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Abstract

We consider both discrete and continuous time finite stetiera stochastic
games. In discrete time stochastic games, it is known thiat@sary Blackwell-
Nash equilibrium (BNE) exists for a single controller additreward (SC-AR)
stochastic game which is a special case of a general storigashe. We show
that, in general, the additive reward condition is needethi®existence of a BNE.
We give an example of a single controller stochastic gamehvtioes not satisfy
additive reward condition. We show that this example dodshage a stationary
BNE. For a general discrete time discounted stochastic gesrgive two different
sets of conditions and show that a stationary Nash equitibtthat satisfies any
set of conditions is a BNE. One of these sets of conditionkemsa set of con-
ditions available in the literature. For continuous timeckiastic games, we give
an example that does not have a stationary BNE. In fact, #aimple is a single
controller continuous time stochastic game. Then, we éhtce a continuous time
SC-AR stochastic game. We show that there always existdiarsiey determin-
istic BNE for continuous time SC-AR stochastic game. Fori@egal continuous
time discounted stochastic game we give two different detsmditions and show
that a Nash equilibrium that satisfies any set of conditisrssBNE.
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1 Introduction

Blackwell optimality is a very desirable property of disiréime discounted Markov
decision processes. It ensures the existence of an optiotiay gor every discount
factor close enough to one. For finite state-action disdiete Markov decision pro-
cess (DTMDP), Blackwell]2] showed that a stationary defarstic Blackwell optimal
policy always exists (see also [11]). Itis natural to extdr@concept of Blackwell op-
timality in discounted MDPs to discounted stochastic ganteisgh et al. [[1B] call
a strategy pair Blackwell-Nash equilibrium (BNE) if it is aash equilibrium for ev-
ery discount factor close enough to one. In discrete timeodisted stochastic games
there always exists a stationary Nash equilibrium for a fidisdount factor([5],[[14].
However, the existence of a BNE is not always guaranteeds ddm be seen from
“Big Match” stochastic game example [6]. There are someigpelasses of discrete
time stochastic games admitting a stationary BNE. GimhedtZelonka [7] showed
that a zero sum perfect information stochastic game witte ddl@pendent discount
factors always possesses a stationary deterministic ®ktloptimal strategy pair.
Avrachenkov et al.[]1] proposed two algorithms to computdacBwvell optimal strat-
egy pair for two player zero sum perfect information stoticagmmes. Singh etal. [13]
proposed a single controller additive reward (SC-AR) ststic game and showed the
existence of a stationary deterministic BNE for a general SiC-AR stochastic game.
For general sum discounted stochastic games they proposetdodi three conditions
which together are sufficient for any of its stationary Naghikbrium to be a BNE.
There are not much results known for continuous time stdthgames. Recently,
Neyman|[[10] showed that there always exists a stationary Mgsilibrium for a finite
state-action continuous time discounted stochastic gdteeshowed the existence of
a stationary Blackwell optimal strategy pair for a two plagentinuous time zero sum
perfect information stochastic game.

In this paper, we consider both discrete and continuous &pkyer finite state-
action stochastic games with discounted payoff criteriéor. discrete time stochastic
game, we strengthen the BNE results given_in [13]. We firstwstiwat the additive
reward condition in SC-AR stochastic game considered ihiflBeeded for the exis-
tence of BNE. We give an example of a single controller stettb@ame which does
not satisfy the additive reward condition. We show that #sample does not ad-
mit a stationary BNE. For general sum discounted stochgstines we weaken the
conditions, given in[[13], which together are sufficient fmy of its stationary Nash
equilibrium to be a BNE. In particular, in [13] the Markov ¢handuced by the Nash
equilibrium is required to have only one absorbing stat&aitother states being tran-
sient; this seems to be a very strong condition. We now pmposeaker condition
where the Markov chain induced by the Nash equilibrium fatisstate independent
transition (SIT) property. The condition on one period redgais suitably modified.
We also propose another different set of conditions whidetioer are sufficient for a
stationary Nash equilibrium to be a BNE. We now have two disjsets of conditions.
Hence, it is clear that none of these sets of conditions atessary. Along similar
lines of discrete time stochastic games we give the BNE t&$oit continuous time
stochastic games. We first give an example that shows thatiargiry BNE need not
always exist for a general continuous time stochastic gdméact, the example be-



long to the class of single controller games. Hence, in gdmen a single controller
continuous time stochastic game need not have a BNE. Thailasto discrete time
stochastic game we introduce continuous time SC-AR sttichgeme. We show that
there always exists a stationary deterministic BNE for gar@us time SC-AR stochas-
tic game. For a general continuous time stochastic game weetgb disjoint sets of
conditions such that a stationary Nash equilibrium satigfany set of conditions is a
BNE.

We now describe the structure of the rest of our paper. S€gtiontains the BNE
results for 2-player discrete time stochastic games. @#8ticontains the BNE results
for 2-player continuous time stochastic games. We condhel@aper in Sectidd 4.

2 Discrete time stochastic games

We first consider discrete time stochastic games. We reualtetails of the model
like dynamics and notations from [13]. A 2-player stochagiime is described by the
tuple (S, A, A2 r1 72 p), where

(i) Sis afinite state space. Generic element$a$ denoted by.

(i) A?is a finite action set of player i = 1,2, let A*(s) denotes the set of actions
available to playet at states, whereA’ = J, .4 A'(s).

(i) For playeri, i = 1,2, r* : K — R is immediate reward function, where
K= {(s,a*,a®)| s € S, a* € Al(s), a® € A%(s)}.

(iv) For a given setM, let o(M) be the set of all probability measures dfi The
transition law of the game is the functipn K — p(5).

A stochastic game proceeds through stages0, 1,2, ---. At staget the game is in
states; € S, player 1 chooses an actiath € A'(s;) and player 2 chooses an action
a? € A?(s;), then player 1 (resp. player 2) receives immediate rewafsk, a; , a?)
(resp. r?(s;,a;,a?)). Attime ¢ + 1 game moves to state; with probability
p(sit1]se, af,a?). The same thing repeatsat.; and game continues for the infinite
time horizon. Both the players are interested in maximizivegr expected discounted
reward collected during the play over infinite time horizon.

Define a history at timé ash; = (so, ag, a3, s1,ai,a3, -+, si—1,a}_1,a7_1,5¢),
wheres,,, € S form = 0,1,--- ,t,anda’, € A%(s,,) form = 0,1,---,t — 1, for
all i = 1,2. Let H; denote the set of all possible histories of lengthAt time ¢ a
decision rulef; of player 1 (resp.g; of player 2) assigns to ea¢h € H; with final
states; a probability measurg,(h:) € p(A'(sy)) (resp.,g:(he) € p(A%(sy))). A
sequence of such decision rules is called history deperstietegy of the game. A
history dependent strategy is called Markovian strategieffision rule at time de-
pends only on the state at timeA stationary strategy is a Markovian strategy which
does not depend on the time, i.e., for a stationary stratégyager 1 (resp., player
2) there exists arf (resp.,g) such thatf, = f (resp.,g; = g) for all ¢. We de-
note, with some abuse of notationsandg as stationary strategies of player 1 and
player 2 respectively. Lefs and Gs denote the sets of all stationary strategies of



player 1 and player 2 respectively. A stationary strat¢gy Fs is identified with
F=((FO)T.(F@)T, - (£ (1S))T)", where for each € S, f(s) € p(A'(s));
|M| denotes the cardinality of a given sef andT denotes the transposition. Simi-
larly, a stationary strategy € G of player 2 is defined. It is well known that for a
discrete time stochastic game with discounted payoffrioitethere always exists a sta-
tionary Nash equilibrium (se&l[5], [14]). Therefore, wetries ourselves to stationary
strategies.

