contrast,
we present a novel application of (an extension of) Blackwell’s approachability to
the important class of absorbing games, for which such assumption cannot hold,
because of irreversible state transitions.

Zero-sum stochastic games [49] feature two players who repeatedly play a zero-
sum game with an outcome function that depends on a state variable. The state
follows a Markov chain controlled by both players. In the T -stage game, the payoff
function is the expected average payoff over T stages, and we call vT its value. A
large part of the literature studies the asymptotic properties of this model as the
number of stages T grows to infinity—see Mertens et al. [40], Solan [51], Solan and
Ziliotto [52], Sorin [53] for general references. A subclass that has been intensively
studied is absorbing games, where the state can move at most once during the
game, thus in an irreversible fashion. When the state space and the action sets are
finite, Kohlberg [24] proved the convergence of vT as T → +∞ [4]—the limit v∞
is called limit value. Moreover, he proved the existence of the uniform value [38],
i.e. for each ε > 0, Player I (resp. Player II) has a strategy that guarantees v∞ − ε
(resp. v∞ + ε), for any sufficiently large T . Strategies satisfying such a property
are called ε-uniform optimal. The existence of the limit value and uniform value
were generalized to any stochastic game with finite state space and finite action
sets, respectively in Bewley and Kohlberg [4] and Mertens and Neyman [38]. The
limit value may fail to exist when the state space is infinite [59] or when one of the
action sets is infinite [56], even under strong topological assumptions. The situation
is more positive in the case of absorbing games. Indeed, as far as the existence of
limit value and uniform value is concerned, absorbing games with infinite state
space can easily be reduced to a finite-state space setting. Moreover, absorbing
games with compact action sets and separately continuous payoff and transition
functions have a uniform value [39]. The latter result was refined in Hansen et al.
[20], who proved that there exist ε-uniform optimal strategies that can be generated
by a finite-state space automaton with transition functions that only depend on the
stage of the game.

In this paper, we introduce an extension of Blackwell’s approachability frame-
work where the outcome function and the inner product vary with time and apply
it to obtain a new proof of the existence of the limit value and uniform value in
absorbing games with compact action sets. As a result, we obtain a construction
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of ε-uniformly optimal strategies that is fairly different from the ones in Mertens
et al. [39] and Hansen et al. [20]. The reader can find a detailed comparison be-
tween the constructions in Subsection 8. To our knowledge, this is the first time that
approachability is used to design ε-uniformly optimal strategies. The connection
between approachability and uniform value builds on the following simple idea. An
ε-uniformly optimal strategy should induce good stage payoffs while ensuring that
the state does not get absorbed into a bad state. This dual objective can be recast
as an approachability problem with a two-dimensional vector payoff function. The
simplicity and generality of such an idea make it amenable to promising extensions,
and we hope that these tools and ideas will lead to a systematic approach for solv-
ing other stochastic games and sequential decision problems. In addition, our work
constitutes another illustration of the relevance of online learning tools for solving
games. Moreover, possible applications of our framework to regret minimization
are mentioned in Section 9.

1.1. Contributions and Summary. We introduce in Section 2 an extension of
Blackwell’s approachability framework where the outcome function and the inner
product vary with time. We define the associated Blackwell’s condition and Black-
well’s algorithm.

In Section 3, we establish a general bound on the distance of the average outcome
to the target set, measured by the time-dependent inner product. The bound holds
as soon as Blackwell’s condition is satisfied and depends on the norm of each past
outcome, where outcome vector at time t > 1 is measured with the corresponding
norm at time t—this feature being essential in the application to absorbing games.

In the case where the target set is an orthant, Corollary 3.3 proposes a family
of time-dependent inner product which yields different convergence speeds for each
coordinate of the average outcome vector.

In Sections 4 to 7, we recall the definition of absorbing games and showcase the
above tools and results by applying them to the construction of ε-uniformly optimal
strategies.

1.2. Related Work. Our presentation of Blackwell’s approachability focuses on
the case of target sets which are closed convex cones, as in Abernethy et al. [1] where
the properties of the convex cone are used to convert regret minimization algorithms
into approachability ones. Time-dependent outcome functions also appear in Lee
et al. [27] with the restriction that they are convex-concave.

1.3. Notation. Let d > 1 be an integer. For a vector u ∈ R
d, we denote u =

(u(1), . . . , u(d)) its components.

2. A Generalized Approachability Framework

We define an extension of Blackwell’s approachability framework and condition,
and establish a guarantee for the corresponding Blackwell’s algorithm. Our ap-
proach allows the outcome function and the inner product to vary with time.

Let A,B be action sets (with no particular structure) for the Decision Maker
and Nature respectively. Let d > 1 be an integer and R a subset of (Rd)A×B.

The interaction goes as follows. At time t > 1,

• Nature chooses outcome function ρt ∈ R and reveals it to the Decision
Maker,
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• the Decision Maker chooses action at ∈ A,
• Nature chooses action bt ∈ B,
• outcome vector rt := ρt(at, bt) ∈ R

d is revealed to the Decision Maker.

Formally, an algorithm of the Decision Maker is a sequence of maps (σt)t>1

where for t > 1, σt : (Rd)t−1 × Rt → A. For a given such algorithm, a sequence
of outcome functions (ρt)t>1 in R and a sequence of Nature’s actions (bt)t>1 in B,
the actions of the Decision Maker are then defined for t > 1 as:

at = σt(r1, . . . , rt−1, ρ1, . . . , ρt)

= σt (ρ1(a1, b1), . . . , ρt−1(at−1, bt−1), ρ1, . . . , ρt) .

Our construction and analysis can be extended to general closed convex target
sets as discussed in Section A, we here restrict to closed convex cones for simplicity.

Definition 2.1. A nonempty subset C ⊂ R
d is a closed convex cone if it is closed

and if for all z, z′ ∈ C and λ ∈ R+, it holds that z + z′ ∈ C and λz ∈ C.

Remark 2.2. It is immediate to verify that a closed convex cone is indeed convex.
Consequently, the orthogonal projection onto a closed convex cone (with respect to
any inner product) is well-defined.

Let C ⊂ R
d be a closed convex cone called the target and (〈 · , · 〉(t))t>1 a sequence

of inner products in R
d. For t > 1, denote by ‖ · ‖(t) and πC

(t) the associated

Euclidean norm and the associated Euclidean projection onto C respectively. In
other words, for r ∈ R

d,

‖r‖(t) = 〈r, r〉1/2(t) ,

πC
(t)(r) = argmin

r′∈C
‖r′ − r‖(t) .

We now present the extension of Blackwell’s condition [5, 6] to our framework.

Definition 2.3 (Blackwell’s condition). C satisfies Blackwell’s condition (with
respect to R and (〈 · , · 〉(t))t>1) if for all t > 1, ρ ∈ R, r ∈ R

d, there exists

a [t, ρ, r] ∈ A such that for all b ∈ B,
〈

ρ (a [t, ρ, r] , b) , r − πC
(t)(r)

〉

(t)
6 0.

