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Abstract

We consider repeated multi-player games in which players repeatedly and simultaneously choose
strategies from a finite set of available strategies according to some strategy adjustment process. We
focus on the specific class of weakly acyclic games, which is particularly relevant for multi-agent coop-
erative control problems. A strategy adjustment process determines how players select their strategies at
any stage as a function of the information gathered over previous stages. Of particular interest are “pay-
off based” processes, in which at any stage, players only know their own actions and (hoise corrupted)
payoffs from previous stages. In particular, players do not know the actions taken by other players and
do not know the structural form of payoff functions. We introduce three different payoff based processes
for increasingly general scenarios and prove that after a sufficiently large number of stages, player ac-
tions constitute a Nash equilibrium at any stage with arbitrarily high probability. We also show how to
modify player utility functions through tolls and incentives in so-called congestion games, a special class
of weakly acyclic games, to guarantee that a centralized objective can be realized as a Nash equilibrium.
We illustrate the methods with a simulation of distributed routing over a network.

1 Introduction

The objective in distributed cooperative control for multi-agent systems is to enable a collection of “self-
interested” agents to achieve a desirable “collective” objective. There are two overriding challenges to
achieving this objective. The first is complexity. Finding an optimal solution by a centralized algorithm
may be prohibitively difficult when there are large numbers of interacting agents. This motivates the use of
adaptive methods that enable agents to “self organize” into suitable, if not optimal, collective solutions.
The second challenge is limited information. Agents may have limited knowledge about the status of

other agents, except perhaps for a small subset of “neighboring” agents. An example is collective motion
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control for mobile sensor platforms (e.g., [7]). In these problems, mobile sensors seek to position themselves
to achieve various collective objectives such as rendezvous or area coverage. Sensors can communicate with
neighboring sensors, but otherwise do not have global knowledge of the domain of operation or the status
and locations of non-neighboring sensors.

A typical assumption is that agents are endowed with a reward or utility function that depends on their
own strategies and the strategies of other agents. In motion coordination problems, for example, an agent’s
utility function typically depends on its position relative to other agents or environmental targets, and knowl-
edge of this function guides local motion adjustments.

In other situations, agents may know nothing about the structure of their utility functions, and how their
own utility depends on the actions of other agents (whether local or far away). In this case, the only course
of action is to observe rewards based on experience and “optimize” on a trial and error basis. The situation is
further complicated because all agents are trying simultaneously to optimize their own strategies. Therefore,
even in the absence of noise, an agent trying the same strategy twice may see different results because of the
non-stationary nature of the strategies of other agents.

There are several examples of multi-agent systems that illustrate this situation. In distributed routing for
ad hoc data networks (e.g., [2]), routing nodes seek to route packets to neighboring nodes based on packet
destinations without knowledge of the overall network structure. The objective is to minimize the delay of
packets to their destinations. This delay must be realized through trial and error, since the functional depen-
dence of delay on routing strategies is not known. A similar problem is automotive traffic routing, in which
drivers seek to minimize the congestion experienced to get to a desired destination. Drivers can experience
the congestion on selected routes as a function of the routes selected by other drivers, but drivers do not
know the structure of the congestion function. Finally, in a multi-agent approach to designing manufactur-
ing systems (e.g., [9]), it may not be known in advance how performance measures (such as throughput)
depend on manufacturing policy. Rather performance can only be measured once a policy is implemented.

Our interest in this paper is to develop algorithms that enable coordination in multi-agent systems for
precisely this “payoff based” scenario, in which agents only have access to (possibly noisy) measurements of

the rewards received through repeated interactions with other agents. We adopt the framework of “learning



in games”. (See [5, 10, 25, 26] for an extensive overview. See also the recent special issue containing [22]
or survey article [18] for perspectives from machine learning.) Unlike most of the learning rules in this
literature, which assume that agents adjust their behavior based on the observed behavior of other agents,
we shall assume that agents know only their own past actions and the payoffs that resulted. It is far from
obvious that Nash equilibrium can be achieved under such a restriction, but in fact it has recently been shown
that such “payoff based” learning rules can be constructed that work in any game [4, 8].

In this paper we show that there are simpler and more intuitive adjustment rules that achieve this ob-
jective for a large class of multi-player games known as “weakly acyclic” games. This class captures many
problems of interest in cooperative control [13, 14]. It includes the very special case of “identical interest”
games, where each agent receives the same reward. However, weakly acyclic games (and the related con-
cept of potential games) capture other scenarios such as congestion games [19] and similar problems such
as distributed routing in networks, weapon target assignment, consensus, and area coverage. See [15, 1]
and referenced therein for a discussion of a learning in games approach to cooperative control problems, but
under less stringent assumptions on informational constraints considered in this paper.

For many multi-agent problems, operation at a pure Nash equilibrium may reflect optimization of a col-
lective objective: We will derive payoff based dynamics that guarantee asymptotically that agent strategies
will constitute a pure Nash equilibrium with arbitrarily high probability. It need not always be the case that
at least one Nash equilibrium optimizes a collective objective. Motivated by this consideration, we also
discuss the introduction of incentives or tolls in a player’s payoff function to assure that there is at least
one Nash equilibrium that optimizes a collective objective. Even in this case, however, there may still be
suboptimal Nash equilibria.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. Section 2 provides background on finite strategic-
form games and repeated games. This is followed by three types of payoff based dynamics in Section 3 for
increasingly general problems. Section 3.1 presents “Safe Experimentation Dynamics” which is restricted
to identical interest games. Section 3.2 presents “Simple Experimentation Dynamics” for the more general

class of weakly acyclic games but with noise free payoff measurements. Section 3.3 presents “Sample

INonetheless, there are varied viewpoints on the role of Nash equilibrium as a solution concept for multi-agent systems. See
[22] and [12].



Experimentation Dynamics” for weakly acyclic games with noisy payoff measurements. Section 4 discusses
how to introduce tolls and incentives in payoffs so that a Nash equilibrium optimizes a collective objective.

Section 5 presents an illustrative example of a traffic congestion game. Finally, Section 6 contains some
concluding remarks. An important analytical tool throughout is the method of resistance trees for perturbed

Markov chains [24], which is reviewed in an appendix.
2 Background

In this section, we will present a brief background of the game theoretic concepts used in the paper. We

refer the readers to [6, 25, 26] for a more comprehensive review.
2.1 Finite Strategic-Form Games

Consider a finite strategic-form game withplayer setP := {Pi, ..., P,,} where each playeP; € P has
a finite action set4; and a utility functionU; : A — R whereAd = A; x ... x A,. We will sometimes
use a single symbol, e.dx, to represent the entire game, i.e., the playerBegction setsA;, and utility
functionsU;.

For an action profiles = (a1, as,...,a,) € A, leta_; denote the profile of player actiomgher than
playerP;, i.e.,

a—; = {a17' sy Q=15 At 1, - - - 7an} .

With this notation, we will sometimes write a profiteof actions aga;, a—_;). Similarly, we may writd/; (a)
aSUZ'(CLZ‘, a_z-).