For an initial states € S and a strategy palf, g) the expected discounted reward
of playeri, i = 1,2, is defined as

v%(s,f,g):Zﬂt[Pt(f,g)]s’l’i(f,g), (2)
t=0

where € [0,1) is a fixed discount factor, an#°(f, g) is an identity matrix, and
P'(f, g) is at-step stochastic matrix induced by a strategy pAiy), andri(f,g) is a

|S| x 1 vector of the expected immediate rewards of play@hosesth component is
ri(s, f,g9) = Dareai(s) 2uazeaz(s) (5, al)ri(s,a',a?)g(s,a?). For a given matrix

B, [B]i denotes itskth row. The expected discounted reward defined®y (1) can be
written as

Ué(svag) = [I_ ﬂP(f,g)]s_lTi(f,g), Vi=1,2,

wherel denotes an identity matrix. A strategy pajf*, ¢*) € Fs x Gg is said to
be a Nash equilibrium of a discounted stochastic game iflfos & S the following
inequalities hold simultaneously:

’Ué(saf*vg*) > ’Ué(safag*)v \V/f € F57
’U%(Svf*ag*) > U,%(Saf*ag)v Vg € GSa-

It is possible to give the Nash equilibrium definition, in aatting, by restricting to
f € Fsandg € Gg because when one player’s strategy is fixed to a stationatggy,
then other player’s problem is a MDP where an optimal stsagegsts in the space of
stationary strategies. We now introduce the notations lwhie use throughout this
paper. Foi = 1,2 ands, s’ € S,

¢ Ri(s) = [ri(s,at,a?)] 44
¢ at states.

e vi = (0i(1),01(2), -, 0l (|S)) .

, whereR!(s) is the reward matrix of player

[AY(s)],1A%(5)]

al=1,a2=1

* P(s|s) = [p(s’|s,a1,a2)}
¢ 1,=(1,1,---, )T e R

2.1 Blackwell-Nash equilibrium in discrete time stochastt games

A strategy pair is said to be a BNE if it is Nash equilibrium &rthe discount factors
close enough to one. We present some new results that $tesrsghe results given in



[13]. We show that a stationary BNE may not always exist if elax additive reward
assumption in SC-AR stochastic games considered in [13]giVéean example of sin-
gle controller stochastic game that fails to satisfy theitagdreward assumption. We
show that there does not exist a stationary BNE in this ganoe.gEneral stochastic
games, we propose two disjoint sets of conditions that dfecient for a Nash equi-
librium to be a BNE. One set of conditions are more general tha set of conditions
given in [13]. We recall the definition of BNE as given in [13].

Definition 1 ([13]). A strategy pair(f*, ¢*) is said to be a BNE of a discrete time
stochastic game if there exists9a € [0, 1) such that(f*, g*) is a S-discounted Nash
equilibrium for every3 € [, 1).

2.1.1 Single controller stochastic games

Inthese games the transition probabilities are contrdijeahly one player. We assume
that player 2 controls the transition probabilities, ij€s’|s, a', a?) = p(s’|s, a?) for
alls € S,at € Al(s),a® € A%(s). Singh et al.[[1B] further assume that the imnmediate
rewards of player 1 satisfy additive conditidn (2) givendvel

ri(s,at,a?) = ri(s,a') +ri(s,a®), Vs € S a* € A'(s),a* € A%(s). (2)

They call these games single controller additive reward-f&R} stochastic games.
Singh et al.[[18] showed that there always exists a statjodeterministic Blackwell-

Nash equilibrium for a SC-AR stochastic game. We give an gtamvhich is a single

controller game but does not satisfy the additive rewardragsion. We show that this
game does not have any stationary Blackwell-Nash equilibriFrom this example it
is clear that the stationary Blackwell-Nash equilibriumymmat always exist in single
controller stochastic games.

Example 2. We consider a 2 states stochastic game where both the plapees
two actions at state 1 and only one action at state 2, i%.= {1,2}, A'(1) =
A%(1) = {1,2}, AY(2) = A2(2) = {1}. The immediate rewards of both the play-
ers and the transition probabilities for different combiiwas of states and actions are
summarized in the Tablé 1.

Table 1: Immediate rewards and Transition Probabilities

@s=1 (b) s =2
(1, 0) (0, 1) (1, 0)
4, 9) (6, 3) (6,7) )
(1, 0) (O, 1)
(5, 4) “4,5)

The rows and columns of the tables represent actions of plagad player 2 respec-
tively. The upper half of each box of these tables represeatsition probabilities
and lower half represents immediate rewards. For exanpde state 1 both players
choose their first action, player 1 gets 4 and player 2 getsi@ wdth probability 1



game remains in state 1. From the above tables it is cleatitbaame is controlled
only by player 2. The additive reward conditidn (2) for Exdei can be written as,

ri(1,1) +7r3(1,1) =4 (3)
ri(1,1) +7r3(1,2) =6 (4)
ri(1,2) +r3(1,1) =5 (5)
r1(1,2) +r3(1,2) =4 (6)

It follows from the subtraction of {3) witti {4) and the sulsttian of (3) with [8) that the
above system of equations are inconsistent. That is, thestfrate rewards of player 1
are not additive.

Theorem 3. The discrete time single controller stochastic game giveBxampld R
does not have a stationary Blackwell-Nash equilibrium.

Proof. We represent any stationary strategy gdirg) = ((p,1 — p), (¢,1 — q)) for
somel < p,q < 1 because at state 2 both the players have only one action. For a
fixed stationary strategy of one player, the best responastegy of other player can be
obtained by solving a DTMDP. It is well known that in DTMDP®tle always exists a
stationary deterministic optimal strategy. For a fixedistetry strategyy = (¢,1 — q)

of player 2,f* is a best response of player 1 if and only if for each S

1 * 1
= ma, .
’Uﬂ(S,f 79) feF);vB(Sv.fvg)

As the game is controlled only by player 2, $6 will be best response of player 1 if
and only if for eachs € S

1 * _ 1 _ 1
(s, f*,9) = maxri(s, f,g9) = a1?25‘<5>[R (s)g(5)]ar- ()
We need to determing* only at states = 1 because a¢ = 2 there is only one action.
We have
RY(1)g(1) =16 —2¢.4+4q]".

Let f1 = (1,0) andf, = (0, 1) be two stationary deterministic strategies of player 1.
From (1), we have

fi ifqg<2
fr=91r if g > 2 (8)
{(p,1-p):0<p<1} ifg=3.

Equation[(8) gives the best response of player 1, when pyixes his strategy as
g=1(q,1—gq),forall g €]0,1).

For a fixed stationary strategy= (p, 1 — p) of player 1, player 2 faces a DTMDP
with immediate rewardg(1, 1) = (1, f, 1) = 4+5p, 7(1,2) = r*(1, f,2) = 5—2p,
7(2,1) = r2(2, f,1) = 7 and the same transition probabilities as given in Example 2.



Letg; = (1,0) andgs = (0,1) be two stationary deterministic strategies of player 2.
By using the data given in Examglk 2 we have

T
WB(g1) = [ - BP(gn)] (1) = [‘f_iﬁ’ L 7] @
T
o) = 1 - 5P| i) = |22 CEBPEETN o)
By using [9) and[{10) we have
T
Bl - o) = | PEEIZRED BRI BRI DN

From [11) the best respongé of player 2 against a fixed strategy= (p,1 — p) of
player 1 for a given discount factgris given by [12)

. 38+1
g1 pr> .37)_’_5,?

9 =19 if p < 385 (12)
{(gj1-q):0<qg<1} ifp:%-

From [8) and[(IR) it is easy to see that for a discount fagtarstrategy paif I3 g;) =

((%, %) (2, %)) is such thatf; andg; are best responses of each other, i.e.,

itis a Nash equilibrium. Next, we show th@f, g3 ) is the unique Nash equilibrium.
Let (f, 3) = ((p,1-p),(q,1—q)) forsomed < p, ¢ < 1 be another Nash equilibrium
different from(f3, gj;). Now, we consider two cases.