The above map

a : N
∗ ×R× R

d −→ A
(t, ρ, r) 7−→ a [t, ρ, r]

is called an oracle associated with C, R and (〈 · , · 〉(t))t>1.

Definition 2.4 (Blackwell’s algorithm). Let C satisfying Blackwell’s condition
(with respect to R and (〈 · , · 〉(t))t>1), a an associated oracle, and a1 ∈ A. The

corresponding Blackwell’s algorithm is defined as σ1 = a1 and for all t > 2,
r1, . . . , rt−1 ∈ R

d and ρ1, . . . , ρt ∈ R,

σt(r1, . . . , rt−1, ρ1, . . . , ρt) = a

[

t, ρt,

t−1
∑

s=1

rs

]

.
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In other words, for a given sequence of outcome functions (ρt)t>1 in R and a
sequence of Nature’s actions (bt)t>1 in B, Blackwell’s algorithm yields the following
actions for the Decision Maker:

at = a

[

t, ρt,
t−1
∑

s=1

ρs(as, bs)

]

, t > 2.

Remark 2.5. For the Blackwell’s algorithm to be used by the Decision Maker, the
latter needs to know the outcome function ρt and the inner product 〈 · , · 〉(t) before

choosing its action of stage t > 1, as the oracle depends on both.

In the case where the action sets are convex with A compact, and the outcome
functions are bi-affine, an equivalent Blackwell’s dual condition is given below and
is often easier to verify, but does not explicitly provide an oracle —there are how-
ever alternative approachability algorithms based on the dual condition [3]. An
interesting consequence of the following is that whether a closed convex target set
C satisfies Blackwell’s condition does not depend on the sequence of inner products
(〈 · , · 〉(t))t>1.

Proposition 2.6 (Blackwell’s dual condition). Assume that A and B are convex
sets of finite dimensional vectors spaces, such that A is compact and all outcome
functions ρ ∈ R are bi-affine. Then, a closed convex cone C ⊂ R

d satisfies Black-
well’s condition with respect to R and (〈 · , · 〉(t))t>1 if, and only if,

(∗) ∀ρ ∈ R, ∀b ∈ B, ∃a ∈ A, ρ(a, b) ∈ C.

Proof. Let t > 1. We first introduce the polar cone of C associated with inner
product 〈 · , · 〉(t):

C◦
(t) :=

{

z ∈ R
d
∣

∣

∣
∀r ∈ C, 〈r, z〉(t) 6 0

}

.

If C is a closed convex cone, an important property is that (C◦
(t))

◦
(t) = C, in other

words r belongs to C if, and only if maxz∈C◦ 〈r, z〉(t) 6 0. Moreover, Moreau’s

decomposition theorem states that r = πC
(t)(r) + π

C◦

(t)

(t) (r) for all r ∈ R
d. As an

immediate consequence, it holds that
{

r − πC
(t)(r)

}

r∈Rd

= C◦
(t).

Then, Blackwell’s condition can be written

∀t > 1, ∀ρ ∈ R, max
z∈C◦

(t)

min
a∈A

max
b∈B

〈ρ(a, b), z〉(t) 6 0.

Since the quantity 〈ρ(a, b), z〉(t) is affine in each of the variables a, b, and z, all three

sets are convex, and A is compact, we can apply Sion’s minimax theorem twice,
and equivalently write:

∀t > 1, ∀ρ ∈ R, max
b∈B

min
a∈A

max
z∈C◦

(t)

〈ρ(a, b), z〉(t) 6 0,

which is exactly the dual condition (∗). �

3. Analysis

We first give a general guarantee for Blackwell’s algorithm.
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Theorem 3.1. If the family of norms (‖ · ‖(t))t>1 is nonincreasing (meaning

‖ · ‖(t+1) 6 ‖ · ‖(t) for all t > 1), and C satisfies Blackwell’s condition (with respect

to R and (〈 · , · 〉(t))t>1), then Blackwell’s algorithm, associated with a corresponding

oracle, guarantees for all T > 1,

min
r∈C

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

1

T

T
∑

t=1

rt − r

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

(T )

6
1

T

√

√

√

√

T
∑

t=1

‖rt‖2(t).

Proof. Denote R0 = 0 and Rt =
∑t

s=1 rs (t > 1). For all t > 1,

min
r∈C

‖Rt − r‖2(t) =
∥

∥

∥
Rt − πC

(t)(Rt)
∥

∥

∥

2

(t)
6

∥

∥

∥
Rt − πC

(t)(Rt−1)
∥

∥

∥

2

(t)

=
∥

∥

∥
Rt−1 + rt − πC

(t)(Rt−1)
∥

∥

∥

2

(t)

=
∥

∥

∥
Rt−1 − πC

(t)(Rt−1)
∥

∥

∥

2

(t)
+ 2

〈

Rt−1 − πC
(t)(Rt−1), rt

〉

(t)
+ ‖rt‖2(t) .

First note that for t = 1, the first two terms of the above last expression are zero
because Rt−1 = πC

(t)(Rt−1) = 0. For t > 2, we use the nonincreasingness of the

family of norms to bound the first term of the above last expression as:

(1)
∥

∥

∥
Rt−1 − πC

(t)(Rt−1)
∥

∥

∥

2

(t)
6

∥

∥

∥
Rt−1 − πC

(t)(Rt−1)
∥

∥

∥

2

(t−1)
= min

r∈C
‖Rt−1 − r‖2(t−1) ,

and the second term (the inner product) is nonpositive because actions (at)t>2 are
given by Blackwell’s algorithm, and by denoting a the involved oracle we get

〈

Rt−1 − πC
(t)(Rt−1), rt

〉

(t)
=
〈

Rt−1 − πC
(t)(Rt−1), ρt(a [t, ρt, Rt−1] , bt)

〉

(t)
,

which is nonpositive by Blackwell’s condition.

Therefore, it holds for t > 2 that minr∈C ‖Rt − r‖2(t) 6 minr∈C ‖Rt−1 − r‖2(t−1)+

‖rt‖2(t) and minr∈C ‖R1 − r‖2(1) 6 ‖r1‖2(1). Summing and taking the square root
gives

min
r∈C

‖RT − r‖(T ) 6

√

√

√

√

T
∑

t=1

‖rt‖2(t).

We then conclude by remarking that C being a cone, it holds that TC = C and

min
r∈C

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

1

T

T
∑

t=1

rt − r

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

(T )

= min
r∈TC

1

T
‖RT − r‖(T ) =

1

T
min
r∈C

‖RT − r‖(T ) .

�

In the basic setting where the inner product is constant and the outcome vectors
are bounded by a given quantity, the above guarantee recovers the classical 1/

√
T

convergence speed.

Remark 3.2. A similar analysis could be carried without the assumption that the
norms (‖ · ‖(t))t>1 are nonincreasing, but inequality (1) would not hold and the

derived upper bound would contain additional correction terms and would not be
as neat as in Theorem 3.1.
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We assume in the following corollary that the target set is the negative orthant
C = R

d
− (which is indeed a closed convex cone) and present a general choice of

time-dependent inner products which yields different convergence rates for each
component of the average outcome vector. This construction and analysis will be
applied to absorbing games in Sections 4 to 7.

