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Abstract

The deployment of machine learning sys-
tems in the market economy has triggered
academic and institutional fears over poten-
tial tacit collusion between fully automated
agents.  Multiple recent economics stud-
ies have empirically shown the emergence
of collusive strategies from agents guided
by machine learning algorithms. In this
work, we prove that multi-agent (Q-learners
playing the iterated prisoner’s dilemma can
learn to collude. The complexity of the co-
operative multi-agent setting yields multi-
ple fixed-point policies for Q-learning: the
main technical contribution of this work
is to characterize the convergence towards
a specific cooperative policy. More pre-
cisely, in the iterated prisoner’s dilemma, we
show that with optimistic @)-values, any self-
play Q-learner can provably learn a coop-
erative policy called Pavlov, also referred
to as win-stay, lose-switch policy, which
strongly differs from the vanilla Pareto dom-
inated always defect policy.

1 Introduction

In economy, perfect competition has been a common
set of assumptions that ensure good properties of mar-
kets, such as reaching Pareto optimal equilibria, where
supply matches demand (Debreu, 1959). One of the
main assumptions in perfect competition is the exis-
tence of regulations that prevent anti-competitive ac-
tivities (Radaelli, 2004; Conway et al., 2006), e.g., the
United States anti-trust laws that prevent compa-
nies from colluding and agreeing on artificially high
prices (Posner, 2009).

Preliminary work, currently under review.
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Over the last decades, algorithmic pricing has increas-
ingly taken over manual pricing (Schechner, 2017),
especially in online good selling: one-third of Ama-
zon sellers were relying on algorithmic pricing in 2015
(Chen et al., 2016). The rise of automated machine
learning price setting has then triggered multiple aca-
demic (Ezrachi and Stucke, 2015; Mehra, 2015) and in-
stitutional (OECD, 2017; Bureau, 2018) concerns over
the potential risk of tacit collusion: if multiple online
sellers rely on machine learning to set prices,

Could sellers tacitly learn to collude by simultaneously
setting high prices through algorithmic pricing?

Empirically, algorithmic pricing has been shown not to
push down prices in online goods selling (Chen et al.,
2016, Fig. 14-17). For simple models of the market
economy, such as Bertrand competitions (Deneckere
and Davidson, 1985), algorithmically set prices (Walt-
man and Kaymak, 2008) have been empirically shown
to reach collusive strategies (Calvano et al., 2019, 2020;
Hansen et al., 2021; Asker et al., 2022). Tacit collu-
sion has been shown to appear in such settings, where
prices were dynamically set using standard machine
learning algorithms, such as @-learning (Watkins and
Dayan, 1992) or bandits (Auer et al., 2002).

Theoretically, the emergence of tacit collusion has
been studied in (over)simplified settings. Indeed,
even for simple cooperative/competitive games such
as the prisoner’s dilemma (Flood, 1958; Kendall et al.,
2007), the dynamic created by standard machine learn-
ing algorithms in this multi-agent setting is so com-
plex that usually very simplified versions of the al-
gorithm are considered. In particular, expected ver-
sions of e-greedy Q-learning (Seijen et al., 2009; Sutton
and Barto, 2018, 6.10), without memory, i.e., with-
out knowledge of the previous state are often consid-
ered (Banchio and Skrzypacz, 2022; Banchio and Man-
tegazza, 2022). Due to the oversimplification of previ-
ous analysis, doubts remain on the emergence causes of
cooperation: it could be due to poorly designed algo-
rithms or corner cases of the simplified analysis (Cal-
vano et al., 2023).
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Contributions. In this work, we study the dynamic
of two agents playing the iterated prisoner’s dilemma
and choosing their actions according to e-greedy Q-
learning policies. Importantly, as opposed to previ-
ous work (Banchio and Skrzypacz, 2022; Banchio and
Mantegazza, 2022), we study the standard stochastic
(i.e., not averaged) version of e-greedy @Q-learning (Al-
gorithm 1), with memory. More precisely,

e In this multi-agent setting, we show that one-step
memory @Q-learning (Algorithm 1 in Section 2.3) ex-
hibits new cooperative equilibria (Proposition 6 in
Section 3.1), which do not exist without memory.

e We then show that, without exploration, i.e., e-
greedy @-learning with € = 0, if the initialization of
the agent is optimistic enough (Even-Dar and Man-
sour, 2001), then agents learn cooperative policy
(Theorem 8 in Section 3.2), referred to as win-stay,
lose-shift policy (Nowak and Sigmund, 1993).

e Next, we extend the convergence toward a coop-
erative policy to e-greedy @-learning with ¢ > 0
(Theorem 9 in Section 3.3). This is the main techni-
cal difficulty, as one needs to prove the convergence
of a stochastic process toward a specific equilibrium.

e Finally, we empirically show that the collusion
proved for standard ()-learning algorithms is also
observed for deep Q-learning algorithms (Section 5).

The manuscript is organized as follows: Section 2
provides recalls on the prisoner’s dilemma and multi-
agent @Q-learning. Section 3 contains our main results:
the existence of new equilibria with memory (Propo-
sition 4), and the convergence toward this collusive
strategy (Theorems 8 and 9). Previous related works
on the dynamics of multi-agent (Q-learning are de-
tailed in Section 4. Similar collusive behaviors are also
observed for deep @-learning algorithms in Section 5.

2 Setting and Background

First, Section 2.1 provides recalls on the iterated pris-
oner’s dilemma. In Section 2.2, we motivate and define
the equilibrium notion of interest in the multi-agent
reinforcement learning setting: subgame perfect equi-
librium (Definition 2). In particular, it can be shown
that perfect equilibria are symmetric, which motivates
the self-play analysis. Finally, Section 2.3 provides re-
calls on reinforcement learning, and more specifically,
multi-agent e-greedy (Q-learning.

2.1 Iterated Prisoner’s Dilemma

In this work, we consider a two-player iterated pris-
oner’s dilemma whose players have a one-step memory.
At each time step, players choose between cooperate
(C) or defect (D), i.e., each player i choose an action

Table 1: Prisoner’s Dilemma Rewards, 1 < g < 2.

Cooperate Defect
2g 24g
Cooperate
P 29 g
Defect g 2
24+g¢ 2

a’ € A= {C,D}, which yields a reward r;(a', a?) for
player i, i € {1,2}. Table 1 describes the rewards
r1(at,a?®) and ro(al, a?) respectively obtained by each
player depending on their respective action a' and a?:
as Banchio and Mantegazza (2022), we consider sim-
plified rewards, which are parameterized by a single
scalar g, 1 < g < 2. Note that such a game is symmet-
ric: r1(at,a?) = ra(a?,a') = re1 ge.

When the prisoner’s dilemma is not repeated, joint
defection is the only Nash equilibrium: for a fixed de-
cision of the other prisoner, defecting always reaches
better rewards than cooperating. This yields the cele-
brated paradox: even though the rewards obtained in
the 'defect defect’ state are Pareto dominated by the
ones obtained with the ’cooperate cooperate’ state, the
Pareto-suboptimal choice ’defect defect’ remains the
only Nash equilibrium. When the prisoner’s dilemma
is infinitely repeated, new equilibria can emerge and
the ’cooperate cooperate’ situation can be reached
(Osborne, 2004). Note that infinitely many time steps
are essential for such equilibria to exist.