Case I:Letjp # 22£1. Then we have two sub cases.jif> 225 then from [IP)

7458
G = 1. But, from (ﬁ) the best response of player 1 correspondirigol is fo. This

gives the contradiction becaugedoes not correspond fo> 2251 If j < 2515 then

from (I2) ¢ = 0. But, from [8) the best response of player 1 correspondirg=+o0
is f1. This again gives the contradiction becayseloes not correspond < %

Hencep # 3£ is not possible.

Casell: If § # % Againifg > % then from[(8)p = 0. But, from [12) the best response
of player 2 corresponding o6 = 0 is go. This gives the contradiction from the similar
argument given in Case |. {f < % the from [8)p = 1. But, from [12) the best response
of player 2 corresponding tp = 1 is g; which again gives the contradiction. Hence
q # % is not possible.

From Case | and Case Il it is clear tr(ﬁ,g;) is an unique Nash equilibrium
for eachs. As f7 is an invertible function of3, then the Nash equilibriurtf, g5)
varies with discount factof. This implies that Examplgl 2 will not have a stationary
Blackwell-Nash equilibrium. O



Average Nash equilibrium
Here we show thdgﬁ(fg, 95)=((3.%), (3, 3)) is aNash equilibrium for an average

stochastic game. For a fixed stationary strategy (¢, 1 — ¢) of player 2,f* is a best
response of player 1 if and only if for eagke S

1 N 1 _ P*(g)|sr"
Voo (8, 17, 9) J{giggvea(s,ﬁg) frrég[ (@]sr (f, 9),

whereP*(g) is a Cesaro limit matrix oP(g). So, f* will be best response of player 1
if and only if for eachs € S

ri(s,f,9) = maxrl(s, f,9) = max [R'(s)g(s)]a- (13)

As similar to Theorerhl3 the best resporféds given by [14)

f1 ifq<%
=< f if g > 2 (14)
{(p,1-p):0<p<1} ifqg=2.

Equation [[T4) gives the best response of player 1, when pfiges his strategy as
g = (q,1—q). For afixed stationary strategy= (p, 1 —p) of player 1, player 2 faces a
MDP with immediate rewards(1,1) = 72(1, f, 1) = 4 + 5p, 7#(1,2) = r2(1, f,2) =
5— 2p, #(2,1) = r%(2, f,1) = 7 and the same transition probabilities as given in
Exampld2. By using the data given in Exanigle 2 we have

via(g1) = P*(g1)i(g1) = [4+ 5p, 4+ 5p] . (15)
v3(g2) = P*(g2)7(g2) = [6 — p, 6 — " (16)

By using [15%) and(16) we have
Vza(91) = via(92) = [6p —2,6p = 2]" . (17)

From [17) the best respongé of player 2 against a fixed strategy= (p,1 — p) of
player 1 is given by[(118)

9 ifp > 3
9 =19 if p <3 (18)
{(g1-q):0<qg<1} ifp=1.

As similar to Theoreni]3 we can show that;, . g:.,) = ((3.3).(3.3)) is an
unique Nash equilibrium for an undiscounted game.



Alternative method

We can also show the same result in a different way. [£t,.95,,) =
((3.2),(3,3)- Define Caff;(s)) = {a'|f;(s,a’) > 0} and
Car(g;(s))={a®|gj(s,a®) > 0}. Itis easy to see that the C4f(s)) and Cargj(s))
are constant for alt and for each. As g; = g;,,, for all 8 and the game is controlled
only by player 2, then the Markov chain structure inducedRyy,,,, 9,,) Will be
same as the one induced BY f7, g3). Hence, from Corollary 5.3.9 of [3].

Vba(fings Ging) = lim(1 — B)h(f5.95), Vi=1,2. (19)

For all f € Fg, we have
1 * — 1 1— 1 *
vea(fa gaug) 51,?11( B)vﬁ(fa g[})
< 1 1 _ 1 *7 *
< ﬂl?ll( Bvg(f5,95)
= Vo (favg avg)- (20)

First equality above comes from the fact thgt= g7, for all 3 and then inequality
comes from the fact thatf3, g3) is a Nash equilibrium for alB. The last equality is
due to[19). For aly € G5, we have

Uza(f;ug7g) = 15?%(1 - ﬁ)v?j(fﬁ*ag)
< lim(1 - B)va(f5,95)
= vga(f;vg’gzvg)' (21)

First equality above comes from Corollary 5.3.9(df [3] aneitlinequality comes from
the fact that(f* ) is a Nash equilibrium for alB. The last equality is due t@ (1L9).
From [20) and@%l ) is a Nash equilibrium of an undiscounted stochastic
game.

avga gavg

2.1.2 Sufficient conditions for Blackwell-Nash equilibrium

We give two different sets of conditions, i.e., a station&lgsh equilibrium that
satisfies one set of conditions does not satisfy other sebodliions. As similar
in [13] we show that a stationary Nash equilibrium of a disted stochastic game
satisfying these sets of conditions is a Blackwell-Nashilggium. The set of
conditions given in[[13] come under a special case of thedasbf conditions given
here. Thus, these results are more general than given in BiBce, there are two
different sets of conditions for the existence of Blackwdish equilibrium, then it
is clear that both sets of conditions are only sufficient mttmecessary. For a Nash
equilibrium (f*, g*), we denote:l € Al(s) (resp.,a € A%(s)) as action of player 1
(resp., player 2) such thgt (s,al) = 1 (resp.,g*(s,a?) = 1) for all s € S. We use
these notations throughout the paper.



First set of sufficient conditions

The first set of conditions are as follows:
C1. (f*,g¢*) is a pure strategy Nash equilibrium of a discounted stoahgame.
c2

Pr P2 - P|S)
. x b1 P2 - P8
pP1r p2 - Pls)

wherep, >0, Vs € S, > _qps = 1. The Markov chaininduced by, g*) satisfies
the state independent transition (SIT) property.
C3.

3 pe (s ak a2) > 3 p(s']s, 0t a)rl(s' ala2), V s € S,al € A(s),

s'esS s’es

Zps/r s’ ala S)ZZ p(s'|s,al,a®)r?(s',al,a%), Vs € S,a® € A%(s).

s'es s’'eS

Remark 4. If p; = 1 for somes € S andp; =0, Vs € S, s # 5thenC2andC3
correspond to the conditions given in |13].

Remark 5. A pure Nash equilibrium of a SIT stochastic game will alwagtisfy the
conditionsC1 andC2.

It is known that there is a one to one correspondence betvingestationary Nash
equilibria of a discounted stochastic game and the globalmikers, with objective
function value zero, of a non-convex constrained optindraproblem [OP] given
below (seell4],[[B]). We denote the decision variables amddijective function of

[OP]byz = ((v1)T, (v*)7, fT,gT)T andy(z) respectively.

2
[OP] min g [v* —*(f,9) — BP(f, 9)0"]
k=1

s.t.
(i) R (s)g(s) + 8 > P(s'|s)g(s)v (') < v'(s)Lar(s), Vs ES
s’eS
(i1) (£())"R2(s) + B Y (f(5))" P(s'|5)v*(s') < v*(s)1fhz(ys V5 €ES
s’eS

(i) Y f(s,a’)=1, VseS

aleAl(s)
(iv) Z g(s,a®) =1, Vse 8

a?eA?(s)

(v) f(s,a') >0, VseS, a' € Al(s)
(vi) g(s,a®) >0, Vs €S, a* € A%(s).

10



Theorem 6. If (f*, g*) is a stationary Nash equilibrium of a discrete time discaaht
stochastic game at some discount fagtoe [0, 1) and satisfies the conditior@l, C2
andCa3, then it will be a Blackwell-Nash equilibrium.