Corollary 3.3. Let (µ
(1)
t )t>1, . . . , (µ

(d)
t )t>1 be d positive and nonincreasing se-

quences, and consider the following inner products and associated norms:

〈u, v〉(t) :=
d
∑

i=1

(µ
(i)
t )2u(i)v(i), ‖u‖(t) := 〈u, u〉1/2(t) , u, v ∈ R

d, t > 1.

If C = R
d
− satisfies Blackwell’s condition with respect to R and (〈 · , · 〉(t))t>1, then

Blackwell’s algorithm associated with a corresponding oracle guarantees for each
component 1 6 i 6 d, and all T > 1,

1

T

T
∑

t=1

r
(i)
t 6

1

Tµ
(i)
T

√

√

√

√

T
∑

t=1

‖rt‖2(t).

Proof. Because the sequences (µ
(1)
t )t>1, . . . , (µ

(d)
t )t>1 are nonincreasing, so are the

associated norms (‖ · ‖(t))t>1 and Theorem 3.1 applies and gives

min
r∈Rd

−

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

1

T

T
∑

t=1

rt − r

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

(T )

6
1

T

√

√

√

√

T
∑

t=1

‖rt‖2(t).

Besides, for each component 1 6 i0 6 d, we can write

min
r∈Rd

−

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

1

T

T
∑

t=1

rt − r

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

(T )

= min
r(1),...,r(d)60

√

√

√

√

d
∑

i=1

(µ
(i)
T )2

(

1

T

T
∑

t=1

r
(i)
t − r(i)

)2

> min
r(i0)60

µ
(i0)
T

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

1

T

T
∑

t=1

r
(i0)
t − r(i0)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

>
µ
(i0)
T

T

T
∑

t=1

r
(i0)
t .

The result follows. �

4. Absorbing Games

We now apply the above approachability tools to two-player zero-sum absorbing
games, thereby giving a novel illustration of the relevance of online learning tools
for solving games. We give an alternative proof of a classical result [24, 39]: the
existence, for each player and each ε > 0, of a strategy that is ε-optimal irrespective
of the duration of the game, provided that the duration is long enough. We first
recall in this section the definition of absorbing games and the result we aim at
proving, and Sections 5 to 7 are dedicated to the proof. Section 8 compares our
approach to the related literature.

For a compact or measurable space A, we denote by ∆(A) the set of probability
distributions over A. If A is compact, ∆(A) equipped with the weak topology is
also compact.
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4.1. Definition. A two-player zero-sum absorbing game is described by a tuple
(Ω, I, J, q, g, g∗), where:

• Ω = {Ω∗} ∪ {ω} is the state space, which is the union of a finite set Ω∗ of
absorbing states, and {ω} containing a unique non-absorbing state;

• I and J are the pure action sets of Player I and Player II, respectively;
they are assumed to be compact topological sets; the elements of ∆(I) and
∆(J) are called mixed actions;

• q : I × J → ∆(Ω) is the state transition function, and is assumed to be
separately continuous on I × J ; for i ∈ I, j ∈ J and ω ∈ Ω, denote q(ω|i, j)
the component (probability weight) of q(i, j) corresponding to ω;

• g : I × J → R is the non-absorbing payoff function, and is assumed to be
separately continuous on I × J and bounded;

• g∗ : Ω → R is the absorbing payoff function.

Starting from the initial state ω1 = ω, at each stage t > 1, the game proceeds as
follows.

• If the current state ωt is ω, then simultaneously, Player I (resp. Player II)
chooses some action it ∈ I (resp. jt ∈ J) possibly drawn according to a
mixed action xt ∈ ∆(I) (resp. yt ∈ ∆(J)). Player I (resp. Player II) gets a
stage payoff g(it, jt) (resp. −g(it, jt)). A new state ωt+1 is drawn according
to distribution q(it, jt), and players observe (it, jt, ωt+1).

• If the current state ωt belongs to Ω∗, then there is no strategic interaction,
and Player I gets a stage payoff g∗(ωt). The next state is again ωt+1 = ωt.

We denote the stage payoff as

(2) gt :=

{

g(it, jt) if ωt = ω

g∗(ωt) if ωt ∈ Ω∗.

Remark 4.1. Once an absorbing state is reached, the game is essentially over, at
least from a strategic point of view. For this reason, we only consider ω as possible
initial state.

A sequence (ω1, i1, j1, ..., ωt, it, jt, . . . ) ∈ (Ω× I × J)N
∗

is called a play.

• A behavior strategy for a player specifies a mixed action for each possible
set of past observations. Formally, for Player I, it is defined as a collection
of measurable maps σ = (σt)t>1, where σt : (I×J)t−1 → ∆(I). A behavior
strategy τ = (τt)t>1 for Player II is defined similarly.

• A Markov strategy, in the context of absorbing games, is a strategy that
plays as a function of the current stage. It can be identified with a sequence
of elements in ∆(I) (resp. ∆(J)) for Player I (resp. Player II). Pure Markov
strategies are identified with sequences in I and J .

• A stationary strategy, in the context of absorbing games, is a strategy that
plays independently of the past history. It can be identified with an element
of ∆(I) for Player I (resp. ∆(J) for Player II).

The sets of behavior strategies for Player I and II are denoted by Σ and T , respec-
tively. A pair of strategies (σ, τ) ∈ Σ × T naturally defines, using Kolmogorov’s
extension theorem, a probability distribution Pσ,τ over the set of plays (Ω×I×J)N∗ ,
satisfying, for (ω1, i1, j1, . . . , ωt, it, jt, . . . ) ∼ Pσ,τ , ω1 = ω almost surely, and then
for all t > 1,

ht−1 := (i1, j1, . . . , it−1, jt−1) xt := σt(ht−1) yt := σt(ht−1)
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it | ht−1 ∼ xt jt | ht−1 ∼ yt it ⊥ jt | ht−1,

ωt+1|it, jt ∼
{

δωt
if ωt ∈ Ω∗

q(it, jt) otherwise.

We denote by Eσ,τ [ · ] the expectation with respect to Pσ,τ .
Let T > 1 and λ ∈ (0, 1). The T -stage game (resp. λ-discounted game), denoted

by ΓT (resp. Γλ), is the game with strategy sets Σ and T , and payoff function

γT (σ, τ) := Eσ,τ

[

1

T

T
∑

t=1

gt

]

, σ ∈ Σ, τ ∈ T ,

respectively

γλ(σ, τ) := Eσ,τ





∑

t>1

λ(1− λ)t−1gt



 , σ ∈ Σ, τ ∈ T ,

where gt is defined as in (2).

4.2. Values. The games Γλ and ΓT are known to have values [30], which are

vT := max
σ∈Σ

min
τ∈T

γT (σ, τ) = min
τ∈T

max
σ∈Σ

γT (σ, τ) .

(3) vλ := max
σ∈Σ

min
τ∈T

γλ(σ, τ) = min
τ∈T

max
σ∈Σ

γλ(σ, τ) .