2.2 Notions of Equilibria

At a given step, the choice of each player to coop-
erate or defect is conditioned by the actions S £
{CC,DD, CD,DC} played at the previous time step,
where the first action stands for the action picked by
the first player at the previous time-step. Af‘ denotes
the space of policies 7 : § x A — [0,1], such that
for all s € S, >, 47(als) = 1. Given two policies
(i.e., mixed strategies) my,mo € Ai, a discount fac-
tor v € (0,1), and distribution p over the initial state
space S, the cumulated reward observed by the agent
i € {1,2} is given by

o0
Ji(ﬂ'laﬂ?) £ E30~p,a§'~m(‘|st) [Z ’YtTa},af‘| . (1)
t=0
Using the cumulative rewards of each player (Equa-
tion (1)), one can now define a Nash equilibrium for
the iterated prisoner’s dilemma.

Definition 1 (Nash Equilibrium). Given a distribu-
tion p over the initial state so € S, a Nash equilibrium
of a two-player game is a pair of non-exploitable poli-
cies, i.e., policies 77, m5 € Ai such that Vmy, mo € Ai,

(i, 75) > i(mms) and Jo(mi, ) > Jo(n o).
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Algorithm 1 Multi-agent Self-Play @-learning

Algorithm 2 e-greedy

init :s0,Q

param: «, 7, €

for iter do
Compute a; and a? via Algorithm 2 using Q.
Compute 71 = 741 42.
// Update the Q-value entry in si,a;
Qst,a% = (Tl + 7 max, Q(a%,a%),a - Qst,a%)

return @

Interestingly, the symmetry of the game yields
Jyi(m1, m2) = Ja(mwa, m1). An equilibrium such that each
player adopts the same strategy is called symmetric.
While symmetric games with infinitely many strate-
gies may not have symmetric Nash equilibria (Fey,
2012; Xefteris, 2015), it has been proven that finite
symmetric games (Nash, 1951), as well as a large class
of iterated prisoner’s dilemmas (Cheng, 2022), always
exhibits a symmetric equilibrium. Interestingly, for it-
erated games, one can define a stronger notion of equi-
librium: subgame perfect equilibrium (Osborne, 2004).

Definition 2 (Subgame Perfect Equilibrium). A sub-
game perfect equilibrium is a pair of strategy (7}, 73)
that is a Nash equilibrium for any distribution p over
the initial state so € S.

Clearly, a subgame perfect equilibrium is a Nash equi-
librium. However, some Nash equilibria are not sub-
game perfect: a Nash policy may be purposely subop-
timal in certain states to incentivize their opponents
to avoid reaching that state. For instance, for v large
enough, the Grim trigger strategy (i.e., cooperate as
long as your opponent cooperates and unconditionally
defect as soon as the opponent defects) is a Nash equi-
librium of the iterated prisoner’s dilemma but not sub-
game perfect equilibrium (Osborne, 2004, Chap. 14).

For ourselves, we consider three policies, always
defect, Pavlov (defined in Propositions 3 and 4), and
the ‘in-between’ strategy profile, that is not an equilib-
rium, and that we refer to as lose-shift. A summary
of these policies can be found in Table 2 in Ap-
pendix B. Standard results (Osborne, 2004, Chap. 14)
state that always defect and Pavlov (for a discount
factor «y large enough) are subgame perfect equilibria.
Proofs are recalled in Appendix A for completeness.

Proposition 3 (Always defect). For all v € (0,1),
the always defect policy, i.e., P*(D]s) =1, Vs €
S, is a subgame perfect equilibrium.

Proposition 4 (Pavlov). If1 >~ > %, then the
Pavlov policy, i.e., 77*¥1V(D|s) = 1, Vs € {CD,DC}
and 7PV (Cls) = 1, Vs € {DD,CC}, is a subgame

perfect equilibrium.

input : Q,s

param: 0 < e < 1/2

return argmaxy Qo Wwith prob.
argming Qs 4 Wwith prob. e

1 — ¢ and

Note that the condition 1 > ~ > Q(Qg;_gl) implies
g > 4/3. In plain words, Pavlov can be summarized
as cooperate as long as the players are synchronized
by playing the same action. Propositions 3 and 4
illustrate the difficulty of multi-agent reinforcement
learning for the prisoner’s dilemma: multiple equilib-
ria exist, which correspond to very different policies:
always defecting and a cooperative policy. Thus,
one should not only care about convergence toward
equilibrium, but one should also care about which
equilibrium the agents converge to. The reached
equilibrium will depend on the dynamics of the algo-
rithm used to estimate the policies 7). For ourselves,
we considered standard @Q-learning algorithms, and
provide recalls on them in Section 2.3.

2.3 (@-learning for Multi-agent
Reinforcement Learning and Self Play

A popular approach to maximize the cumulative re-
ward function Equation (1) is to find an action-value
function or @Q-function, that is a fixed-point of the
Bellman operator (Sutton and Barto, 2018, Eq. 3.17).
Since the reward of the second player is stochastic in
the multi-agent case, the fixed point equation writes
(st,af) € S x Afor all (s4,af) € S x A:

Q:t,atl = E(L%N-rr(-|st) (Ta’i,af + ’YH}IE?JX Q?a%,a%),a’) . (2)
The policy 7 is said to be e-greedy (0 < e < 1/2) if

if a = argmax,, Qs o/

1—c¢
m(als) = {e else

Q@-learning (Algorithm 1) consists of stochastic fixed-
point iterations on the Bellman Equation (2), with a
step-size a > 0, (a},a?) € {C,D}?

, for i € {1,2}.

t+1 t
Qst,a% - quai

+ o (Ta},af + 7 max Q’éatlva%)ya, = Q’;ha%) . (3

In Section 3 we study the dynamic of Equation (3) in
the case of A = {C,D} and S = {C,D}?. Moreover,
the second agent will be considered to be a copy of
the first agent, i.e., a? will be sampled according to
the same policy as af. Such a way to model the op-

ponent is referred to as self-play and is the usual way
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to deal with multiple agents in RL applications (Lowe
et al., 2017; Silver et al., 2018; Baker et al., 2019; Tang,
2019).

3 Iterated Prisoner’s Dilemma and
Q-learning with Memory

In this section, we study the dynamics of multi-agent
Q-learning with memory (S = (a',a?)). The complex
structure of the multi-agent @-learning yields multiple

fixed points for Equation (2).

First, in Section 3.1, we show that, with memory, the
cooperative Pavlov policy is a fixed-point of the Bell-
man Equation (2). Then, we show convergence of the
dynamic resulting from Equation (3) toward the coop-
erative Pavlov policy. More precisely, we show that,
with optimistic initialization, the e-greedy policy with
a small enough learning rate « starts from the always
defect policy, and converges towards the Pavlov pol-
icy. For exposition purposes, we first treat the greedy
case (e = 0 in Algorithm 2) in Section 3.2, and then
the general case 0 < € < 1/2 in Section 3.3.

3.1 New Equilibria with Memory

First, we show that the always defect and
Pavlov policies are fixed-point policies of the multi-
agent Bellman Equation (2).

Proposition 5 (Always Defect). The following Q-
function Q*Pefect s o fired point of the multi-agent
Bellman Equation (2) and yields an always defect
policy, Vs € {C, D}27

Q: ]]gefeCt = Eazwfr( [s)TD, az/(l - '}/) )

Q* ,Defect _ Q* ,Defect . T’C,az)

Ea2~7r(~\s) (TD,O,2
Proof of Proposition 5 can be found in Appendix B.1.
More interestingly, the cooperative Pavlov policy is

also a fixed-point of the multi-agent Bellman Equa-
tion (2).

