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Abstract— We investigate the interplay between passivity,
no-regret, and convergence in contractive games for various
learning dynamic models and their higher-order variants. Our
setting is continuous time. Building on prior work for replicator
dynamics, we show that if learning dynamics satisfy a passivity
condition between the payoff vector and the difference between
its evolving strategy and any fixed strategy, then it achieves
finite regret. We then establish that the passivity condition
holds for various learning dynamics and their higher-order
variants. Consequentially, the higher-order variants can achieve
convergence to Nash equilibrium in cases where their standard
order counterparts cannot, while maintaining a finite regret
property. We provide numerical examples to illustrate the lack
of finite regret of different evolutionary dynamic models that
violate the passivity property. We also examine the fragility
of the finite regret property in the case of perturbed learning
dynamics. Continuing with passivity, we establish another con-
nection between finite regret and passivity, but with the related
equilibrium-independent passivity property. Finally, we present
a passivity-based classification of dynamic models according to
the various passivity notions they satisfy, namely, incremental
passivity, δ-passivity, and equilibrium-independent passivity.
This passivity-based classification provides a framework to ana-
lyze the convergence of learning dynamic models in contractive
games.

I. INTRODUCTION

No-regret online learning algorithms have become pow-
erful tools in designing adaptive and efficient decision-
making strategies within dynamic, uncertain, and competi-
tive environments. These algorithms enable agents to make
sequential decisions while minimizing their regret, defined
as the difference between the cumulative reward of the
algorithm and that of the best fixed action in hindsight
[1]. Among the most well-known no-regret algorithms are
Follow-The-Regularized-Leader (FTRL) [2], which includes
Multiplicative-Weights-Update (MWU)[3] as a special case,
and Online-Mirror-Descent (OMD) [4]. By appropriately
selecting a decreasing step size, these algorithms can achieve
O(

√
T ) regret.

The intersection of online learning and game theory, often
referred to as learning in games, explores how rational agents
learn through repeated interactions in strategic settings,
where each agent seeks to maximize its own utility while
considering the strategies of others. In this framework, no-
regret algorithms allow agents to learn and adapt from past
interactions and, for some games, converge to equilibrium
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strategies without centralized coordination[5]. Indeed, funda-
mental connections have been established between no-regret
learning and game-theoretic solution concepts [3], [6], [7].

Passivity is a fundamental input-output property of dynam-
ical systems that abstracts the principles of energy conser-
vation and dissipation in mechanical and electrical systems
[8]. In the online learning context, learning algorithms can
be viewed as an input-output operator where the input is
the stream of payoffs and the output is the stream of strate-
gies. This perspective enables the application of passivity
theory to both analyze and design learning algorithms. For
instance, [9] introduced the notion of δ-passivity to study
the convergence of learning dynamics to Nash equilibria
in contractive games, showing that the implementation of
a learning dynamic model in a game can be viewed as a
feedback interconnection between the learning operator (with
payoff as input and strategy as output) and the game operator
(with strategy as input and payoff as output). Moreover, as
demonstrated in [10], if a learning dynamic model fails to
satisfy a suitable passivity property, it is possible to construct
a higher-order game that results in instability. Recent works
[11], [12] have further employed equilibrium-independent
passivity to analyze convergence in zero-sum games and
to design higher-order variants of learning dynamic models
that converge in games where their standard counterparts
do not. In this work, we adopt an alternative notion of
passivity—specifically, passivity from the payoff vector to
the difference between the output strategy and any fixed
strategy—which is directly linked to the no-regret property
of learning dynamics [13].

The main contributions of this paper are summarized as:
• We show that the strategic higher-order variants of

learning dynamic models that have finite regret not only
improve convergence in zero-sum games, where their
standard counterparts fail to converge, but also preserve
the finite regret property (Section IV).

• Numerical examples are provided, illustrating that sev-
eral evolutionary dynamic models used in population
games lack the finite regret property (Section IV).

• The finite regret property of a learning dynamic model is
shown to be fragile under payoff perturbations (Section
V).

• A connection is established between finite regret and
equilibrium-independent passivity (Section VI).

• Incremental passivity is shown to be a generalized
notion of passivity that implies both equilibrium-
independent passivity and δ-passivity (Section VII).

• We utilize these results, along with existing δ-passivity
results for various evolutionary dynamic models [9],
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[14], to construct a passivity-based classification of
learning dynamic models according to the passivity
notions they satisfy: incremental passivity, δ-passivity,
and equilibrium-independent passivity (Section VII).

• We demonstrate that learning dynamic models that
have finite regret converge globally to the unique Nash
equilibrium in strictly contractive games. Moreover, our
passivity-based classification provides a comprehensive
framework for analyzing the convergence of learning
dynamic models in contractive games (Section VIII).

II. NOTATION
We denote by R+ the set of nonnegative real numbers. For

a given vector x ∈ Rn, xi denotes its i-th entry. [x]+ denotes
the nonnegative part of x, such that its i-th component is
given by [xi]+ = max(xi, 0). diag(x) denotes n×n diagonal
matrix whose i-th diagonal entry is xi for all i = 1, . . . , n.
In ∈ Rn×n is the identity matrix. 1n ∈ Rn is the vector of
all ones and 0n is the vector of all zeros. For two vectors
x, y ∈ Rn, the inner product is defined as ⟨x, y⟩ = xT y and
the Euclidean norm is denoted by ∥x∥2.

