
January 2024

States as Strings as Strategies: Steering
Language Models with Game-Theoretic Solvers
Ian Gemp1, Yoram Bachrach1, Marc Lanctot1, Roma Patel1, Vibhavari Dasagi1, Luke Marris1, Georgios
Piliouras1, Siqi Liu1 and Karl Tuyls1
1Google DeepMind

Game theory is the study of mathematical models of strategic interactions among rational agents.
Language is a key medium of interaction for humans, though it has historically proven difficult to model
dialogue and its strategic motivations mathematically. A suitable model of the players, strategies, and
payoffs associated with linguistic interactions (i.e., a binding to the conventional symbolic logic of game
theory) would enable existing game-theoretic algorithms to provide strategic solutions in the space of
language. In other words, a binding could provide a route to computing stable, rational conversational
strategies in dialogue. Large language models (LLMs) have arguably reached a point where their
generative capabilities can enable realistic, human-like simulations of natural dialogue. By prompting
them in various ways, we can steer their responses towards different output utterances. Leveraging the
expressivity of natural language, LLMs can also help us quickly generate new dialogue scenarios, which
are grounded in real world applications. In this work, we present one possible binding from dialogue
to game theory as well as generalizations of existing equilibrium finding algorithms to this setting. In
addition, by exploiting LLMs generation capabilities along with our proposed binding, we can synthesize
a large repository of formally-defined games in which one can study and test game-theoretic solution
concepts. We also demonstrate how one can combine LLM-driven game generation, game-theoretic
solvers, and imitation learning to construct a process for improving the strategic capabilities of LLMs.

Keywords: Large Language Models, Game Theory, Multiagent Systems

1. Introduction

While artificial intelligence (AI) has mediated large parts of our daily life for decades—internet
search (Brin and Page, 1998), recommendation systems (Bennett et al., 2007), federated learning of
key strokes (Hard et al., 2018)—the recent emergence of strong generative AI models, conveying the
impression of agency and competence (McKee et al., 2023), have opened the door for AI assistants.
In this new setting, we might knowingly interact with and request the mediation of an artificially
intelligent agent on our behalf.

People already employ large language models (LLMs) in negotiations1. Users have also admitted
their use of LLMs to achieve their goals (White et al., 2023; Zhou et al., 2022), potentially at the
expense of others2. Given the deployment of LLMs in such scenarios—specifically, in interactions with
opportunities for strategic decision making—we believe it makes sense to study how to model these

Title explained: States or infostates are standard terminology for how histories are grouped in imperfect information
games – this is covered in Section 2, background. States as strings as strategies refers to the fact that, in this paper, states
(dialogue histories) are strings and strategies (prompts) are also strings. It is meant to convey how the dialogue game
model we propose is encoded entirely natively in language space (i.e., strings).

1https://www.reddit.com/r/OpenAI/comments/182zkdl/comment/kam363u/
2https://twitter.com/JeremyRubin/status/1674454729231933440
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strategic interactions formally in the language of game theory.

Game Theory: Algorithmic Successes and Notions of Strategic Optimality Game Theory studies
mathematical models of strategic interactions among rational agents, considering self-interested
participants whose actions affect one another (Fudenberg and Tirole, 1991). Such analysis has
applications in a wide range of fiends, from social science and economics to logic and computer
science. In particular, game theory provides a rigorous mathematical framework for analyzing
multiagent systems and for designing artificial autonomous agents who must cooperate or compete
with one another (Dafoe et al., 2021; Rosenschein and Zlotkin, 1994; Stone and Veloso, 2000;
Wooldridge, 2009).

The field of artificial intelligence has a long history of successful agent designs based on game
theoretic principles in many tasks such as cooperation and negotiation (Gemp et al., 2022; Jennings
et al., 2001; Kraus, 1997), optimization (Hernandez-Leal et al., 2017; Sohrabi and Azgomi, 2020;
Tuyls and Parsons, 2007), economic analysis and trading (Parkes andWellman, 2015; Wellman, 2022),
or electronic commerce (He et al., 2003; Song et al., 2019). Further, game theory (Nisan et al., 2007;
Shoham and Leyton-Brown, 2008) has driven some major recent successes in outperforming humans
in complex decision making settings including Go (Silver et al., 2017), Poker (Brown and Sandholm,
2018), StarCraft (Vinyals et al., 2019), Gran Turismo (Wurman et al., 2022), Stratego (Perolat et al.,
2022), Humanoid Soccer (Liu et al., 2022), and Diplomacy (Anthony et al., 2020; FAIR et al., 2022).

Critical to these successes is the development of research on multiagent systems and, in partic-
ular, computational techniques for computing approximate solutions of games, typically equilibria.
These techniques rely on a formal language for categorizing games into classes, identifying general
assumptions for each case, and tailoring algorithms for each setting. In order to apply research from
this field to problems such as those above (e.g., Go), one first has to build a model of the game under
consideration. This involves defining a state space (e.g., the possible configurations of the stones in
Go), actions which empower players to modify the world (e.g., choosing where to put a stone), and
possibly stochastic state transitions (e.g., adding the stone to the board). Game theory also studies
the notion of solution concepts: what does it mean to solve a game? In some classes of games this
is well-understood, in others there is no prescriptive solution. In summary, applying game theory
requires both constructing a suitable abstract model of the game (i.e., a binding from the real world
to game-theoretic language) and also solving the game (i.e., running an algorithm on the constructed
model to extract an optimal strategy or strategy profile).

However, all of these success stories are on games in the colloquial sense of the word. These are
card, board, or video games, i.e., abstractions meant to entertain and prepare people for “real world”
interactions where strategy has great impact, e.g., negotiating a business deal or garnering support for
a new economic policy. Extending game theoretic approaches to these settings is non-trivial because
natural language is not explicitly built into the foundations of game theory. In order to tackle these
important interactions, we need a way of easily constructing models of them that respect their native
linguistic medium.

Large Language Models as Simulacra, Assistants & Tools Large language models have advanced
to a point where their generative capabilities can enable realistic, human-like simulations of dialogue
between humans (Park et al., 2023a). They allow us to ask hypothetical and counterfactual questions;
for example, if we were to rephrase an email, how might the negotiations have proceeded and
ultimately concluded?

Large language models are generative models that take as input a string and produce a distribution
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over tokens. In order to generate an output string, an LLM autoregressively samples tokens given
its (growing) input. The LLM’s output is a deterministic distribution over the next token. Important
to our purposes, a) the LLM’s output is deterministic given a fixed random seed, and b) we know
probabilities over its possible tokens which is useful in settings where we ask the LLM multiple choice
questions aand retrieve the LLM’s most probable answer. In this way, an LLM can be abstracted as a
black-box that takes as input a string, a random seed (integer) and outputs another string.

Our Goal: Model and Solve Strategic Dialogue as a Game In this work, we develop a binding from
conversational dialogue to the language of game theory, leveraging LLMs as a stochastic black-box
probabilistic transition operator between states of the game.

Developing this framing allows us to re-use off-the-shelf techniques to solve for equilibria, but also
provides a new perspective paving the way to new algorithms with alternate interpretations native to
the space of language and dialogue. We use both of these to construct an improvement operator to
enable LLMs to perform better in multiagent settings.

We will first provide a brief background of some of the key concepts of game theory along with
key solution concepts and their computational tractability (Section 2). We then introduce our framing
of dialogue as a formal game along with our open source codebase chat_games (Section 3). Given
this framing, we translate classical game-theoretic solvers into the dialogue setting and explain how
they can be applied in ways that are potentially new to game theory and LLM research independently
(Section 4). We introduce three domains we study (Section 5) and then present experiments providing
empirical support for an LLM improvement operator (Section 6). Lastly, we touch on related work and
conclude with limitations and ethical concerns. A link to a short talk accompanying this paper can be
found on the website for the DIMACS Workshop on Foundation Models, Large Language Models, and
Game Theory.

2. Background

Sequential (extensive-form) imperfect information games represent one of the most general classes of
games studied in game theory and also make for an appropriate model of the turn-taking nature of
dialogue between players with private information. We begin with a background of this game class.

2.1. Sequential (Extensive-Form) Imperfect Information Games

Extensive-form games (EFGs) represent sequential (temporally-extended) interactions between play-
ers. Every game starts with an empty history and players take actions, appending them to the action
history, until the end of the game (a terminal history) is reached. For example, chess and go are exam-
ples of extensive-form games. Formally, an extensive-form game is a tuple ⟨N , 𝑐,A,H ,Z, 𝑢, 𝜏,S⟩,
where:

• N = {1, 2, · · · , 𝑛} is a set of 𝑛 players. There is also a special player, 𝑐, called chance (or
“nature”).

• A is a finite set of actions players can take. This is a global set of state-independent actions;
generally, only a subset of legal actions are available to each player at each decision point.

• H is a finite set of histories. Each history is a sequence of actions (including chance node
“actions” or outcomes) taken from the start of the game.

• Z ⊆ H is a set of terminal histories that each represent a finished (completely played) game.
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Figure 1 | Kuhn poker game tree (Lanctot et al., 2019, Figure 6). Black circles denote chance player
decision points, blue squares to player 1 decision histories, and red squares to player 2 decision
histories. Dotted boxes denote information states. Values in the diamond correspond to player 1’s
payoff, with player 2’s payoff being the inverse of player 1’s.

• 𝑢 : Z → Δ𝑛
𝑢 ⊆ ℜ𝑛, where Δ𝑢 = [𝑢min, 𝑢max] is a utility (or payoff) function assigning each player

a payoff at the end of the game, and 𝑢min, 𝑢max are lower and upper bounds on those payoffs.
• 𝜏 : H → N ∪ {𝑐} is a player identity function; 𝜏(ℎ) indicates whose turn it is.
• S is a set of states. In general, S is a partition of H such that each 𝑠 ∈ S contains histories

ℎ ∈ 𝑠 that cannot be distinguished by players other than 𝜏(𝑠) = 𝜏(ℎ) for all ℎ ∈ 𝑠. Decisions are
made by players at these states. There are several ways to precisely define S as stated below.

We denote the legal actions available at state 𝑠 as 𝐴(𝑠) ⊆ A. Importantly, a history represents
the true ground/world state: when agents act, they change this history, but depending on how the
partition is chosen, some actions (including chance’s) may be private and not revealed to some players.