An action profilea* € A is called gpure Nash equilibriunif for all playersP; € P,

Ui(a;,a”;) = max U;(a;,a”;). 1)

a; €A;
Furthermore, if the above condition is satisfied with a unique maximizer for every pfraye P, thena* is
called astrict (Nash) equilibrium
In this paper we will consider three classes of games: identical interest games, potential games, and

weakly acyclic games. Each class of games has a connection to general cooperative control problems and



multi-agent systems for which there is some global utility or potential function4 — R that a global

planner seeks to maximize [13].

2.1.1 Identical Interest Games

The most restrictive class of games that we will review in this paper is identical interest games. In such a
game, the players’ utility function§l;}?_, are chosen to be the same. That is, for some funetiost —

R,

for everyP; € P and for everys € A. Itis easy to verify that all identical interest games have at least one

pure Nash equilibrium, namely any action profil¢hat maximizes)(a).

2.1.2 Potential Games

A significant generalization of an identical interest game is a potential game. In a potential game, the change
in a player’s utility that results from a unilateral change in strategy equals the change in the global utility.
Specifically, there is a function : A — R such that for every playep; € P, for everya_; € A_;, and for

everya.,a’ € A;,

Ui(aj, a—;) — Ui(aj, a—;) = ¢(aj, a—;) — d(ai, a—;).

When this condition is satisfied, the game is called an exact potential game with the potential fgnétion
It is easy to see that, in potential games, any action profile maximizing the potential function is a pure Nash
equilibrium, hence every potential game possesses at least one such equilibrium. An example of an exact

potential game is illustrated in Figure 1.

2.1.3 Weakly Acyclic Games

Consider any finite gam@ with a setA4 of action profiles. Abetter reply paths a sequence of action profiles

Jj+1

a',a?, ...,a" such that for each successive pdira’*! there is exactly one player such thét;«é a; and

2There are weaker notions of potential games such as ordinal or weighted potential games. Rather than discuss each variation
specifically, we will discuss a more general framework, weakly acyclic games, in the ensuing section. Any potential game, whether
exact, ordinal, or weighted, is a weakly acyclic game.
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Figure 1: An example of a two player exact potential game.

for that playerU;(a’*') > U;(a’). In other words, one player moves at a time, and each time a player
moves he increases his own utility.

Suppose now thadr is a potential game with potential functign Starting from an arbitrary action
profile a € A, construct a better reply path= a!,a?, ..., " until it can no longer be extended. Note first
that such a path cannot cycle back on itself, becausestrictly increasing along the path. Sindds finite,
the path cannot be extended indefinitely. Hence, the last element in a maximal better reply path from any
joint action,a, must be a Nash equilibrium ©f.

This idea may be generalized as follows. The gdmis weakly acyclidf for any a € A, there exists
a better reply path starting atand ending at some pure Nash equilibrium(®{25, 26]. Potential games
are special cases of weakly acyclic games. An example of a two player weakly acyclic game is illustrated in
Figure 2. Notice that the illustrated game is not a potential game.

L C R
Ul o0 [01,0] 1,1
M| 1,0 | 0,1 | 0,0
D[ o1 | 1,0 | 00

Figure 2: An example of a two player weakly acyclic game.

2.2 Repeated Games

In a repeated game, at each time {0,1,2,... }, each playefP; € P simultaneously chooses an action
a;(t) € A; and receives the utility/;(a(t)) wherea(t) := (a1 (t),...,an(t)). Each playefP; € P chooses

his actiona;(¢) at timet according to a probability distributign (¢), which we will refer to as thstrategyof
playerP; attimet. A player’s strategy at timecan rely only on observations from timég, 1,2, ...,¢t — 1}.
Different learning algorithms are specified by both the assumptions on available information and the mech-

anism by which the strategies are updated as information is gathered. For example, if a player knows the



functional form of his utility function and is capable of observing the actions of all other players at every

time step, then the strategy adjustment mechanism of pfayean be written in the general form

An example of a learning algorithm, or strategy adjustment mechanism, of this form is the well known
fictitious play [16]. For a detailed review of learning in games, we direct the reader to [5, 25, 26, 11, 23, 20].
In this paper we deal with the issue of whether players can learn to play a pure Nash equilibrium through
repeated interactions under the most restrictive observational conditions; pajehsive access to (i) the
action they played and (i) the utility (possibly noisy) they received. In this setting, the strategy adjustment

mechanism of playeP; takes on the form

pi<t) = Fi({ai(O), UZ(G(O)) + l/Z'(O)}, ceey {ai(t — 1), Ui(a(t — 1)) + Z/i(t — 1)}), (2)

where they;(t) are zero mean independent and identically distributed (i.i.d.) random variables.
3 Payoff Based Learning Algorithms

In this section, we will introduce three simple payoff based learning algorithms. The first, &alfed
Experimentationguarantees convergence to a pure optimal Nash equilibrium in any identical interest game.
Such an equilibrium is optimal because each player’s utility is maximized. The second learning algorithm,
called Simple Experimentatigrguarantees convergence to a pure Nash equilibrium in any weakly acyclic
game. The third learning algorithm, call8ample Experimentatipguarantees convergence to a pure Nash

equilibrium in any weakly acyclic game even when utility measurements are corrupted with noise.

3.1 Safe Experimentation Dynamics for Identical Interest Games

3.1.1 Constant Exploration Rates

Before introducing the learning dynamics, we introduce the following function. Let

U (1) i= | max_ Ui(a(r)

be the maximum utility that playe®; has received up to time— 1.

We will now introduce the Safe Experimentation dynamics for identical interest games.

7



1. Initialization: Attimet = 0, each player randomly selects and plays any actigif). This action

will be initially set as the player'baseline actiorat timet = 1 and is denoted by?(1) = a;(0).

2. Action Selection: At each subsequent time step, each player selects his baseline action with proba-

bility (1 — ¢) or experiments with a new random action with probabititye.:

e a;(t) = al(t) with probability (1 — €)

e a;(t) is chosen randomly (uniformly) oved; with probability e
The variable: will be referred to as the player&xploration rate

3. Baseline Strategy Update Each player compares the actual utility receivéda(t)), with the max-

imum received utilityU"**(¢) and updates his baseline action as follows:

b _ Jai), Uila(t)) > Um(t);
= {aé’( ), Uila(t)) < UP™(t).

Each player updates his maximum received utility regardless of whether or not Step 2 involved explo-

ration.

4. Return to Step 2 and repeat.

The reason that this learning algorithm is called “Safe” Experimentation is that the utility evaluated at

the baseline actiori/ (a®(t)), is non-decreasing with respect to time.

Theorem 3.1 Let GG be a finiten-player identical interest game in which all players use the Safe Experi-
mentation dynamics. Given any probability< 1, if the exploration rate > 0 is sufficiently small, then for

all sufficiently large times, a(t) is an optimal Nash equilibrium a¥ with at least probabilityp.

Proof Sinced is an identical interest game, let the utility of each player be express€d:ag — R

and letA* be the set of “optimal” Nash equilibrium @f, i.e.,

A*={a* € A:U(a") = ?G%U(a)}.



For any joint actiona(¢), the ensuing joint action will constitute an optimal Nash equilibrium with at

(o) () ()

where|.4;| denotes the cardinality of the action set of plaggr Therefore, an optimal Nash equilibrium

least probability

will eventually be played with probability 1 for ary> 0.