Proposition 6 (Pavlov). If v > (2 — g)/(29 — 2)
and € is small enough, then there exists a Q-function,
Q*FavIov which is a fized point of the multi-agent
Bellman Equation (2) and yields the Pavlov policy, i.e,

Q*,Pavlov

Vs € {CC,DD} Qre™™ > Qip and

Vs € {CD DC} Q* ,Pavlov < Q* Pavlov

Proof of Proposition 6, the exact ()-values and con-
dition on € can be found in Appendix B.2. The main
takeaway from Proposition 6 is that, as opposed to the
memoryless case (see related work in Section 4), there

exists a fixed point of the Bellman equation whose as-
sociated strategy is cooperative. In the next section
(Section 3.2), we show that Algorithm 1 with no explo-
ration (¢ = 0) and an optimistic enough initialization
converges towards this cooperative Pavlov policy.

3.2 Fully Greedy Policy with No Exploration
(Algorithm 2 with ¢ = 0)

For exposition purposes, we first show the case € = 0,
i.e., with no exploration. We assume that the initial
policy is always defect, but we require ‘optimistic
enough' Q-values at initialization.

Assumption 7 (Q-values Initialization).

. *,Defect A DD
i) Q(DD)D T— <QDD)C ’
*Loae 5h1ft Ny TDD+’Y7‘CC
< Q(c Q),c

* Pavlov

i) @

iii) @ (CC)C <18 _Q(CC)C )
iv) and for all s € {C,D}?, Q°p > Qi?c :
Assumption 7 i) ensures that the policy can move from
always defect to lose-shift. Assumption 7 i)
ensures that the policy moves from lose-shift to
Pavlov. Finally, Assumption 7 i) ensures that the
policy stays in Pavlov.

Theorem 8. Suppose that Assumption 7 holds and
3o = DD, then Algorithm 1 with no exploration (e =0)
starts from the always defect policy, and converges
towards the Pavlov policy in O(1/a) steps.

Figure 1 illustrates Theorem 8 and shows the evolution
of Equation (2) as a function of the number of itera-
tions. At ¢t =0, Qs p > Qs ¢ for all states s € {C,D}.
The greedy action is playing defect, Qp p)p — @pD,C
is increasing, and agents progressively learn the
lose-shift policy. Once the lose-shift policy is
learned, the greedy actions are cooperating when the
state is DD, and defect when the state is CC. Hence,
in this phase, Algorithm 1 successively updates
Qc,0)p and Qpp)c, until Qc.c)p goes below
Q(c,0),c- From this moment, agents start to play the
Pavlov policy and do not change.

Proof. (Theorem 8) As illustrated in Figure 1, the tra-
jectory can be decomposed in 3 phases: first, the pol-
icy goes from always defect to lose-shift policy
(phase 1). Then, the policy goes from lose-shift to
Pavlov (phase 2). Finally, the policy stays to the
Pavlov policy.

¢ Phase 1 — From always defect to
lose-shift (¢ < t;). At tg we have, s = DD, and
for all s € {C,D}?, Qsp > Qs.c, hence the greedy
action is defect, and is always chosen since ¢ = 0.
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Figure 1: From always defect to Pavlov policy, Algorithm 1 with no exploration (i.e., ¢ = 0).

Evolution of the Q-learning policy as a function of the number of iterations in the iterated prisoner’s dilemma.
With a correct (optimistic) initialization, players go from an always defect policy to the lose-shift policy
(at time 1), and then go to the cooperative Pavlov policy (at time t3).

Hence the Q-learning update Equation (3) writes

nglD = QzD,D),D

+ (TDD + 'VQED,D),D - QED,D),D) (4)

Thus, while Q@p,py,p > Q,p),c, the only updated
Q-value is Qp p)p, and Qppy,p converges linearly

Defect
towards Q’&) Ie)f 5

Qt+1 _ Q*,Defect
(D,D),D (D,D),D

Def
= (1= a(l =) Qoo - QBEs)

where QZDDIe)feCt 2 rpp/(1 = 7). Thus, if QEOD,D),C >

Q?DDBf)e% £ rpp/(1 = %), Q,p),p converges linearly

towards Q?DDEf)e% < Q(D D) - then exists ¢; such that

reached the pohcy switches from always defect to
lose-shift, and the update in Equation (4) no longer
guides the dynamics.

e Phase 2 — From lose-shift to Pavlov (#; <
t < to). In this phase, players alternate to defect in
the CC state and cooperate in the DD state. Hence
the only entries successively updated are Qc,c),p and
Qo,p),c. For all t > t;, Equation (3) becomes'

Qi&loyp = (1= )Q(c oy p + (T’DD + WQfD,D),c) ;

(5)
)Qp.py.cta (TCC +1QE0), D)

(6)
Similarly to Phase 1, one can show that Qc,c)p

converges linearly towards Q*Cl c’cse];‘hlft Addition-
ally, one can show that, Whlle the dynamic follows

t+1
Q(D D), (

'For clarity, one time step of Equations (5) and (6) cor-
responds to two e-greedy updates.

Equations (5) and (6), and Q(ccyp > Qc.c).c
then Q(p py ¢ > Q(ppyp (see Lemma 11). Hence
there exists to such that QEE op < QE%LC),C and
QE]ZD p).C > QE% D).D the Pavlov policy is reached.

e Phase 3 — Staying in Pavlov (¢t > ¢5).
In this part of the trajectory, both players cooperate
in the state CC, and Equation (3) writes

Qoo =Qlcoycta (TCC +9Q(c.o).c — ch,C),c) :

The only updated Q-entry is Qc,c),c, and Q(c,c),c

converges linearly toward Q*Cngl%v

t+1 *,Pavlov

Qe ~Qeone
t ,Pavl
= (1—a(t=7) (Qleorc — QLG -
P 1 t

with Qig &0 = rec/(1=7) > Qo) p = Qle.c)p:
there is no other change of policy. U
In this Section 3.2, we showed that agents learned to
cooperate with no exploration. In Section 3.3, we in-
vestigate cooperation in the general case €. The proof
idea is very similar but more technical.

3.3 ¢eGreedy @Q-Learning with Exploration
(Algorithm 2 with e > 0)

In this section, we show that Algorithm 1 with suf-
ficiently small step-size v or exploration parameter e
yields a cooperative policy with high probability.

Theorem 9. Let § > 0 and 1/2 > € > 0, € suffi-
ciently small such that Pavlov policy is a fized-point
of Equation (2) (as defined in Proposition 6). Suppose
that Assumption 7 holds, and sy = DD. Then, for

a < Cli%l(%;), where C' is a constant that depends on
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s=(D,D)

e = 0.01

s=(C,QC)
e =0.05

= (D,C)
e =0.10

Figure 2:

From always defect to Pavlov policy, Algorithm 1 with exploration. Evolution of the

@-learning policy as a function of the number of iterations in the iterated prisoner’s dilemma. With a correct
(optimistic) initialization, players go from an always defect policy to the lose-shift policy and then to the

cooperative Pavlov policy.

v, the rewards and the initializations of the Q-values,
we have that with probability 1 — &, Algorithm 1 does
achieve a cooperative policy: Pavlov or win-stay pol-
icy in O(1/a) iterations, with probability 1 — 6.

Theorem 9 states that for an arbitrarily large prob-
ability, there exist small enough a and e such that
agent following Algorithm 1 converge from an always
defect policy to a Pavlov policy. The full proof of
Theorem 9 can be found in Appendix D. A proof sketch
is provided below.

Proof sketch. We give the proof sketch for going from
the always defect to lose-shift with high probabil-
ity (Step 1). The proof for Theorem 9 is three-folded:
first, we show that the non-greedy actions are chosen
at most k time. This requires controlling the occurring
probability (Lemma 10 7)) of the event

2

AN . . .
Ekr = {either a} or a? is a non-greedy action

for at most k valuesof t =1,...,T} .