There are several categories of extensive-form games based on the relationships of payoffs across
players. A constant-sum game is one where ∀𝑧 ∈ Z :

∑
𝑖∈N 𝑢𝑖 (𝑧) = 𝑘, for some constant 𝑘. A

zero-sum game is a constant-sum game with 𝑘 = 0. An identical interest game is one where
∀𝑧 ∈ Z,∀𝑖, 𝑗 ∈ N : 𝑢𝑖 (𝑧) = 𝑢 𝑗 (𝑧). Finally, there are general-sum games which have no constraints on
the payoffs.

There are also two main categories of extensive-form games based on the information available to
players. An imperfect information game is one where there is generally more than one history per
state: ∃𝑠 ∈ S : |𝑠| > 1. That is, the state 𝑠 could be in a true world state ℎ, but 𝑠 could contain histories
which contain information private to 𝜏(𝑠). In these games, the states 𝑠 are often called information
states (or infostates for short) because they correspond to the set of histories that correspond to one
player’s private information, but not others. In contrast, in a perfect information game, like go or
chess, the true world state is always known, so ∀𝑠 ∈ S : |𝑠| = 1.

Extensive-form games are often depicted using game trees. Figure 1 shows an example of a
simplified two-player, zero-sum, imperfect information game called Kuhn poker (Kuhn, 1953). Each
player starts the game with two chips, one of which must be contributed to the pot as ante. There
is a three-card deck containing Jack, Queen, and King. The root node corresponds to the empty
history and the first two turns are taken by the chance player. In the first turn, chance deals one of the
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three cards (privately) to player 1. In the second turn, chance deals one of the two remaining cards
(privately) to player 2. Chance plays with a fixed stochastic strategy of choosing a card uniformly
at random. Information states (groupings of histories) are denoted by dotted lines; there are 12 in
total, 6 per player. Then, play continues in a turn-based alternating order starting with player 1. Each
player has two actions: bet, or pass. If a player bets (raise for player 1 or call for player 2), they must
put their remaining chip into the pot. If a player passes (check or fold), they do not contribute to
the pot, and a player loses if they pass after an opponent’s raise. A showdown occurs if both players
contributed the same amount to the pot, and the winner is the player with the highest card. The
winner takes all the chips in the pot and a player’s payoff is their number of chips after the game
minus 2 (the amount before the game). Note that the betting actions are public information, and the
cards are not revealed during game play, so every state contains exactly two histories: each contains
a different choice of card that could have been given to the opponent.

2.2. Solution to Games

Given a definition of a game, we have to define a metric which describes desirable outcomes of the
players of the game. This usually takes the form of players maximizing their payoffs (also called
rewards), or minimizing some cost. Note that this is an inherently multi-objective problem: in
games, the behaviour of players influences the payoffs of the other players. The interactions between
agents may be purely competitive, purely cooperative, or a mixture between the two. Multi-objective
optimization results in a Pareto-front of possible solutions, of which multi-objective optimization
alone does not prescribe which solution is the best trade-off. Multiagent problems, however, have
additional considerations. Because players have agency, they can unilaterally choose their own actions.
Therefore, most game-theoretic solutions also include a notion of stability (or equilibrium): no player
should have incentive to unilaterally deviate away from that solution. Each game often has a set of
combinations of player actions that are in equilibrium.

The most famous solution to a two-player zero-sum game is John von Neumann’s minimax solution
(von Neumann, 1928). The resulting actions are unexploitable, and if there are multiple solutions, they
are interchangeable. The Nash equilibrium (Nash, 1951) is a famous generalisation of this solution
concept to many-player games. A Nash equilibrium is a strategy profile (meaning a mixed strategy
for every player in the game) under which no player has an incentive to unilaterally deviate. Many
other rich solution concepts have been defined (Aumann, 1974; Hannan, 1957).

2.3. Tractability of Solution Concepts

Solution concepts have different existence and computability properties depending on the properties
of the game model class. In particular, our later choice of a discrete action set over a continuous one,
e.g., the set of weights of the underlying LLMs, is inspired by recent computational hardness results for
computing approximate local Nash equilibria in the case of continuous strategy sets even in two player
zero-sum games. Specifically, Daskalakis et al. (2021) show that, in the case of constrained min-max
optimization problems with nonconvex-nonconcave objectives and linear constraints, even when
the objective is a Lipschitz and smooth differentiable function, deciding whether an (approximate)
min-max point exists, is NP-hard. Even when an approximate local min-max point of large enough
approximation is guaranteed to exist, finding one such point is PPAD-complete.

In follow-up work, Assos et al. (2023) show that PSRO-style (Lanctot et al., 2017) approaches
actually lead to tractable notions of approximate local Nash equilibria even in continuous games.
PSRO (Policy-Space Response-Oracle) algorithms start with a set of initial policies for each player
and then alternate between two steps. In one step, a normal-form meta-game (e.g., matrix game) is
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constructed in which each player may select a policy to play the game on their behalf. A meta-solver
(e.g., Nash solver) returns a solution (e.g., Nash equilibrium) of this meta-game. In the next step, each
player computes an approximate best response to this meta-strategy, meaning each player attempts to
improve their payoff in the game assuming the other players are fixed to sampling policies according
to the meta-strategy to play on their behalf. The process repeats until no player is able to gain by
deviating. This route of defining a discrete mesh over a continuous strategy space is something we
exploit later in Section 4 to construct algorithms that act directly in “prompt-space”.

3. Framing Dialogue as a Game

In order to leverage the wealth of research in computational game theory for conversational agents,
we must abstract and map components of dialogue to the symbolic language outlined in the previous
section; recall, we refer to this mapping as a binding from dialogue to game theory. Note the binding
we choose is not unique; many are possible. What is important is to construct a model of dialogue in
natural language with an awareness that this is a modelling choice; the existence of this choice is
inherent to any discipline of applied mathematics that builds and solves mathematical models. We
will explore an approach later that can help to modify and improve this model automatically given an
initial model.

Some design choices may seem natural; for example, observations of infostates should include the
dialogue history. Others are more difficult. For instance, what are actions in natural dialogue? Is a
single LLM utterance (string) an action? In one sense, yes, however, note that if we choose to model
the LLM utterance as a token or action, our solvers will aim to find the optimal string utterance at
every infostate, completely bypassing the incredible strength of an LLM as a System 1 (Daniel, 2017)
foundation model capable of generating natural language utterances. LLMs are pre-trained on vast
amounts of data, endowing them with a strong capability to converse in natural language. We argue
that we should aim to take advantage of this baseline capability and instead consider how we might
hone the LLM on higher level dimensions of dialogue.

If we want to retain the pre-trained capability of the LLM and still modify it in some way to
influence its behavior, then maybe we should consider slightly modifying the weights, possibly via low-
rank fine-tuning (LORA) (Hu et al., 2021). This is reasonable, however, it presents two disadvantages.
For one, as discussed in Section 2.3, the primary de-facto solution concept in games, equilibria, do
not necessarily exist in the setting where player’s strategy sets are continuous weight spaces in ℝ𝑑.
Moreover, a satisfactory definition of local equilibrium continues to evade research although progress
is being made. The other disadvantage is that the weight space of an LLM is not an easily interpretable
or semantically meaningful strategy space.

There is another route forward. For example, we might rely on the LLM to generate grammatically
correct utterances, but aim to explicitly control its tone, attempt to influence its personality3, or
restrict the information it should reveal. In the case of tone, as we will show later, one could specify a
finite set of instruction prompts, one per tone (e.g., “assertive”, “submissive”) that are fed to the LLM
along with the dialogue history to influence its output. Similarly, FAIR et al. (2022) conditioned their
generative language model on “intents” in prior work on the board game Diplomacy. This technique
of “lifting” the action space to “prompt-space” enables it to remain both finite and interpretable. Later
on, we will describe how to deploy equilibrium finding algorithms that traverse game trees, e.g., via
more System 2 like probabilistic search (Burch et al., 2012), and return optimal solutions over these
“lifted” action spaces.

3Note that we are agnostic on the theoretical question of whether current models exhibit personalities in a psychological
sense... we merely rely on the relatively consistent behavior of the model when prompted.
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Another question is how to model payoffs. Does dialogue naturally create payoffs for human
interactants? In some settings, like business negotiations, dialogue maps to clear monetary payoffs.
However, what about a brief chat at the office water cooler or a team ice breaker? Some might argue
these “coffee chats” are important to a person’s career or the success of a company. If these are in fact
important, then we should model them as achieving some quantifiable payoff. One could imagine
designing a reward model simply as an LLM that performs sentiment analysis on the dialogue history
and returns how content “Alice” is with the conversation. Reward models can even be combined to
model that a business deal agreed upon between two amicable parties is more rewarding than one in
which another party feels slighted.

We now provide our formal framing of dialogue as an extensive-form game, i.e., a tuple ⟨N , 𝑐,
A, H , Z, 𝑢, 𝜏, S⟩. The players N , histories H , and player identities are defined the same as in
Section 2.1; we define the rest below to match Section 2.1.

• A is a finite combinatorial set of players (message recipients) and strings. The strings are used
to format prompts passed as input to an LLM. In all our games, all actions are legal at each
state. Note, one could extend the action set to include a choice of which LLM to call (e.g., PaLM
2 S or PaLM 2 L) as well; the only requirement is that this space remain finite. Note that by
convention, the action space of a chance node is the set of stochastic outcomes; in our case, this
is the finite set of seeds used by the LLM.

• Z ⊆ H is a set of terminal histories determined by either a limit on the allowable tree-depth
(we only allow a finite number of messages per player) or by an LLM tasked with determining
whether a conversation has ended (e.g., a deal has been struck and no further conversation is
required).

• 𝑢 : Z → Δ𝑛
𝑢 ⊆ ℜ𝑛, where Δ𝑢 = [𝑢min, 𝑢max] is a utility (or payoff) function assigning each player

a payoff at the end of the game. We construct a prompt specific to the domain at hand and let
an LLM quantify the reward to each player via chain-of-thought and ultimately parsing (Kwon
et al., 2023; Wei et al., 2022).

• S is a set of infostates. As stated earlier, each infostate 𝑠 represents a partition of H such that
each ℎ ∈ 𝑠 cannot be distinguished by players other than 𝜏(𝑠) = 𝜏(ℎ) for all ℎ ∈ 𝑠. In our games,
we implicitly define these partitions by defining what information is public versus private to
player 𝜏(𝑠). We consider each player’s infostate to be the observable dialogue history along with
their own action history and private information. In each of our games, all sent messages are
appended to a public thread making the entire dialogue history public knowledge. Note this
still omits certain private information like each player’s action, e.g., the precise tone a message
is written in although this might be approximately inferred by a player. Alternatively, the full
dialogue history can be replaced with a summary or tensor representation. We only require
each player have knowledge of their own action history to maintain perfect recall4.