Proof. We prove this by using the similar argument givenlin/[13]. L£t, ¢*) be a
stationary Nash equilibrium of a discounted stochasticgamsome discount factor
/3 and satisfies the conditioi®l, C2 andC3. Define, the vectov[3 = vB(f*,g*) =

[ — BP(f*, g ' ri(f*,g*),i = 1,2, where

1— B+ Bp Bp2 e Bp|s|
1P gt = L Bp 1-B+pBp2 - Bpys|
[I—BP(f"9")] =1-5 : : :

Bp1 Bp2 - 1=8+4 Bpg

The value vector;};,z’ =1, 2, can be written as a function gfas,

U};(l) r'(1,a1,03) + 1= gzsesps (s, a3, a?)
% 'U;;’*(2) (2 a27a2) 1— ﬂZsESpS ( ’ ;,aﬁ)
'Uﬂ = . = .
UE‘(|S|) ri(|S|,a|1S|,a|2S|)+%Zsesps i(s,al,a?)
Let z* ( Tt g ) theny(z*) = 0 for all 8 € [0,1). To show

that(f*,¢*)is a Blackwell Nash equilibrium, it is sufficient to show tlihere exists
afy € [0,1) such thate* is a feasible point of the optimization problem [OP] for all
B € [Bo,1). At z* the constraint$i) and(ii) of [OP] can be written as

(s, at CL —l—ﬂz |S at ,as vé*( /) Své*(s)’ VselS, at EAl(S)'
s'es

%(s,al,a? —i—BZ s,al,a %*( "< v%*(s), VseS, a® € A%(s).
s’'eS

Foralls € S, a!' € Al(s), define

9;@1 =rl(s,a',a®) + 3 Z s's,at,al)vp"(s') — v (s).

s'esS
Foralls € S, a? € A%(s), define
02 o =1%(s,ak,0®) + B> p(s']s,al, a®)vF(s)) — v5*(s).
s'esS

Now, we consider two cases
Case I: For eachs € S we have two sub cases as given below.

11



If o' € Al(s)is suchthat! = al, then

Hiyaézr(sa a? —I—BZps/vﬁ " 5*(3)

s'eS
r(s,al, a? —I—BZpS/ < s ,as/,agl)—l-%ng rl(g,aé,a§)>
s'es ses
B
- rl(s,as,ag) - 1_ B ;pg rl(s,ag,ag)
S

=0, V8.
If a' € Al(s) is such that! # al, then,

9;,111 = Tl (Sa ala a?) + B Z p(S/|S, ala a?) (Tl (S/v a;’aag/) + 1i Zpg Tl (57 CL;, a?))

s'esS
- rl(s,a;,ag) - 37 A Zps rl(s,a;,ag)
That is
95 o = ( Y(s,at,a?) - rl(s,ai,ag))
~B <Z ps (s’ al,a2) — Z p(s’|s,a%ai)r%s’,aé,ai)) .
s'eS s'eS
(22)

WhenY" . ops (s’ al,a2) = Zs,esp(s’|s,al,af)rl(s’,as,, a%), then, [22) is
independent o. Henced! |, < 0, V 3 because it holds fq@. In other cases from

s,al
C3we havep! ,, <0, V3> f! ., where
1 [rl(s,al,aﬁ) — rl(s,aé,ag)]

| = - (23)
T [aespe 1M ay,ad) = Yo es p(s']s, 0t ad)rt (s ay, al)]

Itis clear that3! ,, < 3 < 1 becauséf*, g*) is a Nash equilibrium a8 € [0, 1) and

hence each constraint of [OP] is satisfied(i§y, ¢*) at 3.
Case ll: As similar to Case I, for each < S we have two sub cases.

If a® € A?(s) is such thaw® = a7, then,p? ., = 0 V 3. If a® € A*(s) is such that
a? # ai, then,

95 a2 — ( Q(Svaivaz) _TQ(Saaivag))

_[3<Zps/r s'yal a?) — Zp(s’|s,ai,a2)r2(s aé,a?)).

s'eS s'eS
(24)
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WhenZs GSpS, r ( ’ 5’7 s) =
independent off and hence92 <

0, VB> BS .2+ Where

Y vesp(s'|s,ar, a®)r? (s’ al, a?), then, M) is
0, ¥ . In other cases fror@3 we have$? ,, <

2 _ [TQ(Saaéaaz) - TQ(Saaéaag)] (25)
2 = .
2 [Caesps r2(s 0k, a2) = Yes p(s']s, al, a?)r (s al, al))]

From the same argument as used in Case |, we bye < 1. Now, define

1
ﬂO - gleagalEAgls), 1#£al a2eA2(s) azgéaz{ B al’ﬂ a2} (26)
wheneverB;_’ , and 52 , are well defined. We include “0” i {26) because lower
boundsﬁ;al, 7 a2 defined in [ZB),[(Z5) respectively can be negative also. dtdar
thatfy € [0,1). Itis easy to see that the constraifitsand (i7) of the optimization

T
problem [OP] are feasible at* = (( vg*)T, (vg*)T,f*T,g*T) forall 3 € [Bo,1).
The other constraintéiii)-(vi) of [OP] does not depend ofi and are feasible at
(f*,g*). At z* the objective function value of [OP] is zero and all the comists
are feasible for alp € 5y, 1) which means thatf*, ¢*) is a Blackwell-Nash equilib-
rium. O

Second set of sufficient conditions

The second set of conditions are as follows:

D1. (f*,g*) is a pure strategy Nash equilibrium of a discounted stoahgamme.

D2. The Markov chain induced biyf*, g*) reduces intgS| ergodic classes where each
class contains only one state, i.e.,

10 0

o 0 1 0
P(f*,9%) = :

0 0 1

D3.
ri(s,at,a?) > Z p(s'|s,at,a®)r'(s',al,,a?), Vs S al € Al(s),

» s
s'esS

r?(s,al,a?) > Z p(s'|s,al,a®)r*(s',al,,a?), Vs €S, a® € A%(s).

RS ) s
s'eS

Theorem 7. If (f*,g*) is a stationary Nash equilibrium of a discounted stochastic
game at some discount factgre [0, 1) and satisfies the conditiori31, D2 and D3,
then it will be a Blackwell-Nash equilibrium.

13



Proof. We prove this by using the similar argument as in the proof bédrem
6. Let (f*,g*) be a stationary Nash equilibrium of a discounted stochagtive
at some discount factos and satisfies the conditiori3l, D2 and D3. Let z* =
((vé*)T, (,U%*)T’ f*T7g*T)T where

R . 1 1 2
r'(1,a},a}) 77(2,a},d3) r' (1Sl afs), afs))

i et e S -

for i = 1,2. From the construction of the objective function of [OR]x*) = 0 for
all 5 € [0,1). To show tha{ f*, g*) is a Blackwell-Nash equilibrium, it is sufficient to
show that there exists@ < [0,1) such that:* is a feasible point of the optimization
problem [OP] for all5 € [8y,1). We discuss two cases.

Case |: For eachs € S we have two sub cases as given below.

If a' € Al(s)is suchthat' = a, then,! , =0, V 8. If a' € A'(s) is such that
a' # al, then,

=[I=BP(f*,g")] "' (f*,9") = <

Lo o1 2 1o o1 o2
1 r (s am,a%)  r(s,ag,a?)
0l =7'(s,a", a2 —i—BZ s'|s,al,a?) 15 B
s'eS
That is,
1
05 ,al — (Tl(saalaag) —Tl(S,ai,CLg))
1-p
B 1, 1 2 Mo f1 2\ 10 1 2
13 r(s,a,a;) — Zp(s ls,a*,a)r (s ay,a%) | .
s'es
(27)
Whenr!(s,a',a2) = > cop(s'|s,at,a2)r!(s',als, a?), then, [27) is independent
of 8 and hencesé)1 <0, ﬁ In other cases frord3 we haveg, ,, <0, V3>
s a1 Where
1 _ [T‘l(s,a17a§) —rl(s7a;,a§)} ' (28)

s,a! [7’1 (s,at,a2) = > cop(8'|s,at,a2)rl (s, ai,,ag,)}
Itis clear that3! ,, < 3 < 1 becauséf*, g*) is a Nash equilibrium a8 € [0, 1) and
hence each constraint of [OP] is satisfied(i§y, ¢*) at 3.
Case ll: As similar to Case I, for eache S we have two sub cases.
If a® € A%(s) is such thaw® = a7, then,p? ., = 0 V 3. If a® € A*(s) is such that
a? # ai, then,

1
9§,a2 =1 5 (rz(s,ai,az) — rz(s,ai,ag))

_ —1 f}ﬁ <T2(S,a;,a2) - Z ( ’|s,as,a2)1"2(s aa;/’ag )> .

