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Abstract

Recent price-of-anarchy analyses of games of completentation suggest that
coarse correlated equilibria, which characterize outcresulting from no-regret
learning dynamics, have near-optimal welfare. This wodvjites two main tech-
nical results that lift this conclusion to games of incont@lmformation, a.k.a.,
Bayesian games. First, near-optimal welfare in Bayesiamegaollows directly
from the smoothness-based proof of near-optimal welfatedrsame game when
the private information is public. Second, no-regret l@agrdynamics converge
to Bayesian coarse correlated equilibrium in these incetephformation games.
These results are enabled by interpretation of a Bayesiare @& a stochastic
game of complete information.

1 Introduction

A recent confluence of results from game theory and leartiagry gives a simple explanation for
why good outcomes in large families of strategically-coexgames can be expected. The advance
comes from (a) a relaxation the classical notion of equiliforin games to one that corresponds to
the outcome attained when players’ behavior ensures asyimpb-regret e.g., via standard online
learning algorithms such aseighted majorityand (b) an extension theorem that shows that the
standard approach for bounding the quality of classicallibgia automatically implies the same
bounds on the quality of no-regret equilibria. This paperagalizes these results from static games
to Bayesian games, for example, auctions.

Our motivation for considering learning outcomes in Bagagjames is the following. Many impor-
tant games model repeated interactions between an umcsetanf participants. Sponsored search,
and more generally, online ad-auction market places, apeiitant examples of such games. Plat-
forms are running millions of auctions, with each indivitlaaction slightly different and of only
very small value, but such market places have high enougimto be the financial basis of large
industries. This online auction environment is best matlblea repeated Bayesian game: the auc-
tion game is repeated over time, with the set of participaligtly different each time, depending
on many factors from budgets of the players to subtle diffees in the opportunities.

A canonical example to which our methods apply is a singsifirst-price auction with players’
values for the item drawn from a product distribution. Inls@n auction, players simultaneously
submit sealed bids and the player with the highest bid wirtsays her bid. The utility of the
winner is her value minus her bid; the utilities of the losms zero. When the values are drawn from
non-identical continuous distributions the Bayes-Naghilgxgium is given by a differential equation
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thatis not generally analytically tractable, ¢f. [8] (arehgralizations of this model, computationally
hard, se€ [3]). Again, though their Bayes-Nash equilibriacmmplex, we show that good outcomes
can be expected in these kinds of auctions.

Our approach to proving that good equilibria can be expertagpeated Bayesian games is to
extend an analogous result for static gathes,, the setting where the same game with the same
payoffs and the same players is repeated. Nash equilibsatineiclassical model of equilibrium for
each stage of the static game. In such an equilibrium thtegtes of players may be randomized;
however, the randomizations of the players are independenteasure the quality of outcomes in
games Koutsoupias and Papadimitriou [9] introducedpifiee of anarchythe ratio of the quality

of the worst Nash equilibrium over a socially optimal sabuti Price of anarchy results have been
shown for large families of games, with a focus on those saiefor computer networks. Roughgar-
den [11] identified the canonical approach for bounding theepof anarchy of a game as showing
that it satisfies a naturamoothnessondition.

There are two fundamental flaws with Nash equilibrium as aria$on of strategic behavior. First,
computing a Nash equilibrium can be PPAD hard and, thusheeghould efficient algorithms for
computing a Nash equilibrium be expected nor should anymyesa(of players with bounded com-
putational capabilities) converge to a Nash equilibriuec@hd, natural behavior tends to introduce
correlations in strategies and therefore does not convergdash equilibrium even in the limit.
Both of these issues can be resolved for large families ofegaifirst, there are relaxations of Nash
equilibrium which allow for correlation in the players’ ategies. Of these, this paper will focus
on coarse correlated equilibriunwvhich requires the expected payoff of a player for the catesl
strategy be no worse than the expected payoff of any actithegilayer’s disposal. Second, it was
proven by Blum et al[[2] that the (asymptotic) no-regrefgady of many online learning algorithms
implies convergence to the set of coarse correlated egaiflb

Blum et al. [2] extended the definition of the price of anar¢byoutcomes obtained when each
player follows a no-regret learning algoritlfinAs coarse correlated equilibrium generalize Nash
equilibrium it could be that the worst case equilibrium unttee former is worse than the latter.
Roughgarden [11], however, observed that there is ofteregeediation; specifically, the very same
smoothness property that he identified as implying goodaselin Nash equilibrium also proves
good welfare of coarse correlated equilibrium (equivdierior outcomes from no-regret learners).
Thus, for a large family of static games, we can expect girateehavior to lead to good outcomes.