Figure 2 illustrates how a game history ℎ ∈ H , i.e., a sequence of actions, reconstructs a dialogue
no differently to how a sequence of actions reconstructs a game of Kuhn poker as in Figure 1. Recall
that after every seed action by a chance node, a corresponding string is formatted and passed to an LLM
along with the seed to deterministically generate a subsequent string as output; these outputs form
the observed dialogue history and implicitly define the corresponding infostate partitions. Figure 7(c)
in Section 6 visualizes a diagram of the LLM’s use here as a black-box transition operator.

4Without this property, solving a game can be substantially more expensive computationally.
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Root

(𝑎, 𝑏)

Seed 5

(𝑐, 𝑑)

Seed 6

𝑥% Helpful (1 − 𝑥)% Adversarial

Seed 1 Seed 2

𝑦% Assertive

Seed 3 Seed 4

(1 − 𝑦)% Submissive

Game Seed 1

Seed 5 Seed 6

𝑧% PaLM 2 S

Seed 7 Seed 8

(1 − 𝑧)% PaLM 2 L

Game Seed 2

Figure 2 | Dialogue game tree. In the general EFG setting, actions can be heterogeneous across
infostates. For example, in one case, an agent must choose between writing a message in an “assertive”
or “submissive” tone; in another, a “helpful” or “adversarial” tone; or choose between querying one
LLM versus another (actions do not have to be strings). The onus lies on the user to model their
game setting and abstract away the key decisions in front of the agent. Later sections show how to
automate the process of improving the model given some initial specification. Legend: Black circles
denote chance player decision points, blue squares to player 1 decision histories, and red squares
to player 2 decision histories. Dotted boxes denote information states. Values below the diamonds
correspond to the payoffs for player 1 and player 2, respectively.

3.1. Procedural Generation of Dialogue Games

Note that many of the key components of our game tuple are defined by strings. Also recall that
LLMs take strings as inputs and produce strings as outputs. This means that we can feed our game
definitions to LLMs to produce new game definitions that adhere rigorously to the language of game
theory. We make use of this later in experiments to generate and solve a universe of games that we
then imitate to create a more strategic LLM.

3.2. chat_games: An OpenSpiel Environment

We have open sourced a codebase to accompany our experiments and framing of dialogue as a
game. We chose to release our codebase chat_games as part of OpenSpiel (github.com/google-
deepmind/open_spiel/.../chat_games), a game theory engine with a large community of contributors.
OpenSpiel provides several game-theoretic solvers already; this allows someone without experience
in computational game theory to focus on the modelling of their dialogue game rather than how to
design and implement a game solver. Furthermore, our implementation is flexible enough for users
to define games simply by writing the instructions and context for LLMs as strings. We hope this lets
users experiment to construct and solve new games.

We provide several sample game configurations in the codebase. We walk through an example of
a fruit trading game below. First, we define an observation for each player. Note this observation is
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not what the LLM observes when generating a response in the dialogue. This observation is external
to the game and only used to save data offline. In the configuration below, this observation defines
components for constructing a prompt that will ask an LLM to summarize a dialogue history. This
summary can then be transformed using a neural tokenizer (Raffel et al., 2020) to produce a feature
vector (embedding) for later imitation learning.

1 config = config_dict.ConfigDict()
2

3 num_players = 2
4

5 observations = [
6 obs_utils.Observation(summary.PREFIX, summary.POSTFIX)
7 for _ in range(num_players)
8 ]

Next, we define a header. The header is a structured object that specifies a string that is to be
populated with private information, action information, context, and formatting for prompting the
LLM to generate a message.

1 header = env_trade_fruit_with_tone_info.HEADER

For example, an LLM negotiating fruit might be passed the dialogue history followed by the header
below which has already been formatted with its private information (fruit endowment and fruit
valuations), its intended action (a “calm” tone), its intended message recipient (Suzy) and its own
name (Bob).

Fruit Endowment:
apple: 1
banana: 2
blueberry: 0
kiwi: 0

Fruit Valuations:
apple: 10
banana: 5
blueberry: 1
kiwi: 3

Tone: Use a calm tone.

############################
Schedule Proposal Message:
from: Bob
to: Suzy
############################

Next, payoffs specifies a list of structured payoff objects that can be combined using a user-
defined aggregation function. A payoff consists of an LLM prompt, min and max payoff (utility)
values, as well as prompts useful for an LLM to transform an input (e.g., dialogue history) into a
string containing information more pertinent to payoff calculations.

1 payoffs = [payoffs_trade_fruit.PAYOFF]

9
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example_names simply consists of a list of names as strings that an LLM uses to generate new
names. For example, the names Bob and Suzy could be procedurally generated by an LLM given an
initial list of names.

1 examples_names = names_trade_fruit.NAMES

We can also define the finite set of actions that we would like our game to consider. All players
are assumed to have the same set of actions.

1 given_prompt_actions = collections.OrderedDict()
2 tones = ["calm", "assertive", "submissive", "any"]
3 given_prompt_actions[header.action_keys[0]] = tones
4 num_tones = len(tones)

If we want to procedurally generate new games, we can provide an initial list of examples of
private information.

1 examples_private_info = collections.OrderedDict()
2 examples_private_info["fruit_endowment"] = [scenario_trade_fruit.ENDOWMENT_A,
3 scenario_trade_fruit.ENDOWMENT_B]
4 examples_private_info["fruit_valuations"] = [scenario_trade_fruit.VALUATION_A,
5 scenario_trade_fruit.VALUATION_B]

Similarly, scenarios are structured objects that can be used to generate more scenarios (i.e., new
games). A scenario defines the initial context for a dialogue (e.g., an initial email).

1 scenario_a = env_trade_fruit_with_tone_info.Scenario(
2 scenario_trade_fruit.SCENARIO_A,
3 "Bob",
4 "Suzy",
5 scenario_trade_fruit.ENDOWMENT_A,
6 scenario_trade_fruit.VALUATION_A,
7 "calm"
8 )
9

10 scenario_b = env_trade_fruit_with_tone_info.Scenario(
11 scenario_trade_fruit.SCENARIO_B,
12 "Jill",
13 "George",
14 scenario_trade_fruit.ENDOWMENT_B,
15 scenario_trade_fruit.VALUATION_B,
16 "calm"
17 )
18

19 examples_scenarios = [scenario_a, scenario_b]

Similar to observations and payoffs, an LLM termination prompt is a structured object that contains
prompts for pre-processing the dialogue history using an LLM and then determining whether a given
history is terminal by again prompting an LLM.

1 llm_termination_prompt = scenario_trade_fruit.LLM_TERMINATION_PROMPT

10
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In addition to using an LLM, we can designate terminal histories (Z) by limiting the maximum
number of replies per player (below). We can also specify the number of chance node outcomes (LLM
seeds). Recall that the action space is combinatorial (recipient × tone) and so we define the number
of actions accordingly. The params dictionary is passed to OpenSpiel to alert it to critical properties
of the game that remain fixed (although num_llm_seeds and num_max_replies are specific to
our chat_games).

1 params = {"num_distinct_actions": num_players * num_tones,
2 "num_llm_seeds": 2,
3 "num_players": num_players,
4 "min_utility": min([float(p.min) for p in payoffs]),
5 "max_utility": max([float(p.max) for p in payoffs]),
6 "num_max_replies": 1}
7 config.params = params

Lastly, we incorporate these definitions into the configuration dictionary. Note that below, we are
asking the LLM to generate 10 names (each new game will randomly draw from this list) and 3 of
each type of private information (fruit endowment and valuation). The LLM list suffix is a simple
modification to help the LLM generate new items given an initial list (e.g., of names).

1 config.game = config_dict.ConfigDict()
2 config.game.observations = observations
3 config.game.header = header
4 config.game.payoffs = payoffs
5 config.game.given_prompt_actions = given_prompt_actions
6 config.game.num_names = 10
7 config.game.num_prompt_actions = (num_tones,)
8 config.game.num_private_info = (3, 3)
9 config.game.examples_names = examples_names

10 config.game.examples_private_info = examples_private_info
11 config.game.examples_scenarios = examples_scenarios
12 config.game.llm_list_suffix = "Output: "
13 config.game.llm_termination_prompt = llm_termination_prompt

This config dictionary defines the parameters of interaction between players in a dialogue in
manner that binds precisely onto a game tree. We use configs like this one later in experiments to
study three natural language settings: scheduling a meeting, trading fruit, and debate.

4. Algorithms

Formally framing dialogue as a game also allows us to start thinking about language as strategies,
opening up new interpretations and/or variants of game-theoretic approaches. For example, we can
construct a version of Policy-Space Response-Oracles (PSRO) where an approximate best response
can be generated by sampling new random prompt strings, evaluating them against the current
equilibrium, and then returning the one with highest expected payoff; we provide pseudocode for an
approximate best response operator in Algorithm 1.

Contrast this against the standard PSRO protocol in which an approximate best response is
achieved using reinforcement learning (RL) and/or gradient-based optimization. Tasking the LLM
with exploring and generating novel candidates avoids these expensive learning procedures while
also enabling new, more powerful modes of search, as we explain below.

11
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Algorithm 1 Shotgun Approximate Best Response
Input: Focal agent 𝑖
Input: Current joint policy 𝜋

Input: Number of shotgun candidates 𝑘
𝐶 is the current action set with their scores under 𝜋
for 𝑡 = 1 ≤ 𝑘 do
Prompt LLM to generate new candidate 𝑐𝑡 ∩ 𝐶 = ∅
Evaluate candidate 𝑐𝑡 against policy 𝜋−𝑖 to give score 𝑠𝑡
𝐶 = 𝐶 ∪ {(𝑐𝑡, 𝑠𝑡)}

end for
Output: 𝑐𝑡 with max 𝑠𝑡

Algorithm 2 Approximate Better Response
Input: Focal agent 𝑖 and its score 𝑠∗ under 𝜋
Input: Current joint policy 𝜋

while 𝑠 ≤ 𝑠∗ do
Prompt LLM to generate new candidate 𝑐

Evaluate candidate 𝑐 against policy 𝜋−𝑖 to give score 𝑠

end while
Output: 𝑐

As an alternative to the random search process just described, we could define a “better response”
and build it as a while loop that generates and evaluates a prompt string on each loop iteration.
The loop terminates when a better string is found (as measured by an approximate evaluation). See
Algorithm 2 for pseudocode.