The probability simplex in Rn is denoted by ∆n and is
defined as {s ∈ Rn : si ≥ 0 ∀ i = 1, . . . , n and 1T s = 1}.
Int(∆n) denotes the interior of the probability simplex. ei ∈
∆n denotes the i-th vertex of the simplex ∆n, i.e., the vector
whose i-th component equals 1 and all other components
equal 0. The tangent space of ∆n is denoted by T∆n where
T∆n = {y ∈ Rn : 1T

ny = 0}. The normal cone to ∆n at a
point x ∈ ∆n is given by

N∆n(x) = {y ∈ Rn : yT (x′ − x) ≤ 0 ∀ x′ ∈ ∆n}.

For a closed convex set C ⊂ Rn, ΠC(x) denotes the
projection of x ∈ Rn onto the set C and is given by

ΠC(x) = argmin
s∈C

∥x− s∥2.

σ : Rn → Int(∆n) denotes the softmax function such
that σ(x) = exp(x)/

∑n
i=1 exp(x)i. The space of square

integrable functions over finite intervals is denoted by Le.
i.e.,

Le =

{
f : R+ → Rn :

∫ T

0

f(t)T f(t)dt < ∞ ∀ T ∈ R+

}
.

For f, g ∈ Le, the truncated inner produced is defined as
⟨f, g⟩T =

∫ T

0
f(t)T g(t)dt.

III. BACKGROUND

A. Online Learning and Regret
1) Continuous-time learning dynamics: In this paper, we

consider continuous-time learning dynamics where the pay-
off vector p(·) : R+ → Rn is assumed to be a continuously
differentiable function of time. In continuous-time (FTRL)
dynamics, the process starts at time t = 0 and for any
t > 0, the learner computes the cumulative payoff as z(t) =
z(0) +

∫ t

0
p(τ)dτ . The mixed strategy x(t) ∈ ∆n is then

computed as x(t) = C(z(t)) where

C(z) = argmax
y∈∆n

yT z − h(y),

and h(y) is a differentiable strongly convex function. As
described in [15] and [16], this process is governed by

ż = p, x = C(z), (1)

which is known as the continuous-time (FTRL) dynamics.
For instance, when h(y) =

∑n
i yi log(yi), the strategy x

becomes x = σ(z), and the learning dynamics takes the
form

ż = p, x =
exp(z)∑n

i=1 exp(z)i
.

Differentiating x w.r.t. time and substituting yields

ẋi = xi(pi − xT p), (2)

which describes the replicator dynamics (RD) [17], a fun-
damental model in evolutionary game theory whose long-
term rational behavior was extensively studied in the game-
theoretic context in [18].

The continuous-time version of the Projected-Gradient-
Ascent (PGA) [19], a special case of (OMD), is given by

ẋ = ΠT∆n(x)(p), (3)

where ΠT∆n(x)(p) denotes the projection of the payoff
vector p(t) onto the tangent cone of ∆n at x(t). This
formulation ensures that x(t) remains in ∆n because the
velocity ẋ(t) is restricted to the feasible directions defined by
the tangent cone T∆n(x(t)). In the context of evolutionary
game theory, this dynamic model known as Direct Projection
(DP) dynamics [20].

2) Regret: In the continuous-time framework, the regret
associated with a learning dynamic model is defined as

RT (x̄) =

∫ T

0

p(t)T (x̄− x(t))dt

which is the difference between the cumulative reward ob-
tained by a fixed strategy x̄ ∈ ∆n and that achieved by the
dynamics x(t) over the interval [0, T ]. A learning dynamic
model is said to have no-regret if

sup
x̄∈∆n

RT (x̄) ≤ o(t),

which means that the time average regret RT (x̄)/T vanishes
as T → ∞ for every x̄ ∈ ∆n. Moreover, the model is said to
have finite regret if, for any payoff trajectory p(·), the regret
at any T > 0 is bounded from above by a constant for all
x̄ ∈ ∆n.

B. Passivity

Passivity theory provides a robust framework for analyzing
the stability of feedback interconnections [21], [22]. Specifi-
cally, connecting two passive systems in a negative feedback
loop ensures the stability of the resulting closed-loop system.
In this section, we introduce various notions of passivity for
dynamical systems, presented in both input-output operator
frameworks and state-space representations.



1) Input-output operator: The dynamical system can be
represented as an input-output operator H : U → Y where
U,Y ⊂ Le. The input-output operator is:

• Passive if there exists a constant α ∈ R, such that

⟨Hu, u⟩T ≥ α, ∀u ∈ U, T ∈ R+.

• δ-passive if there exists a constant β ∈ R such that

⟨ ˙(Hu), u̇⟩T ≥ β ∀u ∈ U, T ∈ R+

• Equilibrium-Independent passive (EI-passive) if for ev-
ery equilibrium (u∗, Hu∗), there exists a constant γ ∈ R
such that

⟨Hu−Hu∗, u− u∗⟩T ≥ γ ∀u ∈ U, T ∈ R+

• Incrementally passive if

⟨Hu−Hũ, u− ũ⟩T ≥ 0 ∀u, ũ ∈ U, T ∈ R+

Note that if H is incrementally passive, then by setting ũ =
u∗ (where u∗ is an equilibrium point), we obtain ⟨Hu −
Hu∗, u − u∗⟩T ≥ 0, ∀u ∈ U, which implies that H is
EI-passive.

Remark 1. If −H is δ-passive, EI-passive, or incrementally
passive, we refer to H as anti-δ-passive, anti-EI-passive, or
anti-incrementally passive, respectively.

2) State-space representation: A dynamical system is
represented in the state–space form as

ẋ = f(x, u), x(0) = x0

y = g(x, u)
(4)

where x ∈ Rn is the state vector, u(t) ∈ Rm is the input
vector, y(t) ∈ Rm is the output vector , and x0 ∈ M
is the initial condition. Let (u∗, x∗, y∗) be an equilibrium
condition, i.e., f(x∗, u∗) = 0 and y∗ = h(x∗, u∗). The
system (4) is:

• Passive if there exists a continuously differentiable (i.e.,
C1) storage function V : Rn → R+ such that for all
x0 ∈ M, and T ∈ R+,

V (x(T ))− V (x(0)) ≤
∫ T

0

u(t)T y(t)dt,

or equivalently,

V̇ := ∇V (x)f(x, u) ≤ uT y.