This paper extends this theory to Bayesian games. Our batitn is two-fold: (i) We show an
analog of the convergence of no-regret learning to coanselated equilibria in Bayesian games,
which is of interest independently of our price of anarchglgsis; and (ii) we show that the coarse
correlated equilibria of the Bayesian version of any smaétic game have good welfare. Com-
bining these results, we conclude that no-regret learmrggriooth Bayesian games achieves good
welfare.

These results are obtained as follows. It is possible to @dayesian game as a stochastic game,
i.e., where the payoff structure is fixed but there is a randation on the part of Nature. This
viewpoint applied to the above auction example considerspulation of bidders associated for
each player and, in each stage, Nature uniformly at randtentseone bidder from each population
to participate in the auction. We re-interpret and streegth result of Syrgkanis and Tardos|[12]
by showing that the smoothness property of the static gaore(fy fixed profile of bidder values)
implies smoothness of this stochastic game. From the persp@f coarse correlated equilibrium,
there is no difference between a stochastic game and thetnohastic game with each random
variable replaced with its expected value. Thus, the srmasth framework of Roughgarden [11]
extends this result to imply that the coarse correlatedlibgiai of the stochastic game are good.
To show that we can expect good outcomes in Bayesian ganmsfitdes to show that no-regret
learning converges to the coarse correlated equilibriuthisfstochastic game. Importantly, when
we consider learning algorithms there is a distinction leetmthe stochastic game where players’
payoffs are random variables and the non-stochastic gareeptayers’ payoffs are the expectation

'In the standard terms of the game theory literature, we extesults for learning in games of complete
information to games of incomplete information.

2This result is a generalization of one of Foster and Vohra [7]

3They referred to this price of anarchy for no-regret leasraer theprice of total anarchy



of these variables. Our analysis addressed this distmetia, in particular, shows that, in the

stochastic game on populations, no-regret learning cgegealmost surely to the set of coarse
correlated equilibrium. This result implies that the ageravelfare of no-regret dynamics will be

good, almost surely, and not only in expectation over thdoamdraws of Nature.

2 Preliminaries

This section describes a general game theoretic environnteoh includes auctions and resource
allocation mechanisms. For this general environment wiewnethe results from the literature for
analyzing the social welfare that arises from no-regratieg dynamics in repeated game play.
The subsequent sections of the paper will generalize thieand these results to Bayesian games,
a.k.a., games of incomplete information.

General Game Form. A general gameM is specified by a mapping from a profiec A =

Ai x -+ x A, of allowable actions of players to an outcome. Behavior irame may result in
(possibly correlated) randomized actians A(.A)A Playeri’s utility in this game is determined
by a profile of individual values € V =V, x --- x V,, and the (implicit) outcome of the game; it
is denotedJ; (a; v;) = Eq~a [U;(a;v;)]. In games with a social planner or principal who does not
take an action in the game, the utility of the principaAta) = E,, [R(a)]. In many games of
interest, such as auctions or allocation mechanisms, tlity of the principal is the revenue from
payments from the players. We will use the temachanisnandgameinterchangeably.

In a static gamehe payoffs of the players (given hy are fixed. Subsequent sections will consider
Bayesian gamem the independent private value model, i.e., where plaigevalue v; is drawn
independently from the other players’ values and is knowly pnivately to player:. Classical
game theory assumesmplete informatiorfor static games, i.e., thatis known, andncomplete
informationin Bayesian games, i.e., that the distribution oWes known. For our study of learning
in games no assumptions of knowledge are made; howevernteecbto the classical literature
we will use its terminology of complete and incomplete imf@tion to refer to static and Bayesian
games, respectively.

Social Welfare. We will be interested in analyzing the quality of the outcoafghe game as
defined by the social welfare, which is the sum of the utsitié the players and the principal. We
will denote bySW (a; v) = >, Ui(a; v;) + R(a) the expected social welfare of mechanisrh
under a randomized action profde For any valuation profile € V we will denote the optimal
social welfare, i.e, the maximum over outcomes of the gantkeo$um of utilities, by ®1(v).