Suppose an optimal Nash equilibrium is first played at tifhe.e., a(t*) € A* anda(t* — 1) ¢ A*.
Then the baseline joint action must remain constant from that time onwarde® (¢ .= a(t*) for all t > ¢*.
An optimal Nash equilibrium will then be played at any titg ¢* with at least probability1 — ¢)™. Since

e > 0 can be chosen arbitrarily small, and in particular such that €)™ > p this completes the proof.O

3.1.2 Diminishing Exploration Rates

In the Safe Experimentation dynamics, the exploration ¢atas defined as a constant. Alternatively, one
could let the exploration rate vary to induce desirable behavior. One example would be to let the exploration
rate decay, such as = (1/t)'/". This would induce exploration at early stages and reduce exploration
at later stages of the game. The theorem and proof hold under the following conditions for the exploration

rate:

lim ¢ =0,
t—o0

1 () () - ()] -

3.2 Simple Experimentation Dynamics for Weakly Acyclic Games

We will now introduce the Simple Experimentation dynamics for weakly acyclic games. These dynamics

will allow us to relax the assumption of identical interest games.

1. Initialization: Attimet = 0, each player randomly selects and plays any actigif). This action
will be initially set as the player’baseline actiorat time 1, i.e.a?(1) = a;(0). Likewise, the player’s

baseline utilityat time 1 is initialized as?(1) = U;(a(0)).



2. Action Selection: At each subsequent time step, each player selects his baseline action with proba-

bility (1 — ¢) or experiments with a new random action with probabititye.,
e a;(t) = al(t) with probability (1 — €)
e a;(t) is chosen randomly (uniformly) oved; with probability e

The variablec will be referred to as the player&xploration rate Whenever; () # al(t), we will

say that playeP; experimented

3. Baseline Action and Baseline Utility Update:Each player compares the utility receivéd(a(t)),

with his baseline utilityz%(¢), and updates his baseline action and utility as follows:

e If player P; experimentedi.e., a;(t) # ab(t)) and if U;(a(t)) > ub(t) then
al(t+1) = a;(t),
uf(t+1) = U(a(t)).
e If player P; experimenteaénd if U; (a(t)) < u?(t) then
aj(t+1) = aj(t),
ul(t+ 1) = ul(t).
e If playerP; did not experimenti.e.,a;(t) = a’(t)) then
a’(t +1) = al(t),

uf(t +1) = Ui(a(t)).

4. Return to Step 2 and repeat.

As before, these dynamics require only utility measurements, and hence almost no information regarding

the structure of the game.

Theorem 3.2 Let GG be a finiten-player weakly acyclic game in which all players use the Simple Experi-
mentation dynamics. Given any probability: 1, if the exploration rate > 0 is sufficiently small, then for

all sufficiently large times, a(¢) is a Nash equilibrium of with at least probabilityp.
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The remainder of this subsection is devoted to the proof of Theorem 3.2. The proof rely on the theory

of resistance trees for perturbed Markov chains (see the appendix for a brief review).

Define thestateof the dynamics to be the pdii, u|, wherea is the baseline joint action andis the
baseline utility vector. We will omit the superscripto avoid cumbersome notation.

Partition the state space into the following three sets. FirstXldte the set of statels, u] such that
u; # Uj(a) for at least one playeP;. Let E' be the set of statds, ] such that; = U;(a) for all players
P; anda is a Nash equilibrium. LeD be the set of statds, ] such that,; = U;(a) for all playersP; and

a is a disequilibrium (not a Nash equilibrium). These are all the states.

Claim3.1 a. Any statda, u] € X transitions to a state i U D in one period with probabilityD(1).

b. Any statda,u| € E'U D transitions to a different statle’, «/] with probability at mosO(e).

Proof For any|a, '] € X, there exists at least one play@ysuch that:, # U;(a). If all players repeat
their part of the joint action profile, which occurs with probabilitf1 — €)", then|[a, /] transitions to
[a, u], whereu; = U;(a) for all playersP;. Thus the process movesjtou] € EU D with probO(1). This
proves statement (a). As for statement (b), any stafe inD transitions back to itself whenever no player

experiments, which occurs with probability at leéxtl ). O

Claim 3.2 For any statela, u] € D, there is a finite sequence of transitions to a sfatev*] € E, where

the transitions have the form

a,u] — [ahul] — ... — [af,u*
[ ]0(6)[ ]0(6) O(e) [ ]

whereu! = U;(a*) for all i and for allk > 0, and each transition occurs with probabili€y(c).

Proof  Such a sequence is guaranteed by weak acyclicity. Sie@ot an equilibrium, there is a better

reply path froma to some equilibriunu*, saya, a', a?, ..., a*.

3We will use the notatiorr — 2z’ to denote the transition from stateto statez’. We usez o—(>) Z' to emphasize that this

transition occurs with probability of order
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At [a,u] the appropriate playeP; experiments with probability, chooses the appropriate better reply
with probability1/|.4;|, and no one else experiments. Thus the process moys td] whereu; = U;(a')
for all playersP; with probability O(e) (more preciselyOD(e(1 — ¢)"~1)). Notice that for the deviatoP;,
Ui(a') > Ui(a), thereforeu; = Uj(a'). For the non-deviator, say play®, u; = U;(a') sincea; = a;.

Thusa!,u!] € D U E. In the next period, the appropriate player deviates and so forth. O

Claim 3.3 For any equilibrium[a*, v*] € E, any path froma*, «*] to another stat¢a, u| € EUD, a # a*,

that does not loop back fa*, «*] must be of one of the following two forms:

1. [a*,u*] — [a* ] — [d,u"] — ...— [a,u], wherek > 1;
O(e) O(e¥)

2. [a*,u*] — [dv'] — ... — [a,u], wherek > 2.
O(ek)

Proof The path must begin by either one player experimenting or more that one player experiment-
ing. Case (2) results if more than one player experiments. Case (1) results if exactly one agent, say agent
P;, experiments with an actio#, # «; and all other players continue to play their partadf This hap-

pens with probability(e/|.4;|)(1 — €)*!. In this situation, playe®; cannot be better off, meaning that
Ui(a,,a*;) < U;(a*), since by assumption* is an equilibrium. Hence the baseline action next period
remainsa™® for all players, though their baseline utilities may change. Denote the next st&ié, byj. If

in the subsequent period all players continue to play their part of the actiagain, which occurs with
probability (1 — €)™, then the state reverts back[td, «*| and we have a loop. Hence the only way the path

can continue without a loop is for one or more players to experiment in the next stage, which has probability

O(€¥), k > 1. This is exactly what case (1) alleges. O

Proof [Theorem 3.2] This is a finite aperiodic Markov process on the state spacd/; x --- x U,
whereU; denotes the (finite) range 6% (-). Furthermore, from every state there exists a positive probability
path to a Nash equilibrium. Hence, every recurrent class has at least one Nash equilibrium. We will now

show that within any recurrent class, the trees (see Appendix) rooted at the Nash equilibrium will have the

12



lowest resistance. Therefore, according to Theorem A.13 fivéori probability that the state will be a Nash
equilibrium can be made arbitrarily close to 1.