Then, controlling the maximum deviation of the Q-
entries of the greedy (Lemma 10 7v)) and non-greedy
actions (Lemma 10 444)), one can show that for a suf-
ficiently small learning rate o > 0, Q-learners go from
always defect to lose-shift.

Lemma 10. Let 0 < e < 1/2, 0 <y <1 and 0 <
k < T, k € N. Suppose that Assumption 7 holds,
so = DD, and both agents are guided by e-greedy Q-
learning (Algorithm 1), then

1) The probability of the event & is lower bounded

P(Ekr)>1—2"TF .
i) On the event &, for all (s,a) € S x A
Ara

|Qt+1

sal ST
' -7

iii) On the event & 1, the deviation for the Q-values

others than Qp py,p s at most

2kA, a0

. V(s,a) # (DD,D) .

|Q§,a - Q?fa' <

iv) On the event & 1, the deviation for the Q-value

Q,p),p is upper-bounded

2k a0
t+1 Defect
Qbp).0 ~ Qdoyn S 7
~y
T—-2k Defect
+ (1 =a(l—-7) (Q(D o~ @by, D)

On the event &, 1, for k < %, with AQ £

mingzpp Q’p — Qe

' >Qle, VE<T,s#DD .

vi) On the event Epr, iof T > 2k +
* efec 4kA7‘ * erec

log <Q(D D),C Q(DDDf) r§ 1_7a> —log (Q(D D),D Q(DDDf) Dt

)

log(1—a+~ya)
then

Q{D,D),D < Q{D,DLC .

Combining Lemmas 10 ¢) to 10 vi) yields that agents
learn the lose-shift policy with high probability.
Similar arguments hold for learning the Pavlov pol-
icy from the lose-shift policy. O

Figure 2 shows the evolution of the Q-values as a func-
tion of the number of iterations for multiple values of
€. 100 of runs are averaged, and the standard devi-
ation is displayed in the shaded area. For ¢ = 0.01,
we almost recover the no exploration case. As the ex-
ploration parameter € grows, the less the condition for
the Pavlov policy to be a fixed point of the multi-agent
Bellman Equation (2) is respected (see Proposition 6).

)
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4 Related Work

This question of tacit collusion/cooperation between
agents has been studied almost independently in the
economics and reinforcement learning literature. On
the one hand, the economics community perceives col-
lusion/cooperation as a negative feature since collusion
between sellers is against the consumer’s interest and
remains illegal, violating anti-trust laws. On the other
hand, in reinforcement learning, collusion/cooperation
is considered a desired property, which would yield
symbiotic behaviors between decentralized agents.

Iterated Prisoner’s Dilemma and Q-learning
without Memory. Without memory, i.e., with § =
(), Banchio and Mantegazza (2022) study the averaged
(Seijen et al., 2009; Sutton and Barto, 2018, 6.10),
time-continuous dynamic of Equation (3) (no stochas-
ticity and discreteness), with p(a') the probability of
picking the action a! € {C,D}, Va' € A

Qa1 = plat) (Eazmor (ra1 2) —i—wH}la/LX Qo — Q1) . (7)

The main takeaway from Equation (7) is that the dy-
namics of the ()-values are governed by two linear sys-
tems: one linear system when Jp > Q¢ and one when
Qp < Qc. When Qp = Q¢ the vector field is discon-
tinuous, but it can be defined as a set-valued function
FDiscontinuity c {/\FD 4 (1 o )\)FC, A c [O, 1]}’ with FC
and FP the vector fields in the region Qp < Q¢ and
@Qp > Q¢. Banchio and Mantegazza (2022, Fig. 5)
shows the vector fields in each region for various val-
ues of the exploration parameter ¢ and the incentive
to cooperate g. The main results from the memoryless
case are the following:

e There is no equilibrium corresponding to a coopera-
tive policy, i.e., no fixed point of Equation (7) such
that Qp < Q.

e There is always an equilibrium corresponding to an

always defect policy, i.e., a fixed point of Equa-
tion (7) such that Qf > Q%

e Depending on the value of the exploration parame-
ter € and the incentive to cooperate g, an additional
equilibrium at the discontinuity of the vector field
can appear, d.e., an equilibrium where Qp = Qg.
This equilibrium is characterized by partial cooper-
ation.

For ourselves, we built upon the ideas from Banchio
and Mantegazza (2022) and showed that fully coop-
erative equilibria can be achieved by Q-learners with
memory. In particular, we showed such a cooperative
result for the practical, discrete and stochastic,
Q-learning dynamics described in Equation (3) with
an e-greedy policy.

Multi-agent Reinforcement Learning. The prob-
lem of cooperation has also been approached in the
multi-agent reinforcement learning community, which
tackles the question of multiple agents’ decision-
making in a shared environment. Depending on the en-
vironment and the rewards, agents can either prioritize
their interests or promote cooperation. This yielded a
vast literature of empirical algorithms aiming at learn-
ing cooperative strategies (Whitehead, 1991) in vari-
ous settings (Lowe et al., 2017; Sunehag et al., 2017;
Guan et al., 2023), depending if the agents can syn-
chronize or not (Nekoei et al., 2023; Zhao et al., 2023).

Multi-agent reinforcement learning has also been
approached from the theoretical side: it has been
analyzed in the case of zero-sum games (Littman,
1994), non-zero-sum with only a single Nash equilib-
rium (Hu and Wellman, 1998). The main difficulty
of the multi-agent reinforcement learning theoretical
analyses (Zhang et al., 2021, §3) comes from (i) The
notion of optimality/learning goal, i.e., what are the
desirable properties of the learned policy. (ii) The
non-stationary environment, which yields rewards
depending on the other player’s actions. (iii) The
existence of multiple equilibria. While the question
of convergence towards a Nash has previously been
studied (Hu and Wellman, 1998; Wainwright, 2019),
characterizing towards which equilibrium algorithms
converge is much harder, and is usually only studied
numerically (Kaisers, 2012).

5 Experiments

Optimism in Practice. A practical way to initial-
ize the Q-values is first to run Algorithm 1 with the
exploration parameter ¢ = 1/2, which corresponds
to the uniformly random policy, p(C|s) = p(Dls) =
1/2,V¥s € S. For e = 1/2, Equation (2) has a
unique fixed-point policy, which yields an always
defect strategy. The case ¢ = 1/2 is equivalent
to single agent @) learning because the action a? of
the opponent is drawn from the uniform distribution
U({C,D}), which means that the first agent is learning
in a stationary environment.

Influence of the step-size and the exploration.
We consider the iterated prisoner’s dilemma with a
fixed incentive to cooperate g = 1.8 and discount fac-
tor v = .6. Figure 3 shows the percentage of runs
which achieve cooperation for multiple values of the
exploration parameter € and the step-size a. For each
pair (e, ), Algorithm 1 is run 100 times, for 2000 itera-
tions, with an optimistic initialization. The percentage
of runs that yields cooperation is displayed as a func-
tion of € and «. As predicted by Proposition 6, when
€ is too large (¢ = 0.2), Pavlov policy is no longer
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Figure 3: Influence of a and ¢ on the coopera-
tion. For each pair (a,€), the probability of learning
a cooperative strategy is estimated with 100 runs. As
predicted by Theorem 9, cooperation is achieved with
a high probability for smaller values of the exploration
parameter €, and of the step-size a.

a stable point of Equation (2), and no cooperation is
achieved. As predicted by Theorem 9, smaller values
of o and € yield a larger probability of cooperation.

