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Abstract

The study of the emergence of cooperation remains an open challenge for many areas of knowledge.

This problem can be conveniently formalized through the eyes of game theory and iterated N-person

dilemmas. Here we investigate the learning dynamics emerging from this type of problems. We simulate

decision-making in non-linear N-person dilemmas with agents portraying different levels of sophistica-

tion concerning their learning method, adopting a temporal difference learning algorithm as a baseline

scenario. The results show that the combination of a simple Actor-Critic policy with a state space that

allows players to distinguish how many agents cooperated and its previous action in the previous round

can offer a significant increase in the overall level of cooperation. These results are shown to be de-

pend on the the nature of the dilemma, namely on the size of the group and the minimum contributions

needed to produce a collective return. Cooperation is also shown to increase with low exploration and

learning rates, and to decrease with the discounting of future rewards. Overall, our results suggest that,

for each dilemma, a proper selection of state space and policy selection method ensures coordinated

efforts within a multi-agent system made of adaptive self-regarding agents.
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Resumo

O estudo sobre o aparecimento da cooperação ainda é um problema em aberto para muitas áreas

do conhecimento. Esse problema pode ser formalizado através de Teoria dos Jogos e dilemas it-

erativos para N-jogadores. Aqui investigamos as dinâmicas de aprendizagem que aparecem nesse

tipo de problema. Nós simulamos a tomada de decisão em dilemas de N-jogadores com agentes de

diferentes nı́veis de sofisticação quanto ao método de aprendizagem, adotando um algoritmo de apren-

dizagem de diferença temporal como ponto de partida. Os resultados mostram que a combinação de

uma simples polı́tica Actor-Critic com um estado de espaços que permite ao jogador distinguir quantos

agentes cooperaram e qual foi sua última ação pode proporcionar um aumento significativo nos nı́veis

de cooperação. Os resultados são dependentes das caracterı́sticas do dilema, mais precisamente do

tamanho do grupo e da contribuição mı́nima para se produzir um retorno coletivo. Cooperação também

aumenta com baixo fator de exploração e taxa de aprendizagem, e diminuir com os descontos nas rec-

ompensas futuras. Em fim, estes resultados sugerem que, para cada dilema, a combinação adequada

de estado de espaços e método de seleção de polı́ticas garante coordenação de agentes adaptativos

e individualistas em sistemas de multi-agentes.
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Benefits of cooperation are not scarce in nature: the early Homo Sapiens have replaced the physi-

cally stronger Neanderthals is the superior social capacities of the first over the second [1], Argentinian

Ants can work together even from different colonies, their high level of cooperation [2] allows them to

beat many other species in competition for resources [3]. But, how do these species achieve such

widespread cooperation? [4] models the decision dilemma of cooperation with Prisoner’s Dilemma (PD)

and shows the importance of reciprocity to emergence of cooperation in interactions between two in-

dividuals. In PD, two individuals decide to cooperate (C) of defect (D) without communicating: if both

cooperate they split the rewards equally, if only one cooperates it wastes its efforts and loses its rewards

to the other player, if no one cooperates they have no gains. Hence, the obstacle to achieve cooperation

in this model is the conflict of what is best for the group and what is best for the individual. Even though,

ants and humans have different cognition levels, both achieve widespread cooperation states. After all,

does cognition help groups of individuals to overcome selfish behaviour and start cooperating more?

A common approach to this problem is to run simulation of intelligent machines in evolutionary envi-

ronments in order to measure the impact of them in the cooperation of a population [5,6]. In evolutionary

environments, individuals with different strategies play PD games pairwise and accumulate rewards, af-

ter a number of iterations the least successful individuals copy the strategy of the most successful ones,

this process is then repeated. In [5] the machines tries to discover the opponents’ intention with Bayesian

Networks, while in [6] the machines learn by trial and error. In both cases, there are improvements in

cooperation, when comparing to populations of non learning individuals.

Instead of studying the impact of cognition in large populations with intelligent individuals, we focus

on testing how different cognitive capabilities boosts cooperation in smaller groups that interact collec-

tively, instead of pairwise. N-person Prisoner’s Dilemma (NPD), the generalization of PD for more than

two individuals, is a good model for this environment. In NPD every player has an starting amount of re-

sources, if it chooses to cooperate, it gives a part of its resources to a public good, then this public good

is enlarged and divided among all the players, independently of cooperating or not. Because this model

involves giving money to a public good that is accessible to everyone, this is classified as a public good

game. On the other hand, NPD is the generalization of PD because it have the three same possible

states: mutual cooperation is the best solution for the group, if some are cooperating and the others are

defecting, the defective players exploit the cooperative ones and if nobody cooperates there is no gains

at all.

With the environment defined, it is necessary to define how the machines simulate animals’ cogni-

tion. Since animals learn through trial and error [7, 8], we approximate its cognition by how they learn.