In order to apply Theorem A.1, we will construct minimum resistance trees with vertices consisting of
every possible state (within a recurrence class). Each edge will have residtanee.. associated with the
transition probabilitie$) (1), O(¢), O(?), ..., respectively.

Our analysis will deviate slightly from the presentation in the appendix. In the discussion in the ap-
pendix, the vertices of minimum resistance trees are recurrence classes of an associated unperturbed Markov
chain. In this case, the unperturbed Markov chain corresponds to Simple Experimentation dynamics with
e = 0, and so the recurrence classes are all statésinD. Nonetheless, we will construct resistance trees
with the vertices being all possible states, ifel) DU X . The resulting conclusions remain the same. Since
the states inX are transient with probabilit¢) (1), the resistance to leave a node corresponding to a state in
X is zero. Therefore, the presence of such states does not affect the conclusions determining which states
are stochastically stable.

Suppose a minimum resistance tfEeés rooted at a vertex that is not inE. If v € X, itis easy to
construct a new tree that has lower resistance. Namely, by Claim 3.1a, there is a O-resistance one-hop path
P from v to some statéu, u] € E'U D. Add the edge of? to 7" and subtract the edge i that exits from
the vertex(a, u]. This results in da, u]-treeT”. It has lower resistance thahbecause the added edge has
zero resistance while the subtracted edge has resistance greater than or equal to 1 because of Claim 3.1b.
This argument is illustrated in Figure 3, where the red edge of strictly positive resistance is removed and
replaced with the blue edge of zero resistance.

Suppose next that = [a, u] € D but notinE. Construct a pat# as in Claim 3.2 fronja, u| to some
state[a™, u*] € E. As above, construct a new tré& rooted atfa*, v*] by adding the edges d? to 7" and
taking out the redundant edges (the edgé€s ihat exit from the vertices i®). The nature of the patk
guarantees that the edges taken out have total resistance at least as high as the resistances of the edges put
in. This is because the entire pathlies in E U D, each transition on the path has resistahcand, from

Claim 3.2b, the resistance to leave any statB'ia D is at least 1.
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Original Tree T (Rooted in X) Revised Tree T' (Rooted in D or E)

[a, u"] [a, u"]
\L R>1 l
[ u] [a, u] [au] —> |[aul
T R=0 T
@, u] €«— [a,u] [a ] €«— [a,u]

Figure 3: Construction of alternative to tree rootedkin

To construct a new tree that has strictly lower resistance, we will inspect the effect of removing the
exiting edge frona*, v*] in T'. Note that this edge must fit either case (1) or case (2) of Claim 3.3.
In case (2), the resistance of the exiting edge is at Bashich is larger than any edge iA. Hence
the new tree has strictly lower resistance tlgrwhich is a contradiction. This argument is illustrated in
Figure 4. A new path is created from the original réatu] € D to the equilibrium[a*, u*] € E (blue
edges). Redundant (red) edges emanating from the new path are removed. In case (2), the redundant edge

emanating froma*, ©*| has a resistance of at least

Original Tree T (Rooted in D - Case 2) Revised Tree T' (Rooted in E)
[a,u] <«— [a u"] [a,u] &«— [au"]
R>1

[a, u7] [ u] «<— [&u] [a, u] [, u] <«<— [a,u]

T R=1 \L
R>1
[a", u’] [a*, u] [a", u"] [a*, u7]
R>2 R :\
[a*' u*] [a*‘ u*]

Figure 4: Construction of alternative to tree rooted’rior Case (2).
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In case (1), the exiting edge has the fdunh, «*] — [a*, v/] which has resistance 1 wheué # «’. The
next edge inl’, say[a*,u'] — [d¢/,u”], also has at least resistance 1. Remove the gdge’] — [d/, u”]
from 7', and put in the edgg*, '] — [a*, u*]. The latter has resistance 0 sirfe&, '] € X. This results
in a treeT” that is rooted afa*, »*| and has strictly lower resistance than d@esvhich is a contradiction.
This argument is illustrated in Figure 5. As in Figure 4, a new (blue) path is constructed and redundant
(red) edges are removed. The difference is that the édge’| — [a/,u”] is removed and replaced with

[a*,u'] — [a*, u*].

Original Tree T (Rooted in D - Case 1) Revised Tree T' (Rooted in E)
[av U] e [a! U"] [a, U] 6 [a, U"]
T TN
R>1
[a, u] [, u] <«<— [a,u7] [a, u] [a,u] <€«— [a,u"]
R=1
R>1
R>1 l’
[a", u"] [a*, u] [a", u"] [a*, ul
R=1 R =\ i R=0
[a*' U*] [a*’ U*]

Figure 5: Construction of alternative to tree rootediifor Case (1).

To recap, a minimum resistance tree cannot be rooted at any stéteiirD, rather, only at a state in in
E. Therefore, whem is sufficiently small, the long-run probability afi can be made arbitrarily close to 1,

and in particular larger than any specified probabjity O

3.3 Sample Experimentation Dynamics for Weakly Acyclic Games with Noisy Utility Mea-
surements

3.3.1 Noise-free Utility Measurements

In this section we will focus on developing payoff based dynamics for which the limiting behavior exhibits

that of a pure Nash equilibrium with arbitrarily high probability in any finite weakly acyclic gamen
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in the presence of utility noisé/Ve will show that a variant of the so-called Regret Testing algorithm [4]
accomplishes this objective for weakly acyclic games with noisy utility measurements.

We now introduce Sample Experimentation dynamics.

1. Initialization: At time ¢ = 0, each player randomly selects and plays any actigi)) € .4;. This

action will be initially set as the playertsaseline actiona?(1) = a;(0).

2. Exploration Phase: After the baseline action is set, each player engagesaxploration phasever
the nextm periods. The length of the exploration phase need not be the same or synchronized for
each player, but we will assume that they are for the proof. For convenience, we will double index the
time of the actions played as

a(ty,te) = a(mty + to)

wheret; indexes the number of the exploration phase gnithdexes the actions played in that ex-
ploration phase. We will refer t, as theexploration phase timandt, as theexploration action
time By construction, the exploration phase time and exploration action time satisfy 1 and

m > to > 1. The baseline action will only be updated at the end of the exploration phase and will

therefore only be indexed by the exploration phase time.

During the exploration phase, each player selects his baseline action with prob@bility) or ex-
periments with a new random action with probabilityT hat is, for any exploration phase time> 1

and for any exploration action time satisfying> t, > 1,

e ;(t1,t2) = al(t1) with probability (1 — e),

e ;(t1,t2) is chosen randomly (uniformly) ové; \ a%(¢1)) with probabilitye.
Again, the variable will be referred to as the player&xploration rate

3. Action Assessment:After the exploration phase, each player evaluates the average utility received
when playing each of his actions during the exploration phasen}ét;) be the number of times

that playerP; played actioru; during the exploration phase at timie The average utility for action
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a; during the exploration phase at timeis

1 m . N aq .
Poi(ty) = {n?i(tl) Sy H{a; = ai(ty, t2)}Ui(a(t1, t2)), nf(t1) > 0;

Umin’ n?i (tl) = 0,

wherel{-} is the usual indicator function arid,,;,, satisfies

Unin < min min U;(a).
i acA

In words,Unyiy, is less than the smallest payoff any agent can receive.
4. Evaluation of Better Response SetEach player compares the average utility received when playing
~A b ~
his baseline actiori/; @ (t1), with the average utility received for each of his other actidffs/¢,),
and finds all played actions which performé&dbetter than the baseline action. The tefrwill be

referred to as the player®lerance levelDefine A} (¢;) to be the set of actions that outperformed the

baseline action as follows:
N ~ b
Az (ty) = {ai €A V() > VW) + 5} . 3)

5. Baseline Strategy Update:Each player updates his baseline action as follows:

o If A:(h) = @, thena?(tl + 1) = aé’(tl).
o If Af(t1) # 0, then
— With probabilityw, seta’(t; + 1) = al(t1). (We will refer tow as the player’s inertia.)