This rejection sampling approach might be slow. Instead, we could improve the “best response”
operator by providing the LLM with information of the action-fitness landscape and ask it to climb
it. We provide pseudocode in Algorithm 3. A similar approach was previously explored in Fernando
et al. (2023) and Yang et al. (2023).

Algorithm 3 Trajectory-Aware Approximate Best Response
Input: Focal agent 𝑖
Input: Current joint policy 𝜋

Input: Number of candidates 𝑘
𝐶 is the current action set with their scores under 𝜋
Order 𝐶 by their scores in ascending order
Prompt LLM to generate 𝑘 new candidates in order of ascending score given ranked 𝐶

Evaluate new candidates against policy 𝜋−𝑖 to give scores
Output: 𝑐𝑡 with max 𝑠𝑡

Lastly, we can blur the lines between game modelling and game solving by prompting an LLM to
generate new dimensions of a combinatorial action space. For instance, imagine we constructed an
action space consisting only of the tones and styles in which an LLM will generate a response. Is that
the full-space in which we would like to explore writing a successful message?

For example, Wheaton College’s Writing Center5 suggests diction and voice as important categories
5https://www.wheaton.edu/academics/services/writing-center/writing-resources/
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Algorithm 4 Categorical Approximate Best Response
Input: Focal agent 𝑖
Input: Current joint policy 𝜋

Input: Number of candidates per category 𝑘

Input: Number of category candidates 𝑘′
𝐶 is the current set of action categories with their (Nash) average scores under 𝜋
Order 𝐶 by their scores in ascending order
Prompt LLM to generate 𝑘′ new candidate categories in order of ascending score given ranked 𝐶

Prompt LLM to generate 𝑘 candidates for each new action category
Evaluate new candidates against policy 𝜋−𝑖 to give scores

Output: Category with highest average score

of writing. We could ask the LLM to generate these (and possibly other categories) given “tone” and
“style” as input. It could then generate possible actions for each of the new action categories (e.g.,
“diction”, “voice”) according to their definitions. We provide pseudocode in Algorithm 4.

These are just several among many ways in which LLMs can be used to construct approximate best
responses and assist in expanding the dialogue game model. In some cases, large language models
can write better prompts than experts. For example, Fernando et al. (2023) deployed evolutionary
algorithms to iterate and improve prompts. By pairing a prompt-improvement technique with a game
solver (e.g., replicator dynamics; Weibull, 1997), we will now show that Prompt-Space Response-
Oracles (Algorithm 5) can drive improvement of LLMs in multiplayer dialogue settings.

Algorithm 5 Prompt-Space Response-Oracles
Input: 𝐶 where 𝐶𝑖 is the initial prompt action set (singleton) for player 𝑖
Input: ℎ containing hyperparameters for approximate best response operator BR
Compute expected payoff tensor 𝑃 over joint action(s) 𝐶
𝜋 is uniform meta-strategy profile over 𝐶
incomplete = True
while incomplete do
for player 𝑖 ∈ [𝑁] do

𝑐𝑖 ← BR(𝑖, 𝜋, ℎ), e.g., Algorithms (1-4)
end for
if 𝑐𝑖 ∈ 𝐶𝑖 ∀𝑖 ∈ [𝑁] then

incomplete = False
else

𝐶𝑖 ← 𝐶𝑖 ∪ 𝑐𝑖 ∀𝑖 ∈ [𝑁]
Compute expected payoff tensor 𝑃 over joint actions 𝐶
𝜋← meta-strategy w.r.t. 𝑃

end if
end while

Output: (𝜋, 𝐶, 𝑃)

style-diction-tone-and-voice/
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5. Language Game Domains

We now describe a few example game scenarios that we use to evaluate two families of methods
in experiments. Specifically, we explore PSRO (Algorithm 5) using a shotgun approach for a best
response operator (Algorithm 1); we leave the other best response operators (Algorithms 2-4) to
future research and experimentation. And we also explore an off-the-OpenSpiel-shelf counterfactual
regret minimization (CFR) approach which we extend to unseen domains via imitation learning.

5.1. Scheduling a Meeting

In this introductory game, players attempt to schedule a meeting through a multi-turn negotia-
tion (Davidson et al., 2024). Each player begins with a set of allowable days of the week, i.e., days in
which they are available to meet: “Sunday”, “Monday”, . . . , “Saturday”. They also have non-negative
valuations over each day of the week (distinct from the allowable days). Both of these pieces of
information are private to the players. Players can choose to reveal this information if they wish.
Naturally, their actions here are the days of the week on which they propose to meet. The game
rewards players according to how much they value the agreed upon day, and receive zero reward if
no agreement is made.

5.2. Trading Fruit

In this fruit trading domain, each player begins with a private endowment of fruit (i.e., a fruit basket)
as well as private valuations over types of fruit. Players are rewarded by the difference in value
between their basket after the trade and that before the trade. In addition, players can choose to adjust
the “tone” of their negotiations. Previous work (Chawla et al., 2023) has argued that personality has
an impact on negotiations in natural language. Similarly, we explore the use of tone here. Below, we
provide an example dialogue in this game.

############################
Trade Proposal Message:
from: David
to: Yair
############################

Hi Yair,

I would like to trade you 2 blueberries and 1 kiwi for 1 banana.

Would you like to trade with me?

Best,

David

############################
Trade Proposal Message:
from: Yair
to: David
############################

Hi David,

I would really like to have your kiwis. However, I have a banana
and an apple. I would be willing to trade the apple or 2 bananas for 3
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kiwis.

What do you think?

Best,

Yair

############################
Trade Proposal Message:
from: David
to: Yair
############################

Hi Yair,

I would be happy to trade you 3 kiwis for your apple.

Does that work?

Best,

David

5.3. Public Debate

Recent work shows that LLMs can aid humans in finding agreement despite diverse preferences (Bakker
et al., 2022). Other work shows that game theory can help to persuade humans of natural language ar-
guments (Rosenfeld and Kraus, 2016). In addition, many researchers argue that debate can help make
AI systems more safe and truthful (Brown-Cohen et al., 2023; Irving et al., 2018; Michael et al., 2023).
Here, we explore how an LLM might adjust its argument style to win a debate. Specifically, we present
two LLMs with an argument topic; one is tasked with arguing for the statement, one against. For an
action space, we use Aristotle’s three modes of persuasion: “logos”, “ethos”, “pathos”. Each player’s per-
formance in the debate is scored between 0 and 1. We considered twenty different debate topics taken
from https://www.englishclub.com/speaking/agreeing-disagreeing-topics.php.

6. Experiments & Results

Our experiments aim to evaluate to what extent a game-theoretic solver can guide the reasoning
process of an LLM. Since LLMs generate outputs in open-ended language, this evaluation requires
assessing both our game-theoretic model as well as the performance improvement provided by
game-theoretic solvers. In all experiments, our base LLM is a PaLM 2 S (bison; Google and et al.,
2023).

6.1. Evaluation of the Game Model

First, we evaluate whether the designated actions are reflected in the messages generated by the LLM.
Specifically, given an LLM generated a message 𝑚 conditioned on a prompt formatted with an action
𝑎, we would like to determine if 𝑎 is actually the most likely action conditioned on 𝑚 using a held-out
model 𝑝, i.e., 𝑎 = argmax𝑧∈A 𝑝(𝑧 |𝑚). We use the same LLM as our held-out model 𝑝.

Remark. Note there may be cases in which two actions are indistinguishable for a single message (e.g.,
stern, frank, terse may result in the same message). This is not necessarily a failure of the model, but a
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Random Logos Ethos Pathos Total Samples
No Definitions 33% 88% 32% 47% 59% 80
With Definitions 33% 98% 56% 61% 75% 100

Table 1 | Grounding of Actions. What percentage of the time does the LLM recognize the action it has
taken in the message it generates? What if we provide definitions of the actions in the context of the
LLM instructions?

natural byproduct of the ambiguity of conversational dialogue yet is entirely admissible in games with
imperfect information. Sometimes we cannot infer the underlying intent of another speaker based on a
given utterance.

6.2. Evaluation of LLMs as Reward Models

Next, we discuss the accuracy of the LLM-based reward model. It is difficult to automate the evaluation
of our reward model, because it is difficult to extract from the natural language conversation the
exact deal (or no deal) that is agreed upon with hand-coded parsing. We provide a few positive
demonstrations in Appendix A of using LLMs with prompting to compute rewards in the fruit trading
domain. One failure mode we noticed was that the LLM-based reward model would assume a trade
agreement had been reached (and calculate the corresponding trade value) even when the final sent
message was a counter proposal. As with many parts of this LLM-based game, any improvements
in the language models, prompting, or dialogue flow can lead to improvements in the ability of the
game to represent realistic interactions.

6.3. Game-Theoretic Solvers as Improvement Operators

Below, we explore two different algorithmic approaches to approximating equilibria. We then
demonstrate how a computed equilibrium policy can then be imitated to produce more strategic
dialogue on unseen games.

6.3.1. Counterfactual Regret Minimization

First, to demonstrate the power of constructing the game-theoretic binding as we did in Section 3, we
simply call OpenSpiel’s built-in counterfactual regret minimization (CFR) solver on our open sourced
chat_game. We do this for many games, procedurally generated for both the debate and meeting
scheduling (with days-of-the-week as actions) domains.

On average, we find in Table 2 that CFR returns an improved strategy over letting the LLM choose
its responses without in-context direction (“any” is passed to the LLM as an action in this case).

Domain # of Samples Min/Max Payoff NashConv CFR Gain
Debate 328 0/1 0.024 0.106

Schedule Meeting (DOW) 67 0/20 0.417 1.596

Table 2 | Average NashConv and CFR Gain over procedurally generated games for both the debate
and meeting scheduling (with days-of-the-week as actions) domains. NashConv is a pseudo-distance
to Nash equilibrium and measures how much players can gain by deviating from the joint strategy
returned by CFR. CFR gain measures how much a player can gain by switching to the CFR strategy
from the baseline “any” strategy when in a population of baseline agents.
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6.3.2. Prompt-Space Response Oracles

Section 4 outlined several approaches to approximating solutions (e.g., equilibria) in dialogue games.
Prompt-Space Response-Oracles (Algorithm 5) alternates between solving for an equilibrium of the
game and then approximating a best response to this equilibrium.