• δ-passive if there exists a C1 storage function Vδ : Rn×
Rn → R+ such that

V̇δ(x, ẋ) ≤ u̇⊤ẏ.

• EI-passive if, for any equilibrium point (u∗, x∗, y∗),
there exists a C1 storage function Vx∗(x) : Rn → R+

with Vx∗(x∗) = 0 and for all u ∈ Rm,

V̇x∗(x) ≤ (u− u∗)T (y − y∗).

• Incrementally passive if, for any two trajectories
(u, x, y) and (ũ, x̃, ỹ), there exists a C1 storage function
V∆(x, x̃) : Rn × Rn → R+ satisfying

V̇∆(x, x̃) ≤ (u− ũ)T (y − ỹ).

In particular, if we choose ũ(t) = u∗, x̃(0) = x∗ ( so that
ỹ(t) = y∗), incremental passivity implies EI-passivity with
a storage function Vx∗(x) = V∆(x, x

∗).

Remark 2. For the linear-time-invariant (LTI) system ẋ =
Ax + Bu, y = Cx + Du where x ∈ Rn and u, y ∈ Rm,
passivity, EI-passivity, δ-passivity, and incremental passivity
are equivalent. Moreover, this system is characterized by the
transfer function matrix H(s) = C(sIn−A)−1B+D, where
H(s) ∈ Rm×m is said to be passive if the Hermitian matrix
Ĥ(jw) + Ĥ(jw)∗ is positive semi-definite for all ω ∈ R.

C. Population Games

We consider single population games. Although our results
extend to multi-population games, the single population
framework simplifies the notations. The payoff function F :
∆n → Rn defines the population game by assigning a payoff
vector to each strategy x ∈ ∆n. We adopt the following
definition of Nash equilibrium for the population game F .

Definition 1 (Nash Equilibrium). An element x ∈ ∆n is a
Nash equilibrium for the population game F if

x⊤F (x) ≥ z⊤F (x) ∀z ∈ ∆n.

A population game may have multiple Nash equilibria. We
denote the set of all Nash equilibria by NE(F ). In this paper,
we focus on contractive population games.

Definition 2 (Contractive Games [23]). A population game
F is said to be contractive if

(x− y)⊤(F (x)− F (y)) ≤ 0 ∀x, y ∈ ∆n.

If equality holds if and only if x = y, then F is called strictly
contractive.

In a contractive game, the set NE(F ) is convex; moreover,
if F is strictly contractive, then it has a unique Nash
equilibrium [24].

IV. PASSIVITY AND NO-REGRET

In this section, we analyze the passivity properties of
the continuous-time versions of (FTRL) dynamics (1), (DP)
dynamics (3), and their strategic higher-order variants. The
finite regret property of a learning dynamic model is related
to its passivity. Specifically, if the learning dynamic model
is passive from p to x− x̄ for every fixed strategy x̄ ∈ ∆n,
then the model achieves finite regret.

Theorem 1 (Passivity and No-regret [13]). Any passive
learning dynamics from p to x − x̄ for every x̄ ∈ ∆n has
finite regret.

The proof is based on the fact that the passivity from
p to x − x̄ for every x̄ ∈ ∆n implies the existence of a
positive semi-definite storage function V (ξ) ≥ 0, where ξ(t)



represents the state vector of the learning dynamics, such
that for all T > 0∫ T

0

pT (x− x̄)dt ≥ V (ξ(T ))− V (ξ(0)).

Hence, the regret for not using any fixed action x̄ ∈ ∆n is

RT (x̄) =

∫ T

0

pT (x̄− x)dt ≤ V (ξ(0))− V (ξ(T )).

Since V (ξ(T )) ≥ 0 for all T > 0, the above inequality
simplifies to RT (x̄) ≤ V (ξ(0)), which shows that the regret
RT (x̄) is bounded above by V (ξ(0)).

Previous work [13] has shown that the continuous-time
(FTRL) dynamics (1) is passive from p to x − x̄ for every
x̄ ∈ ∆n. Similarly, replicator dynamics (RD) (2), a special
case of (FTRL) dynamics, is passive lossless from p to x− x̄
for every x̄ ∈ ∆n [10]. The following theorem shows that
the (DP) dynamics (3) forms a passive mapping from p to
x− x̄ for every x̄ ∈ ∆n and hence has finite regret.

Theorem 2. Direct Projection (DP) dynamics (3) has finite
regret w.r.t. any x̄ ∈ ∆n.

Proof. To apply Theorem 1, we need to show that (DP)
dynamics is passive from p to x − x̄ for every x̄ ∈ ∆n.
For an arbitrary x̄ ∈ ∆n, consider the storage function

V (x) =
1

2
∥x− x̄∥22.

Clearly, V (x) ≥ 0 and V (x̄) = 0. The derivative of V (x) is

d

dt
V (x) = (x− x̄)T ẋ = (x− x̄)TΠT∆n(x)(p)

= (x− x̄)T (p−ΠN∆n(x)(p))

= (x− x̄)T p+ (x̄− x)TΠN∆n(x)(p)

≤ (x− x̄)T p,

where the last inequality follows because ΠN∆n(x)(p) lies in
the normal cone of ∆n at x, then (x̄− x)TΠN∆n(x)(p) ≤ 0
for all x̄ ∈ ∆n. Hence, (DP) dynamics is a passive from p
to (x− x̄) for every x̄ ∈ ∆n. By Theorem 1, it follows that
(DP) dynamics has finite regret w.r.t. every x̄ ∈ ∆n.