— With probability 1 — w, randomly select?(t; + 1) € A% (t1) with uniform probability.

6. Return to Step 2 and repeat.

For simplicity, we will first state and prove the desired convergence properties using noiseless utility
measurements. The setup for the noisy utility measurements will be stated afterwards.

Before stating the following theorem, we define the constant 0 as follows. IfU;(a') # U;(a?) for
any joint actions:!, a? € A and any playe®; ¢ P, then|U;(a') — U;(a?)| > . In words, if any two joint

actions result in different utilities at all, then the difference would be at least
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Theorem 3.3 Let G be a finiten-player weakly acyclic game in which all players use the Sample Experi-

mentation dynamics. For any
e probabilityp < 1,
e tolerance leveb € (0, ),
e inertiaw € (0, 1), and
e exploration ratee satisfyingmin{(a — 9)/4,0/4,1 —p} > (1 — (1 —¢)™) > 0,

if the exploration phase length is sufficiently large, then for all sufficiently large times> 0, a(t) is a

Nash equilibrium of> with at least probabilityp.

The remainder of this subsection is devoted to the proof of Theorem 3.3.

We will assume for simplicity that utilities are between -1/2 and 1/2,[(&(a)| < 1/2 for any player
P; € P and any joint actiom € A.

We begin with a series of useful claims. The first claim states that for any pRaytee average utility
for an actiona; € A; during the exploration phase can be made arbitrarily close (with high probability) to
the actual utility the player would have received provided that all other players never experimented. This
can be accomplished if the experimentation rate is sufficiently small and the exploration phase length is

sufficiently large.

Claim 3.4 Leta® be the joint baseline action at the start of an exploration phase of lemgtFor
e any probabilityp < 1,
e anysd* > 0, and
e any exploration rate > 0 satisfyingd*/2 > (1 — (1 —¢)"1) > 0,

if the exploration phase length is sufficiently large then

Pr U‘A/Za’ — Ui(ai,al’_i)} > 5*} <1-—p.
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Proof  Letn;(a;) represent the number of times plag&rplayed action:; during the exploration phase.

In the following discussionall probabilities and expectations are conditioned o{a;) > 0. We omit
making this explicit for the sake of notational simplicity. The eveyiz;) = 0 has diminishing probability

as the exploration phase length increases, and so this case will not affect the desired conclusions for
increasing phase lengths.

For an arbitraryp* > 0,
Pr [\v;i — Uy(a,ab)| > 5*]

< B[V — ()

+ |[E{V"} = Ui(as, a”,)| > 5*}

< P [0 - B0

> 5*/2} +Pr [{E{f/ﬂi} — Uy(ai,a)| > 5*/2} .

(%) ()
First, let us focus orf+x). We have

E{V*} = Us(as,a®;) = [1 = (1 — &) ] [E{Uz'(%a—z‘(t))!a—z‘(t) #a’,;} — Ui(as, ab)} :

which approacheg ase | 0. Therefore, for any exploration ratesatisfyings* /2 > (1 — (1 — €)""1) > 0,

we know that
Pr UE{W} — Uy(ai,d”,)| > 5*/2] = 0.

Now we will focus on(x). By the weak law of large numbers;) approache8 asn;(a;) T co. Thisimplies
that for any probabilityp < 1 and any exploration rate> 0, there exists a sample sizg¢(a;) such that if

ni(a;) > n}(a;) then

pe |7 B

> p/Q] <1-p.
Lastly, for any probabilityp < 1 and any fixed exploration rate, there exists a minimum exploration length

m > 0 such that for any exploration length > m,
Pr[ni(a;) = ni(ai)] = p.

In summary, for any fixed exploration ratesatisfyingé*/2 > (1 — (1 — €)"1) > 0, (¥) + () can be

made arbitrarily close t0, provided that the exploration length is sufficiently large. O
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Claim 3.5 Leta be the joint baseline action at the start of an exploration phase of lemgtFor any
e probability p < 1,
e tolerance leveb € (0, «), and
e exploration ratec > 0 satisfyingmin{(a — 6)/4,6/4} > (1 — (1 — )" 1) > 0,

if the exploration lengthn is sufficiently large, then each player’s better response4sewill contain only

and all actions that are a better response to the joint baseline action, i.e.,
ai € A; & Uial,ab,) > Ui(a®)
with at least probabilityp.

Proof Supposez® is not a Nash equilibrium. For some playgr € P, let a; be a strict better reply
to the baseline joint action, i.8/;(a},a”;) > U;(a®) and leta? be a non-better reply to the baseline joint
action, i.e.U;(a¥, a’;) < Ui(a?).

Using Claim 3.4, for any probability < 1 and any exploration rate > 0 satisfyingmin{(« —
8)/4,6/4} > (1 — (1 — €)™ 1) > 0 there exists a minimum exploration length > 0 such that for any

exploration lengthn > m the following expressions are true:

oray b b ]
Pr [V~ Uilal,ab )| < "] = », (4)
Pr ||V~ Ui(a;,al)| < 8] > b, (5)
Pr [V~ Uial a2 )| < "] > & (6)

wheredé* = min{(a — §)/2,0/2}. Rewriting equation 4 we obtain
oral b b oray b b
Pr ||V —Uial,al)| < 8] < Pr |V —Ualah) < (a = 0)/2],
and rewriting equation 5 we obtain

Pr [|Via: —Uj(al,a”,)| < 5*} < Pr VZ —Uj(af,ab;) > —(a — 5)/2} ,

IN
'ﬁ
]

S

V= (Uial,at) +0) > —(a—6)/2],

1

= Pr|VY — Ui, d%,) > (a+ 5)/2} ,
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meaning that
Prlaf € AY] > 52
Similarly, rewriting equation 4 we obtain

Pr [\W?_Ui(ag,amd*} < Pr [V - Uial,aby) > —5/2]

and rewriting equation 6 we obtain

2

Pr [Wia? — Ui(a,ab,)| < 5*} < Pr [Vaéu —Uy(a?,a®,) < 5/2] ,

7

< Pr[V - Uialaty) < 0/2],

meaning that
Praf ¢ Aj] > 7"

Sincep can be chosen arbitrarily close to 1, the proof is complete. 0

Proof [Theorem 3.3] The evolution of the baseline actions from phase to phase is a finite aperiodic
Markov process on the state space of joint actiohsFurthermore, sincé’ is weakly acyclic, from every
state there exists a better reply path to a Nash equilibrium. Hence, every recurrent class has at least one Nash
equilibrium. We will show that these dynamics can be viewed as a perturbation of a certain a Markov chain
whose recurrent classes are restricted to Nash equilibria. We will then appeal to Theorem A.1 to derive the
desired result.