The value vλ can be interpreted as the payoff solution of the game Γλ: when
players play rationally, Player I (resp. Player II) should get at least vλ (at most
resp. −vλ). A strategy is optimal for Player I (resp. for Player II) in Γλ if it reaches
the left-hand-side maximum (resp. the right-hand side minimum) in (3). Similar
interpretations and definitions hold for ΓT .

In what follows, we consider the linear extension of the non-absorbing payoff
function g to ∆(I) × J , meaning

g(x, j) :=

∫

I

g(i, j) dx(i), x ∈ ∆(I), j ∈ J.

Similarly, the transition function q is linearly extended to ∆(I)× J .
Optimal strategies can be a priori quite sophisticated. It turns out that in the

discounted game, there exists “simple” optimal strategies [30], as shown by the
following proposition.

Proposition 4.2. Let λ ∈ (0, 1). Each player has an optimal stationary strategy
in Γλ. Moreover, if xλ ∈ ∆(I) is an optimal stationary strategy for Player I, then
for all j ∈ J ,

vλ 6 λg(xλ, j) + (1− λ)

(

∑

ω∗∈Ω∗

q(ω∗|xλ, j)g
∗(ω∗) + q(ω|xλ, j)vλ

)

.

The above inequality stems from the fact that vλ satisfies a functional equation
called the Shapley equation (we refer the reader to Shapley [49] when the state space
and the action sets are finite, and Maitra and Parthasarathy [30] for the general
case).

Let us intuitively explain the above inequality. Assume that in state ω in the dis-
counted game Γλ, Player I plays the stationary strategy xλ at every stage. Assume
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moreover that Player II plays pure action j at the first stage, and then plays opti-
mally in Γλ from stage 2. At stage 1, the expectation of the stage payoff is g(xλ, j),
and the next state is distributed according to q(xλ, j). If the next state is ω∗ ∈ Ω∗,
then the total payoff from the next stage is

∑

t>2 λ(1−λ)t−1g∗(ω∗) = (1−λ)g∗(ω∗).
If the next state is ω, since both players play optimally from stage 2, the payoff
from stage 2 is equal to (1 − λ)vλ. Hence, the right-hand side of the inequality is
exactly what players get in Γλ. Since xλ is optimal, this quantity should be higher
than vλ, and this yields the inequality.

Definition 4.3. Let w ∈ R.

(i) Player I can uniformly guarantee w if for all ε > 0, there exists σ ∈ Σ and
T0 > 1 such that for all T > T0 and τ ∈ T , γT (σ, τ) > w − ε.

(ii) Similarly, Player II can uniformly guarantee w if for each ε > 0, there exists
τ ∈ T and T0 > 1 such that for all T > T0 and σ ∈ Σ, γT (σ, τ) 6 w + ε.

Mertens et al. [39] have proved the following result.

Theorem 4.4. There exists a unique v ∈ R such that both players can uniformly
guarantee v. Moreover,

v = lim
T→+∞

vT = lim
λ→0+

vλ.

This generalizes a result of Kohlberg [24], that treated the case of finite action
sets. Another proof of Theorem 4.4 was also given in Hansen et al. [20].

Remark 4.5. The uniqueness of v follows from Definition 4.3, and v is called the
uniform value. The fact that the existence of v implies the convergence of vT and
vλ to v is rather straightforward, and can be found for instance in [53, Chapter 4].
This limit v is called the limit value.

Our goal is to give a proof of Theorem 4.4 based on Blackwell’s approachability.
We will prove that Player I can uniformly guarantee lim supλ→0+ vλ. By switching
players’ roles, we then immediately deduce that Player II can uniformly guarantee
lim infλ→0+ vλ, hence can uniformly guarantee lim supλ→0+ vλ. Together with Re-
mark 4.5, this proves the theorem. The reader can find a comparison between this
new proof and the proofs from Hansen et al. [20], Kohlberg [24], Mertens et al. [39]
in Section 8.

Let ε ∈ (0, 1/2) be fixed. The remaining of the paper is devoted to constructing
a strategy for Player I that guarantees lim supλ→0+ vλ−O(ε) in ΓT for large enough
T . Up to translating and multiplying the payoffs by a scalar, we can assume the
following without loss of generality.

Assumption 1.

lim sup
λ→0+

vλ = ε, ‖g‖∞ 6 1 and ‖g∗‖∞ 6 1.

5. Balanced Strategies and Lower Bounds on the Average Payoff

For each λ ∈ (0, 1), let xλ ∈ ∆(I) be an optimal stationary strategy for Player
I. We consider a sequence (λk)k>1 such that

(4) vλk
−−−−−→
k→+∞

lim sup
λ→0+

vλ and xλk
converges to some x0 ∈ ∆(I).

Thanks to Assumption 1 and the fact that g is separately continuous, there exists
λ ∈ (0, 1) such that the following holds.
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For the remaining of the paper, let λ ∈ (0, 1) be such that for all
j ∈ J ,

(5) |g(x0, j)− g(xλ, j)| 6 ε/2 and vλ > ε/2.

Definition 5.1. A strategy (σt)t>1 of Player I is said to be balanced (with respect
to x0 and xλ) if for any t > 1 and history ht−1 = (i1, j1, . . . , it−1, jt−1) ∈ (I×J)t−1,

(i) σt(ht−1) only depends on (j1, . . . , jt−1);
(ii) σt(ht−1) is a convex combination of x0 and xλ.

A first important point is that, in order to prove that a balanced strategy guaran-
tees some quantity, it is sufficient to verify that it guarantees that quantity against
all pure Markov strategies of Player II. The proof is quite standard and is given in
Section B.1 for completeness.

Lemma 5.2. Let σ ∈ Σ be a strategy that satisfies (i) in Definition 5.1. Let w ∈ R

and T > 1. Assume that for any pure Markov strategy τ = (jt)t>1 of Player II,
γT (σ, τ) > w. Then for any τ ∈ T , γT (σ, τ) > w.

For the remaining of the paper,
• let σ be a balanced strategy for Player I with respect to x0 and
xλ,

• τ = (jt)t>1 be a pure Markov strategy for Player II,
• and for each t > 1, let at ∈ [0, 1] be the weight on mixed action
xλ when σ is played against τ , in other words:

(6) σt(j1, . . . , jt−1) = atxλ + (1− at)x0.

We now introduce three quantities that play a crucial role in our construction.
For all j ∈ J , let

g♯(j) :=
∑

ω∗∈Ω∗

g∗(ω∗) q(ω∗|xλ, j) and g♭(j) := g(x0, j).

The quantity g♯(j) corresponds to the future expected payoff (induced by xλ and
j) in the case where the next state is absorbed, whereas the quantity g♭(j) is the
present payoff in ω, which is close to the payoff given by xλ and j, thanks to (5).

The case where g♭(j) = g(x0, j) > 0 for all j ∈ J is easy, because the strategy
for Player I that plays mixed action x0 at each stage obviously guarantees 0 in ΓT

for all T > 1, which reaches our goal. Therefore, we will consider only the following
case.

Assumption 2. There exists j ∈ J such that g♭(j) < 0.