Figure 3 | Prompt-Space Response-Oracles (Algorithm 5) demonstration on meeting scheduling
domain where actions are tones. Which day of the week to propose is left up to the LLM.

In Figure 3 (𝑡 = 0), the fixed-action equilibrium distribution over the initial action set { “calm”,
“assertive”, “submissive”, “any” } is reported for the meeting scheduling domain. We solved for
this equilibrium using replicator dynamics (Weibull, 1997). Note that this game is general-sum,
in which case, replicator dynamics only guarantees convergence of the time average policy to a
coarse-correlated equilibrium (CCE).

Figure 4 | The same PSRO run as Figure 3 but additionally reporting the Nash bargaining solution in
red at each iteration for the meeting scheduling domain.

The remaining PSRO iterations (𝑡 > 0) generate approximate best responses (“angry” then “happy”
then “sad”) along with equilibrium approximations over each new support. This demonstrates the
algorithms ability to grow and refine the game’s original action space by introducing novel prompt
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instructions into the LLM’s repertoire.

Interestingly, “submissive” is initially the most probable action at equilibrium. It is possible that
LLMs are susceptible to a “puppy dog eyes” tactic in which another LLM may exploit it by eliciting
a sense of responsibility or fairness (Park et al., 2023b). Recall that LLMs are trained to imitate
predominantly human text from the internet, and so have likely observed conversations in which one
speaker appealed to the other’s altruistic tendencies.

Note that equilibria are far from the only solution concepts proposed and studied in game theory.
In Figure 4, we contrast the Nash bargaining (NB) solution (red) with the equilibrium solution at
each iteration of PSRO (Li et al., 2023; Nash Jr, 1950). The Nash bargaining solution is the unique
solution to a two-person bargaining problem that satisfies the axioms of scale invariance, symmetry,
efficiency, and independence of irrelevant alternatives6. We mention this as one might want to train
LLMs to imitate this solution rather than the CCE equilibrium solution given the meeting scheduling
domain is precisely two-person bargaining. In general, expertise in game theory might be important
to specifying the right solutions for different settings. In this case, Figure 4 shows that NB and CCE
roughly agree in terms of their mixed strategies on the meeting scheduling domain.

Figure 5 | Prompt-Space Response-Oracles (Algorithm 5) demonstration on fruit trading domain.

We report the same experiments for the fruit trading game in Figures 5 and 6. Similarly to before,
“submissive” initially holds the most mass under the CCE (𝑡 = 0), however, it then gives way to more
passionate tones such as “assertive”, “angry”, and “enthusiastic” that may benefit a more aggressive
haggler. Inspecting Figure 6, it is interesting that “calm” is the final NB solution whereas “assertive”,
“angry”, and “enthusiastic” (and not “calm”) are the predominant actions under the CCE. Both players
may extract higher collective value if they remain “calm” during negotiations.

6.3.3. Generalization Performance

We now turn to leveraging game-theoretic solvers to construct optimal target policies that we can
imitate. These will serve as the basis for an improvement operator that can generalize to new domains.

In our experiments, we generate 200 games using our procedural game generation approach
described in Section 3.1. For each game, we use 10 iterations of OpenSpiel’s built-in counterfactual
regret minimization (CFR) to solve for an equilibrium. Note that these games are general-sum,
in which case, CFR only guarantees convergence of the time average policy to a coarse-correlated
equilibrium (CCE). Advances in solving dialogue games in the fashion we propose here will require
advances in both game modelling and game solving. For each game, we save vector observations of

6We set the value of “no deal” for each player to their minimum possible payoff minus 10−3.
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Figure 6 | The same PSRO run as Figure 5 but reporting the Nash bargaining solution in red at each
iteration for the fruit trading domain.

each information state along with the optimal equilibrium policy returned by CFR for that infostate
(i.e., a length-768 string embedding (Raffel et al., 2020) paired with a distribution over num_tones
actions). We call the collection of such pairs our imitation dataset.

We then train a neural network policy to predict the equilibrium probabilities conditioned on the
observations (see Appendix B for architecture and training details). Finally, we deploy this trained
model against an LLM that only plays the action “any” on held out games.7 Figure 8a displays the
equilibrium distribution in game where a player is given the choice between these two models. We
find that more mass lies on our CFR imitation policy under the equilibrium distribution implying it
achieves higher payoff than the vanilla policy. Importantly, this implies our proposed approach results
in an improved policy.

7. Related Work

Our work deals with enabling LLMs to reason and plan in diverse strategic settings, where dialogue
determines the outcomes to multiple participants. In these domains, the utility of each agent depends
not only on their own choices in the dialogue, but also on the choices of the other participants.

Our work differs from prior work in primarily two respects: 1) we explicitly bind the interactions
between LLMs to the language of game theory (e.g., game trees) in a way that is easily modifiable (the
game, actions, etc are defined with strings) and amenable to procedural generation, and 2) enabled
by this representation, we solve these games using off-the-shelf solvers.

A substantial line of work already exists on how LLMs operate in strategic interactions. LLMs
are capable of in context learning in many settings, and in particular on reasoning on possible
outcomes (Kojima et al., 2022) or planning their actions (Liu et al., 2023a) so as to achieve their
strategic goals, however, different LLMs struggle on games in various ways (Heydari and Lorè, 2023).

7The intention is that an LLM guided to use “any” tone performs similarly to the original LLM with no guidance. We
chose this workaround due to codebase constraints.
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obs(s)

𝜑w(  )

.format(   )

1234 9999

LLM

seed

prompt

response

&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&
Now you are going to read a fresh dialogue, fruit 
endowment, and fruit
valuation information. Please give a reasonable 
response that attempts
to reach an agreement to trade fruit.
&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&

############################
Trade Proposal Message
from: Sarah
to: Sophia
############################

Hi Sophia,

Would you like to trade me 6 blueberries for 1 
apple?

I would like to trade because I have lots of 
blueberries and I would like more apples.

Best,

Sarah

%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%

Tone: {tone}
Fruit Endowment:
apple: 0
banana: 0
blueberry: 6
kiwi: 5

Fruit Valuations:
apple: 3
banana: 4
blueberry: 3
kiwi: 3

############################
Trade Proposal Message
from: Sophia
to: Sarah
############################

Hi Sarah,

Unfortunately, I do not have any apples 
that I am willing to trade at this time. 
I hope you are able to find someone else 
who has apples that they are willing to 
trade for blueberries.

Best, Sophia

Figure 7 | Imitating Strategic Play. a) A single dialogue game is randomly generated and CFR is run
to approximate a coarse-correlated equilibrium which constitutes a distribution over actions at every
infostate in the game. b) An embedding of every infostate in the game, obs(s), is stored along with
the CFR equilibrium. The set of all paired embeddings and distributions constitutes the imitation
learning dataset. A neural network 𝜓𝑤 : obs(𝑠) → Δ is trained to imitate this dataset. c) 𝜓𝑤 can then
be used on newly generated games to produce distributions over actions. These actions, e.g., “calm”,
are then used to format LLM prompts. Stochasticity of the LLM output is explicitly modeled with
chance nodes that uniformly sample random seeds to pass to the LLM. Given the prompt and seed,
the LLM generates a player response in natural language.

Gandhi et al. (2023) develop an automated “prompt compiler” that constructs demonstrations of
strategic reasoning, effectively teaching an LLM to solve games via in-context learning. Similarly to
our work here, FAIR et al. (2022) define an action space of “intents” for controlling their generative
language model. Jacob et al. (2023) use a game-theoretic model to improve the factuality of an LLM.

There are multiple analyses and surveys on reasoning with LLMs (Fried et al., 2023; Hao et al.,
2023; Huang and Chang, 2022) with some research examining how one may translate natural
language to concrete planning goals (Liu et al., 2023a; Xie et al., 2023). Despite encouraging
results, researchers have observed key limitations of LLM-based planning, and have generated LLM
benchmarks to quantify planning abilities (Liu et al., 2023b; Valmeekam et al., 2022).

Our domain requires not only planning and reasoning, but also the ability of taking into account
the behavior of other participants, including their beliefs, goals and intentions (as studied in game-
theoretic settings). There are some initial lines of research on LLMs in such strategic interactions,
such as how LLMs behave when playing repeated games (Akata et al., 2023), when using power
indices to select inputs (Patel et al., 2021), when participating in economic mechanisms such as
auctions (Chen et al., 2023), or when making collective decisions (Jarrett et al., 2023).
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(a) (b)

Figure 8 | Proof-of-Improvement: Equilibrium Evaluation of Imitation Learned Policy against Baseline
LLM in (8a) scheduling a meeting and (8b) trading fruit.

One interesting related area is using LLMs as proxies for human behavior in strategic settings
and economic games (Jarrett et al., 2023; Park et al., 2023a; Vezhnevets et al., 2023). Initial results
indicate certain similarities and key differences between LLM and human behaviors (Fan et al., 2023;
Horton, 2023; Korinek, 2023). We hope the ability of our framework to procedurally generate LLM
interactions across many domains would be a useful tool in extending such studies.

8. Future Work

Societal Impact If the result of this work is that LLMs are, for example, “assertive” 𝑥% of the time
and “submissive” 𝑦% of the time, how can we measure and/or predict their effect on human dialogue
or sentiment in society at large? When the car was invented, it took decades to mass produce and
gain adoption by a significant percentage of the population. LLMs, being a digital technology, could
see widespread adoption only a few years after their invention. In contrast to the adoption of cars in
the early 20th century, we have the capability to digitally simulate and forecast the impact of large
language models. For example, if LLMs are more assertive on average than the human population,
will they draw human society towards exhibiting more assertive personalities (Baumann et al., 2020)?
If LLMs are more rational and forward thinking, will they have a similar knock-on effect? Can we use
infinite-player theories such as mean field games (Dogbé, 2010; Muller et al., 2021) to forecast the
equilibria of these large techno-societal changes?