We begin by defining an “unperturbed” process on baseline actions. Far’any.A, define thetrue
better reply set as

Al (ab) = {ai - Ui(ag, a’;) > Ui(ab)} )

Now define the transition process framf(t;) to a®(¢; + 1) as follows:

o If ./Zlf(ab(tl)) =0, thenaf(tl + 1) = a?(ﬁ).

o If A¥(a’(t1)) # 0, then
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— With probabilityw, seta?(t; + 1) = al(t1).

— With probability1 — w, randomly select?(t; + 1) € A% (t1) with uniform probability.

This is a special case of a so-called “better reply process with finite memory and inertia”. From [26, Theorem
6.2], the joint actions of this process converge to a Nash equilibrium with probability 1 in any weakly acyclic
game. Therefore, the recurrence classes of this unperturbed are precisely the set of pure Nash equilibria.

The above unperturbed process closely resembles the Baseline Strategy Update process described in
Step 5 of Sample Experimentation Dynamics. The difference is that the above process uses the true better
reply set, whereas Step 5 uses a better reply set constructed from experimentation over a phase. However,
by Claim 3.5, for any probabilityy < 1, acceptable tolerance lev&l and acceptable exploration rate
there exists a minimum exploration phase lengtBuch that for any exploration phase length> m, each
player’s better response set will contain only and all actions that are a strict better response with at least
probability p.

With parameters selected according to Claim 3.5, the transitions of the baseline joint actions in Sample
Experimentation Dynamics follow that of the above unperturbed better reply process with prohability
arbitrarily close tol. Since the recurrence classes of the unperturbed process are only Nash equilibria,
we can conclude from Theorem A.1 that @@pproached, the probability that the baseline action for
sufficiently larget; will be a (pure) Nash equilibrium can be made arbitrarily close to 1. By selecting the
exploration probability sufficiently small, we can also conclude that the joint action during exploration

phases, i.eq(mt; + t2), will also be a Nash equilibrium with probability arbitrarily close to 1.

3.3.2 Noisy Utility Measurements

Suppose that each player receives a noisy measurement of his true utility, i.e.,

Ui(ai,a—;) = Ui(a;, a—;) + v,
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wheren; is an i.i.d. random variable with zero mean. In the regret testing algorithm with noisy utility

measurements, the average utility for actigrmuring the exploration phase at timgis now

Fos (1) = %(tl) Sy Hai = ai(ty, t2)}Us(a(ts, t2)),  nf(t1) > 0;
' Umina n; A(tl) =0.

A straightforward modification of the proof of Theorem 3.3 leads to the following theorem.

Theorem 3.4 Let GG be a finiten-player weakly acyclic game where players’ utilities are corrupted with a

zero mean noise process. If all players use the Sample Experimentation dynamics, then for any
e probabilityp < 1,
e tolerance leveb € (0, a),
e inertiaw € (0,1), and
e exploration ratee satisfyingmin{(a — 9)/4,0/4,1 —p} > (1 — (1 —¢)™) > 0,
if the exploration phase lengttu is sufficiently large, then for all sufficiently large times> 0, a(t) is a

Nash equilibrium of7 with at least probabilityp.

3.3.3 Comment on Length and Synchronization of Players’ Exploration Phases

In the proof of Theorem 3.3, we assumed that all players’ exploration phases were synchronized and of
the same length. This assumption was used to ensure that when a player assessed the performance of a
particular action, the baseline action of the other players remained constant. Because of the players’ inertia
this assumption is unnecessary. The general idea is as follows: a player will repeat his baseline action
regardless of his better response set with positive probability because of his inertia. Therefore, if all players
repeat their baseline action a sufficient number of times, which happens with positive probability, then
the joint baseline action would remain constant long enough for any player to evaluate an accurate better

response set for that particular joint baseline action.
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4 Influencing Nash Equilibria in Resource Allocation Problems

In this section we will derive an approach for influencing the Nash equilibria of a resource allocation problem
using the idea of marginal cost pricing. We will illustrate the setup and our approach on a congestion game

which is an example of a resource allocation problem.
4.1 Congestion Game Setup

We consider a transportation network with a finite Re¢f road segments (or resources) that needs to be
shared by a set of selfish drivers labeledlas= {d,...,d,}. Each driver has a fixed origin/destination
pair connected through multiple routes. The set of all routes available to dfiieedenoted byA;. A route
a; € A; consists of multiple road segments, therefereC R. PlayerP; taking routea; incurs a cost,
for each road segmente a;. The utility of driverd; taking routea; is defined as the negative of the total
cost incurred, i.e.l/; = — Zreai ¢,. Of course, the utility of each driver will depend on the routes chosen
by other drivers.

If we assume that the cost incurred in a road segment depahgsn the total number of drivers sharing
that road, then drivers are anonymous, and this leadstmgestion gamgL9]. The utility of driverd; is

now stated more precisely as

Uia) = = 3 er(o,(a)),

rea;

wherea := (ay, ..., a,) is the profile of routes chosen by all drivers anda) is the total number of drivers
using the road segment
It is known that a congestion game admits the following potential function,

or(a)
=S o)

reR k=1

Unfortunately, this potential function lacks practical significance for measuring the effectiveness of a routing

strategy in terms of the overall congestion.
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4.2 Congestion Game with Tolls Setup

One approach for equilibrium manipulation is to influence drivers’ utilities with tolls [21]. In a congestion
game with tolls, a driver’s utility takes on the form

UZ(CL) = — Z Cr(Ur(a)) + tT(UT(a))y

rea;

wheret, (k) is the toll imposed on routeif there arek users.
Suppose that the global planner is interested in minimizing the total congestion experienced by all drivers
on the network, which can be evaluated

E GT CT’ Ur

reR

It has been shown that there exists a set of tolls such that the potential function associated with the con-
gestion game with tolls is aligned with the total congestion experienced by all drivers on the network ([15],

Proposition 4.1).

Proposition 4.1 Consider a congestion game of any network topology. If the imposed tolls are set as
tr(k) = (k—1)[cr (k) — e (k= 1)], Yk >1,

then the total negative congestion experienced by all drivers;) = —T.(a), is a potential function for

the congestion game with tolls.

This tolling scheme results in drivers’ local utility functions being aligned with the global objective of
minimal total congestion.
Now suppose that the global planner is interested in minimizimpee generameasurg,

va Ur C’r Uv( )) (7)

reR

wheref, : {0,1,2,...} — Ris any arbitrary function. An example of an objective function that fits within

this framework and may be practical for general resource allocation problems is

o(a) = 3 er(0v(a).

reER

*In fact, if ¢, (o, (a)) # 0 for all a, then equation (7) is equivalent}o, _ , fr(or(a)).
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We will now show that there exists a set of tolis(-), such that the potential function associated with
the congestion game with tolls will be aligned with the global planner’s objective function of the form given

in equation (7).
Proposition 4.2 Consider a congestion game of any network topology. If the imposed tolls are set as
tr(k) = (fr(k) = Dep(k) = fr(k = D)er(k = 1), VE =1,

then the global planners objective.(a) = —¢(a), is a potential function for the congestion game with

tolls.