14
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Whenr?(s,al,a?) = . csp(s']s, ab, a®)r?(s',als, a2), then, [29) is independent

of 5 and hence92 < 0, V B. In other cases frorD3 we have,es 2 <0, VB>
2 2, Where
2 _ [7’2(57(1;7(12) — 7’2(57(1;,6@)} (30)
s,a? [r2(s,al,a?) — 3. cop(s'|s,al,a?)r2(s',al,, a?)]’
From the same argument as used in Case |, we Bye < 1. Now, define
Bo = max max {0, 8 alaﬁia?} (31)

s€S alcAl(s);a'#al a2€A2(s) a275 2

whenevers; . and 32 .. are well defined. Now, at* the objective function value
of [OP] is zero and the constraints are feasible forgak [5y, 1) which means that
(f*, g*) is a Blackwell-Nash equilibrium. O

Next, we give an example where a stationary Nash equilibafithe discounted game
at 5 = 0.6 satisfies the conditiond1, D2 andD3 and hence it is a Blackwell-Nash
equilibrium from Theorernl7.

Example 8. We consider a stochastic game where there are 2 states amdthet
players have two actions at state 1 and only one action ae<ati.e.,S = {1, 2},
Al(1) = A%2(1) = {1,2}, AY(2) = A%(2) = {1}. The rewards of both the players
and the transition probabilities for different combinat® of states and actions are
summarized in the Tablé 2.

Table 2: Immediate rewards and Transition Probabilities

@s=1 (b) s=2
(1,0) (0,1 (0, 1)
4.,4.4) “4.,5) 3,49) ’
(0,1) (1,0)
(5,6) (3,2)

In the above game there are two stationary deterministitegiies for each player. We
denote the stationary deterministic strategies of playsr 4 = (1,0) andf; = (0, 1)
and the stationary deterministic strategies of player 2:by (1,0) andg, = (0,1).
We prove tha{ f1,91) = ((1,0),(1,0)) is a Blackwell-Nash equilibrium of the game.
We first show that 1, g1) is a Nash equilibrium a8 = 0.6. Using the data given
in Table[2, we havey ¢(f1.91) = (10,7.5), v3(f1,91) = (11,10), v} g(f2.91) =
(9.5,7.5),v3 5(f1,92) = (11,10). Thatis

v0.6(f1,91) > vg.6(f2, 91)- (32)

vg6(f1,91) > 03 6(f1. 92)- (33)

From [32) and(33]f1, g1) is a Nash equilibrium because for a fixed stationary strategy
of one player, other player faces a MDP where optimal styagsgsts in the space of
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stationary deterministic strategies (seel [11]). It is easyerify thatD1, D2 andD3
hold at(f,g1), i.e., it is a Blackwell-Nash equilibrium. Frorh (31}, = 0.6, so
(f1,91) is a Nash equilibrium for alB € [0.6, 1).

3 Continuous time stochastic game

We recall the definition of a continuous time stochastic gdiom [10]. Similar to
a discrete time stochastic gamg,denote a finite set of states, ard(s) denote a
finite set of actions of playeravailable at state € S, andr’ is an immediate payoff
function of playeri. For all s,s’ € S such thats’ # s, anda® € Al(s), a® €
A%(s), let u(s’,s,a*,a?) > 0 be a rate of transition from stateto states’, when
player 1 and player 2 choose actiarisanda? respectively. Denotg(s, s, a', a?) =
=D ezs (8, 5,0, a?). Attimet € [0, 00), if state iss, and player 1 plays an action
a', and player 2 plays an actia? during infinitesimal timedt, the payoff of player 1
is rl(s,al,a?)dt, and the payoff of player 2 ig?(s,a',a?)dt. A transition froms
to s’ occurs with probability:(s’, s, a', a?)dt. It stays in state with probability 1 +
u(s,s,at,a?)dt. Inthe former case, the sojourn time at stafellows an exponential
distribution with parameter u(s, s, a', a?) > 0.

A play of a continuous time stochastic game is a measurabtgifini : [0, c0) —
S x @(AY) x p(A2), t — h(t) = (s, 2}, 27), with 28 € p(Al(s;)), 7 = 1,2. Given
a playh, we defineh,; as history up to time as the restriction of the first coordinate
of h to the time interval0, t] and the restriction of the second and third coordinate to
[0,¢). The above definitions of play and history in continuous tetmchastic game
are due to Neymari_[10] where players observe their past maxéidns unlike the
pure actions in discrete games. The decision of choosinigraat any timet might
depend on various factors and it leads to different classrafegjies. The case where
decision of choosing an action at any timdepends on the entire history up to time
t defines the history dependent strategies while for Markategjies decision making
depend only on time and the state at time The stationary strategies are defined by
the decision making rules that depend only on the states.d&fieition of stationary
strategyf (resp.,g) of player 1 (resp., player 2) is same as in discrete timehsistic
game. Unlike in discrete time stochastic games, a strategy{#, 72) and an initial
stateso need not define unambiguously a probability distributign ., over plays of
continuous time stochastic game. A strategy prdfilg 72 ) is an admissible strategy
profile, if for a given initial statesy, probability distributioné[’fi‘i77T2 and]P’fT‘Jl_’7Té over
plays of continuous time stochastic game are unambiguade$iyed for allr; andn).
The class of Markov strategies and stationary strateges@ntained in the class of
admissible strategies. For a stationary strategy [faif) € Fs x Gg and initial state
S0, @ unique probability distributioﬁ’;fg satisfies the equality,

P;:.Jq(st+5 = S|h’t) = 5#(507 St f(st)vg(st)) + 0(5)7
Where,,u(SO, Sty f(St)ag(St)) = ZGIGAI(St) Za2€A2(st) ,u(so, St, al’ a2)f(st’ al)g(st, ag)'

For the details about all the definitions given above seé. [TOf existence of a sta-
tionary Nash equilibrium in the discounted continuous tstechastic game restricted
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to Markov strategies appears i [8]. Neyman|[10] showed #igtence of stationary
Nash equilibrium by allowing history dependent strategiegherefore, from now
onwards we restrict ourselves to the class of stationaayegires.

For a given strategy paflf, g) and an initial state, the expected discounted reward
of playeri, i = 1,2, is given by

vi(s,f.9) = E3., / e=Otri (s, b a2)dt, (34)
0

wherea > 0 is a discount rate. A strategy p&if*, g*) is said to be am-discounted
Nash equilibrium if for alls € .S the following inequalities hold,

’U(ly(S,f*,g*) > ’U(ly(S,f,g*), vf € F57
’UZ(S?f*ag*) > ’UZ(Svf*ag)a vQ € GS-

We call strategy paiff*, g*) Nash equilibrium despite restrictingandg as stationary

strategies. This is possible because for a fixed stationeategy of one player, other
player’s problem is a continuous time Markov decision pssc€CTMDP) where an
optimal strategy exists in the space of stationary stratedil], [9].

3.1 Some preliminary results and notations

We give some preliminary results which are useful in the sghent analysis. Define,

|l = sup Z w(s' s, at,a?)