Extension to deep @Q-learning. We train a
DQN agent (Mnih et al., 2015) with a @-function
parametrized by a neural network with two linear lay-
ers and ReLu activations to play the iterated pris-
oner’s dilemma. First, the network is initialized by
playing against a random agent for 500 iterations.
As discussed in the previous paragraph, this corre-
sponds to Algorithm 2 with an exploration parameter
of e = 1/2. Then the agent is playing against itself,
with a decreasing exploration going from € = 1/2 to
€ = 1072, Details and hyperparameters can be found
in Appendix E.

Comments on Figure 4. A batch of actions is drawn
at each iteration, and we compute the empirical prob-
ability of choosing the ‘cooperate’ action given a spe-
cific state p(C|s), for all the previous possible states,
s € {CC,CD,DC,DD}. The procedure is repeated for
multiple seeds and the mean across the seed is dis-
played as a thick line. Figure 4 displays the prob-
ability of cooperation as a function of the number of
iterations. Players start to cooperate in the CD states,
then successively in the DD and CC states. Finally,
around iteration 6000 players start to defect in the CD
state and reach the Pavlov policy. As opposed to the
vanilla @-learning cases, in which the agents learn to
cooperate is not the same, but the resulting policy is.

6 Conclusion and Limitation

In order to understand the empirical collusion phe-
nomenon of machine learning algorithms observed in
the economics community (Calvano et al., 2019, 2020),
we theoretically studied multi-agent agent ()-learning

Probability of Cooperation p(Cl|s)

1
A \/"'
u

. O T T T T

0 2000 4000 6000
# iterations
Figure 4: Extension to deep Q-learning. Evo-

lution of the probability to cooperate conditioned on
the state, i.e., the previous actions, as a function
of the number of iterations in the iterated prisoner’s
dilemma. Multiple runs corresponding to multiple
seeds are displayed, as well as their mean. Agents are
trained against a random agent for the initialization
and go from an always defect policy to the cooper-
ative Pavlov policy.

in the minimalist setting of the prisoner’s dilemma.
In this work, we first showed that the cooperative
strategy Pavlov was a fixed point of the multi-agent
Equation (2), for Q-learning with memory (as opposed
to the memoryless case). We showed that multiple
strategies were also fixed-point of this equation, but
that two agents guided by the usual Q-learning al-
gorithm (Algorithm 1) could learn the cooperative
Pavlov policy, even when both agents start from an
always defect policy. In addition, we provided ex-
plicit conditions for convergence towards such a coop-
erative strategy in the fully greedy case (e = 0, Sec-
tion 3.2), and in the e-greedy case (e > 0, Section 3.3).

One major limitation of our analysis is the self-play
assumption, which is currently crucial in the proof of
Theorems 8 and 9: relaxing this assumption is left as
future work. In addition, we plan to study other stan-
dard reinforcement learning algorithms, such as policy
gradient. Finally, we also plan to study the exten-
sion of the emergence of this collusion phenomenon in
other usual games such as Bertrand games and more
complex multi-agent reinforcement learning games.
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Checklist

1. For all models and algorithms presented, check if
you include:

(a) A clear description of the mathematical set-
ting, assumptions, algorithm, and/or model.
[Yes]

(b) An analysis of the properties and complexity
(time, space, sample size) of any algorithm.
[Yes]

(¢) (Optional) Anonymized source code, with
specification of all dependencies, including
external libraries. [No]

2. For any theoretical claim, check if you include:

(a) Statements of the full set of assumptions of
all theoretical results. [Yes]

(b) Complete proofs of all theoretical results.
[Yes]

(c) Clear explanations of any assumptions. [Yes]

3. For all figures and tables that present empirical
results, check if you include:

(a) The code, data, and instructions needed to
reproduce the main experimental results (ei-
ther in the supplemental material or as a
URL). [No]

(b) All the training details (e.g., data splits, hy-
perparameters, how they were chosen). [Yes]

(¢) A clear definition of the specific measure or
statistics and error bars (e.g., with respect to
the random seed after running experiments
multiple times). [Yes]

(d) A description of the computing infrastructure
used. (e.g., type of GPUs, internal cluster, or
cloud provider). [Yes|

4. If you are using existing assets (e.g., code, data,
models) or curating/releasing new assets, check if
you include:

(a) Citations of the creator If your work uses ex-
isting assets. [Not Applicable]

(b) The license information of the assets, if ap-
plicable. [Not Applicable]

(c) New assets either in the supplemental mate-
rial or as a URL, if applicable. [Not Applica-
ble]

(d) Information about consent from data
providers/curators. [Not Applicable]

(e) Discussion of sensible content if applicable,
e.g., personally identifiable information or of-
fensive content. [Not Applicable]

5. If you used crowdsourcing or conducted research
with human subjects, check if you include:

(a) The full text of instructions given to partici-
pants and screenshots. [Not Applicable]

(b) Descriptions of potential participant risks,
with links to Institutional Review Board
(IRB) approvals if applicable. [Not Appli-
cable]

(¢) The estimated hourly wage paid to partici-
pants and the total amount spent on partici-
pant compensation. [Not Applicable]
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A Propositions 3 and 4

Proposition 3 (Always defect). For all v € (0,1), the always defect policy, i.e., 7P¢*t(D|s) =1, Vs € S,
18 a subgame perfect equilibrium.

Proof. Regardless of the state, given that the opponent is always defecting, the best response at each time step
is to defect since 1 (C,D) < r1(D, D). O

Proposition 4 (Pavlov). If1 >~y > 2( ) then the Pavlov policy, i.e., 7**¥1°V(D|s) = 1, Vs € {CD,DC} and
7Pavlov(Qls) = 1, Vs € {DD, CC}, is a subgame perfect equilibrium.

Proof. Let us assume that our opponent plays according to Pavlov and show that the best response is to also
adopt this strategy. By the one deviation principle (Osborne, 2004, Prop 438.1), one only needs to show that
for the four possible starting states the best response against Pavlov is to follow Pavlov.

o If we start in s € {CD,DC}, the opponent will defect and the best response is to defect since, if we
cooperate, we end up in s; = CD which leads to a worse payoff that going straight to DD by defecting,
rep + vrop + Y2rec < rpp + yrec + Y2rec, which is always the case since rcp < rpp < roc.

e If we start in sop = CC, we should show that it is better to cooperate than to defect. It is the case if,

rep +rpp + Y2rec < roc +yroc + v?rec, which is true if and only if v > fhg—Toc — 2(29:91).

e Finally, if we start in s = DD, it is better to cooperate than to defect as the opponent is cooperating. Hence,
the best response to the Pavlov policy is to play according to Pavlov. O

B Proofs of ()-values at Convergence

Table 2 summarizes the main policies considered: always defect, the Pavlov policy, and the in-between
lose-switch policy.

Table 2: Summary of the main (deterministic) policies considered.