No-regret Learning and Coarse Correlated Equilibria. For complete information games, i.e.,
fixed valuation profilev, Blum et al. [2] analyzed repeated play of players usingegret learning
algorithms, and showed that this play converges to a rataxaf Nash equilibrium, namely, coarse
correlated equilibrium.

Definition 1 (no regret) A player achieveso regretin a sequence of play, ..., a” if his regret
against any fixed strategy, vanishes to zero:
My 00 4 Zthl(Ui(ag, at ;v;) = Ui(at;v;)) = 0. Q)

Definition 2 (coarse correlated equilibrium, CCEA randomized action profila € A(A) is a
coarse correlated equilibriunf a complete information game with valuation profiléf for every
playeri anda; € A;:

Ea [Ui(a; v5)] > Ea [Us(aj, a_i; v;)] 2
Theorem 3(Blum et al. [2]) The empirical distribution of actions of any no-regret seqce in a
repeated game converges to the seCQfE of the static game.

Price of Anarchy of CCE. Roughgarder[11] gave a unifying framework for compariregsbcial
welfare, under various equilibrium notions including cgacorrelated equilibrium, to the optimal
social welfare by defining the notion of a smooth game. Thiswork was extended to games like
auctions and allocation mechanisms by Syrgkanis and T§i@s

“Bold-face symbols denote random variables.



| Game/Mechanism | (A

POA | Reference]

Simultaneous First Price Auction with Submodular Bidderd — 1/e,1) | %5 [12]

First Price Multi-Unit Auction 1-1/e,1) | 5 S]]

First Price Position Auction (1/2,1) 2 12

All-Pay Auction (1/2,1) 2 12

Greedy Combinatorial Auction witli-complements (1—-1/e,d) ed_el [10]

Proportional Bandwitdth Allocation Mechanism (1/4,1) 4 [12]
Submodular Welfare Games (1,1) 2 [13,[11]

Congestion Games with Linear Delays (5/3,1/3) | 5/2 [11]

Figure 1: Examples of smooth games and mechanisms

Definition 4 (smooth mechanismA mechanisniM is (A, 1)-smoothfor some\, p > 0 there exists
an independent randomized action profif§v) € A(A;) x - -- x A(A,,) for each valuation profile
v, such that for any action profile € .4 and valuation profile € V:

Yiem Ui(@] (v), a—i;vi) = X- OPT(v) — 11+ R(a). (3)

Many important games and mechanisms satisfy this smoathdedition for various parameters
of A andu (see Figuréll); the following theorem shows that the wel&frany coarse correlated
equilibrium in any of these games is nearly optimal.

Theorem 5 (efficiency of CCE;[[12]) If a mechanism ig\, 11)-smooth then the social welfare of
any course correlated equilibrium at least—— of the optimal welfare, i.e., therice of anarchy

max{1,u}
satisfiesPoA < w

Price of Anarchy of No-regret Learning. Following Blum et al.[[2], Theoreiinl3 and Theoré&in 5
imply that no-regret learning dynamics have near-optiroaiad welfare.

Corollary 6 (efficiency of no-regret dyhamics;_[12])f a mechanism i\, 11)-smooth then the
average welfare of any no-regret dynamics of the repeatetbgaith a fixed player set and valuation

profile, achieves average social welfare at Ieggtxf{\l—_u} of the optimal welfare, i.e., the price of

anarchy satisfie®oA < madlut

Importantly, Corollary b holds the valuation profitec V fixed throughout the repeated game play.
The main contribution of this paper is in extending this tlygo games of incomplete information,
e.g., where the values of the players are drawn at randontmreand of game play.

3 Population Interpretation of Bayesian Games

In the standaréihdependent private value modsfl a Bayesian gaméhere aren players. Playetf
has typev; drawn uniformly from the set of typ¥; (and this distribution is denoteg;) B We will
restrict attention to the case when the type spacis finite. A player’s strategy in this Bayesian
game is a mapping; : V; — A; from a valuatiorw; € V; to an actiorn; € A;. We will denote
with ¥, = A}’ the strategy space of each player and With- ¥; x ... x ¥,,. Inthe game, each
playeri realizes his type; from the distribution and then makes actigiw;) in the game.

In the population interpretation of the Bayesian game, eddled theagent normal form representa-
tion [6], there aren finite populations of players. Each player in populatidvas a type; which we
assume to be distinct for each player in each population eraa populatior$.The set of players
in the population is denoted;. and the player in populatianwith typew; is called playew;. In the
population game, each playerchooses an actiosi(v;). Nature uniformly draws one player from

5The restriction to the uniform distribution is without lassgenerality for any finite type space and for any
distribution over the type space that involves only ratigrababilities.