SES,GIEAI(S),G2€A2(S) s'€S;s'#£s

For a fixed stationary strategy of player 2, player 1 faces a CTMD§(
The immediate rewards and transition rates of CTMP)Pére respectively
given by ri(s,at,g) = Za2eA2(S)Tl(s,al,aQ)g(s,aQ) and pu(s',s,at,g) =
Dazeaz(s) p(s'ys,al,a?)g(s,a?) for all s,s' € S, al € Al(s). Itis well known
that using uniformization technique a CTMDP can be solvedbyequivalent DT-
MDP [12] [9]. The rewards, transition probabilities, andabunt factor of DTMDRY)
equivalentto CTMDPY) are given by,

I(g o1
(s, al) = " (50,9 yiegale Al(s),
el + o
! 1
p'(s]s,at) = W +8(s,8), Vs, s €8,a' € A'(s), (35)

]|

=l

a+ [[ul|

whered(-) is a Kronecker delta. Similarly, for a fixed stationary st f of player
1, player 2 faces a CTMDP}. The immediate rewards and transition rates of
CTMDP(f) are respectively given by’ (s, f,a?) = D atear(s) r2(s,at,a®)f(s,al)
andu(s’, s, f,a?) = ZaleAl(s) u(s'ys,at,a?)f(s,at) forall s, s’ € S, a? € A%(s).
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The rewards, transition probabilities, and discount faocfd TMDP(f) equivalent to
CTMDP(f) are given by,

2 2
7 (s,a2) = "6 50) yoesale A(s),
|l +
/ 2
p(s']s, %) = % F8(s,8), Vs,s € S.a% € A%(s), § (36)
|||
g= AL
o+ |[pl]

The continuous time stochastic game is defined using theitimmrates. Let)(f, g)
denote the transition rate matrix induced by a stationamtesyy pair(f,g), where

Q(fa g) = [M(S/a S, fa g)]ss’-

3.2 Blackwell-Nash equilibrium in continuous time stochasc
games

A BNE for continuous time stochastic games can be definedasin discrete time
stochastic games as follows:

Definition 9. A strategy pair(f*, g*) is said to be a BNE of a continuous time stochas-
tic game if there exists am, > 0 such that(f*, g*) is ana-discounted Nash equilib-
rium for everya € (0, ayg).

We provide the results on BNE for continuous time stochagdimes along sim-
ilar lines. We first show that a stationary BNE in general comus time stochastic
games need not alway exist. We give an example of a singleai@mtcontinuous
time stochastic game where stationary BNE does not exigs &tample shows that
BNE need not always exist even for single controller gameghvis a special class
of general stochastic games. Then, we show the existencstafianary determinis-
tic BNE for continuous time SC-AR stochastic games. Finddly general continuous
time stochastic games we give two different sets of conutitisnd show that each set
of conditions together are sufficient for a Nash equilibritanbe a BNE.

3.2.1 A counter example

We give an example which does not have any stationary BNE.

Example 10. We consider a continuous time stochastic game with 2 staté$ath
players having two actions at state 1 and only one actionates?, i.e.,5 = {1, 2},
Al(1) = A%2(1) = {1,2}, AL(2) = A%(2) = {1}. The rewards of both the players and
transition rates for different combination of states andi@ts are summarized in the
Table[3. The upper half of each box of table represents ttimmsiates and lower half
represents immediate rewards.

The Example 0 can be viewed as a continuous time version afmigid2.
We show that the Examplé_110 does not possess a stationary BNE.
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Table 3: Immediate rewards and Transition Rates

@s=1 (b) s =2
(0, O) (-1, 1) (1, -1)
4, 9) (6, 3) (6,7) )
(0, O) -1, 1)
(5, 4) “4,5)

(f,9)=(p,1—p),(¢g,1—gq)), for some0 < p,q < 1, be an arbitrary stationary
strategy pair. For fixed, player 1 faces a CTMDRJ. From the data of the game
[lu|| = 1. The CTMDPg) is equivalent to the DTMDRY) defined by[(3b). The transi-
tion probabilities of DTMDP¢) do not depend on the actions of player 1 because the
transition rates do not depend on the actions of player 1fSis, an optimal policy of
player 1 for DTMDPg) if and only if for eachs € S,

7 (s, f*) = max 7 (s, f) = —

= R : 37
jers T o o2, [ (5)g(s)]ar (37)

We need to determing* only at states = 1. We have,
R'(1)g(1) = [6 — 2q,4+q]".

Let fi = (1,0) and f, = (0, 1) be two stationary deterministic strategies of player 1.

From [37),

fi if g <2
;=11 ifq> 2 (38)
{(p,l—p):nggl} ifq:%.

Equation [(38) gives the optimal policy of player 1 for DTMDB#p€or all 8 € [0, 1).
Therefore,f* gives an optimal policy of CTMDR) for all « > 0. That is, f* gives
the best response of player 1 foralt> 0 for a fixed strategy = (¢, 1 —q) of player 2.

Similarly, for a fixedf = (p, 1 — p), player 2 faces a CTMDF}. The equivalent
DTMDP(f) is defined by[(36). Ley; = (1,0) andg: = (0,1) be two stationary
deterministic strategies of player 2. By using the datamineExamplé_1D, the value
vector of player 2 for DTMDPY) is given below:

L 4+5p (4+5 r
(o) = - 6P ) = 5| T2, B (e
T
W3(f, 92) = [T — BP(2)] 17 (g2) = B [5 2 5 ‘12_’))§z+ 7} . (o)
By using [39) and (40) we have,
T
G000 — () = p [0 004 D) JOT409) OO 1)

(41)
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By substitutingd = 7 in 1), the difference in the value vector of CTMDR(s
given by

(12+7a) — (4+a) p(12+7a)— (4+a)]”
ala+2) "oala+2)(1+ )

V2(f,91) —v2(f92) = | 2 (42)

From [42) the best respongé of player 2 against a fixed strategy= (p,1 — p) of
player 1 for a given discount rateis given by [(43B)

91 if p> 75585
g =149 if p< 5 (43)

{(g:1-q):0<q<1} ifp= .

From [38) and(43) it is easy to see that for a discount@atestrategy paitf*, g%) =

((1‘2*1‘71&, 182167(3) (3, %)) is such thatf* andg; are best responses of each other,

i.e., it is a Nash equilibrium. The uniqueness(¢f, ¢%) follows from the similar
arguments used in Examjle 2. Sing¢g,is an invertible function ofy, then the Nash
equilibrium(f*, g*) varies with discount rate. This implies that Example10 will not
have a stationary BNE.

From Exampl&7T0 it is clear that in general a continuous titoetmstic game need
not admit a stationary BNE. In fact Examplg 10 belongs to thescof single controller
games. So, even for the class of single controller games tkemo guarantee that
a stationary BNE will exist. Next, we describe SC-AR stotitagames which is a
special class of single controller games. Similar to digcoase we show that there
always exists a stationary deterministic BNE.

3.2.2 Single Controller Additive Reward Games

A continuous time SC-AR stochastic game is characterizethé@yollowing assump-
tions:

@) wp(s',s,at,a?) = u(s',s,a®) forall s',s € S, a' € Al(s), a®> € A%(s), i.e., the
transition rates only depend on the actions of player 2.

(b) ri(s,al,a?) = ri(s,at) +ri(s,a?),foralls € S,a' € Al(s), a® € A%(s).

Theorem 11. Every continuous time SC-AR stochastic game possessesoaata
deterministic BNE.