Active Learning of Optimal Equilibria Relative to transitions in chess, transitions in the dialogue
game we pose are extremely expensive. This is because LLM inference is expensive, both computation-
ally (time and space) and financially. If we want to approximate equilibria or search these game trees
efficiently, we will need to push scalable game-theoretic algorithms, e.g., (Burch et al., 2012), to new
heights. Moreover, we will need to be efficient in how we “label” payoffs at leaves of the game tree,
either using LLMs as reward models or relying on human feedback. In the latter case, the machine
learning subfields of active learning (or optimal experimental design) are already guiding some of
the research in computational game theory (Gemp et al., 2023). Lastly, it is important to not just
approximate equilibria as there may exist many in any single game, but select out ones that agree
most with our expected forecasts and/or are optimal with respect to additional criteria (Marris et al.,
2021; Zhang et al., 2023).
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9. Conclusion

Dialogue is fundamentally a multiagent domain. However, algorithms and techniques developed
within computational game theory struggle to impact natural language conversation due to a failure
to embed rich dialogue in formal game-theoretic language. By doing so in this work, we open the
door for a broad body of game theory and multi-agent research—not just on algorithms but also
solution concepts and principled strategic reasoning—to pour into the AI guided interactions that
pervade humans’ daily life. Large language models form the critical bridge that makes the embedding
rich and useful. Humans are already delegating conversational responsibilities to LLMs and it is as
imperative that we begin to model and study these interactions as it was for some of the original
problems that drove the advent of game theory research decades ago.

Limitations

Our work has several limitations. As it combines LLMs and game theory, there are limitations in each
area separately but also in their union. LLMs have been used to construct simulacra of human behavior,
however, whether their fidelity is sufficient to draw conclusions on real world interactions is up for
debate (Agnew et al., 2024). In addition, although we only require LLM inference in our experiments
(i.e., no training or finetuning), this is still an expensive operation and traversing large game trees and
solving for equilibria requires many LLM calls. Also, writing prompts to construct and define reward
functions and context for a given dialogue scenario can be finicky and arduous work. Processing long
dialogues with LLMs requires long context lengths and / or techniques for intermittent summarization
that challenge their capabilities. On the other hand, our chat_games codebase is currently limited
in several respects: players are assumed to have the same payoffs and action spaces and several
assumptions are made on the exact structure of interactions. A more thoughtful and flexible design of
dialogue interactions in conjunction with an awareness of the necessary game-theoretic, symbolic
bindings could generate a more usable framework.

Ethics Statement

Strategic dialogue agents may be more “rational”, but even in well-intended settings, it is known
that seemingly benign behavior can lead to poor outcomes for the group, i.e., high price of anarchy /
stability (Nisan et al., 2007). Moreover, recent work has found that some of the beneficial social norms
humans have developed can collapse when people are allowed to leave their coordination decisions
to AI assistants (Shirado et al., 2023). In more nefarious cases, strategic agents can exploit others.
We should aim to create agents that are both rational, but also generate high welfare. By exploring
these interactions in simulation, we can learn how to constrain and regulate agents toward more
human-aligned behaviors. Designing algorithms to discover optimal (e.g, max-welfare) equilibria in
𝑛-player, general-sum games is an active area of research that can help guide the development of
more ethical agents.

Acknowledgements

We thank Kevin R. McKee, Alexander Sasha Vezhnevets, and Edgar A. Duéñez-Guzmán as well as the
attendees of DIMACS Workshop on Foundation Models, Large Language Models, and Game Theory
for helpful discussions and alerting us to related work.

22

http://dimacs.rutgers.edu/events/details?eID=2564


States as Strings as Strategies: Steering Language Models with Game-Theoretic Solvers

References

W. Agnew, A. S. Bergman, J. Chien, M. Díaz, S. El-Sayed, J. Pittman, S. Mohamed, and K. R. McKee.
The illusion of artificial inclusion. In Proceedings of the 2024 CHI Conference on Human Factors in
Computing Systems, 2024.

E. Akata, L. Schulz, J. Coda-Forno, S. J. Oh, M. Bethge, and E. Schulz. Playing repeated games with
large language models. arXiv preprint arXiv:2305.16867, 2023.

T. Anthony, T. Eccles, A. Tacchetti, J. Kramár, I. Gemp, T. Hudson, N. Porcel, M. Lanctot, J. Pérolat,
R. Everett, et al. Learning to play no-press diplomacy with best response policy iteration. Advances
in Neural Information Processing Systems, 33:17987–18003, 2020.

A. Assos, I. Attias, Y. Dagan, C. Daskalakis, and M. K. Fishelson. Online learning and solving infinite
games with an ERM oracle. In The Thirty Sixth Annual Conference on Learning Theory, pages
274–324. PMLR, 2023.

R. Aumann. Subjectivity and correlation in randomized strategies. Journal of Mathematical Economics,
1(1):67–96, 1974.

M. Bakker, M. Chadwick, H. Sheahan, M. Tessler, L. Campbell-Gillingham, J. Balaguer, N. McAleese,
A. Glaese, J. Aslanides, M. Botvinick, and C. Summerfield. Fine-tuning language models to find
agreement among humans with diverse preferences. Advances in Neural Information Processing
Systems, 35:38176–38189, 2022.

F. Baumann, P. Lorenz-Spreen, I. M. Sokolov, and M. Starnini. Modeling echo chambers and polar-
ization dynamics in social networks. Physical Review Letters, 124(4), Jan. 2020. ISSN 1079-7114.
doi: 10.1103/physrevlett.124.048301. URL http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.
124.048301.

J. Bennett, S. Lanning, et al. The Netflix prize. In Proceedings of KDD cup and workshop, volume 2007,
page 35. New York, 2007.

S. Brin and L. Page. The anatomy of a large-scale hypertextual web search engine. Computer networks
and ISDN systems, 30(1-7):107–117, 1998.

N. Brown and T. Sandholm. Superhuman AI for heads-up no-limit poker: Libratus beats top profes-
sionals. Science, 359(6374):418–424, 2018.

J. Brown-Cohen, G. Irving, and G. Piliouras. Scalable AI safety via doubly-efficient debate. arXiv
preprint arXiv:2311.14125, 2023.

N. Burch, M. Lanctot, D. Szafron, and R. Gibson. Efficient Monte Carlo counterfactual regret mini-
mization in games with many player actions. Advances in neural information processing systems, 25,
2012.

K. Chawla, I. Wu, Y. Rong, G. M. Lucas, and J. Gratch. Be selfish, but wisely: Investigating the impact
of agent personality in mixed-motive human-agent interactions. arXiv preprint arXiv:2310.14404,
2023.

J. Chen, S. Yuan, R. Ye, B. P. Majumder, and K. Richardson. Put your money where your mouth is:
Evaluating strategic planning and execution of LLM agents in an auction arena. arXiv preprint
arXiv:2310.05746, 2023.

23

http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.124.048301
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.124.048301


States as Strings as Strategies: Steering Language Models with Game-Theoretic Solvers

A. Dafoe, Y. Bachrach, G. Hadfield, E. Horvitz, K. Larson, and T. Graepel. Cooperative AI: machines
must learn to find common ground. Nature, 593(7857):33–36, 2021.

K. Daniel. Thinking, fast and slow. Farrar, Straus and Giroux, 2017.

C. Daskalakis, S. Skoulakis, and M. Zampetakis. The complexity of constrained min-max optimization.
In Proceedings of the 53rd Annual ACM SIGACT Symposium on Theory of Computing, pages 1466–1478,
2021.

T. R. Davidson, V. Veselovsky, M. Josifoski, M. Peyrard, A. Bosselut, M. Kosinski, and R.West. Evaluating
language model agency through negotiations. arXiv preprint arXiv:2401.04536, 2024.

C. Dogbé. Modeling crowd dynamics by the mean-field limit approach. Mathematical and Computer
Modelling, 52(9-10):1506–1520, 2010.

FAIR, Meta Fundamental AI Research Diplomacy Team, A. Bakhtin, N. Brown, E. Dinan, G. Farina,
C. Flaherty, D. Fried, A. Goff, J. Gray, H. Hu, A. P. Jacob, M. Komeili, K. Konath, M. Kwon, A. Lerer,
M. Lewis, A. H. Miller, S. Mitts, A. Renduchintala, S. Roller, D. Rowe, W. Shi, J. Spisak, A. Wei,
D. Wu, H. Zhang, and M. Zijlstra. Human-level play in the game of Diplomacy by combining
language models with strategic reasoning. Science, 378(6624):1067–1074, 2022. doi: 10.1126/
science.ade9097. URL https://www.science.org/doi/abs/10.1126/science.ade9097.

C. Fan, J. Chen, Y. Jin, and H. He. Can large language models serve as rational players in game
theory? a systematic analysis. arXiv preprint arXiv:2312.05488, 2023.

C. Fernando, D. Banarse, H. Michalewski, S. Osindero, and T. Rocktäschel. Promptbreeder: Self-
referential self-improvement via prompt evolution. arXiv preprint arXiv:2309.16797, 2023.

D. Fried, N. Tomlin, J. Hu, R. Patel, and A. Nematzadeh. Pragmatics in language grounding: Phe-
nomena, tasks, and modeling approaches. In H. Bouamor, J. Pino, and K. Bali, editors, Findings of
the Association for Computational Linguistics: EMNLP 2023, pages 12619–12640, Singapore, Dec.
2023. Association for Computational Linguistics. doi: 10.18653/v1/2023.findings-emnlp.840. URL
https://aclanthology.org/2023.findings-emnlp.840.

D. Fudenberg and J. Tirole. Game theory. MIT press, 1991.

K. Gandhi, D. Sadigh, and N. D. Goodman. Strategic reasoning with language models. arXiv preprint
arXiv:2305.19165, 2023.

I. Gemp, T. Anthony, Y. Bachrach, A. Bhoopchand, K. Bullard, J. Connor, V. Dasagi, B. De Vylder, E. A.
Duéñez-Guzmán, R. Elie, R. Everett, D. Hennes, E. Hughes, M. Khan, M. Lanctot, K. Larson, G. Lever,
S. Liu, L. Marris, K. R. McKee, P. Muller, J. Pérolat, F. Strub, A. Tacchetti, E. Tarassov, Z. Wang,
and K. Tuyls. Developing, evaluating and scaling learning agents in multi-agent environments. AI
Communications, (Preprint):1–14, 2022.

I. Gemp, L. Marris, and G. Piliouras. Approximating Nash equilibria in normal-form games via
stochastic optimization. arXiv preprint arXiv:2310.06689, 2023.