The restriction to distinct types is without of loss of geality as we can always augment a type space with
an index that does not affect player utilities.



each population, and the game is played with those playeti®res. In other words, the utility of
playerv; from populationi is:

ULS (s) = By [Ui(s(v); vi) - 1{vi = v;}] (4)

Notice that the population interpretation of the Bayesiamg is in fact a stochastic game of com-
plete information.

There are multiple generalizations of coarse correlatedibga from games of complete informa-
tion to games of incomplete information (c!f! [6]) [1]) [4]Pne of the canonical definitions is simply
the coarse correlated equilibrium of the stochastic ganwoiplete information that is defined by
the population interpretation abdfe.

Definition 7 (Bayesian coarse correlated equilibriumav&s-CCE). A randomized strategy profile
s € A(X) is a Bayesian coarse correlated equilibrium if for evefye A; and for every,; € V;:

EsEy [Ui(s(v);vi) | vi = vi] > EsEy [Ui(al,s—i(v_); vi) | vi = vy (5)

In a game of incomplete information the welfare in equilifoni will be compared to the expected
ex-post optimal social welfarg, [OpT(v)]. We will refer to the worst-case ratio of the expected
optimal social welfare over the expected social welfarengfBAYES-CCE as BYES-CCE-ROA.

4 Learning in Repeated Bayesian Game

Consider a repeated version of the population interprataif a Bayesian game. At each iteration
one playemw; from each population is sampled uniformly and indepengdrim other populations.
The set of chosen players then participate in an instancer@canismM. We assume that each
playerv; € V;, uses some no-regret learning rule to play in this repeaets§ In Definition[8, we
describe the structure of the game and our notation moreledy.

Definition 8. Therepeated Bayesian game.bt proceeds as follows. In stage
1. Each playen; € V; in each population picks an actionst(v;) € A;. We denote with
st e ALV” the function that maps a player € V; to his action.

2. From each population one playerv! € V; is selected uniformly at random. Let =

(vi,...,vt) be the chosen profile of players artiv?) = (st (vl),..., st (vh)) be the

’r'n

profile of chosen actions.

3. Each playen! participates in an instance of ganet, in the role of player € [n], with
action st (v!) and experiences a utility df; (s’ (v*); v!). All players not selected in Step 2
experience zero utility.

Remark. We point out that for each player in a population to achieveaewyet he does not need
to know the distribution of values in other populations. fighexist algorithms that can achieve the
no-regret property and simply require an oracle that rattine utility of a player at each iteration.
Thus all we need to assume is that each player receives asafeelis utility at each iteration. m

Remark. We also note that our results would extend to the case whezadt period multiple
matchings are sampled independently and players potgnigtticipate in more than one instance
of the mechanisnM and potentially with different players from the remainirgpplation. The only
thing that the players need to observe in such a settingiisatherage utility that resulted from their
actionst(v;) € A; from all the instances that they participated at the giveioge Such a scenario
seems an appealing model in online ad auction marketplabesewplayers receive only average
utility feedback from their bids. ]

"This notion is the coarse analog of thgent normal form Bayes correlated equilibriutefined in Section
4.2 of Forges/[B].

8An equivalent and standard way to view a Bayesian game ig#twit player draws his value independently
from his distribution each time the game is played. In thisripretation the player plays by choosing a strategy
that maps his value to an action (or distribution over acjorin this interpretation our no-regret condition
requires that the player not regret his actions for eachilplesgalue.



Bayesian Price of Anarchy for No-regret Learners. In this repeated game setting we want to
compare the average social welfare of any sequence of playendach player uses a vanishing
regret algorithm versus the average optimal welfare. Megeave want to quantify the worst-case
such average welfare over all possible valuation distidmstwithin each population:

ST op1(vh)
?:1 SVV]M(St(,Ut);,Ut) (6)

sup lim sup
Fi,eoisFn T—o0
We will refer to this quantity as thBayesian price of anarchy for no-regret learnei$ie numerator
of this term is simply the average optimal welfare when piayfeom each population are drawn
independently in each stage; it converges almost sureljigaekpected ex-post optimal welfare
E,[OPT(v)] of the stage game. Our main theorem is that if the mechanismda®th and players
follow no-regret strategies then the expected welfare &auteed to be close to the optimal welfare.