Proof. For eachs € S select an actional* € Al(s) such thatal* €

argmax{ri(s,a')}. Definef* € Fs by
aleAl(s)

0 otherwise

f*(s,al):{l if a! = al, (44)
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for eachs € S. For above strategy* of player 1, player 2 faces a CTMDPY).
The equivalent DTMDPL*) is defined by[(36). For DTMDB{*) there always exists a
stationary deterministic strategy which is Blackwell optimall[2]. Then, there exists
a discount factop, such thayy* is an optimal strategy for alt € [5y,1), i.e., for all
seSs,

ug(s, f*,9%) > uj(s, f*,9), Vg € Gs, B € [Bo, 1), (45)
Whereu%(s, f*,g) is the expected discounted reward of the DTMPB(for a given
initial states and strategy. From [12],v2 (s, f*,g) = u3(s, f*,g), forall s € S,
where relationship betweenandg is given by [36). Then, for discount factGs we
have discount rate = ||M||(%)- Therefore, from[{45) we have for alle S

va(s, f*,9%) > (s, f*,9), Vg € Gs,a € (0, ). (46)
From [43), we have
r(f*,9%) = r'(f,9%), V f € Fs. (47)
Because the transitions rates do not depend on the stmtgégie F's, therefore, we
have for alls € S,

vl(s, f*,9%) > vk(s, f,9%), V f € Fs,a > 0. (48)
From [48) and[(48)/*, ¢*) is a BNE. O

3.2.3 Sufficient conditions for BNE in general stochastic gaes

We consider a two player general continuous time stochagstice with discounted
payoff criterion. We give two disjoint sets of conditionsevk each set of conditions
together are sufficient for a stationary Nash equilibriurbéca BNE.

First set of sufficient conditions:
M1. (f*,g*) is a pure strategy Nash equilibrium.

M2.
pi—1 po i Dis|
. . pr p2—1 - Ds|
Qg =t | 0 ot
D P2 - ps— 1

wherep, >0, Vse S, > gps = 1.

/ 1,2
3 pe (s ~J>Z(ﬂzﬂiﬁ+m50ﬂ¢@@m

e ves ]
Vse S al e Al(s),
M3.

2
s,S5,a,.,a
Z Ds 7’2(5/ Qgry Qgr <# + 6(83 SI)) TQ(S aai/aag )
S/GS

= [l
Vs e S a?e A%(s).
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Theorem 12. If (f*, g*) is a stationary Nash equilibrium of a discounted continuous
time stochastic game at some discount iate 0 and satisfies the conditiohd1, M2
andM3, then it will be a BNE.

Proof. Let (f*, g*) be a stationary Nash equilibrium of a continuous time disted
stochastic game at some discount rate> 0. Then, f* is an optimal policy of
CTMDP(¢*) at discount raté.. Therefore,f* is an optimal policy of the equivalent
DTMDP(¢*), defined by[(35), af = almn [12]. We are interested in the range®f
for which f* is an optimal policy of DTMDP4*). That is, the range ¢f for which the

optimality equations for the DTMDR{) given below are satisfied hf/*,

ul*(s) =7 (s,al) + B Y p'(s']s,al)u'*(s'), Vs € S, (49)

s'es

and

u'*(s) > 7 (s,a) —i—ﬂZp (s'|s,aHu'*(s"), Vs € S,a' € Al(s),a' # al, (50)

s'es
whereu!* is the value vector of player 1 fgi*. That is,
utt = ul(f) = (L= BPM(F) (),
where transitions probability matrix induced lfiyy for DTMDP(g*) is given by,

P1 P2 - Pis|
* g* pr p2 - P|s
Il :
pr p2 - Pis|
From direct calculation we have,
1/ px* —
ul(f*) =7 I_BZPS a)ls).
ses
It is easy to see thdi (#9) holds. Denote,
95a1 =7l(s,a' —l—ﬁZp ‘Is,a" ) u*(s') — ug(s). (51)

s’eS

forall s € S, a' € A'(s), a' # al. By substituting the value af'* in (&1), we have

ei,al = (Tl(s al) (Z ps”r s CL Zp /|S CL )) )

s’es s'eS
(52)
for all s € S, a8 € Al(s), a@ # al. If Zsesps’r (s',al) =

S

SyesP(s'|s,at)rl (s al,) for somes € S, a' € Al(s), a' # al, then, [(512) is
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independent oB. Thereforef! , <0,V 3 because it holds fob. In other cases from

1
M3, we havef! ., <0,V j >S§S .1» Where
T 7l(s,at) — 7l(s,al)
P Cves b8 al) = Yy espH(s']s,al )i (s’ al)
_ ri(s,at,a?) —ri(s,al,a?) .
Yoweg P8 ala) = (% + 5(5,5’)) ri(s’,al,, a?)

(53)
< 3 < 1, becausg™* is an optimal policy aB8. Define,

BY = max {0, B;_’al } (54)

s€S,al€Al(s),at#al

Itis clear that3!

s,at

whenevers! . is well defined. We include “0” in{34) becauge . defined by[(5B)

can be negative. Now;* is an optimal policy of the DTMDR(*) for all 5 € [5§,1).
From [12], f* is an optimal policy of the CTMDR(') for all o € (0, o], where,

ot = (L= B0l
B
Therefore f* is a best response gf for all a € (0, ).
For fixed f*, player 2 faces a CTMDF() whose optimal policy ig* at discount
rated. Thereforeg is an optimal policy of player 2 for the equivalent DTMDP{,
defined by[(3b), ap = ”“H We are interested in finding the rangefor which

Gl
the optimality equations for DTMDF() given below are satisfied at.
u(s) =7(s,a2) + B> p*(s'ls,a2)u*(s), Vs € S. (55)
s'es
u?*(s) > (s, a® —i—ﬁZp '|s,a*)u*(s"), Vs € S,a* € A%(s),a* # a2, (56)
s'eS

whereu?* is the value vector of player 2 gt. The transition probability matrix in-
duced byg* for DTMDP(f*) is given by,
Q. 9")

+1.
[pell

P(g*) =
As similar to previous case,

= [I - BP*(g")] ' (g") = +—Zps a)l;g).

SGS

It is clear that[(5b) holds. Denote,
02 o =7 (s,a%)+ 53 Z p2(s'|s, a®)u** (s") —u?*(s), Vs € S,a* € A?%(s),a® # a?.

s'eS
(57)
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By substituting the value af?* in (57) we have

95412 = (fz(s,az)—FQ(s,ag)) —f <Z P72 (s, Z p2(s'|s, a®)7 (s ,a?)) ,

s'eS s'eS
(58)
for all s € S, o> e A%*s), o> # ai. I 3. pszr 2(s'ya%) =

S eegP(s|s,a?)r? (s’ ,as,) for somes € S, a®> € A?(s), a® ;é a?, then @) is
independent of and¢? ., < 0 for all 5. In other cases frov3 we have,eia <0

s,a2
forall 8 > 32 ., where
2 72(s,a?) — 7%(s,a?)
s,a%

Sy PeT2(s' a2) = 3 cg PP(s'|s,a?)2 (s, a2))

r?(s,al,a?) —r?(s,al,a?)

1 g2 .
Yoweg P2 (s ala2) =g (% + 5(5,5’)) r2(s’,al,, a?)

Itis clear that3? , < 3 < 1, becausg* is an optimal policy af. Define

2 2
= 0 2t
ﬂ() sES,aZEIEZa()g),aziag{ vﬂs,a }
wheneverﬂf,a2 is well defined. This implies thag* is an optimal policy of the
DTMDP(f*) forall 8 € [32,1). From [12],¢* is an optimal policy of the CTMDBP{*)
forall o« € (0, o], where
,_ (- ﬁo)“ﬂ”

aO: B
0

Thatis,g* is a best response ¢f for all « € (0, a3]. Define,
ap = min{af, a2}. (59)

We can say thaf* andg* are best response of each other forale (0, ag]. So,
(f*, g*) is a Nash equilibrium of a continuous timediscounted stochastic game for
all « € (0, ), i.e., itis a BNE. O

Now, we give an example of a continuous time stochastic ghatgbssess a Nash
equilibrium which satisfiemM1, M2 andM3.

Example 13. We consider a 2 states continuous time stochastic game \Bbénethe
players have two actions at state 1 and only one action ae<ati.e.,S = {1, 2},
Al(1) = A%2(1) = {1,2}, AL (2) = A%(2) = {1}. The rewards of both the players and
the transition rates for different combinations of statesl actions are summarized in
the Tabld 4.