Furthermore, for a learning dynamic model, establishing
finite regret does not require checking finite regret w.r.t. every
point x̄ ∈ ∆n. In fact, it is sufficient to verify finite regret
w.r.t. the vertices of the simplex. This is formally stated in
the following proposition.

Proposition 1. A learning dynamic model has a finite regret
w.r.t. any point x̄ ∈ ∆n (excluding the vertices) if and only
if it has a finite regret w.r.t. all vertices of ∆n.

Proof. (⇒)Assume that the learning dynamic model has a
finite regret w.r.t. all the vertices of ∆n. That is, for each
vertex ei of ∆n, there exists a constant β > 0 such that∫ T

0
pT (ei − x)dt ≤ β for all T > 0. Because ∆n is convex,

any point x̄ ∈ ∆n can be expressed as x̄ =
∑n

i=1 aiei,

where
∑n

i=1 ai = 1 and ai ≥ 0 for all i = 1, . . . , n. Then,
the regret w.r.t any point x̄ ∈ ∆n over T > 0 is

RT (x̄) =

∫ T

0

pT (x̄− x)dt =

∫ T

0

pT (

n∑
i=1

aiei − x)dt

=

n∑
i=1

ai

∫ T

0

pT (ei − x)dt ≤
n∑

i=1

aiβ = β.

Thus the model has finite regret w.r.t. any point x̄ ∈ ∆n.
(⇐)Conversely, assume that the learning dynamic model has
finite regret w.r.t. every x̄ ∈ ∆n (excluding the vertices).
That is, there exists β > 0 such that

∫ T

0
pT (x̄ − x)dt ≤ β

for each x̄ ∈ ∆n (excluding the vertices) and all T > 0. For
every vertex ei of ∆n, choose a sequence {x̄k} ⊂ ∆n with
x̄k → ei as k → ∞. By the integral continuity, it follows
that, limk→∞

∫ T

0
pT (x̄k − x)dt =

∫ T

0
pT (ei − x)dt ≤ β for

all T > 0. Hence, the regret w.r.t. each vertex is finite.

However (FTRL) dynamics (1) and (DP) dynamics (3)
have finite regret, they fail to converge in zero-sum games
[25]. This limitation has motivated the development of
a discounted version [11] and higher-order variants [26],
[27],[12] of (FTRL) dynamics to ensure convergence in such
settings. In the subsequent theorems, we examine the finite
regret properties of these modified versions, specifically, the
strategic higher-order variants.

The Strategic-Higher-Order FTRL (SHO-FTRL) dynamics
is given by:

ż = p− γ(x− ξ), ξ̇ = λ(x− ξ)

x = C(z).
(5)

which can be interpreted as a negative feedback intercon-
nection between the continuous-time (FTRL) dynamics (1)
and the linear time invariant (LTI) system with the transfer
function matrix g(s)In where g(s) = γs/(s + λ). Figure 1
illustrates this interconnection.

Fig. 1: (SHO-FTRL) dynamic model

Theorem 3. (SHO-FTRL) dynamic model (5) has finite
regret w.r.t. any x̄ ∈ ∆n.

Proof. The LTI system

ξ̇ = λ(x− ξ), v = γ(x− ξ) (6)

is characterized by the transfer function matrix G(s) =
(γs/(s + λ))In. Given that λ, γ > 0, then Re(ĝ(jω)) =
(γω2/(λ2 + ω2)) ≥ 0 and the hermitian matrix G(jw) +
G(jw)∗ is positive semi-definite for all ω ∈ R. Therefore, the
LTI system (6) is passive. Since, for LTI systems, passivity
is equivalent to EI-passivity, the system (6) is EI-passive.
Hence, for fixed x̄ ∈ ∆n and the equilibrium point (ξ̄ = x̄



and v̄ = 0), there exists a storage function Vξ̄(ξ) ≥ 0 1and
Vξ̄(ξ̄) = 0 such that V̇ξ̄(ξ) ≤ vT (x − x̄). For the feedback
interconnection, define the storage function

V (z, ξ) = max
y∈∆n

(zT y − h(y))− (zT x̄− h(x̄)) + Vξ̄(ξ).

Clearly, V (z, ξ) ≥ 0. The derivative of V (z, ξ) is

d

dt
V (z, ξ) = (x− x̄)T ż + V̇ξ̄(ξ)

≤ (x− x̄)T p̂+ (x− x̄)T v

= (x− xT )(p− v) + (x− x̄)T v = (x− x̄)T p.

Thus the negative feedback interconnection is passive from
p to x − x̄ for every x̄ ∈ ∆n. Applying theorem 1 implies
that (SHO-FTRL) dynamics has finite regret.

Similarly, the Strategic-Higher-Order DP (SHO-DP) dy-
namics can be written as:

ẋ = ΠT∆n(x)(p− γ(x− ξ))

ξ̇ = λ(x− ξ)
(7)

Figure 2 illustrates the block diagram of the (SHO-DP)
dynamic model.

Fig. 2: (SHO-DP) dynamic model

Theorem 4. (SHO-DP) dynamics (7) has finite regret w.r.t
every x̄ ∈ ∆n.

Proof. Let x̄ ∈ ∆n be arbitrary. Using the EI-passivity of
the LTI system (6) and the corresponding storage function
Vξ̄(ξ), consider the storage function

V (x, ξ) =
1

2
∥x− x̄∥22+Vξ̄(ξ).