Theorem 9(Main Theorem) If a mechanism i\, 1)-smooth then the average (over time) welfare
of any no-regret dynamics of the repeated Bayesian gameweehiaverage social welfare at least

7maxf{\l_#} of the average optimal welfare, i.B0A < w almost surely.

Roadmap of the proof. In Sectior[ b, we show that any vanishing regret sequenceagfqflthe
repeated Bayesian game, will conveedmost surelyto the Bayesian version of a coarse correlated
equilibrium of the incomplete information stage game. Hfiere the Bayesian price of total anarchy
will be upper bounded by the efficiency of guarantee of anyeB&n coarse correlated equilibrium.
Finally, in Sectioi b we show that the price of anarchy bourshwoth mechanisms directly extends
to Bayesian coarse correlated equilibria, thereby pragdin upper bound on the Bayesian price of
total anarchy of the repeated game.

Remark. We point out that our definition of Bes-CCE is inherently different and more restricted
than the one defined in Caragiannis etldl. [4]. Thereaee3-CCE is defined as a joint distribution
D overV x A, such thatif(v,a) ~ D then for anyv; € V; anda}(v;) € A;:

E(v,a) [Ui(a;vi)] > E(y a) [Ui(ai(vi), a—;v;)] (7)
The main difference is that the product distribution defibgda distribution inA(X) and the dis-
tribution of values, cannot produce any possible jointriigtion over(), A), but the type of joint
distributions are restricted to satisfy a conditional ipeledence property described by [6]. Namely
that playeri’s action is conditionally independent of some other playsvalue, given playef’s
type. Such a conditional independence property is es$éntithe guarantees that we will present
in this work to extend to a Bres-CCE and hence do not seem to extend to the notion given in [4].
However, as we will show in Sectidnd 5, the no-regret dynartties we analyze, which are math-
ematically equivalent to the dynamics [0 [4], do convergéhis smaller set of Byes-CCE that
we define and for which our efficiency guarantees will extehllis extra convergence property is
not needed when the mechanism satisfies the strar@gersmoothneggoperty defined in [4] and
thereby was not needed to show efficiency bounds in theingett [ ]

5 Convergence of Bayesian No-Regret to&Aes-CCE

In this section we show that no-regret learning in the reg&@ayesian game converges almost
surely to the set of Bayesian coarse correlated equilibiig.given sequence of play of the repeated

Bayesian game, which we defined in Definit[dn 8, gives rise seguence of strategy-value pairs
(s*,v') wheres' = (st,..., s ) ands? € A7, captures the actions that each playgn population
1 would have chosen, had they been picked. Then observe tttatahatters to compute the average
social welfare of the game for any given time s#pis the empirical distribution of pairs, v), up

till time stepT’, denoted aP’, i.e. if (s, v1) is a random sample from7:

T i SW(s'(v');0") = Eggr yr) [SW(s (v7); v7)] ®)
Lemma 10(Almost sure convergence toaABES-CCE). Consider a sequence of play of the random
matching game, where each player uses a vanishing regretitiign and letD” be the empirical
distribution of (strategy, valuation) profile pairs up ttiilme stepl’. Consider any subsequence of
{DT}r that converges in distribution to some distributiéh Then, almost surely) is a product
distribution, i.e. D = D, x D,, with Dy € A(X) and D, x A(V) such thatD, = F and
D; € BAYES-CCE of the static incomplete information game with distribntibbeliefsF.



Proof. We will denote with
ri(a;,a;v;) = Ui(ay, a—i;v;) — Us(a; v;),

the regret of playev; from population, for actiona} at action profilez. For av; € V; letz!(v;) =
1{v! = v;}. Since the sequence has vanishing regret for each playepopulation?;, it must be
that for anys} € >;:

Sy ah(v) - (57 (v), 8t (v1);v5) < o(T) ©)

For any fixedr', let DT € A(X) denote the empirical distribution ef and lets be a random sample
from DT For eachs € X, let 7; C [T'] denote the time steps such that= s for eacht € 7;. Then
we can re-write Equatioh}(9) as:

Ee [y Srer ob(i) - 71 (55 (00), s (0 01) | < 2 (10)

Foranys € Y andw € V, let T, = {t € T; : v' = w}. Then we can re-write Equation (10) as:
Teuw . o

Ee [Suey Tt {ws = vi i (57 (v0), s(w)svi)] < % (11)

Now we observe tha&ITST’—f‘“' is the empirical frequency of the valuation vector= V, when filtered

at time steps where the strategy vector wasSince at each time stepthe valuation vector? is
picked independently from the distribution of valuatiomfiles 7, this is the empirical frequency
of 7, independent samples fro/.