Policy TD|(D.D) 7TD|(C.C) TD|(C.D) TD|(D.C)
Always defect 1 1 1 1
Lose-switch 0 1 1 1
Pavlov 0 0 1 1

B.1 Always defect Policy

Proposition 5 (Always Defect). The following Q-function Q*P*t is q fized point of the multi-agent Bellman
Equation (2) and yields an always defect policy, Vs € {C,D}?,

Q: ]g)efeCt = Ea2~7r( [s)TD, az/(l - 7) s

Q* ;Defect __ Q* ,Defect EaQNTF("S) (TD,az - TC,a2)

Proof. “Always defect” policy case: a'(s) = a%(s) = D for all s € {C,D}? In this case, the Q-value writes

Qoo™ =11 = QU DD + 7€Q0 b + EaTala (8)
*,Defec *,Defe ,Defe

Qst],jD *— 87(1 )Q(D%) ]St - Q?DDc) ]St = EarD,a (9)
*,Defec *,Defec * efec

Qst?C ‘- ’Y(l - )Q(CDD) Dt EQ D b= =E alC,a - (10)
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Evaluating Equation (9) in s; = (D, C) and s; = (DD) yields

,Def Def
(1—ne) *DceDeCt —y(1 - e)Q?D ]?))e% =Earp.a

—1eQ50s " + (1 =71 - Qs = Earpa -
One can see that
Qo™ = Qb pyp = Earpa/(1-7)
is a solution to the linear system. Plugging Equation (13) into Equation (9) yields
Gon ™ = Qipp " = Earpa/(1-17) -

Plugging Equation (14) into Equation (10) yields

Vs € {C D} Q* ,Defect _ EaTC,a + : Y EaTD,a
Y

1
= 1 E aTD,a — (Ea'rD,a - Ea'rC,a)

= Q;II))EfECt - (EarD,a - EaTC,a)
This means that these @) values imply a greedy always defect policy if and only if

Eurp,a > Earc,a e,

(1 — E)TDD + erpc > (1 — G)TCD +erce ,

which is always true since rpp > rcp and rpc > roc.

B.2 (@-values at convergence for the Pavlov Policy

Proposition 6 (Pavlov). If v > (2 — g)/(29 — 2) and € is small enough, then there exists a Q-function,

Q*,Pavlov

Vs € {CC DD} Q* ,Pavlov > Q:,gavlov and
Vs € {CD DC} Q* ,Pavlov < Q: 1l;’awlov )

Proof of Q-values at convergence for the Pavlov Policy.

, which is a fized point of the multi-agent Bellman Equation (2) and yields the Pavlov policy, i.e,

*,Pavlov *,Pavlov *,Pavlov
@aat =0 = OQG ()o@t a2(s0) T 7P ata2(50)) % 0} a2(se)) T Bamtlsn) Tata

St,a; €0

o™ =10 = QU i at ) T V@t Dot (at.py T Bamr(I0C) Tata

Bgaﬁov =7(1 - €)Q* 1133,(\3/';0;/1 1.0) + 7€Q* 113353021( 1D) + Ea~7r( IDD) Tal,a
™ 1= 0+ 1+ Evertron
QB =0~ O .+ QB 0+ B0t
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Hence
P 1 Pavl Pavl
Qie.ove — 11 =6QiE S ¢ —1Qb by b = Eann(lco) TCoa
Pavlov *,Pavlov *,Pavlov
ch Q), — (1 — E)Q(D c),p — € Q(D D),C Ea~7r(»|CC) "D,a
Pavlov * ,Pavlov *,Pavlov
Q?D D),C -1(1-6Q ©.0).c —17€Q ¢ p),p = Eanr(DD) TC.a
Pavlov * Pavlov *,Pavlov
Q?D D),D — (1 =6)Q (D,C),.D — €Q(15 D),C = EBa~n(DD) "D.a
lov * Pavlov * Pavlov
Q?CP]Z;V) c (1 6) (C D), EQ Ea~7r( |CD) T'C,a
QRS (1~ QR ~ G = Evmrtcn s
Q?DPé\Slcg o ’7(1 6) ZCP]aDvlov e Q* Pavlov —E arm(-|DC) TC.a
*,Pavlov * Pavlov * Pavlov
Q(D c),D (1 —e)Q (D p),c — 7€ €Q 1 (D,C),D = Eur(|DC) T™Doa
One can observe that
Q* ,Pavlov __ Q*,Pavlov
(c,0),c = % (Db,D),C
Pavlov *,Pavlov
Q?C C),D Q(D D),D
Pavlov Pavlov
Qe = 9b.oe
Pavlov *,Pavlov
Qe = Qb.o)o
And the system of equations rewrites
,Pavl Pavl Pavl
Qieove — 11 =6QE ¢ —1Q e pyp = Eann(lco) TCa
Q? Pavlov (1 6) ZCPIa)vlov e Q* Pavlov _ EaN7r(~|DD) D.a
QE(CP%\SICS/ o (1 6)CQZ(CPIa)Vlov ’YEQ* Pavlov _ Ea~7r(~|CD) TC.a
*,Pavlov *,Pavlov * Pavlov
Qiepyp — (1 - 6)Q(c o).c ~1€Q ¢ p),p = Eanr(|CD) TD.a

For Q7Y™ and Q?CPE)\SI(S on needs to solve the following linear system:

(C,0),C
,Pavlov
(1 —y(1—¢ —ve ) Q?c é)% _ <Ea~7r(<|CC) Tc,a)
_’7(1 - 6) 1- Ve QZCP%VIOV EaNW(-\CD) TD,a

which yields

Q* Pavlov Q* ,Pavlov __ (1 - Ve)EaNTr(-\CC) TC,a + ’YeEaN‘n'(~|CD) D,a
(D,D),C (C,C),c — 1—~
QrPeviov _ rPaviov _ Y(1 — €)Egnn(jcc) Tca + (L = ¥(1 = €))Egmn(.|cD) TD.a
(D,C), (C.D),D T
,Pavlov P'lvl v Pavlov ,Pavlov
Q?C,E)),% o Q? O Q?D ?}) (1)3 o Q?D ?}) %

Vl v vlov
= '7(1 - 6)@?@?%)2} + ’YEQ?CPE) (])3 + Ea~7r( |CD) TD,a

~ (1= QD) ~ 1€QEcre — Eann(icD) TC.a

=7(1-26)Q Zcpév)l%“ -(1 2€)QZCP%VIOS + Eanr(icD) T™Dya — Eanr(-|CD) TCoa
=75(1-26)(Q 2;%‘;12’ QZCPIa)Vlov) + Eanr(icD) ™D, — Ea~r(-|CD) TCoa

=75(1 = 2¢) (Equr(icc) "Cia — Eamn(jcD) ™Dya) + Eann(jcD) ™D,a — Eamr(|CD) TCla

=7(1—2¢) (1 — €)(rcc —rpp) + €(rep — pe)) +Eanr(jcD) T™D,a — Eann(jcD) TCa

=79(1—2€¢)(2(g — 1) — 2g¢) +

depends on €

>0

depends on €

(2_9) )

>0
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Which is positive. In addition

Qbpyc ~Qbmn (52)

=y(1 = 2¢) (Egon(jcc) TCia — Eamn(jcD) TDa) + Eann(pD) (TCoa — TD.a) (53)
depends <0

= ’)/(1 - 26) ((1 — 6)(7‘(}(} — TDD) + 6(7“0]3 - 7‘[)0)) + (1 - 6)(7“(}(] - TDC) + G(TCD — TDD) (54)
depends on ¢ <0

=27(1-2¢)(((9 = 1) —ge)) +g , (55)

depends on €

which is positive for € small enough.