The time derivative of V (x, ξ) is

d

dt
V (x, ξ) = (x− x̄)T ẋ+ V̇ξ̄(ξ)

≤ (x− x̄)TΠT∆n(x)(p̂) + (x− x̄)T v

= (x− x̄)T (p̂−ΠN∆n(x)(p̂)) + (x− x̄)T v

≤ (x− x̄)T (p− v) + (x− x̄)T v

= (x− x̄)T p.

Therefore, the (SHO-DP) dynamics is passive from p to x−x̄.
Theorem 1 implies that it has finite regret w.r.t. every x̄ ∈
∆n.

Building on our demonstration that FTRL, DP, SHO-
FTRL, and SHO-DP dynamics have finite regret, we now
extend our analysis to the evolutionary dynamic models
used in population games. These models describe how the

1Vξ̄(ξ) = ∥ξ − ξ̄∥22/2

population state, represented by a strategy x(t) ∈ ∆n,
evolves in response to a payoff vector p(t) ∈ Rn. We
consider models formulated in state-space form as

ẋ(t) = V(x(t), p(t)) (8)

where ẋ(t) lies in the tangent space of ∆n. We assume that
V(x, p) is well defined in the sense that it is continuous in
(x(t), p(t)) and for every initial condition x(0) ∈ ∆n and
every payoff trajectory p(·), there exists a unique solution
x(t) for all t > 0. Examples of such evolutionary dynamic
models include:

1) Replicator dynamics (RD) (2).
2) Direct projection (DP) dynamics (3).
3) BNN dynamics [28]:

ẋi = [pi − xT p]+ − xi

n∑
j=1

[pj − xT p]+ (9)

4) Smith dynamics [29]:

ẋi =

n∑
j=1

xj [pi − pj ]+ − xi

n∑
j=1

[pj − pi]+ (10)

5) Logit dynamics [30]:

ẋ = σ(p)− x (11)

6) Target Projection (TP) dynamics [31]

ẋ = −x+Π∆(x+ p) (12)

7) Exponential replicator dynamics (Ex-RD)[11]

ż = λ(p− z)

x = σ(z)
(13)

The following example is used to study the finite regret
property of the introduced evolutionary dynamic models
above.

Example 1. Consider an environment where the payoff
vector is given by p(t) =

[
sin(t) 0.5

]T
, and the learner’s

decision at time t is x(t) =
[
x1(t) x2(t)

]T
, with x1(t) and

x2(t) denoting the probability of selecting p1(t) = sin(t)
and p2(t) = 0.5 respectively, for all t ∈ R+.

For this environment, the optimal strategy is to choose
p1(t) with probability 1 if sin(t) ≥ 0.5 and p2(t) with
probability 1 if sin(t) < 0.5, i.e.,

xopt(t) =


[
1 0

]T
, if sin(t) ≥ 0.5,[

0 1
]T

, if sin(t) < 0.5.

Under this strategy, the average reward is

lim
T→∞

1

T

∫ T

0

max(sin(t), 0.5)dt ≈ 0.609

In contrast, If the learner were to consistently choose p1(t) (i.e.
x(t) =

[
1 0

]T ∀t ∈ R+), the average reward would be 0, and
if only p2(t) were selected (i.e. x(t) =

[
0 1

]T ∀t ∈ R+), the
average reward would be 0.5. More generally, from the convexity
of ∆2, choosing any fixed strategy for all t ∈ R+, the learner will
get an average reward between 0 and 0.5.



Implementing BNN, Smith, Logit, and (TP) dynamics on the
environment introduced in Example 1 yields average rewards that
converge to approximately 0.374, 0.453, 0.36, 0.467 respectively.
These values are lower than the average reward of 0.5 that would be
achieved by consistently selecting p2(t) (i.e., x(t) = e2 ∀t ∈ R+),
as shown in Figure 3. Consequently,

∫ T

0
pT (x− e2)dt diverges to

−∞ as T → ∞; that is, ⟨p, x−e2⟩T does not have a lower bound.
This indicates that BNN, Smith, Logit, and (TD) dynamics are not
passive from p to x−e2 and therefore, do not guarantee finite regret
for any environment.
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Fig. 3: BNN, Smith, Logit, (TD) dynamics performance in
the environment introduced in Example 1

Consider the case where p(t) = e1 =
[
1 0

]T . In this setting,
if the learner always selects p1(t) (i.e., x(t) = e1 ∀ t ∈ R+ ),
the average reward is 1. However, under (Ex-RD) (13), the strategy
x(t) converges to σ(e1) yielding an average reward e1σ(e1) ≤ 1
which indicates that (Ex-RD) (13) is not passive from p to x− e1
and hence does not have finite regret.

Summary of Regret Properties:
• (RD) (2), (DP) (3), (SHO-FTRL) (5), and (SHO-

DPD) (7) dynamic models have finite regret.
• BNN (9), Smith (10), Logit (11), (TD) (12) and (Ex-

RD) (13) dynamic models do not have finite regret.

V. FINITE REGRET FRAGILITY

In particular settings, payoff vectors are often subject to delays or
dynamic modifications rather than being received instantaneously.
This section explores how such modifications affect the finite
regret guarantees of standard learning dynamics. As an example,
we consider replicator dynamics with latency, where the effective
payoff is replaced by a delayed or filtered version of the actual
payoff signal. Specifically, the dynamics are given by

ẋi = xi(p̂i − xT p̂)

˙̂p = λ(p− p̂),
(14)

where λ > 0 and p̂ is the delayed version of p. The following
theorem shows that replicator dynamics with latency (14) does not
have finite regret.

Theorem 5. The replicator dynamics with latency (14) does not
have finite regret.