Proof Leta! = {a},a_;} anda? = {a2,a_;}. We will use the shorthand notatierf’ to represent

o,(al). The change in utility incurred by drivel; in changing from rout@? to routea; is

U(a) = Ui(a®) = =3 (e (o) +t,(08)) + D (er(08) +t(02)),

rEa% TECL?
1 1 2 2
= = 3 (a0 o)+ S (o) + (o))
real\a? rea?\a}

The change in the total negative congestion from the joint aetido o' is

¢e(a') — pe(a®) = - Z (fT(Ug Jer(oy ) = fr(of )er (o} ))

Since

the change in the total negative congestion is

qﬁc(al) - (bc(a2) =
= > (F0)er(08) = f(0)en(0P)) = S0 (Fr(0f)er(08) = Fr (08 )er(08)).

real\a? reéa?\a}
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Expanding the first term, we obtain

ST (F0)er(08) = fo(0F)er (o))

rEazl \af

real\a?

Therefore,

pe(a) = pe(a®) = — D (er(08) +t(o

real\a? rea?\a}

= Ui(al) - Ui(a2).
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By implementing the tolling scheme set forth in Proposition 4.2, we guarantee that all action profiles
that minimize the global planner’s objective are equilibrium of the congestion game with tolls.
In the special case thdt (o, (a)) = o,(a), then Proposition 4.2 produces the same tolls as in Proposi-

tion 4.1
5 lllustrative Example — Congestion Game

We will consider a discrete representation of the congestion game setup considered in Braess’ Paradox [3].
In our setting, there are 1000 vehicles that need to traverse through the network. The network topology and
associated congestion functions are illustrated in Figure 6. Each vehicle can select one of the four possible
paths to traverse across the network.

The reason for using this setup as an illustration of the learning algorithms and equilibrium manipulation
approach developed in this paper is that the Nash equilibrium of this particular congestion game is easily
identifiable. The unique Nash equilibrium is when all vehicles take the route as highlighted in Figure 7. At

this Nash equilibrium each vehicle has a utility of 2 and the total congestion is 2000.
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c(k) = k / 1000

Start Finish

c(k) =1 c(k) = k / 1000

Figure 6: Congestion Game Setup

c(k) = k / 1000

ck)=1 \/ c(k) = k / 1000

Figure 7: lllustration of Nash Equilibrium in Proposed Congestion Game.

Since a potential game is weakly acyclic, the payoff based learning dynamics in this paper are applica-
ble learning algorithms for this congestion game. In a congestion game, a payoff based learning algorithms
means that drivers have accessy to the actual congestion experienced. Drivers are unaware of the con-
gestion level on any alternative routes. Figure 8 shows the evolution of drivers on routes when using the
Simple Experimentation dynamics. This simulation used an experimentation rate 6f25%. One can
observe that the vehicles’ collective behavior does indeed approach that of the Nash equilibrium.

In this congestion game, it is also easy to verify that this vehicle distribution does not minimize the total
congestion experience by all drivers over the network. The distribution that minimizes the total congestion

over the network is when half the vehicles occupy the top two roads and the other half occupy the bottom

two roads. The middle road is irrelevant.
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Figure 8: Evolution of Number of Vehicles on Each Road Using Simple Experimentation Dynamics: The
number of vehicles on the roads highlighted by arrows approach 1000 while the number of vehicles on all
remaining roads approach O.

One can employ the tolling scheme developed in the previous section to locally influence vehicle behav-
ior to achieve this objective. In this setting, the new cost functions, i.e. congestion plus tolls, are illustrated

in Figure 9.

c(k) = k / 1000 +

(k-1) / 1000 c(k) =1

c(k) =1 c(k) = k / 1000 +
k-1) / 1000
® (k-1)

Figure 9: Congestion Game Setup with Tolls to Minimize Total Congestion.

Figure 10 shows the evolution of drivers on routes when using the Simple Experimentation dynamics.

This simulation used an experimentation rate of 0.25%. When using this tolling scheme, the vehi-
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cles’ collective behavior approaches the new Nash equilibrium which now minimizes the total congestion

experienced on the network. The total congestion experienced on the network is now approximately 1500.
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Figure 10: Evolution of Number of Vehicles on Each Road Using Simple Experimentation Dynamics with
Optimal Tolls: The number of vehicles on the middle road fluctuates around 500 while the number of
vehicles on all remaining roads stabilize around 500.

There are other tolling schemes that would have resulted in the desired allocation. One approach is to
assign an infinite cost to the middle road, which is equivalent to removing it from the network. Under this
scenario, the unique Nash equilibrium is for half the vehicles to occupy the top route and half the bottom,
which would minimize the total congestion on the network. Therefore, the existence of this extra road, even
though it has zero cost, resulted in the unique Nash equilibrium having a higher total congestion. This is
Braess’ Paradox [3].

The advantage of the tolling scheme set forth in this paper is that it gives a systematic method for
influencing the Nash equilibria of any congestion game. We would like to highlight that this tolling scheme
only guarantees that the action profiles that maximize the desired objective function are Nash equilibria of
the new congestion game with tolls. However, it does not guarantee the lack of suboptimal Nash equilibria.

In many applications, players may not have access to their true utility, but do have access to a noisy

measurement of their utility. For example, in the traffic setting, this noisy measurement could be the result
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of accidents or weather conditions. We will revisit the original congestion game (without tolls) as illustrated
in Figure 6. We will now assume that a driver’s utility measurement takes on the form

Tia) = = 3 er(os(@)) + v,

rea;
wherevy; is a random variable with zero mean and variance of 0.1. We will assume that the noise is driver
specific rather than road specific.

Figure 11 shows a comparison of the evolution of drivers on routes when using the Simple and Sample
Experimentation dynamics. The Simple Experimentation dynamics simulation used an experimentation rate
e = 0.25%. The Sample Experimentation dynamics simulation used an exploration rat€.25%, a
tolerance leveb = 0.002, an exploration phase length = 500000, and inertiav = 0.85. As expected, the
noisy utility measurements influenced vehicle behavior more in the Simple Experimentation dynamics than

the Sample Experimentation dynamics.

Simple Experimentation Dynamics Sample Experimentation Dynamics

1000

©
S
S

@
]
3

Number of Vehicles of Each Road
Number of Vehicles on Each Road (Baseline)

S
I E— S
20 30 40 50 60

L L L L
0 1000 2000 3000 4000 5000 6000 7000 8000 9000 10000

Iteration Number Exploration Phase Time

Figure 11. Comparison of Evolution of Number of Vehicles on Each Road Using Simple Experimentation
Dynamics and Sample Experimentation Dynamics (baseline) with Noisy Utility Measurements: The number
of vehicles on the route (upper left, middle, lower right) dominate the number of vehicles on all remaining
roads in both settings.
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6 Concluding Remarks

We have introduced Safe Experimentation dynamics for identical interest games, Simple Experimentation
dynamics for weakly acyclic games with noise-free utility measurements, and Sample Experimentation dy-
namics for weakly acyclic games with noisy utility measurements. For all three settings, we have shown that
for sufficiently large times, the joint action taken by players will constitute a Nash equilibrium. Furthermore,
we have shown how to guarantee that a collective objective in a congestion game is a (non-unigue) Nash
equilibrium. An important, but unaddressed topic in this work, is characterizing resulting convergence rates.
It is likely that tools regarding mixing times of Markov chains [17] will be relevant.