The following lemma gives an expression of the probability that the game is in
state ω at stage t. The proof in given in Appendix B.2.

Lemma 5.3. Let

(7) αt :=

t−1
∏

s=1

(

asq(ω|xλ, js) + (1− as)q(ω|x0, js)
)

, t > 1.

Then, Pσ,τ [ωt = ω] = αt.
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We are now ready to state a key lower bound on the payoff γT (σ, τ) that only
involves the quantities g♯(j), g♭(j), αs and as.

Proposition 5.4. For all T > 1,

(8) γT (σ, τ) >
1

T

T
∑

t=1

αtg
♭(jt) +

T
∑

t=1

t−1
∑

s=1

αsasg
♯(js)− ε.

We first prove the following lemma and then establish Proposition 5.4.

Lemma 5.5. Let j ∈ J . The following statements hold.

(i)

λg♭(j) + (1 − λ)g♯(j) > 0.

In particular, either g♯(j) > 0 or g♭(j) > 0.
(ii)

∑

ω∗∈Ω∗

g∗(ω∗) q(ω∗|x0, j) > 0.

Proof. (i) Using (5) and Proposition 4.2, we get

λg♭(j) + (1− λ)g♯(j) = λ g(x0, j) + (1− λ)
∑

ω∗∈Ω∗

g∗(ω∗)q(ω∗|xλ, j)

> λ g(xλ, j) + (1− λ)
∑

ω∗∈Ω∗

g∗(ω∗) q(ω∗|xλ, j)− λε/2

> vλ
(

1− (1 − λ)q(ω|xλ, j)
)

− λε/2

>
ε

2

(

1− (1− λ)
)

− λε/2

> 0.

(ii) Using Assumption 1, Proposition 4.2, the continuity of the transition kernel
q with respect to i ∈ I (thus continuity with respect to the weak topology on
the space of mixed actions), and a sequence (λk)k>1 satisfying (4),

∑

ω∗∈Ω∗

g∗(ω∗)q(ω∗|x0, j) = lim
k→+∞

(

λkg(xλk
, j) + (1 − λk)

∑

ω∗∈Ω∗

g∗(ω∗)q(ω∗|xλk
, j)

)

> lim
k→+∞

vλk
(1− (1− λk)q(ω|xλk

, j)) > 0.

�

Proof of Proposition 5.4. We have

γT (σ, τ) =
1

T
Eσ,τ

[

T
∑

t=1

1{ωt=ω}g(it, jt)

]

+
1

T
Eσ,τ

[

T
∑

t=1

∑

ω∗∈Ω∗

1{ωt=ω∗}g
∗(ω∗)

]

=
1

T
Eσ,τ

[

T
∑

t=1

1{ωt=ω}g(it, jt) +

T
∑

t=1

t−1
∑

s=1

1{ωs=ω}

∑

ω∗∈Ω∗

g∗(ω∗)q(ω∗ | is, js)
]

.

Let us bound from below the term inside the first sum. We have

Eσ,τ

[

(1{ωt=ω}g(it, jt)
]

= Pσ,τ [ωt = ω] (atg(xλ, jt) + (1− at)g(x0, jt))

> αt (at(g(x0, jt)− ε/2) + (1− at)g(x0, jt))

> αtg
♭(jt)− ε,
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where the first equality stems from the independence of ωt and it, and the second
inequality comes from (5). Using the same independence and Property (ii) from
Lemma 5.5, we get

Eσ,τ

[

1{ωs=ω}

∑

ω∗∈Ω∗

g∗(ω∗)q(ω∗|is, js)
]

= αs

∑

ω∗∈Ω∗

g∗(ω∗) (asq(ω
∗|xλ, js) + (1 − as)q(ω

∗|x0, js))

> αsasg
♯(js).

The result follows from plugging the two previous inequalities into the first equality.
�

Now that the proof of Proposition 5.4 is complete, let us explain at a broad level
how we can relate the lower bound to the approachability tools that we developed
in the first part of the paper. The lower bound (8) involves two sums. A first
idea would be to consider a two-dimensional vector payoff corresponding to the two
terms involved in the sums, namely (−αsg

♭(js),−αsasg
♯(js)), and show that Player

I can approach the set R
2
− for this vector payoff function. This would hopefully

prove that both sums are larger than some O(ε), when T is large enough. This
simple idea does not work, for two reasons. First, the component −αsg

♭(js) does
not depend on as, hence there is no hope that Player I can force this component
to be negative, even on average. Moreover, the second sum is a double sum. As
a consequence, a single quantity as can have a contribution to the average payoff
that does not vanish as T → +∞. Hence, we in fact need all as to be very small,
which motivates the introduction of a scaling factor that multiplies the as. These
considerations lead to the following modified lower bound.

Proposition 5.6. Let (µt)t>1 be a positive and nonincreasing sequence and (at)t>1

defined as in (6). If at ∈ [0, µt] for all t > 1, then for all T > 4/(λε2µT ),

(9) γT (σ, τ) >
1

T

(

T
∑

t=1

αt

(

1− µ−1
t at

)

g♭(jt) +

T
∑

t=1

t−1
∑

s=1

αsasg
♯(js)

)

− 2ε.

Proof. From Proposition 5.4, we have

γT (σ, τ) >
1

T

(

T
∑

t=1

αtg
♭(jt) +

T
∑

t=1

t−1
∑

s=1

αsasg
♯(js)

)

− ε

=
1

T

(

T
∑

t=1

αt

(

1− µ−1
t at

)

g♭(jt) +

T
∑

t=1

t−1
∑

s=1

αsasg
♯(js)

)

+
1

T

T
∑

t=1

µ−1
t αtat g

♭(jt)− ε.

To prove Proposition 5.6, it is enough to show that for T > 4/(λε2µT ), the above
right-most average is higher than −ε.

Denote q∗(j) := 1−q(ω |xλ, j), which is the probability that the game is absorbed
when Player I plays xλ and Player II plays j, and J(ε) := {j ∈ J : q∗(j) 6 λε/2}.
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Let j ∈ J(ε). Using Proposition 4.2 and the fact that g∗ 6 1,

λg(xλ, j) > vλ
(

1− (1 − λ)q(ω|xλ, j)
)

− (1− λ)
∑

ω∗∈Ω∗

g∗(ω∗)q(ω∗|xλ, j)

> vλ
(

1− (1 − λ)(1 − q∗(j))
)

− (1− λ)
∑

ω∗∈Ω∗

q(ω∗|xλ, j)

= vλ
(

λ+ (1 − λ)q∗(j)
)

− (1 − λ)q∗(j)

= λvλ + (1− λ)q∗(j)(vλ − 1)

>
λε

2
− λε

2
= 0,

where the last inequality follows from (5) and the fact that j ∈ J(ε). Hence
g(xλ, j) > 0, and we deduce that

1

T

T
∑

t=1

αtµ
−1
t atg(xλ, jt) >

1

T

∑

16t6T
jt /∈J(ε)

αtµ
−1
t atg(xλ, jt).