We show thai f*, ¢*) = ((1,0), (0,1)) is a Blackwell Nash equilibrium of the con-
tinuous time stochastic game given in above example. Wesfisty that(f*, g*) is a
Nash equilibrium atx = 0.5. From the data of the gamg:|| = 1. Fix g* = (0,1),
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Table 4: Immediate rewards and Transition Rates

@s=1 (b) s =2
(0,0) (-1,1) (0, 0)
(5.3) 2,3) 5.9 )
(-1,1) (0,0)
3.9 “4.2)

then player 1 faces a CTMDgY). The optimal policy of CTMDP{*) at discount
ratea. = 0.5 can be computed by solving an equivalent DTMBPB( defined by[(3b),
at discount factopp = 1%& = 0.67. Itis known that the optimal policy of a DT-
MDP exists among the class of stationary deterministicopesi Letf; = (1,0) and

f2 = (0, 1) be two stationary deterministic policies for player 1. Fritva above data,

the transition probability matrices induced fiyand f> for DTMDP(g*) are given by,

Pa=(p 1) Pu=(p 9)

up 67 (f1) = [ = 0.6TP'(f1)] 7' (f1) = (8,10). (60)
up e7(f2) = [I = 0.6TP'(f2)] "7 (f2) = (8,10). (61)

From [60) and(61); = (1,0) = f* andfs both are optimal policy of DTMDRY(*)
atg = 0.67. This impliesf* is an optimal policy of CTMDP{*) atae = 0.5, i.e., f* is

a best response gf. Fix f* = (1,0), then player 2 faces a CTMDJ{). The optimal
policy of CTMDP(f*) can be computed by solving an equivalent DTMPB(defined
by (36). Letg; = (1,0) andgs = (0,1) be two stationary deterministic policies of
player 2. The transition probability matrices inducedgyandg, are given by,

por=(5 ). v =3 1)

up 67(g1) = [I — 0.67TP*(g1)] "7 (g1) = (6,8). (62)
ud 67(g2) = [I — 0.67P%(g9)] *72(g2) = (7.33,8). (63)

From [62) and(63y. = (0,1) = ¢g* is an optimal policy of DTMDP(*) at 3 = 0.67.
This impliesg* is an optimal policy of CTMDPf*) at« = 0.5, i.e., g* is a best
response of *. Hence(f*, g*) is a Nash equilibrium at = 0.5. It easy to check that
(f*,g*) satisfies conditionM1, M2 andM3. Hence, from Theorem 12 it is a BNE.
From [59),a0 = 0.5, so(f*, g*) is a Nash equilibrium for allv € (0, 0.5].

We have,

We have,

Second set of sufficient conditions:
N1. (f*, g*) is a pure strategy Nash equilibrium
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N2.

. 0 o ... 0
QU9 ) =1|. . |
0 o ... 0
i.e., all the states of Markov chain induced ¥, g*) are absorbing.

/ 1 .2
r(s,at,a?) > Z (M + d(s, S/)> ri(s',al, a?),
2 T
VseSat e Al(s),
N3.
/ 1 .2
7,2(57@;7&2) > Z (M + 6(83 S/)> 7’2(5/50’;/7&?’)3

2\

Vs e S a%e A%(s).

Theorem 14. If (f*, g*) is a stationary Nash equilibrium of a discounted continuous
time stochastic game at some discount ate 0 and satisfies the conditiom$l, N2
andN3, then it will be a BNE.

Proof. The proof follows using the similar arguments as in Thedr@mnThe required
discount ratey, is given by
ao = min{a$, a3}, (64)

wherea), = %?”“”, i =1,2. The bound®, i = 1,2, can be calculated frori{b5)
0]

i a 071’1".:1’27 65
B0 = s o B i O P (65)

where the bounds! ,, andj? ., whenever well defined, are given by

1 L= Tl(saalaag) —Tl(s,ai,az) (66)
s,at T ’ 1 42 )
ri(s,ah,02) = ¥yes (M5 + 35, 8)) v (o', al s a2)
2 _ 7”2(8,0/;,0/2) _T2(Saaiaa§)
s,a? = 9 1 .2 n(s’,s,al,a?) 2 1 2 ’ (67)
r (Saasaa ) _ZSIES (7\“7“\54—5(575/))7” (S/aas/vas’)
foralls € S,a' € Al(s),a’ # al,a® € A%(s),a® # a2. O

Now, we give an example and show that there exists a stajidtesh equilibrium
which satisfies conditiond1, N2 andN3.

Example 15. We consider a 2 states continuous time stochastic game \Bbénehe
players have two actions at state 1 and only one action aeati.e.,S = {1, 2},
A1) = A%(1) = {1,2}, A}(2) = A%(2) = {1}. The rewards of both the players and
the transition rates for different combinations of states actions are summarized in
the Tabldb.
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Table 5: Immediate rewards and Transition Rates

@s=1 (b) s =2
(0,0) (-1,1) (0, 0)
4.,4.4) “4.,5) 3.9 )
(-1,1) (0,0)
(5.6) 3.2)

The ExampléI5 can be viewed as a continuous time version arngle 8. We show
that(f*, ¢*) = ((1,0),(1,0)) is a BNE. We first show thatf*, g*) is a Nash equilib-
rium atoe = 2. From data of the gamjgu|| = 1. Fix g* = (1, 0), then first player faces
a CTMDP(g*). The optimal policy of CTMDP{*) ata = % can be computed by solv-
ing the equivalent DTMDRY(*), defined by[(3b), aB = 11%! = 0.6. Let f; = (1,0)
and fo = (0,1) be two stationary deterministic policies. Using the aboatadthe
transition probability matrices induced By and f, for DTMDP(¢*) are given by,

P =(y 9) Puw=(g 1)

ugs(f1) = [I = 0.6P(fu)] 717 (f1) = (6,4.5). (68)

We have

ub 6(f2) = [ — 0.6P(f2)] 17! (f2) = (5.7,4.5). (69)

From [68) and[{69)! = (1,0) = f* is the optimal policy of DTMDP{*). Therefore,
f* is the optimal policy of CTMDP{*), i.e., f* is best response agf*. Now, fix
f*, then player 2 faces CTMDFP{). To compute the optimal policy of CTMDFY)
ata = % we solve the equivalent DTMDFY{) defined by [(36) a3 = 0.6. Let

g1 = (1,0) andg2 = (0,1) be two stationary deterministic policies for player 2.
Using the above data, the transition probability matricetuced byg; and g, for
DTMDP(f*) are given by,

Pl(gl)Z((l) (1))7 Pl(gz):@ 1)

up 6(g1) = [I — 0.6P(g1)] "7 (g1) = (6.6,6). (70)

We have

ud 6(g2) = [I — 0.6P(g2)] 7 (g2) = (6.6,6). (71)

From [70) and[(71)g; andg- both are the optimal policies of DTMDPY{) at3 = 0.6.
This impliesg* = g is the best response ¢f ata = % Hence(f*, ¢*) is a Nash
equilibrium ata = % It is easy to check that all the conditiohil, N2, N3 are
satisfied at f*, g*). Hence, from Theorein 14f*, ¢*) is a BNE. From[(64)¢, = 2

H * * 1 HH H g'
i.e.,(f*,g%) is a Nash equilibrium for alk € (0, 2].
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4

Conclusions

We study BNE in both discrete and continuous time stochgstices. We give counter
examples to show that in general discrete as well as conigtime stochastic games
need not possess a stationary BNE. We show the existence ofEaf& SC-AR
stochastic games. For general stochastic games we giveiffecedt sets of condi-
tions that together are sufficient for a Nash equilibrium é0ebBNE. We give few
examples which show that the Nash equilibria satisfyingpttogosed sufficient condi-
tions indeed exist.
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