O
C Proof the Fully Greedy Case (Theorem 8)
Following Equations (5) and (6), the dynamics of Qc,c),p and Qp,p),c is governed by the linear system
t4+1
QgC,IC),D _ ( l-« ay > QEC,C),D b (56)
(B,D),C 047(1 - O‘) Il—a+ (a’y)2 QfD,D),C ’
for a given b. We know by Proposition 6 that the fixed point of this linear system is (QZ&"S;’SMR, Q?S:’S?Ehift)
Standard computations yield the eigenvalues of the matrix
11—« ary
(a'y(l —a) l—a+ (Oz’y)2> : (57)
are
2
)\i:1—04+04’}/<0g}/:|: 1—Oé—|—(az)> . (58)

Thus for 0 < @ < 1 and 0 < v < 1 we have 0 < Ax < 1 and thus (Q‘EC ). QTED D) C) converges linearly towards

Q* lose-shift Q* ,lose-shift
(C,0),D  %¥(D,D),C

Then using Lemma 11, we have that Q’EC C).D will get below QE% o).C before Q’ED D),C getting below Qt‘f) D)D"
Lemma 11. In the phase from lose-shift to Pavlow, sz = Q?Cloée shift Q(c oyc < 199, then while

Qlc.crp > Qe.0).0 Qopy.c > Qbo).p-

Proof. (Lemma 11) In phase 2, Q’Eé}c)’D > QE%#C)’C Using Equation (6)

C27231]:) ( - a)QED,DLC + Oé( rcec + v QEJ(S}CLD ) ) (59)
1
>Qf(+:,c),c
—_————
>QZ%,C),C>Q§0D‘D),D=QES,ID),D
hence
t+1 t+1

Qe > 9o - (60)
O

D Proof of the e-Greedy Case (Theorem 9)

Let us start with the proof of Lemma 10.
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D.1 Proof of Lemma 10: from always defect to lose-shift

Lemma 10. Let 0 <e<1/2,0<vy<1and 0 <k <T, k€ N. Suppose that Assumption 7 holds, sy = DD,
and both agents are guided by e-greedy Q-learning (Algorithm 1), then

1) The probability of the event Ex 1 is lower bounded
P(Err)>1—2"F .
ii) On the event & r, for all (s,a) € S x A

Ay
11— '

QU — QLI <

iii) On the event &, the deviation for the Q-values others than Qp pyp is at most

2kA, o
|Q§,a - C27;?(1| < ﬁv V(s,a) 7& (DDvD) .

iv) On the event & 1, the deviation for the Q-value Qp py,p is upper-bounded

2kA
t+ * Defect r
Qh (D D) b~ QD) -~

k *,Defec
+ (1 - a(l - ))T ? (Q(D D),D Q(])D]?Df),l;>

v) On the event &, 1, for k < (1 7) A , with AQ £ ming«pp Q Qi"c

D>QSC7 vtST,S#DD

*,Defec 4kA, o *,Defect
log <Q<D 2.0~ QboyD " 15 )flOg QP 0)p= Qb
vi) On the event 1, if T > 2k + 1Og(1ja+w) ( ), then

Q(TD,D),D < Q{D,D),C .

D.1.1 Proof of Lemma 10 %)

Proof of Lemma 10 1). The proof of this result relies on the fact that

e The probability of the greedy action is 1 — €.

e FEach agent picks their action independently of the other.
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Thus, either both agents take a greedy action with probability (1 —¢)?

action with probability 2¢ — €.

, or at least one of them picks a non-greedy

k
P(&kr) = Z P(a nongreedy action has been picked exactly ¢ times in T steps) (61)
i=0
>(2¢)°
k T ——
-y (Da-orrBay (62
im0 \'
ko , 4
>3 (§)a-orriey (63
im0 \*
- <291
T NGy
—1- % (Do & (64
i=hi1 N
<Eo (1)=2"
(T
S 1 — (2)kH! _ \2(T—0)
>1—(2) ‘Z (i)(l €) (65)
i=k+1
>1-2T(2e)F" | (66)
i.e.,
P(&er) = 1—2T (20" . (67)

O

We will then use this lemma in steps 1 and 2. The idea of the proof will be to leverage this lower bound to show
that the e-greedy dynamic behaves similarly to the fully greedy policy.

D.1.2 Proof of Lemma 10 i)
Proof of Lemma 10 ii). For all state, action pair (s,a) € S x A, the Q-learning update rule writes
H=Ql,+a (Tt +ymax Qg . — Z,a) : (68)

In addition, since Q = Y =, '+, then the Q values cannot go above (resp. below) the maximal (resp. minimal)
reward. In other words

Tmin < TWAX Ghich yields (69)
1—v ’ 1—v
Fein 4 Y "min  Tmax <ry +ymax Qt ot < Ty "max  "min (70)
min 177 177_15 o s,a’ s,a = 'max 177 177
Tmin — T r — Tmi
mlri — ,ymax S‘T’t + "}/ II}ZE}X Qi,a, o i7a S mai( — ’ynlln . (71)
Plugging Equation (71) in Equation (68) yields the desired result
Ao
@7~ Qhl < 22 72
with A, £ 7 ax — Tmin the difference between the maximal and the minimal reward. O

D.1.3 Proof of Lemma 10 4i3)

Proof of Lemma 10 iii). Conditioning on & r, for all state-action pair (s,a) # (DD, D), Qs,, is updated at most
2k times. Since Q) , is updated at most 2k times, Lemma 10 ii) repeatedly applied 2k times yields

2kA,
< )
=91

|Qi,a - Qi?a V(S, a’) 7& (DDa D) . (73)
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D.1.4 Proof of Lemma 10 iv)

Proof of Lemma 10 iv). Let us consider the first step, from always defect to lose-shift. We start from the
always defect region, i.e., the greedy action is to defect regardless of the state. When the greedy action D is
picked in the state DD, the entry Q(p p),p is updated as follows. In other words, conditioning on & 7

e The defect action D in the state DD is played at least T"— 2k times. When it is the case, Qp p),p is updated
at least T — 2k times according to

Qbmyp = Qo.pyp (TDD +9Qp.p)p — QfDDLD) (74)
Def Def.
EE}D),D - Q?D,]ebi% =(l-a+ay) <Q€D7D)7D - QfD,Ef,CS) 5 (75)

Defect
with QE‘D ]CDCC = ?_’E’Y

e Otherwise Q(p py,p update is bounded 2k times using Lemma 10 7i):

Ara
t Dcfcc Defec
Qbioyp = Qb.oyd < Qlomyp = Qboys + 72 - (76)
Combining Equation (75) for at least T — 2k steps, and Equation (76) for at most 2k steps yields
2kA .
Defec *,Defec P
Qb Q?D D), S < (l—atay)? (Q(D D),D Q(D,D),l;) t1 (77)
O
D.1.5 Proof of Lemma 10 v)
Proof. Let s € S\DD, ¢t <T, on the event &, 1
Qlp—Qic= ep— Qi?D + Qi?c - Qic + QZ?D - Qi?c (78)
— —_— —
>— QI;ATO‘ (using Lemma 10 i13)) z—yjéirf(using Lemma 10 4i))  >minszpp QZ?D—QE?CéAQtU
4kA,
> - 1_VQ+AQ“] . (79)
Hence if ( JAQ!
1—v 0
k> (80)
then on the event & o for all s € S\DD,
Ib—Qic>0. (81)
Note that AQ £ ming«pp Q’;?D — QZOC > 0 since one starts from the always defect policy. O
D.1.6 Proof of Lemma 10 vi)
Proof. Using Lemma 10 iv), on the event & r, one has
2kA
Defec T Defec
Q(D D),D = <1 —OH‘OW)T o (Q(D D),D Q?D D), 1;) q_ A QELD D)]; (82)
1—v
2kaAr
S—7— 1 QBp.c 1 (83)
t *,Defect  4kA,a t *,Defect
log (Q(OD,D),C Q(D D)D 1~ ) — log (Q((]]D,D),D - Q(D,D),D)
T > 2k + (84)

log(1 — o+ ya)
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Remark 12. (QE% D).C — Q(*]’DDgff% - 4’;6;‘”) needs to be positive.