By standard arguments from empirical processes thedfy,# oo then this empirical distribution
converges almost surely to the distributidnh On the other hand if; doesn't go toco, then the
empirical frequency of strategyvanishes td) asT — oo and therefore has measure zero in the
above expectation @8 — oo. Thus for any convergent subsequence b}, if D is the limit
distribution, then ifs is in the support ofD, then almost surely the distribution ef conditional on
strategys is F. Thus we can writé) as a product distributio®, x F.

Moreover, if we denote witlhw the random variable that follows distributiof, then the limit of
Equation[(11l) for any convergent sub-sequence, will gia th

a.S. Esp Ew~r [1{w; = v} - r; (8] (vi),s(w);v;)] <0
Equivalently, we get thab, will satisfy that for allv; € V; and for alls;:
a.S. Esop. Ewor [ri (s7(w;),s(w);w;) |w; =v;] <0

The latter is exactly the Bres-CCE condition from Definitiori]7. Thud, is in the set of
BAYES-CCE of the static incomplete incomplete information gameagn players, where the
type profile is drawn fron. |

Given the latter convergence theorem we can easily contheimllowing the following theorem,
whose proof is given in the supplementary material.

Theorem 11. The price of anarchy for Bayesian no-regret dynamics is uppended by the price
of anarchy of Bayesian coarse correlated equilibria, altrssely.

6 Efficiency of Smooth Mechanisms at Bayes Coarse Correlatdgluilibria

In this section we show that smoothness of a mechamigrimplies that any BYEs-CCE of the

incomplete information setting achieves at Ieﬁqsg)t(?l—#} of the expected optimal welfare. To show

this we will adopt the interpretation of & es-CCE that we used in the previous section, as coarse
correlated equilibria of a more complex normal form game; g¢tochastic agent normal form rep-
resentation of the Bayesian game. We can interpret this xmmrmal form game as the game
that arises from a complete information mechanisti® among}_, |V;| players, which randomly
samples one player from each of the@opulation and where the utility of a player in the complete
information mechanismM*€ is given by Equatiori{4). The set of possible outcomes indlgisnt



game corresponds to the set of mappings from a profile of cmisqers to an outcome in the un-
derlying mechanlsm\/l The optimal welfare of this game, is then the expected est-pptimal
welfare pT°¢ = E,, [OPT(V)].

The main theorem that we will show is that whenever mechaoidnis (), 11)-smooth, then also

mechanismM*€ is (A, u)-smooth. Then we will invoke a theorem &f [12,]11], which sisawat
any coarse correlated equilibrium of a complete informmatieechanism achieves at Iearlgtm
of the optimal welfare. By the equivalence betweeryBs-CCE and CCE of this complete infor-
mation game, we get that everpBes-CCE of the Bayesian game achieves at Ie@gﬂ—#} of the

expected optimal welfare.

Theorem 12(From complete information to Bayesian smoothnesisi mechanismM is (\, u)-
smooth, then for any vector of independent valuation distons* = (Fi,...,F,), the complete
information mechanism*®is also (), x1)-smooth.

Proof. Consider the following randomized deviation for each ptayec V; in populationi: He
random samples a valuation profte ~ F. Then he plays according to the randomized action
sf(vi, w_;), i.e., the player deviates using the randomized actionagueed by the smoothness
property of mechanismM for his typev; and the random sample of the types of the otlvers.