Proof. First, we have,

ẋi

xi
= (pi −

1

λ
˙̂pi)− xT (p− 1

λ
˙̂p)

= (pi − xT p)− 1

λ
( ˙̂pi − xT ˙̂p)

Rearranging and integrating both sides over [0, T ] gives the regret
with respect to the vertex ei as

RT (ei) =

∫ T

0

(pi − xT p)dt =

∫ T

0

ẋi

xi
dt+

∫ T

0

1

λ
( ˙̂pi − xT ˙̂p)dt

=

∫ T

0

ẋi

xi
dt︸ ︷︷ ︸

a(t)

+
1

λ

∫ T

0

˙̂pdt− 1

λ

∫ T

0

xT ˙̂pdt.

Integration the last term by parts yields,

RT (ei) = a(t) +
1

λ

(∫ T

0

˙̂pdt− x(t)T p̂(t)
∣∣∣T
0

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

b(t)

+
1

λ

∫ T

0

p̂T ẋdt︸ ︷︷ ︸
c(t)

Bound on a(t). Note that a(t) = log(xi(T )) − log(xi(0)) ≤
− log(xi(0)), which is bounded above.
Bound on b(t). Since we assume p is bounded, p̂ is also bounded.
Hence, b(t) = p̂i(T ) − p̂i(0) − x(T )⊤p̂(T ) + x(0)⊤p̂(0) is
uniformly bounded.
Analysis of c(t). For the last term,

c(t) =

∫ T

0

n∑
i=1

p̂Ti ẋi dt

=

∫ T

0

n∑
i=1

(
p̂Ti xi(p̂i − xT p̂)

)
dt

=

∫ T

0

(
n∑

i=1

xip̂
2
i − (xT p̂)

n∑
i=1

p̂ixi

)
dt

=

∫ T

0

p̂(t)T
(

diag(x(t))− x(t)x(t)T
)

︸ ︷︷ ︸
Q(t)

p̂(t) dt

The matrix Q(t) is positive semi-definite and has zero eigenvalue
associated to the eigenvector 1n [32, Proposition 2]. Consequently,
the integrand is nonnegative and vanishes precisely if p̂(t) = c1n

for some constant c ∈ R or x(t) is a vertex. Hence, trajectories that
experience recurring behaviors bounded away from these conditions
accumulate unbounded regret, violating the finite regret property.

Example 2. Consider the case where p(t) =
[
sin(t) − sin(t)

]T .
Choosing either p1(t) or p2(t) for all t ∈ R+ with probability
1 results in an average reward of zero. However, when applying
the replicator dynamics with latency (14), the average reward is
approximately −0.106, which is strictly worse than consistently
selecting either p1(t) or p2(t) for all t ∈ R+. Figure 4 displays
the average reward (left) and the accumulation of regret w.r.t. e1
and e2 (right), illustrating the failure to maintain finite regret.
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Fig. 4: The performance of replicator dynamics with latency
in the environment introduced in Example 2

.



VI. FINITE REGRET AND EI-PASSIVITY

EI-passivity is a powerful property that can be used to establish
the convergence of learning models in various game-theoretic
settings. For example, as shown in [11], exponential replicator dy-
namics (13) is EI-passive, which ensures convergence in contractive
games. In this section, we establish a connection between Finite
regret property and EI-passivity.

Nash Stationarity is another fundamental property of the learning
dynamic models that links the equilibria with the set of best
responses to a deterministic payoff vector.

Definition 3 (Nash Stationarity). The learning dynamics specified
by ẋ = V(x, p) satisfies Nash stationary if the following holds

V(x∗, p∗) = 0 =⇒ x∗ ∈ argmax
z∈∆n

zT p∗ ∀p∗ ∈ Rn

Proposition 2. The learning dynamic model is EI-passive if it has
finite regret and satisfies Nash stationarity.

Proof. Since the model has finite regret, there exists a constant
β ∈ R such that

⟨p, x− x̄⟩T ≥ β

for all T > 0 and every x̄ ∈ ∆n. To prove EI-passivity, we need
to show that for every equilibrium (p∗, x∗), ⟨p − p∗, x − x∗⟩T is
lower bounded for all T > 0. Choosing x̄ = x∗ in the finite regret
inequality yields,

⟨p− p∗, x− x∗⟩T = ⟨p, x− x∗⟩T − ⟨p∗, x− x∗⟩T

By Nash stationarity, for any equilibrium (p∗, x∗), we have
p∗Tx(t) ≤ p∗Tx∗ ∀t > 0, so that ⟨p∗, x − x∗⟩T ≤ 0 ∀T > 0.
Thus,

⟨p− p∗, x− x∗⟩T ≥ ⟨p, x− x∗⟩T ≥ β

This lower bound establishes EI-passivity.

In particular, replicator dynamics (RD) (2) satisfy Nash station-
arity [33] and has finite regret, thus it is EI-passive. Similarly, (DP)
dynamics (3) satisfies Nash stationarity [20] and, by Theorem 2, has
finite regret; hence, it is EI-passive as well. Moreover, both SHO-
FTRL dynamics (5) and SHO-DP dynamics (7) are constructed
as negative feedback interconnections between EI-passive learning
dynamic models and an EI-passive linear system, which implies
that they are EI-passive.

Proposition 3. If a learning dynamic model is EI-passive and every
x̄ ∈ ∆n is an equilibrium point for the constant payoff vector 1n,
then the model has finite regret.