Our motivation has been that in many engineered systems, the functional forms of utility functions are
not available, and so players must adjust their strategies through an adaptive process using only payoff
measurements. In the dynamic processes defined here, there is no explicit cooperation or communication
between players. One the one hand, this lack of explicit coordination offers an element of robustness to a va-
riety of uncertainties in the strategy adjustment processes. Nonetheless, an interesting future direction would

be to investigate to what degree explicit coordination through limited communications could be beneficial.

References

[1] G.Arslan, J. R. Marden, and J. S. Shamma. Autonomous vehicle-target assignment; a game theoretical
formulation. ASME Journal of Dynamic Systems, Measurement and Coh#81584-596, September
2007.

[2] V.S. Borkar and P.R. Kumar. Dynamic Cesaro-Wardrop equilibration in netwtiEkE€ Transactions
on Automatic Contrgl48(3):382—-396, 2003.

[3] D. Braess. Uber ein paradoxen der verkehrsplanrigernehmensforschungj2:258-268, 1968.

[4] D.P. Foster and H.P. Young. Regret testing: Learning to play Nash equilibrium without knowing you
have an opponent heoretical Economi¢4:341-367, 2006.

[5] D. Fudenberg and D.K. Levindhe Theory of Learning in GamelslIT Press, Cambridge, MA, 1998.
[6] D. Fudenberg and J. Tirol&same TheoryMIT Press, Cambridge, MA, 1991.

[7] A. Ganguli, S. Susca, S. Martinez, F. Bullo, and J. Cortes. On collective motion in sensor networks:
sample problems and distributed algorithmsPhceedings of the 44th IEEE Conference on Decision
and Contro) pages 4239-4244, Seville, Spain, December 2005.

[8] F. Germano and G. Lugosi. Global Nash convergence of Foster and Young's regret t€simgs
and Economic Behavip60:135-154, 2007.

32



[9] S. B. GershwinManufacturing Systems Engineerirgrentice-Hall, 1994.
[10] S. Hart. Adaptive heuristiciEEconometrica73(5):1401-1430, 2005.

[11] J. Hofbauer and K. Sigmundevolutionary Games and Population Dynami€ambridge University
Press, Cambridge, UK, 1998.

[12] S. Mannor and J.S. Shamma. Multi-agent learning for engineers. 2007. forthcoming special issue in
Artificial Intelligence

[13] J. R. Marden, G. Arslan, and J. S. Shamma. Connections between cooperative control and potential
games illustrated on the consensus problenProteedings of the 2007 European Control Conference
(ECC ’07), July 2007.

[14] J. R. Marden, G. Arslan, and J. S. Shamma. Regret based dynamics: Convergence in weakly acyclic
games. InProceedings of the 2007 International Conference on Autonomous Agents and Multiagent
Systems (AAMASHonolulu, Hawaii, May 2007.

[15] J. R. Marden, G. Arslan, and J. S. Shamma. Joint strategy fictitious play with inertia for potential
games.|EEE Transactions on Automatic Contr@008. to appear.

[16] D. Monderer and L.S. Shapley. Fictitious play property for games with identical intedestmal of
Economic Theory68.258-265, 1996.

[17] R. Montenegro and P. Tetallathematical Aspects of Mixing Times in Markov ChaiNsw Publish-
ers Inc, 2006.

[18] L. Panaitand S. Luke. Cooperative multi-agent learning: The state of th&wonomous Agents and
Multi-Agent Systemd.1:387-434, 2005.

[19] R. W. Rosenthal. A class of games possessing pure-strategy Nash equititeraational Journal of
Game Theory2:65-67, 1973.

[20] L. SamuelsonEvolutionary Games and Equilibrium SelectiavIT Press, Cambridge, MA, 1997.

[21] W. Sandholm. Evolutionary implementation and congestion priciRgview of Economic Studies
69(3):667—-689, 2002.

[22] Y. Shoham, R. Powers, and T. Grenager. If multi-agent learning is the answer, what is the question?
171:365-377, 2003. special issue on Foundations of Multi-Agent Learning (R. Vohra and M. Wellman,
eds.).

[23] J.W. Weibull. Evolutionary Game TheonyMIT Press, Cambridge, MA, 1995.
[24] H. P. Young. The evolution of convention&conometrica61(1):57—-84, January 1993.

[25] H. P. Young. Individual Strategy and Social StructurePrinceton University Press, Princeton, NJ,
1998.

[26] H. P. Young.Strategic Learning and its LimitgOxford University Press, 2005.

33



A Appendix: Background on Resistance Trees

For a detailed review of the theory of resistance trees, please see [24]P°Lé¢note the probability
transition matrix for a finite state Markov chain over the state sgace&onsider a “perturbed” process
such that the size of the perturbations can be indexed by a scalai), and let P¢ be the associated
transition probability matrix. The proce$¥ is called aregular perturbed Markov procest P¢ is ergodic
for all sufficiently smalle > 0 and P¢ approache# at an exponentially smooth rate [24]. Specifically, the
latter condition means that:, 2’ € Z,

lim Pt = PY

ot ? zz'
and

€

P
P, > 0forsomee >0 = 0< lim —=2% - < o0,
e—0+ er(z—7")

for some nonnegative real numbdr — z’), which is called theesistanceof the transition: — 2’. (Note
in particular that if??, > 0 thenr(z — 2’) = 0.)

Let the recurrence classes Bf be denoted byF;, Es, ..., Ex. For each pair of distinct recurrence
classed’; andE;, i # j, anij-path is defined to be a sequence of distinct states(z1 — 2o — ... — z,)
such thatzy € E; andz, € E;. The resistance of this path is the sum of the resistances of its edges, that
is, 7(¢) = (21 — 22) +7(22 — 23) + ... + 7(2n—1 — 2p). Letp;; = minr(¢) be the least resistance
over allij-paths(. Note thatp;; must be positive for all distingtandy, because there exists no path of zero
resistance between distinct recurrence classes.

Now construct a complete directed graph withvertices, one for each recurrence class. The vertex
corresponding to clasg; will be called;. The weight on the directed edge- j is p;;. A tree,T’, rooted
at vertexj, or j-tree, is a set ofV — 1 directed edges such that, from every vertex different fyormere
is a unique directed path in the treejto The resistance of a rooted trég, is the sum of the resistances
pij ontheN — 1 edges that compose it. Tiséochastic potentialy;, of the recurrence class; is defined
to be the minimum resistance over all trees rooted dthe following theorem gives a simple criterion for

determining the stochastically stable states ([24], Theorem 4).
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Theorem A.1 Let P€ be a regular perturbed Markov process, and for each 0 let ;€ be the unique sta-
tionary distribution ofP¢. Thenlim,_. € exists and the limiting distribution® is a stationary distribution
of PY. The stochastically stable states (i.e., the suppoyi®fare precisely those states contained in the

recurrence classes with minimum stochastic potential.
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