Let t > 1 such that jt ∈ J \ J(ε). We have

αt+1 =
(

atq(ω|xλ, jt) + (1 − at)q(ω|x0, jt)
)

αt

6
(

at(1 − q∗(jt)) + (1− at)
)

αt 6

(

1− λε

2
at

)

αt,

from which we deduce that for all t > 1,

αt 6
∏

16s<t
js /∈J(ε)

(

1− λε

2
as

)

.

Combining with the fact that g > −1 and µt is non-increasing, we obtain
∑

16t6T
jt /∈J(ε)

αtµ
−1
t atg(xλ, jt) > −µ−1

T

∑

16t6T
jt /∈J(ε)

αtat

> −µ−1
T

∑

16t6T
jt /∈J(ε)

at
∏

16s<t
js /∈J(ε)

(

1− λε

2
as

)

.

Define ps := 0 if js ∈ J(ε), and ps := λεas/2 otherwise, so that

∑

16t6T
jt /∈J(ε)

at
∏

16s<t
js /∈J(ε)

(

1− λε

2
as

)

=
2

λε

∞
∑

t=1

pt

t−1
∏

s=1

(1− ps) .

Let X1, X2, . . . be a sequence of independent Bernoulli random variables with
P[Xt = 1] = pt. Then

∞
∑

t=1

pt

t−1
∏

s=1

(1− ps) =

∞
∑

t=1

P[X1, . . . , Xt−1 = 0, Xt = 1] = P[∃ t, Xt = 1] 6 1.

We deduce that
∑

16t6T
jt /∈J(ε)

at
∏

16s<t
js /∈J(ε)

(

1− λε

2
as

)

6
2

λε
.
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Therefore if T > 4/(λε2µT ),

1

T

T
∑

t=1

αtµ
−1
t atg(xλ, jt) >− 2

λεµTT
> −ε

2
.

Using (5) and the fact that at 6 µt by assumption, we deduce that

1

T

T
∑

t=1

µ−1
t αtatg(x0, jt) > −ε,

which completes the proof. �

In the next section, we apply the approachability tools from the first section to
a two-dimensional vector payoff, composed of the two terms that appear in each
sum of the lower bound from Proposition 5.6.

6. An Auxiliary Approachability Problem

We consider the sets of actions A = [0, 1], B = J , and target set C = R
2
−. For

α > 0 and µ > 0, denote

ρα,µ : (a, j) 7→
(

−αag♯(j)

α(µ−1a− 1)g♭(j)

)

,

and let R = {ρα,µ} α>0
µ∈(0,1]

be the set of possible outcome functions. Let (µt)t>1

be a positive and nonincreasing sequence in (0, 1], and define the following inner
product on R

2:

〈u, v〉(t) = u(1)v(1) + µ2
tu

(2)v(2), u, v ∈ R
2, t > 1.

For R ∈ R
2, define

π(R) := (max(0, R(1)),max(0, R(2))).

Proposition 6.1 (Blackwell’s condition). Let t > 1, α > 0, µ ∈ (0, 1] and R =

(R(1), R(2)) ∈ R
2. Denote the components of π(R) as (R̃(1), R̃(2)).

(i) π(R) = R− argminR′∈R2
−

‖R′ −R‖(t).
(ii) The following quantity

a[t, ρα,µ, R] :=















0 if π(R) = 0

sup
j∈J

g♭(j)<0

µ2
t g

♭(j)R̃(2)

µ2
tµ

−1g♭(j)R̃(2) − g♯(j)R̃(1)
otherwise,

is well-defined and satisfies 0 6 a[t, ρα,µ, R] 6 µ 6 1;
(iii) For all j ∈ J and R ∈ R

2,

〈ρα,µ(a[t, ρα,µ, R], j), π(R)〉(t) 6 0.

In other words, C = R
2
− satisfies Blackwell’s condition with respect to R and

(〈 · , · 〉(t))t>1, with mapping (t, ρ, R) 7→ a[t, ρ, R] being an associated oracle.

Proof. We will use repeatedly the fact that R̃(1) and R̃(2) are nonnegative by defi-
nition.
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(i) π(R) can be written as

π(R) = R− argmin
R′∈R2

−

‖R′ −R‖2(t)

= R− argmin
R′(1),R′(2)60

{

(R′(1) −R(1))2 + µ2
t (R

′(2) −R(2))2
}

.

Therefore, for each component i ∈ {1, 2},

R̃(i) = R(i) − argmin
R′(i)60

(R′(i) −R(i))2 = R(i) −min(0, R(i)) = max(R(i), 0) > 0.

(ii) a[t, ρα,µ, R] is either zero or defined as the supremum of a fraction. In the
latter case, meaning π(R) 6= 0, first note that the supremum is taken on a
nonempty set thanks to Assumption 2. Then, for j ∈ J such that g♭(j) < 0,
we have g♯(j) > 0 by Property (i) in Lemma 5.5, and µ is positive from the
statement. Therefore, both the numerator is nonpositive and the denominator
is negative, and thus

0 6
µ2
t g

♭(j)R̃(2)

µ2
tµ

−1g♭(j)R̃(2) − g♯(j)R̃(1)
6

µ2
t g

♭(j)R̃(2)

µ2
tµ

−1g♭(j)R̃(2)
= µ.

(iii) Let j ∈ J be fixed and denote g♯ := g♯(j) and g♭ := g♭(j) for short. For every
a ∈ [0, µ], the following inner product writes

〈ρα,µ(a, j), π(R)〉(t) = −α
(

ag♯R̃(1) + µ2
t (1 − µ−1a)g♭R̃(2)

)

= −α
(

a
(

g♯R̃(1) − µ2
tµ

−1g♭R̃(2)
)

+ µ2
t g

♭R̃(2)
)

.

If π(R) = 0, the result is true for any choice of a.
Otherwise, if g♭ = 0, it follows that g♯ > 0 by Property (i) in Lemma 5.5,

and

〈ρα,µ(a, j), π(R)〉(t) = −αa g♯R̃(1) 6 0.

If g♭ > 0 and g♯ > 0, since a 6 µ, we have

〈ρα,µ(a, j), π(R)〉(t) = −α
(

ag♯R̃(1) + µ2
t (1− µ−1a)g♭R̃(2)

)

6 0,

because all quantities in the above grand parentheses are nonnegative.
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If g♭ < 0, which implies that g♯ > 0, we have g♯R̃(1) − µ2
tµ

−1g♭R̃(2) > 0
and therefore

〈ρα,µ(a[t, ρα,µ, R], j), π(R)〉(t)
= −α

(

a[t, ρα,µ, R] ·
(

g♯R̃(1) − µ2
tµ

−1g♭R̃(2)
)

+ µ2
t g

♭R̃(2)
)

= −α

(

(

g♯R̃(1) − µ2
tµ

−1g♭R̃(2)
)

sup
j′∈J

g♭(j′)<0

−µ2
t g

♭(j′)R̃(2)

g♯(j′)R̃(1) − µ2
tµ

−1g♭(j′)R̃(2)

+µ2
t g

♭R̃(2)

)

6 −α

(

(

g♯R̃(1) − µ2
tµ

−1g♭R̃(2)
) −µ2

t g
♭R̃(2)

g♯R̃(1) − µ2
tµ

−1g♭R̃(2)
+ µ2

t g
♭R̃(2)

)

6 0.