There is a class of algorithms inspired by that, that is the Temporal Difference Reinforcement Learning

algorithms. Reinforcement Learning (RL) means the agents learn through repetition, punishment and

rewards. Temporal Difference (TD) means that decisions made in the present may impact on the future,
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those algorithms balance this by measuring not only the quality of the current action but also if that

action leads to a state where it is possible to get more rewards in the next iterations. A key aspect for

learning through trial and error is to balance exploration and exploitation. The first is responsible for

seeking better alternatives and the other is responsible for taking advantage of acquired knowledge to

get high rewards. We examine RL agents with different cognitive levels playing NPD in order to measure

the impact of cognition in cooperation.

Hence, this work merges two different fields of knowledge: Game Theory and Machine Learning.

The first designs models and tries to find equilibrium, optimal strategies and real world applications.

Since those models are usually called games, the individuals who play them are called players. The

second studies how machines learn, since the machines that learn by RL are independent beings that

interact with the environment, they are usually called agents. Throughout this work, the terms player

and agent mean the same. With this framework we answer three main questions:

1. Can RL agents achieve widespread cooperation when playing NPD? What makes coopera-

tion difficult to achieve?

The environment is composed by the game and the other players. This question focus on the

game parameters in order to find if there is a combination of them in which the agents converge

to widespread cooperation. Since [9] achieved cooperation with RL agents in PD and [6] improved

cooperation in evolutionary environments with RL, it is expected there is at least one configura-

tion with widespread cooperation. After that, this parameters are tuned to achieve a challenging

environment that highlights the different cooperation rates of the agents. The two parameters of

the game are the Number of players (N) and the Public Goods Multiplier (f). The more players,

the harder is to coordinate efforts towards cooperation, hence it is expected lower cooperation for

larger groups. The public goods multiplier gives how much resources the game generates with the

contribution of the cooperators, hence a high f creates an environment abundant in resources, that

is expected to be easier to cooperate, a harsher and more competitive environment otherwise.

2. What is the role of cognition in the emergence of cooperation among RL agents playing

NPD?

With a selected harsh scenario, vary how much information the player has at its disposal and the

methodology it uses to make decisions using these information, one at a time. It is expected that

increasing complexity in both aspects increases cooperation, since a higher level of cognition could

improve coordination among players. An experiment made with college students, for instance,

shows that increasing the information provided to players during the game improved cooperation

[10]. The answer to this question includes: if the amount of information has impact in cooperation

or if is the kind of information that matters, if the method to choose actions impact cooperation, if it
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is possible to have high cooperation without giving up to much on exploration, if there is a limit to

how much cognition can improve cooperation. Besides that, there are three learning parameters

that tune how the agents learn: the learning step, the discounting factor and the exploration factor.

The first adjust how fast the agents learn, the second how important is long term rewards over

immediate rewards and the third adjust how much exploration some agents do during learning.

The values of these parameters that boosts cooperation can be seen as standard guidelines for

enhancing cooperation.

3. What RL agents learn when playing NPD? What is the knowledge acquired by the agents

that cooperate the most?

This item has two goals: explain why the results of previous question improve cooperation and give

an interpretation of the results that can be translated to real scenarios. Other work already tried

to improve cooperation in NPD so it is expected that the results of this work corroborate some of

them. It is possible to improve cooperation by having a number of players in the population whose

objective is to improve cooperation [11]. Since NPD has many players a subset of them can

learn to incentive others to cooperate. Another approach is to improve cooperation by recognizing

other players intention [5]. Regarding classic game theory strategies, Tit for Tat (TFT) and Win

Stay Lose Shift (WSLS) give insights on how to improve cooperation, the first incentive others to

cooperate and the other has a mechanism to recover from mutual defection. This work answer this

by analysing the most frequently learned strategies.

The results show that there is widespread cooperation for high values of f and low values of N.

Reducing f already creates a challenging scenario where cooperation is improved, neither by only in-

creasing the amount of information nor by only improving the policy for choosing actions, but by carefully

selecting the right combination of the two. The most cooperative agent has over 80% of cooperation

and it achieves that by developing a strategy with a recover mechanism that allows the group to move

quickly from widespread defection to widespread cooperation.

1.1 Document Structure

This work is structured in the following way: section 2 there are optional discussions related to this work,

then chapter 3 explains the theory that support the experiments, chapter 4 defines the experiments and

show the results that answers the three question proposed in this section and then there is the final

conclusions in 5.
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2.1 More over Game Theory

Game theory is a discipline of Mathematics that study how to make decisions on conflicting or complex

situations. PD is one of the the most studied games in the area. The story that illustrates it is with two

prisoners that are going to be convicted, however the police does not have enough evidence to increase

their prison time, so it offered a deal for confession. If both stay silent (mutual cooperation) they keep

their sentences, if both confess (mutual defection) they have their sentences increased. However if only

one confess, he gets free and the one who kept silence gets maximum sentence. Since the prisoners

can not talk to each other they have no previous information, neither way to coordinate efforts, the best

play is to confess, since not to do it (cooperate) opens the possibility for getting maximum sentence.