Proof. EI-passivity guarantees the existence of a constant β ∈ R
such that for any equilibrium pair (p∗, x∗) the inequality ⟨p −
p∗, x − x∗⟩T ≥ β holds for all T > 0. In particular, since
every x̄ ∈ ∆n is an equilibrium when p∗ = 1n, we have,
⟨p − 1n, x − x̄⟩T ≥ β. Since x(t) − x̄ lies in T∆n(x(t)),
⟨1n, x(t)− x̄⟩ = 0 for all t ∈ R+. Thus,

⟨p− 1n, x− x̄⟩T = ⟨p, x− x̄⟩T ≥ β ∀T > 0

and every x̄ ∈ ∆n. This lower bound implies that the model is
passive from p to x− x̄ for every x̄ ∈ ∆n and therefore has finite
regret by theorem 1.

Exponential replicator dynamics (Ex-RD) (13) satisfies the EI-
passivity condition. However, for the payoff vector 1n, the unique
equilibrium is the strategy 1

n
1n. As a result, (Ex-RD) does not

satisfy the condition that every x̄ ∈ ∆n can be an equilibrium for
the constant payoff vecotor 1n, and therefore it does not have finite
regret.

Proposition 4. If a learning dynamic model does not have finite
regret and every x̄ ∈ ∆n is an equilibrium for the constant payoff
vector 1n, then the model is not EI-passive.

Proof. Since the model does not have finite regret, there exists a
strategy x̄ ∈ ∆n such that

lim sup
T→∞

−⟨p, x− x̄⟩T = ∞.

Given that every x̄ ∈ ∆n is an equilibrium for p∗ = 1n,
consider the equilibrium (p∗, x∗) = (1n, x̄). Since x(t)− x̄ lies in
T∆n(x(t)), 1⊤

n (x(t)− x̄) = 0. It follows that

lim sup
T→∞

−⟨p− 1n, x− x̄⟩T = lim sup
T→∞

−⟨p, x− x̄⟩T = ∞.

which violates the EI-passivity condition. Therefore, the model is
not EI-passive.

Example 1 shows that BNN dynamics (9), Smith dynamics
(10), Logit dynamics (11), and (TP) dynamics (12) do not finite
regret. Moreover, For each of these models, every x̄ ∈ ∆n is an
equilibrium point for the constant payoff vector 1n. Consequently,
Proposition 4 implies that none of these learning models is EI-
passive.

VII. PASSIVITY-BASED CLASSIFICATION

In this section, we demonstrate that incremental passivity is a
generalized passivity notion that implies both δ-passivity and EI-
passivity. Accordingly, we introduce a classification of learning
dynamic models based on the passivity notion they satisfy (i.e., EI-
passivity, δ-passivity, and incremental passivity). In Section III-B.1,
we showed that incremental passivity implies EI-passivity in both
input–output operators and state-space formulations. The following
propositions establish that incremental passivity further implies δ-
passivity.

Proposition 5. An input-output operator H is δ-passive if it
incrementally passive.

Proof. Let (u, y) are the input and the output of H . Take (ũ, ỹ)
as the time shifted version of (u, y) by small τ > 0. by time-
invariance of H , ũ = u(t− τ) and ỹ = y(t− τ). The Taylor series
expansions of ũ and ỹ are

u(t− τ) = u(t)− τ u̇+O(τ2)

y(t− τ) = y(t)− τ ẏ +O(τ2)
(15)

From incremental passivity, we have for all T ∈ R+

⟨u− ũ, y − ỹ⟩T ≥ 0

substitute by (15) yields∫ T

0

(τ u̇+O(τ2))T (τ ẏ+O(τ2))dt =

∫ T

0

τ2u̇T ẏ+O(τ3)dt ≥ 0

Divide by τ2 and take the limit as τ → 0, we get∫ T

0

u̇T ẏdt = ⟨u̇, ẏ⟩T ≥ 0

which is the condition for δ-passivity with a lower bound β = 0

Proposition 6. The state space model (4) is δ-passive if it is
incrementally passive.

Proof. Let V∆(x, x̃) be an incremental storage function such that
for any two trajectories (u, x, y) and (ũ, x̃, ỹ),

V̇∆(x(t), x̃(t)) ≤ (u(t)− ũ(t))T (y(t)− ỹ(t))

Let (ũ, x̃, ỹ) is a time shifted trajectory of (u, x, y) by small τ > 0.
By time invariance, (ũ, x̃, ỹ) = (u(t−τ), x(t−τ), y(t−τ)). Hence,

V̇∆(x(t), x(t− τ)) ≤ (u(t)− u(t− τ))T (y(t)− y(t− τ))

= τ2u̇T ẏ +O(τ3)



Dividing both sides by τ2 and taking the limit as τ → 0 yields,

lim
τ→0

1

τ2
V̇∆(x(t), x(t− τ)) ≤ u̇T ẏ

Therefore, the δ-passivity storage function is

Vδ(x(t), ẋ(t)) = lim
τ→0

1

τ2
V∆(x(t), x(t− τ)).

To show that Vδ(x(t), ẋ(t)) is positive semi-definite function,
we write the Taylor series expansion of V∆(x, y) = V∆(x(t), x(t−
τ)) = V∆(x(t), x(t)+∆x2) around the second argument y where
∆x2 = −τ ẋ+O(τ2), we get

V∆(x(t), x(t− τ)) = V∆(x(t), x(t)) +∇yV∆(x(t), x(t))∆x2

+
1

2
∆xT

2 ∇2
yV∆(x(t), x(t))∆x2 +H.O.T

The first term V∆(x(t), x(t)) = 0 and since V∆ is continuously
differentiable positive semi-definite and has a local minimum at
V∆(x(t), x(t)), then ∇yV∆(x(t), x(t)) = 0. Therefore,

V∆(x(t), x(t− τ)) =
1

2
τ2ẋ(t)∇2

yV∆(x(t), x(t))ẋ(t) +O(τ3)

By dividing by τ2 and taking the limit as τ → 0, we obtain

Vδ(x(t), ẋ(t)) =
1

2
ẋ(t)∇2

yV∆(x(t), x(t))ẋ(t) ≥ 0

since the Hessian ∇2
yV∆(x, y) is positive semi-definite. This com-

pletes the proof.