Consider an arbitrary action profike = (si,...,s,) for all players in all populations. In this

context it is better to think of each as aV;| dimensional vector imﬁt‘ivi| and to views as ay _, |V
dimensional vector. Then with_,, we will denote all the components of this large vector except
the ones corresponding to playere V;. Moreover, we will be denoting witkr a sample fromF
drawn by mechanisoMA®, We now argue about the expected utility of playgirom this deviation,
which is:
Evw [Uf5, (57 (vi, W—i), -0,)] = BEwBy [Us(s] (v, W—i), s—i(v_i); vi) - 1{vi = v;}]

Summing the latter over all playevs € V; in population::
Z Ew UAG i (v, W), S*'Ui)} = EBwy [Zvievi Ui(s} (vi, W—i), s—i(v—i); vi) - H{v; = vz}}
Vg €V1

= Ey w [Ui(s] (Vi,W—i),5-i(V_); Vi)]

= By w [Ui(s] (Wi, W—i), 5 i (V_i); W;)]
Evw [Ui(s] (W), s—i(v—i); Wi)] ,

where the second to last equation is an exchange of variabbes and regrouping using indepen-
dence. Summing over populations and using smoothness,ofe get smoothness d#A¢

Z Z E Uﬁs‘? ’U“W_ ) S—vi )} = Ev,w [Zze[n] Ul(sr (W)a S—i(v—i);wi)
[n] vi€V;
> Eyw [/\OPT(W) — MR(s(v))] = \E,, [OPT(W)] _ ,LLRAG(S)

Corollary 13. EveryBAYES-CCE of the mcomplete information setting of a smooth mechanism

M, achieves expected welfare at Ieast{l— of the expected optimal welfare.

7 Finite Time Analysis and Convergence Rates

In the previous section we argued about the limit averageiefity of the game as time goes to
infinity. In this section we analyze the convergence rateAgeEs-CCE and we show approximate
efficiency results even for finite time, when players arevedid to have someregret.

Theorem 14. Consider the repeated matching game witt\au:)-smooth mechanism. Suppose that
for anyT > T°, each player in each of the populations has regret at most. Then for every
andp, there exists &* (9, p), such that for any” > min{7°, T*}, with probabilityl — p

T i1 SW(s'(0)iv") > sy By [OPT(V)] =6 — ju- e (12)

= max{1,u}

Moreover,T* (5, p) < M =L VEHE 1o, (%)
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Supplementary material for
“No-Regret Learning in Bayesian Games”

A Proof of Theorem[11

For readability we repeat the definitions of Lemimé 10 and Téredl1 from the main text.

Lemmalld LetD € A(X x V) be a joint distribution of (strategy, valuation) profile pai Con-
sider a sequence of play of the random matching game, whetremayer uses a vanishing regret
algorithm and letD” be the empirical distribution of strategy, valuation prefipairs up till time
stepT’. Suppose that there exists a subsequené®df} + that converges in distribution t®. Then,
almost surelyD is a product distribution, i.eD = D, x D,,, with D, € A(X) andD,, x A(V) such
that D, = F and D, € BAYES-CCE of the static incomplete information game with distributb
beliefsF.

Theorem[I1 The price of anarchy for Bayesian no-regret dynamics is uppended by the price
of anarchy of Bayesian coarse correlated equilibria.

Proof. Let D € A(X x V) be a joint distribution, such that there is a subsequencgldf}r,
converging in distribution td. Then by Lemm&710, almost surel, is a product distribution, i.e.
D e A(X)x A(V) and that the marginal ovi is equal taF and the marginal ok is a Bavyes-CCE
of the static incomplete information game with distributid beliefsF.

Therefore, ifp is the BAYES-CCE — POA of the mechanism, and {&, v) is a random sample from
D, then almost surely:

Esv [SW(s(v); V)] > %Ev [OPT(V)] (13)

Thus the limit average social welfare of any convergentegbsnce will be at IeaslfgtIEv [OPT(V)],
which then implies that almost surely:

T
L 1 Loty ot 1 E
— E %% oty > 2 S —
lim Tlnf 2 SW(s*(v");v") pIEv [OPT(V) ; Thm OpPT(v

Thus for any non-measure zero event, for afthere exists g (¢) such that for anyi” > f(e):

T
%ZSW(St(Ut); ¢ %—ZOPT
=1

With no loss of generality we can assume tligt[OPT(v)] > 0 (o.w. valuations are all zero
and theorem holds trivially). Since, the average optimalfave converges almost surely to
E, [OPT(v)], we get that for any non-measure zero event, there exigi®) auch that fofl’ > ¢(d),

* Zthl OpPT(v?) is bounded away from zero. Thereby, we can turn the additice eto a multi-
plicative one, i.e. for any non-measure zero event and fprathere existsv(e’) such that for any
T > w(e):

T

1 1

T §ISW(St(vt);v —(1+¢) g OopPT(v
t—

This implies that almost surely:

1 T t
OPT
li sup TZt 1 ( )
T—oo 7 ST i1 SW (st(vt);vt)

< p = BAYES-CCE-POA



B Proof of Theorem[14

Theorem[I4 Consider the repeated matching game witf\au )-smooth mechanism. Suppose that
for anyT > TP, each player in each of the populations has regret at mosgt. Then for every

andp, there exists &* (9, p), such that for any” > min{7°, T*}, with probability1 — p

T
T SW(EHW)0!) = B [ORT(v) — 5= 14)

Moreover,T* (6, p) < w log (%)

Proof. Fix a populatiori and a Bayesian strategy € ¥;, as well as a Bayesian strategy profile
s € X.. For shorter notation we will denote:
i (87, 8,0) = U (87 (v;), 5—i(v—3); v5).

170 Ts

For a time stef’, let p”'(s) = | be the empirical distribution of a Bayesian strateggnd with
[ 75,0l
p

T(v]s) = A be the empmcal distribution of values conditional on a Bsign strategy. The

average utility of a populationup till time stepT’, when switching to a fixed Bayesian strategy
can be written as:

T
%Zw(sf,st,vt)22p Zp (s7,8,0) (15)
t=1

seEX veV

We WI|| show that for any?, there exists &* (4, p) such that for any” > T* (4, p), with probability

1_
ZPT(S) ZPT(U|S) 7,7 5V > Zp Z,S,V)] -4 (16)

El veV SEX
wherev is a random variable drawn from the distribution of valuatprofiles 7. We will denote
with p(v) the density function implied by distributiaf.

In what follows we will denote withtl = max;en],v, vz, e, vi(7;) the maximum possible value
of any player. Thus observe that the utility of any playemper bounded by/ and that the revenue
collected by any player at equilibrium is upper boundedhy

For a time period’, letG = {s € ¥ : pT(s) > (}. Then observe that:
ZPT(S) Z (pT(U|S) - p(’U)) 771(51 ) 8,0) >
sex veV
S 07() Y (P (wls) — p(v) - milsf,sv) — C- |8 H

seG veV
Observe that for ang € G, |T;| > ¢ - T. Thusp”(v|s) is the empirical mean of at least- T
independentrandom samples of a Bernoulli trial with suegesbabilityp(v). Hence, by Hoeffding
bounds, we have thgt” (v|s) — p(v)| < ¢ with probability at least —2exp (—=2-¢ - T - ¢?). Thus
with that much probability we get:

D)) (0" (wls) = p(v) - mi(si,s,0) = ~t- V|- H = ¢ |5 - H

seEX veV

By settingt = 2,|3‘_H, ¢ = 2,|§‘_H andT*(d,p) = Wlog (%) we get the claimed
property in Equatior (16).

Now suppose that after time stéfy each player in a population has regegh. Thus the average
utility of the population is at least the utility from switicty to any fixed Bayesian strategy, minus
an error term ot /n:

€
Zp Zp s)mi(si, s,0) >Zp Zp s, ,v)—ﬁ a7

sEX veV sEX veV



From the previous analysis, for ay> min{T"°, T*( ,0)}, we get that with probability — p:

Zp Zp s)mi(si, s >Zp Z,s,v)]—%—% (18)

sEX veV SEX

Summing over all populations and using the Bayesian smesthproperty of the mechanism from
Theoreni IR, we have that with probability- p:

D 0" (5) Y p (0]s) D omilsinsw) = D pT(s) (B [OPT(V)] — uR"(s)) — — — e

seEX veV i SEX

> AE, [OPT(v ,uZp RAG — —c
sEX

i [
To conclude the theorem we observe that since forsa@y, |p? (v]s) — p(v)| < Faor e We get

that: 5
AG
R Z p(v Z P v)) + 3 (19)
veV veV

Since, the revenue collected by a player at any action inuppat of an equilibrium is at mogf .
By the latter we can combine the revenue on the right handsitiethe utility on the left hand side.
We can also bound the remainifig — 1) of the revenue, byu — 1) of the average welfare minus
€, since each player in each population can always drop otiecdtiction and therefore his average
utility at an £-regret sequence must be at least.

Hence, we get that:

S 0T (5) S 0T (u]s) SW (s(0); 0) > ———Ey [OPT(V)] 6 —p-c  (20)

sEX veV max{l, H}

Thus choosing™ (p, 2) = w log (%) , we get the conditions of the theorem. W
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