In addition, using Lemma 10 i) on & r yields

B 2kaAr
L=~

+ QEUD,C < QED,C . (85)

Combining Equations (83) and (85), yields that on & r, if

*,Defect 4kA o *,Defect
log (Q?D,D),C —Qibpyp ~ "1y ) — log (Q?D,D),D - Q(D,D),D)

T > 2k 86
>Rt log(1 — a+ vya) ’ (86)
then
Q,{D,D)D < Q?D,D),C . (87)
O

D.2 Proof of Theorem 9

Proof of Theorem 9. To conclude, if we set k = O(1/a), such that k& < 2907 a1 the total number of steps T

2,
«,Defec kA, *,Defect
log(QtO, <« Q ’I? f) t741,7 )*10% Q(()D,DLD*Q(', ,
such that T > 2k + ome Tep 'Dlog(1_1+7a) ( o) D) , one that with the probability of at least

1 —2TeT=F there exists t; < T such that QE]B D),D < QE]ID D),C"

We conclude the proof by noticing that if we want this event to happen with probability at least 1 — §, we need
to set e such that
T'log(2) + klog 2e < logd. (88)

Thus, we get log(e) < Calog(d) where C depends on the constants of T" and k.

To summarize, we proved that with high probability, there exists a time step t; such that

QG),D),D < QEB,D),C (89)
Q.o > Qbo)0 (90)
QEB,C),D > QEB,C),C (91)
Q?C,D),D > QEE,D),D . (92)
and for all t < t;
D)0 > Qo). (93)
ch,c),D > QEC,C),C (94)
QED,C),D > QED,C),C (95)
Qlc.p).p > ey - (96)
In plain words, the @-values went from the always defect to the lose-shift region. O

D.3 From lose-shift to Pavlov

In this section, we show similar results to Lemma 10. For simplicity, we considered that in Equations (5) and (6)
one-time step was performing two e-greedy updates.

1. We can lower-bound P (& 1)

2. Under the event & 1 we will observe at least (1 — 4k)/2 pair of updates following Equations (5) and (6) are
performed and at most 4k greedy updates.
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3. Thus the Q-values for the greedy actions Qc,c),p and Qp p),c Will converge linearly and can be bounded.

4. The @-entries of the non-greedy actions can be bounded.

Similarly to Lemma 10, one can control the @Q-values in the greedy and non-greedy states.
Lemma 13. Let us consider Algorithm 1 with € < 1/2, v > 0 and 6 > 0. If both agents act according to an
e-greed lose-shift policy then,
i) On the event &1, for all (s,a) € S x A
yANaY
1—7v

Qi — QLal <

ii) On the event & 1, for allt > t1 the deviation for the Q-values others than Qp py,c and Qc,c),p is at most

2kA,a

T2 Y(s.a) ¢ {(DD,C).(CO.D)]

|Qi,a - Q?a| <

ili) On the event &, the deviation for the Q-value Q(c,cy,p is upper-bounded

2kA, a0

,lose-shift — —
QEC,C),D - Q?C,C),D ! < Cl)\i k + 02)\3 k + 1~ (97)
where C1 and Cs are defined in Equation (115).
iv) On the event & 1, for k < %, with AQ = minsg (pp,coy QZ‘?D _ QZ(;C
i‘,D > QZ,C ) vt < T7 S # {DD7 CC} .
V) If QEOC,CLD - QE%>C)7C > 4’;6:;1 then, f07” all t] <t< t2
kA«
QfD,D),c - QED,D),D + QEC,C),D - QEC,C),C = . (98)

L=
In other words, this ensures that the agents either go to the Pavlov policy or oscillate between always
defect and lose-shift, but do not directly go from always defect to Pavlowv.

The proof of Lemmas 13 i) to 13 iv) are the same as for Lemma 10.
Final proof of Theorem 9. Once we reached the lose-shift policy, using Lemmas 13 iii) and 13 iv), either

o Q’EQC),D < Q]EC,C),(P and the policy changes for the Pavlov.

e Either non-greedy actions are taken, and we go to the always always defect policy, i.e., we back to the
previous situation, Lemma 10, but at this time-step, ch’c)’D might be closer to Q)(EC,C),C' In this situation

— Either greedy actions are taken and we achieve again the lose-shift region
— Either non-greedy actions are taken, and Q)EC,C),D might become smaller than QEC,C),C’ which yield a
win-stay policy.

O

Proof of Lemma 13 v).

1 *,lose-shif + lose_shif
<Qzé’c)’D ~@eon t) — ( l -« ay ) <Q€C,C),D — Qo) t) (99)

t+1 *,lose-shift _ _ 2 *,lose-shift
Qo.p).c ~ Qdp).c ay(l—a) 1-a+(ay) Qlp,p).c ~ QbDy.c

which yields

()-(f)
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with
a —b
M = (—ab a+ b2> (101)
a=1—-« (102)
b=ay (103)
u' = Qlooyp — QS (104)
v =~ (Qomyc ~ Q™) (105)
The matrix M can be diagonalized:
2 2_/Ia ab 1 V4a?+b*
M= (e PR (M 0 (VRirs 2T 2(ath) (106)
1 1 0 Ao _—ab 1 yda?ybl |
V4a2+bt 2 2(4a+b)
=P:=(w1|wz) p-1
with Ay = a + ZEVPTEa® ) — gy BovBTge?
Let
0 0 u°ab O 1 V4a?+bt
0T\ ._ p-1fu’) _ Viazor TV (2 T Ddath) (107)
6) ) T\ zulab 0 (1 VEaTEE
V4a?+bd 2 2(4a+b)
0
be the decomposition of <ZO> in the basis wy, ws:
u® 0 0
o0 = (51’11}1 + 627112 . (108)
Combining Equations (100) and (108) yields
u' 0yt 0yt
and
t ot 0\t 1 0\t 1
u' —v' = 47 A wi, 1)) T d5 Mg ( wa, 1 (110)
—— —~—
>0 >0
— 50 At bQ+— ~4(12+b4_1 — 59 At 1_b2_— Vda? + b (111)
= 01 A 2 A2
~—~—~ 2ab ~—~ 2ab
>0 >0
>0 >0
Since A1 > Ao, then if uft —v% > 0, then u! — v > uh — vt > 0.

In other words, in order to show that QEQC),D -
— vl > Cste

Qo) + Qppyc ~
sufficient that w!!

Hence one only needs to show

t t
Q(D D),C Q(D D),D + Q(é C),D Q(é,C),C >
t
Q(é} Q), Q(c Q),c =
t
Q((EJ Q), Q(c Q),c =

Qf[)p)@ = ul — ot > Cste, then it is

A
kAo (112)
1—nv
2kA
il 113
4kA, o

114
e (114)
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Proof. Lemma 13 iii). Using Equation (108) one has

—shi b2 +V4a2 + b? b — V4a? + b 2kEA«
t *,lose-shift 0 t—k 0 t—k T
Qe.op —Qéop = 51T AT+ 52T Ay T+ 1=y (115)
:=C =C5
]

E Hyperparameter for the deep ()-learning experiments

The hyperparameters used for the deep Q-learning experiments are summarized in Table 3. 5 runs are displayed
in Figure 4, each run takes 3 hours to train on a single GPU on RTXS8000.

Table 3: List of hyperparameters used in the deep Q-learning experiment (Figure 4).

Hyperparameter ‘ Value
tau 0.01
seed 8
gamma 0.8
buffer capacity 1000000
decay _eps true
eps_decay _steps 600
eps_ start 0.5
eps_end 0.01
loss__type Huber Loss
optimizer type SGD
hidden size 32

num_ actions 2
num_iters 10000
batch size 16384
do_self play true
pretrain_iters 600
pretrain_vs_random | true
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