Prior work has shown that BNN dynamics (9) and Smith dynam-
ics (10) are δ-passive [9]. Additionally, [14] established that Logit
dynamics (11) is δ-passive, while replicator dynamics (RD) (2) is
not δ-passive. In this work, we extend this analysis by showing that
target projection (TP) dynamics (12) is δ-passive.

Proposition 7. Target projection (TP) dynamics (12) is δ-passive.

Proof. To establish δ-passivity for a learning model of the form
ẋ = V(x, p), we seek a positive semi-definite storage function
V (x, p) such that V̇ (x, p) ≤ ẋ⊤ṗ. For (TP) dynamics, define

V (x, p) = max
y∈∆n

(y − x)⊤p− 1

2
∥y − x∥22.

and Let y∗(x, p) = argmaxy∈∆n
(y − x)T p− 1

2
∥y − x∥22, then,

y∗(x, p) = argmin
y∈∆n

∥y − x∥22+∥p∥22−2(y − x)T p

= argmin
y∈∆n

∥y − (x+ p)∥22= Π∆(x+ p)

Thus, we can write

V (x, p) = (y∗(x, p)− x)T p− 1

2
∥y∗(x, p)− x∥22

By envelop theorem, the gradient of V (x, p) w.r.t. x and p are

∇xV (x, p) = −p+Π∆(x+ p)− x

∇pV (x, p) = Π∆(x+ p)− x = ẋ

Hence,

V̇ (x, p) = ∇xV (x, p)ẋ+∇pV (x, p)ṗ

= ((x+ p)−Π∆(x+ p))T (x−Π∆(x+ p)) + ẋT ṗ

≤ ẋT ṗ

where the final inequality follows from the properties of the
projection operator. This confirms that TP dynamics are δ-passive.

In Section VI, we showed that replicator dynamics (RD) (2), DP
dynamics (3), (SHO-FTRL) dynamics (5), and (SHO-DP) dynamics
(7) have finite regret and are EI-passive, whereas BNN dynamics
(9), Smith dynamics (10), Logit dynamics (11), and (TP) dynamics
(12) fail to achieve finite regret and are not EI-passive. Moreover,
while exponential replicator dynamics is EI-passive, it does not have
finite regret. Together with the δ-passivity results, these findings
form the basis of our passivity-based classification, as illustrated in
Figure 5.

Fig. 5: Passivity-based classification of learning dynamic
models

VIII. CONVERGENCE IN CONTRACTIVE GAMES

The implementation of a learning dynamic model in a game
can be viewed as a feedback interconnection between the dynamic
system (i.e., the learning model) and the game itself, which may be
static or dynamic (see Figure 6). In this work, we focus on static
contractive games where the payoff is given by p = F (x).

Fig. 6: Feedback interconnection between a learning dynamic
model and a game

We now show that if a learning dynamic model has finite regret,
then it converges globally in strictly contractive games to the unique
Nash equilibrium.

Theorem 6. If the learning dynamic model has finite regret, then it
converges globally in strictly contractive games to the unique Nash
equilibrium.

Proof. If the learning dynamic model has finite regret, it is passive
from p = F (x) to x − x̄ for every x̄ ∈ ∆n. Consequently,
there exists a storage function V (x) ≥ 0 with V (x̄) = 0 such
that V̇ (x) ≤ F (x)⊤(x − x̄). In a strictly contractive game, the
Nash equilibrium x∗ is unique; choosing x̄ = x∗ and using strict
contractiveness, we get

V̇ (x) ≤ F (x)⊤(x− x∗) < F (x∗)⊤(x− x∗) ≤ 0,

where the final inequality follows from the definition of Nash
equilibrium. Since V̇ (x) < 0 for all x ̸= x∗ and V (x∗) = 0,
V (x) is a Lyapunov function that guarantees global convergence to
x∗.

By Definition 2, contractive games are anti-incrementally pas-
sive. Hence, they are also anti-EI-passive and anti-δ-passive (see
Proposition 5). Consequently, when a contractive game is intercon-
nected with a learning dynamic model that is incremental passive,
δ-passive, or EI-passive, the closed-loop system has stable behavior.
The passivity-based classification of learning dynamic models (see



Figure 5) indicates that any model within this classification map is
stable in contractive games and converges globally to the unique
Nash equilibrium in strictly contractive games.

IX. CONCLUSIONS
In this paper, we established a connection between passivity, no-

regret, and convergence in contractive games for various learning
dynamic models. We showed that when a learning algorithm
satisfies passivity from the payoff vector to the deviation between
its output strategy and any fixed strategy, it guarantees finite regret.
This property was illustrated for the continuous-time versions of
(FTRL) dynamics and (DP) dynamics as well as for their strategic
higher-order variants, (SHO-FTRL) and (SHO-DP). Our numeri-
cal experiments further show that several evolutionary dynamics,
including BNN, Smith, Logit, and TD dynamics, do not have
finite regret. We also examined the fragility of this property under
delayed or perturbed payoffs. Moreover, we introduced a passivity-
based classification of learning dynamics, based on incremental
passivity, δ-passivity, and EI-passivity, which provides a framework
for analyzing convergence in contractive games.

In future work, we aim to study the finite regret properties
of the payoff-based higher-order variants of learning dynamics
that already have finite regret. Moreover, since many standard
evolutionary dynamic models fail to guarantee finite regret, we
plan to enhance these models by designing higher-order variants
that ensure finite regret and preserve their desired convergence
properties in contractive games.
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