R. A. Google and, A. M. Dai, O. Firat, M. Johnson, D. Lepikhin, A. Passos, S. Shakeri, E. Taropa,
P. Bailey, Z. Chen, E. Chu, J. H. Clark, L. E. Shafey, Y. Huang, K. Meier-Hellstern, G. Mishra,
E. Moreira, M. Omernick, K. Robinson, S. Ruder, Y. Tay, K. Xiao, Y. Xu, Y. Zhang, G. H. Abrego,
J. Ahn, J. Austin, P. Barham, J. Botha, J. Bradbury, S. Brahma, K. Brooks, M. Catasta, Y. Cheng,
C. Cherry, C. A. Choquette-Choo, A. Chowdhery, C. Crepy, S. Dave, M. Dehghani, S. Dev, J. Devlin,
M. Díaz, N. Du, E. Dyer, V. Feinberg, F. Feng, V. Fienber, M. Freitag, X. Garcia, S. Gehrmann,

24

https://www.science.org/doi/abs/10.1126/science.ade9097
https://aclanthology.org/2023.findings-emnlp.840


States as Strings as Strategies: Steering Language Models with Game-Theoretic Solvers

L. Gonzalez, G. Gur-Ari, S. Hand, H. Hashemi, L. Hou, J. Howland, A. Hu, J. Hui, J. Hurwitz,
M. Isard, A. Ittycheriah, M. Jagielski, W. Jia, K. Kenealy, M. Krikun, S. Kudugunta, C. Lan, K. Lee,
B. Lee, E. Li, M. Li, W. Li, Y. Li, J. Li, H. Lim, H. Lin, Z. Liu, F. Liu, M. Maggioni, A. Mahendru,
J. Maynez, V. Misra, M. Moussalem, Z. Nado, J. Nham, E. Ni, A. Nystrom, A. Parrish, M. Pellat,
M. Polacek, A. Polozov, R. Pope, S. Qiao, E. Reif, B. Richter, P. Riley, A. C. Ros, A. Roy, B. Saeta,
R. Samuel, R. Shelby, A. Slone, D. Smilkov, D. R. So, D. Sohn, S. Tokumine, D. Valter, V. Vasudevan,
K. Vodrahalli, X. Wang, P. Wang, Z. Wang, T. Wang, J. Wieting, Y. Wu, K. Xu, Y. Xu, L. Xue, P. Yin,
J. Yu, Q. Zhang, S. Zheng, C. Zheng, W. Zhou, D. Zhou, S. Petrov, and Y. Wu. PaLM 2 technical
report, 2023.

J. Hannan. Approximation to Bayes risk in repeated play. Contributions to the Theory of Games, 3:
97–139, 1957.

S. Hao, Y. Gu, H. Ma, J. J. Hong, Z. Wang, D. Z. Wang, and Z. Hu. Reasoning with language model is
planning with world model. arXiv preprint arXiv:2305.14992, 2023.

A. Hard, K. Rao, R. Mathews, S. Ramaswamy, F. Beaufays, S. Augenstein, H. Eichner, C. Kiddon, and
D. Ramage. Federated learning for mobile keyboard prediction. arXiv preprint arXiv:1811.03604,
2018.

M. He, N. R. Jennings, and H.-F. Leung. On agent-mediated electronic commerce. IEEE Transactions
on knowledge and data engineering, 15(4):985–1003, 2003.

P. Hernandez-Leal, M. Kaisers, T. Baarslag, and E. M. De Cote. A survey of learning in multiagent
environments: Dealing with non-stationarity. arXiv preprint arXiv:1707.09183, 2017.

B. Heydari and N. Lorè. Strategic behavior of large language models: Game structure vs. contextual
framing. Contextual Framing (September 10, 2023), 2023.

J. J. Horton. Large language models as simulated economic agents: What can we learn from homo
silicus? Technical report, National Bureau of Economic Research, 2023.

E. J. Hu, Y. Shen, P. Wallis, Z. Allen-Zhu, Y. Li, S. Wang, L. Wang, and W. Chen. LoRA: Low-rank
adaptation of large language models. arXiv preprint arXiv:2106.09685, 2021.

J. Huang and K. C.-C. Chang. Towards reasoning in large language models: A survey. arXiv preprint
arXiv:2212.10403, 2022.

G. Irving, P. Christiano, and D. Amodei. AI safety via debate, 2018.

A. P. Jacob, Y. Shen, G. Farina, and J. Andreas. The consensus game: Language model generation via
equilibrium search. arXiv preprint arXiv:2310.09139, 2023.

D. Jarrett, M. Pislar, M. A. Bakker, M. H. Tessler, R. Koster, J. Balaguer, R. Elie, C. Summerfield, and
A. Tacchetti. Language agents as digital representatives in collective decision-making. In NeurIPS
2023 Foundation Models for Decision Making Workshop, 2023.

N. R. Jennings, P. Faratin, A. R. Lomuscio, S. Parsons, C. Sierra, and M. Wooldridge. Automated
negotiation: prospects, methods and challenges. International Journal of Group Decision and
Negotiation, 10(2):199–215, 2001.

D. P. Kingma and J. Ba. Adam: A method for stochastic optimization. arXiv preprint arXiv:1412.6980,
2014.

25



States as Strings as Strategies: Steering Language Models with Game-Theoretic Solvers

T. Kojima, S. S. Gu, M. Reid, Y. Matsuo, and Y. Iwasawa. Large language models are zero-shot
reasoners. Advances in neural information processing systems, 35:22199–22213, 2022.

A. Korinek. Language models and cognitive automation for economic research. Technical report,
National Bureau of Economic Research, 2023.

S. Kraus. Negotiation and cooperation in multi-agent environments. Artificial intelligence, 94(1-2):
79–97, 1997.

H. W. Kuhn. Extensive games and the problem of information. Annals of Mathematics Studies, 28:
193–216, 1953.

M. Kwon, S. M. Xie, K. Bullard, and D. Sadigh. Reward design with language models. arXiv preprint
arXiv:2303.00001, 2023.

M. Lanctot, V. Zambaldi, A. Gruslys, A. Lazaridou, K. Tuyls, J. Pérolat, D. Silver, and T. Graepel.
A unified game-theoretic approach to multiagent reinforcement learning. Advances in neural
information processing systems, 30, 2017.

M. Lanctot, E. Lockhart, J.-B. Lespiau, V. Zambaldi, S. Upadhyay, J. Pérolat, S. Srinivasan, F. Timbers,
K. Tuyls, S. Omidshafiei, D. Hennes, D. Morrill, P. Muller, T. Ewalds, R. Faulkner, J. Kramár, B. D.
Vylder, B. Saeta, J. Bradbury, D. Ding, S. Borgeaud, M. Lai, J. Schrittwieser, T. Anthony, E. Hughes,
I. Danihelka, and J. Ryan-Davis. OpenSpiel: A framework for reinforcement learning in games.
CoRR, abs/1908.09453, 2019. URL http://arxiv.org/abs/1908.09453.

Z. Li, M. Lanctot, K. R. McKee, L. Marris, I. Gemp, D. Hennes, K. Larson, Y. Bachrach, M. P. Wellman,
and P. Muller. Search-improved game-theoretic multiagent reinforcement learning in general and
negotiation games. In Proceedings of the 2023 International Conference on Autonomous Agents and
Multiagent Systems, pages 2445–2447, 2023.

B. Liu, Y. Jiang, X. Zhang, Q. Liu, S. Zhang, J. Biswas, and P. Stone. LLM+P: Empowering large
language models with optimal planning proficiency. arXiv preprint arXiv:2304.11477, 2023a.

S. Liu, G. Lever, Z. Wang, J. Merel, S. A. Eslami, D. Hennes, W. M. Czarnecki, Y. Tassa, S. Omidshafiei,
A. Abdolmaleki, et al. From motor control to team play in simulated humanoid football. Science
Robotics, 7(69):eabo0235, 2022.

Z. Liu, W. Yao, J. Zhang, L. Xue, S. Heinecke, R. Murthy, Y. Feng, Z. Chen, J. C. Niebles, D. Arpit,
et al. BOLAA: Benchmarking and orchestrating LLM-augmented autonomous agents. arXiv preprint
arXiv:2308.05960, 2023b.

L. Marris, P. Muller, M. Lanctot, K. Tuyls, and T. Graepel. Multi-agent training beyond zero-sum
with correlated equilibrium meta-solvers. In International Conference on Machine Learning, pages
7480–7491. PMLR, 2021.

K. R. McKee, X. Bai, and S. T. Fiske. Humans perceive warmth and competence in artificial intelligence.
iScience, 26(8), 2023.

J. Michael, S. Mahdi, D. Rein, J. Petty, J. Dirani, V. Padmakumar, and S. R. Bowman. Debate helps
supervise unreliable experts, 2023.

P. Muller, M. Rowland, R. Elie, G. Piliouras, J. Perolat, M. Lauriere, R. Marinier, O. Pietquin, and
K. Tuyls. Learning equilibria in mean-field games: Introducing mean-field PSRO. arXiv preprint
arXiv:2111.08350, 2021.

26

http://arxiv.org/abs/1908.09453


States as Strings as Strategies: Steering Language Models with Game-Theoretic Solvers

J. Nash. Non-cooperative games. Annals of Mathematics, 54(2):286–295, 1951.

J. F. Nash Jr. The bargaining problem. Econometrica: Journal of the econometric society, pages 155–162,
1950.

N. Nisan, T. Roughgarden, E. Tardos, and V. V. Vazirani. Algorithmic Game Theory. Cambridge
University Press, 2007.

J. S. Park, J. O’Brien, C. J. Cai, M. R. Morris, P. Liang, and M. S. Bernstein. Generative agents:
Interactive simulacra of human behavior. In Proceedings of the 36th Annual ACM Symposium on
User Interface Software and Technology, pages 1–22, 2023a.

P. S. Park, S. Goldstein, A. O’Gara, M. Chen, and D. Hendrycks. Ai deception: A survey of examples,
risks, and potential solutions. arXiv preprint arXiv:2308.14752, 2023b.

D. C. Parkes and M. P. Wellman. Economic reasoning and artificial intelligence. Science, 349(6245):
267–272, 2015.

R. Patel, M. Garnelo, I. Gemp, C. Dyer, and Y. Bachrach. Game-theoretic vocabulary selection via
the shapley value and banzhaf index. In Proceedings of the 2021 Conference of the North American
Chapter of the Association for Computational Linguistics: Human Language Technologies, pages
2789–2798, 2021.