We now turn to the last remaining case and assume g♭ > 0 and g♯ 6 0.
Then, note that µ2

tµ
−1g♭R̃(2) − g♯R̃(1) > 0. Property (iii) is equivalent to

a[t, ρα,µ, R]
(

µ2
tµ

−1g♭R̃(2) − g♯R̃(1)
)

− µ2
t g

♭R̃(2) 6 0.

If µ2
tµ

−1g♭R̃(2) − g♯R̃(1) = 0 or R̃(2) = 0, the property is easily satisfied

(because R̃(2) = 0 implies a [t, ρα,µ, R] = 0). We now assume those two
quantities to be positive. Then, the property is equivalent to

a [t, ρα,µ, R] = sup
j′∈J

g♭(j′)<0

µ2
t g

♭(j′)R̃(2)

µ2
tµ

−1g♭R̃(2) − g♯R̃(1)
6

µ2
t g

♭R̃(2)

µ2
tµ

−1g♭R̃(2) − g♯R̃(1)
,

which, after simplification, is equivalent to

sup
j′∈J

g♭(j′)<0

g♯(j′)

g♭(j′)
6

g♯

g♭
,

which we now aim at proving. Let j′ ∈ J such that g♭(j′) < 0. Then Prop-
erty (i) from Lemma 5.5 applied to j and j′ gives

λg♭ + (1− λ)g♯ > 0 and λg♭(j′) + (1− λ)g♯(j′) > 0.

Multiplying the first above inequality by −g♭(j′) > 0 and the second by g♭ > 0,
summing, and simplifying gives

g♯(j′)

g♭(j′)
6

g♯

g♭
.

Hence the result.

�

Remark 6.2. If our goal were solely to prove Theorem 4.4, we would not require an
explicit expression for a[t, ρα,µ, R]. Indeed, later on, we will only rely on the fact
that a[t, ρα,µ, R] lies within [0, µ] and satisfies (iii). Therefore, the mere existence of
such an a[t, ρα,µ, R] suffices. This existence is actually quite straightforward using
Blackwell’s dual condition (see Proposition 2.6), which would have spared us the
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tedious case distinctions made in the proof of Proposition 6.1. However, we chose to
give a formula for a[t, ρα,µ, R] because it allows us to derive an explicit expression
for the O(ε)-uniform optimal strategy that we construct subsequently.

7. The Resulting Strategy for Player I in the Absorbing Game

We now define a strategy σ = (σt)t>1 for Player I in the absorbing game. For

(i1, j1, i2, j2, . . . ) ∈ (I × J)N
∗

and all t > 1, recursively define

R̃
(1)
t−1 = max

(

0, −
t−1
∑

s=1

αsasg
♯(js)

)

R̃
(2)
t−1 = max

(

0,
t−1
∑

s=1

αs(µ
−1
s as − 1)g♭(js)

)

αt =
t−1
∏

s=1

(asq(ω|xλ, js) + (1− as)q(ω|x0, js))

at =















0 if R̃
(1)
t−1 = R̃

(2)
t−1 = 0

sup
j∈J

g♭(j)<0

µ2
t g

♭(j)R̃
(2)
t−1

µtg♭(j)R̃
(2)
t−1 − g♯(j)R̃

(1)
t−1

otherwise,

where an easy induction proves that at is indeed a function of (i1, j1, . . . , it−1, jt−1),
so that we can define

σt(i1, j1, . . . , it−1, jt−1) = atxλ + (1− at)x0.

Theorem 7.1. If µt = εt−3/4 for all t > 1, the above strategy σ guarantees that
for all τ ∈ T and T > 256λ−4ε−12,

γT (σ, τ) > −8ε.

Proof. Thanks to Lemma 5.2, it is sufficient to prove the result for pure Markov
strategies of Player II. Let τ be such a strategy, and (ω1, i1, j1, . . . , ωt, it, jt, . . . , ) ∼
Pσ,τ . For all t > 1, consider above notation αt and at and

ρt = ραt,µt
and rt = ρt(at, jt) = αt

(

−atg
♯(jt)

(µ−1
t at − 1) g♭(jt)

)

.

Let us first establish a bound on
∑+∞

t=1 ‖rt‖
2
(t). For all t > 1, using Property (ii)

from Proposition 6.1 as well as αt ∈ [0, 1], at ∈ [0, µt] and g♭(jt), g
♯(jt) ∈ [−1, 1] by

Assumption 1, we have

‖rt‖2(t) 6 |αt|2
(

a2t + µ2
t (µ

−1
t at − 1)2

)

6 (2x2
t + µ2

t − 2µtat) 6 3µ2
t 6 3ε2t−3/2.

Therefore
+∞
∑

t=1

‖rt‖2(t) 6 3ε2
+∞
∑

t=1

t−3/2 6 9ε2.

Then, combining the above definition of σ with Proposition 6.1, it holds that

at = a

[

t, ρt,

t−1
∑

s=1

rs

]

, t > 1,



TIME-DEPENDENT APPROACHABILITY 19

and Corollary 3.3 gives for all t > 1,

−
t−1
∑

s=1

αsas g
♯(js) =

t−1
∑

s=1

r(1)s 6

√

√

√

√

t−1
∑

s=1

‖rs‖2(s) 6 3ε(10)

1

T

T
∑

t=1

αt(µ
−1
t at − 1) g♭(jt) =

1

T

T
∑

t=1

r
(2)
t 6

1

µTT

√

√

√

√

T
∑

t=1

‖rt‖2(t) 6
3ε

µTT
6 3ε,(11)

where the last inequality holds as soon as T > ε−4. Combining (10) (where the
sum from s = 1 to t− 1 is needed for all t > 1) and (11) (where only the sum from
1 to T is needed) with Proposition 5.6 gives the result. �

8. Comparison with Other Proofs of Theorem 4.4

Let us compare our proof of Theorem 4.4 to three other proofs from the literature.

The Original Proof of Kohlberg [24] for Finite Action Sets. Kohlberg [24] proved
Theorem 4.4 in the case where the action sets are finite. The proof uses a matrix
theory approach [41] to reduce the problem to the case where Player 1 has only two
actions, and then defines a strategy of Player I by making explicit the probability of
playing each of the two actions as a function of the past history. Such a strategy is
not a balanced strategy, and is not built from discounted optimal strategies. Hence,
both the strategy and its analysis differ from our work.

The Proof of Mertens et al. [39] for Compact Action Sets. The strategy built in
Mertens et al. [39] is based on discounted optimal strategies. Indeed, at each
stage, the strategy plays optimally in a discounted game, where the discount factor
depends on the past history. Unlike the present work, the discount factor can take
infinitely many possible values, whereas in our case, it only takes two values (0
and λ, if we interpret the limit strategy x0 as an optimal strategy for the discount
factor 0). Moreover, the proof in Mertens et al. [39] relies on the sophisticated
machinery of Mertens and Neyman [38], who proved the existence of the uniform
value in general stochastic games. It also builds on the characterization of the limit
value obtained by Rosenberg and Sorin [47]. In contrast, our proof is more self-
contained, since it neither relies on the Mertens and Neyman strategy nor requires
the existence of the limit value.