J. Perolat, B. D. Vylder, D. Hennes, E. Tarassov, F. Strub, V. de Boer, P. Muller, J. T. Connor, N. Burch,
T. Anthony, S. McAleer, R. Elie, S. H. Cen, Z. Wang, A. Gruslys, A. Malysheva, M. Khan, S. Ozair,
F. Timbers, T. Pohlen, T. Eccles, M. Rowland, M. Lanctot, J.-B. Lespiau, B. Piot, S. Omidshafiei,
E. Lockhart, L. Sifre, N. Beauguerlange, R. Munos, D. Silver, S. Singh, D. Hassabis, and K. Tuyls.
Mastering the game of stratego with model-free multiagent reinforcement learning. Science, 378
(6623):990–996, 2022. doi: 10.1126/science.add4679. URL https://www.science.org/doi/
abs/10.1126/science.add4679.

C. Raffel, N. Shazeer, A. Roberts, K. Lee, S. Narang, M. Matena, Y. Zhou, W. Li, and P. J. Liu. Exploring
the limits of transfer learning with a unified text-to-text transformer. Journal of Machine Learning
Research, 21(140):1–67, 2020. URL http://jmlr.org/papers/v21/20-074.html.

A. Rosenfeld and S. Kraus. Strategical argumentative agent for human persuasion. In ECAI 2016,
pages 320–328. IOS Press, 2016.

J. S. Rosenschein and G. Zlotkin. Rules of encounter: designing conventions for automated negotiation
among computers. MIT press, 1994.

H. Shirado, S. Kasahara, and N. A. Christakis. Emergence and collapse of reciprocity in semiautomatic
driving coordination experiments with humans. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences,
120(51):e2307804120, 2023.

Y. Shoham and K. Leyton-Brown. Multiagent systems: Algorithmic, game-theoretic, and logical founda-
tions. Cambridge University Press, 2008.

D. Silver, J. Schrittwieser, K. Simonyan, I. Antonoglou, A. Huang, A. Guez, T. Hubert, L. Baker, M. Lai,
A. Bolton, Y. Chen, T. Lillicrap, F. Hui, L. Sifre, G. van den Driessche, T. Graepel, and D. Hassabis.
Mastering the game of Go without human knowledge. Nature, 550(7676):354–359, 2017.

M. K. Sohrabi and H. Azgomi. A survey on the combined use of optimization methods and game
theory. Archives of Computational Methods in Engineering, 27(1):59–80, 2020.

27

https://www.science.org/doi/abs/10.1126/science.add4679
https://www.science.org/doi/abs/10.1126/science.add4679
http://jmlr.org/papers/v21/20-074.html


States as Strings as Strategies: Steering Language Models with Game-Theoretic Solvers

X. Song, S. Yang, Z. Huang, and T. Huang. The application of artificial intelligence in electronic
commerce. In Journal of Physics: Conference Series, volume 1302, page 032030. IOP Publishing,
2019.

P. Stone andM. Veloso. Multiagent systems: A survey from amachine learning perspective. Autonomous
Robots, 8:345–383, 2000.

K. Tuyls and S. Parsons. What evolutionary game theory tells us about multiagent learning. Artificial
Intelligence, 171(7):406–416, 2007.

K. Valmeekam, A. Olmo, S. Sreedharan, and S. Kambhampati. Large language models still can’t plan
(a benchmark for LLMs on planning and reasoning about change). arXiv preprint arXiv:2206.10498,
2022.

A. S. Vezhnevets, J. P. Agapiou, A. Aharon, R. Ziv, J. Matyas, E. A. Duéñez-Guzmán, W. A. Cunningham,
S. Osindero, D. Karmon, and J. Z. Leibo. Generative agent-based modeling with actions grounded
in physical, social, or digital space using Concordia, 2023.

O. Vinyals, I. Babuschkin, W. M. Czarnecki, M. Mathieu, A. Dudzik, J. Chung, D. H. Choi, R. Powell,
T. Ewalds, P. Georgiev, et al. Grandmaster level in StarCraft II using multi-agent reinforcement
learning. Nature, 575(7782):350–354, 2019.

J. von Neumann. Zur theorie der gesellschaftsspiele. Mathematische Annalen, 100(1):295–320, 1928.
doi: 10.1007/BF01448847.

J. Wei, X. Wang, D. Schuurmans, M. Bosma, F. Xia, E. Chi, Q. V. Le, D. Zhou, et al. Chain-of-thought
prompting elicits reasoning in large language models. Advances in Neural Information Processing
Systems, 35:24824–24837, 2022.

J. W. Weibull. Evolutionary game theory. MIT press, 1997.

M. Wellman. Trading agents. Springer Nature, 2022.

J. White, Q. Fu, S. Hays, M. Sandborn, C. Olea, H. Gilbert, A. Elnashar, J. Spencer-Smith, and D. C.
Schmidt. A prompt pattern catalog to enhance prompt engineering with ChatGPT. arXiv preprint
arXiv:2302.11382, 2023.

M. Wooldridge. An introduction to multiagent systems. John wiley & sons, 2009.

P. R. Wurman, S. Barrett, K. Kawamoto, J. MacGlashan, K. Subramanian, T. J. Walsh, R. Capo-
bianco, A. Devlic, F. Eckert, F. Fuchs, et al. Outracing champion Gran Turismo drivers with deep
reinforcement learning. Nature, 602(7896):223–228, 2022.

Y. Xie, C. Yu, T. Zhu, J. Bai, Z. Gong, and H. Soh. Translating natural language to planning goals with
large-language models. arXiv preprint arXiv:2302.05128, 2023.

C. Yang, X. Wang, Y. Lu, H. Liu, Q. V. Le, D. Zhou, and X. Chen. Large language models as optimizers.
arXiv preprint arXiv:2309.03409, 2023.

B. H. Zhang, G. Farina, I. Anagnostides, F. Cacciamani, S. M. McAleer, A. A. Haupt, A. Celli, N. Gatti,
V. Conitzer, and T. Sandholm. Computing optimal equilibria and mechanisms via learning in
zero-sum extensive-form games. arXiv preprint arXiv:2306.05216, 2023.

Y. Zhou, A. I. Muresanu, Z. Han, K. Paster, S. Pitis, H. Chan, and J. Ba. Large language models are
human-level prompt engineers. arXiv preprint arXiv:2211.01910, 2022.

28



States as Strings as Strategies: Steering Language Models with Game-Theoretic Solvers

A. LLM-based Reward Model

These examples were generated using the PaLM 2 L (unicorn).

A.1. No Trade Agreement

Here, we report the final message in a trade dialogue:

############################
Trade Proposal Message:
from: Alina
to: Ciara
############################

Hi Ciara,

I’m so sorry, but I just don’t see a way to make a deal that we can both be
happy with. I really need bananas and blueberries, and I’m not really
interested in kiwis. I know you’re disappointed, and I am too. I was really
hoping we could make a trade.

I wish you all the best in finding s...

The LLM correctly calculated the rewards / payoffs / utilities as:

Utility for player 0 is 0.0
Utility for player 1 is 0.0.

A.2. Trade Agreement

We report the final two messages of a trade dialogue, which suggest a trade agreement has been
reached (although ideally the participants would have confirmed this in a final message).

############################
Trade Proposal Message:
from: Alina
to: Elroy
############################

Hi Elroy,

Thanks for your response. I’m glad we agree that bananas are more valuable
than kiwis. Unfortunately, I can’t trade two apples for one banana. I’m
willing to trade one apple for one banana, or two kiwis for one banana.

Let me know if you’re interested in either of those trades.

Thanks,

############################
Trade Proposal Message:
from: Elroy
to: Alina
############################
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Hi Alina,

Thanks for your response. I understand that you’re not willing to trade
two apples for one banana. I’m willing to accept two kiwis for one banana,
if you’re still interested.

Thanks,
Elroy

The LLM-based reward model uses chain-of-thought to calculate trade values. We report an
intermediate thought in the chain where the LLM has aggregated the information critical to calculating
the trade.

Alina
fruit_endowment:
apple: 2
banana: 1
blueberry: 1
kiwi: 2
fruit_valuations:
apple: 6
banana: 5
blueberry: 1
kiwi: 1

Elroy
fruit_endowment:
apple: 2
banana: 1
blueberry: 1
kiwi: 2
fruit_valuations:
apple: 6
banana: 5
blueberry: 1
kiwi: 1

Player Alina: Receives 1 banana Gives 2 kiwis

Player Elroy: Receives 2 kiwis Gives 1 banana

From this intermediate information, the LLM then calculates the following utilities:

Utility for player 0 is 3.0 # Alina
Utility for player 1 is -3.0 # Elroy

A.3. Incorrect Trade Value

The final two messages of this dialogue imply a trade agreement has not yet been reached and
negotiations are ongoing.

############################
Trade Proposal Message:
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from: John
to: Elroy
############################

Hi Elroy,

I would be happy to trade 3 kiwis for 1 apple. Do you think that sounds fair?

Best,
John

############################
Trade Proposal Message:
from: Elroy
to: John
############################

Hi John,

Thanks for your offer. I would be willing to trade 1 apple for 4 kiwis.
What do you think?

Elroy

Even the LLMs intermediate calculations show no agreement has been reached.

John
fruit_endowment:
apple: 0
banana: 0
blueberry: 4
kiwi: 4
fruit_valuations:
apple: 6
banana: 5
blueberry: 1
kiwi: 1

Elroy
fruit_endowment:
apple: 0
banana: 0
blueberry: 0
kiwi: 6
fruit_valuations:
apple: 6
banana: 9
blueberry: 3
kiwi: 1

No agreement has been reached.

&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&

Despite this, the LLM-based reward model hallucinates a trade where Elroy gives John 6 kiwis
in return for 4 blueberries. On top of this, the LLM miscalculates the value to Elroy of receiving 4
blueberries; it appears to use John’s valuation for blueberries.
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Elroy receives 4 blueberries, which are worth 1 each. Therefore Elroy receives a
value of 4 in the trade.

Receives: 4

Now we calculate the value of the fruits Elroy gives up in the trade.
Elroy gives up 6 kiwis, which are worth 1 each. Therefore Elroy gives up a
value of 6 in the trade.

Gives: 6

Subtracting the value Elroy gives away from the value Elroy receives, we
find 4 - 6 = -2.

Calculation: Receives - Gives = 4 - 6 = -2.

Value for Elroy: -2.

You may also notice that in the final message, Elroy offers to give up an apple, which, according to
his endowment, he does not have. This is an issue with the LLM being prompted to generate sensible
messages.

B. Imitation Learning

We used a fully connected neural network with two dense hidden layers of size 256 neurons each
and a final dense layer trained against the CFR target probabilities to minimize a cross entropy loss.
We trained the policy using 104 steps of Adam (Kingma and Ba, 2014) with a batch size of 128 and
learning rate of 10−3.
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