The Proof of Hansen et al. [20]. Hansen et al. [20] build an ε-uniform optimal
strategy with finite memory and a clock. At each stage, the mixed action played
by such a strategy depends only on the state variable of a finite automaton. The
state variable is updated from one stage to the next as a function of the previous
action of Player 2, and its transitions depend on the stage. The automaton has
three states. In two of them, the mixed action is a limit of discounted optimal
strategies (careful action), which is similar to our mixed action x0. In the third
state, the mixed action is a discounted optimal strategy for some small discount
factor (risky action), in the same fashion as our mixed action xλ. In particular,
the strategy built in Hansen et al. [20] is a balanced strategy. One main difference
with our strategy, is that in Hansen et al. [20], the weights that are put on the
risky actions and the safe actions are induced by the probability distribution over
the states of the automaton. Such a probability depends on the past history and
on the transitions of the automaton, and the definition of such transitions is rather
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sophisticated. In contrast, the weights that our strategy puts on the risky action
and on the safe action are derived from an approachability problem. This makes the
analysis shorter, and it provides intuition on how the weights should be defined so
that the strategy works. Moreover, the approachability framework that we develop
is quite general and offers promising perspectives for possible generalizations to
stochastic games. Another difference is that the strategy in Hansen et al. [20] is
built in blocks of increasing time lengths, whereas our strategy does not require
such a progressive construction.

9. Conclusion and Perspectives

We introduced an extension of Blackwell’s approachability framework where the
outcome function and the inner product vary with time, and studied the corre-
sponding Blackwell’s algorithm. In the case where the target set is an orthant, we
presented a choice of time-dependent inner products which yield different conver-
gence speeds for each coordinate of the average outcome vector.

We applied the latter case to the construction of ε-uniformly optimal strategies
in absorbing games, thereby proposing a novel application of online learning tools
for solving games. We hope that the present work can be extended into a new
systematic approach for constructing optimal strategies in a wider class of stochastic
games.

We believe our framework will also find various applications in online learning
and sequential decision problems as well. For instance, an interesting direction
would be the definition of a hybrid between the following two regret minimization
algorithms, which enjoy different adaptive properties. Regret Matching [22] (which
is based on Blackwell’s approachability) and its variants have led to great success
in the context of solving games, and the adaptive diagonal scalings of AdaGrad-
Diagonal [11, 37] (and its popular variants such as RMSprop and Adam) have
demonstrated excellent performance in deep learning optimization and continuous
(stochastic) optimization in general. As the adaptive scalings of AdaGrad-Diagonal
can be written as time-dependent metrics, our framework should allow the defini-
tion of an algorithm that combines Regret Matching and (the dual averaging ver-
sion of) AdaGrad-Diagonal, and hopefully inherit adaptive properties and excellent
practical performance from both.

Further possible extensions of our framework include the adaptation to potential-
based [22] and regret-based [1, 26, 50] algorithms.
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Appendix A. On General Closed Convex Targets

We here present one possible approach for reducing general closed convex targets
to the conic case, which is inspired from [1]. Let us consider the assumptions from
Proposition 2.6, but with C ⊂ R

d being a general nonempty closed convex set and
not necessarily a cone. Further assume that C satisfies the following Blackwell’s
condition: for all t > 1, ρ ∈ R and r ∈ R

d, there exists a [t, g, r] ∈ A such that for
all b ∈ B,

〈

ρ (a [t, g, r] , b)− πC
(t)(r), r − πC

(t)(r)
〉

(t)
6 0.

Then, by easily adapting from e.g. [44, Theorem 1.3], one can see that the above is
equivalent to the same condition as in Proposition 2.6:

∀ρ ∈ R, ∀b ∈ B, ∃a ∈ A, ρ(a, b) ∈ C.

Now consider an auxiliary approachability problem with outcome functions ρ̃t :
A× B → R

d+1, defined as

ρ̃t(a, b) = (ρt(a, b), 1), a ∈ A, b ∈ B, t > 1,

and target C̃ = R+(C×{1}), which is a closed convex cone. Then, for (a, b) ∈ A×B
and t > 1, ρt(a, b) ∈ C if and only if, ρ̃t(a, b) ∈ C̃. This shows that the target of
this auxiliary approachability problem is approachable because it satisfies the dual
condition. The results from Sections 2 and 3 thus apply. Besides, Abernethy
et al. [1, Lemma 14] assures that the distance of the average outcome to C in

the original problem differ from the distance to the average outcome to C̃ in the
auxiliary problem by a factor 2 at most. Therefore, the convergence bounds from
the auxiliary problem are easily transposed to the original problem.

Appendix B. Postponed Proofs

B.1. Proof of Lemma 5.2. To prove the lemma, it is enough to build, for each
T > 1, a pure Markov strategy τ∗ such that γT (σ, τ

∗) = minτ∈T γT (σ, τ). Let
us take the point of view of Player II that aims at minimizing the payoff in the
T -stage game, against the strategy σ. This problem can be viewed as a Markov
Decision Process (1-Player stochastic game) [2], where the decision-maker is Player
II, and the state space is the product Ω × ∪t>1J

t−1. The first component of the
state represents the state of the absorbing game (that we call original state), while
the second component encodes the sequence of actions played by Player II at some
stage. Such a product variable is enough to describe the problem faced by Player II,
due to the fact that the mixed action played by Player I at some stage depends only
on past actions of Player II. This MDP admits a pure optimal Markov strategy [12],
that is, a strategy that at each stage t, picks a mixed action that only depends on
the original state ωt and the sequence of past actions (j1, j2, . . . , jt−1). The actions
of Player II only have an influence when the original state is the non-absorbing
state ω, hence such a strategy is equivalent to a sequence of actions of Player II,
that is, a pure Markov strategy in the absorbing game. This proves the lemma.
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B.2. Proof of Lemma 5.3. Let t > 2. If P [ωt−1 = ω] = 0, then P [ωt = ω] = 0
by definition of the model. Otherwise we can write,

P [ωt = ω] = P [ωt = ω and ωt−1 = ω]

= P [ωt = ω |ωt−1 = ω]× P [ωt−1 = ω]

=

(
∫

I

q(ω|i, jt−1) d(at−1xλ + (1− at−1)x0)(i)

)

× P [ωt−1 = ω]

= q(ω|at−1xλ + (1− at−1)x0, jt−1)× P [ωt−1 = ω]

= (at−1 q(ω|xλ, jt−1) + (1− at−1)q(ω|x0, jt−1))× P [ωt−1 = ω] ,

by linearity. In any case, the identity

P [ωt = ω] = (at−1 q(ω|xλ, jt−1) + (1− at−1)q(ω|x0, jt−1))× P [ωt−1 = ω]

holds, and the result follows from a simple induction.
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