However, if they play repeatedly the risk is not as high, because the players can recover what it lost in

future iterations. Besides that, past iterations give information that can be used to enhance coordination.

The game where two players play PD repeatedly is called Iterated Prisoner’s Dilemma (IPD). Since

there are many iterations, each player has a history of actions, that is a list of the actions chosen by

a player. This historic defines a strategy, a method to choose actions. Those strategies can be as

simple as Always Cooperate (ALLC) and Always Defect (ALLD), dynamic changing as TFT or resilient

as WSLS. The first to strategies only plays C or D and stick to it. TFT starts cooperating, then repeats

the opponent’s last action, hence playing against this strategy the best option is to cooperate, since

defection will make TFT defect as well, changing the best play in the game from defect to cooperate.

However, TFT does not recover from a state where both players are defecting, that means if two TFTs

are playing against each other, they cooperate, until one of them commits an error and defect once, if

this happens both will stick to defection indefinitely. WSLS on the other hand has the property of trying

to restore cooperation if by any reason the opponent defects, it plays by repeating its last action if it’s

winning (mutual cooperation or defecting against cooperation) and flips its last action in case of losing

(mutual defection or cooperating against defection).

These strategies may occur in NPD but NPD is different from IPD. TFT for example is very good

strategy in IPD and not so good in NPD, because in NPD there is no way of punishing only the players

who defected, either you punish everyone by playing D or do not punish anyone by playing C [12]. After

all NPD is a multi-player game. The multi-player games are divided into two broad categories: Public

Goods Games and Commons Dilemma [13]. In Public Goods Games, players choose to give resources

to a public goods whose benefits everyone, independently of contributions. Within this class of games,

the game defining trait is how the contributions are turned into the public goods, that is the production

function. While the Commons Dilemma is about sharing a resource with other players, the more each

player extract this resource the more benefits it gets, however, if they extract much, the resource is

depleted. The key aspect for these class of games is the replenishment function, the rate in which the

shared resource grows. NPD is a public goods game because in it each player starts with an amount of
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resources and if it cooperates, it gives a part of this resources to the public goods. The sum of resources

payed by the players who cooperated is then multiplied by f, and divided equally among all the players.

This game is the generalization of PD because it maintains the same characteristics: the better result

for everyone (the sum of rewards of every player) is when all cooperate, when there is much cooperation

it is tempting to not cooperate and to receive the benefits without paying for them, while if there is not

much cooperation it is safer to defect since the public goods divided over all players may be smaller than

the cost of cooperating.

2.2 Social Dilemmas Dynamics

Understand the dynamics of social dilemmas help to understand the results of this work. In [12], there

is many results regarding social dilemmas compiled.

Analytical and experimental data supports that cooperation is easier in small groups than in large

groups, overall cooperation in large groups is almost impossible, repetition of the same problem and

communication over the players enhances cooperation. However the, possibly, most interesting result is

that states of general cooperation or defection can appear suddenly.

What usually happen in social dilemmas is that there are two stable states: one of widespread

cooperation and one of widespread defection. Those states are not static, the cooperation rates of

the groups stay floating around one of this states, these small fluctuations are due to uncertainty of the

players or when some players estimate wrongly the level of cooperation. Nevertheless, during long runs,

stronger fluctuations may occur and bring the group from one stable state to the other. The consequence

is that is common for the behavior of a group in a social dilemma stay the same for long periods, but

when it changes, it changes fast.

A factor that may help in those transitions is when the population is heterogeneous. Heterogeneous

populations have individuals who weights things differently, for example, if a small group of the popula-

tion values long term gains more than the average, they may be more willing to cooperate at the start

and their cooperation may incentive other groups of the population to cooperate as well, until the most

conservative groups are convinced to cooperate.

2.3 RL in other Game Theory Dilemmas

One of the few works with RL and a social dilemma is [14]. The game studied is Santa Fe Bar Problem

(SFBP) and the RL algorithm used was Q-learning.

SFBP is a congested resource problem. Suppose there is a bar in which it is pleasant to go only

when the capacity is on 60% or less. Each person decides if go to the based based on the number of
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people that went to the bar in previous weeks and decides to go only if he or she thinks that is going to

be pleasant.

Q-learning is an off policy RL algorithm. This means that differently from SARSA that uses the policy

to estimate future rewards, Q-learning estimates future rewards independently of the policy, by a function

approximation for instance.

The goal of [14] is to find not only a efficient solution to the dilemma but also a fair solution. An

efficient solution means that the total reward of the agents must be as high as possible , while fair

solution means that agents with the same utility, in other words, reward function, must have the same

probability of attending the bar. The way this is achieved is with Q-learning agents and a modification on

the SFBP, this modification adds a taxation mechanism based on incremental changes.

2.4 Language expressiveness in NPD in evolutionary environments

Expressiveness is deeply related to information and how to use this information, although the RL learners

in this work do not have a language they have a State Space and a Policy that together allow them to

recognize more characteristics of the environment and build strategies based on what they recognize.

In [15], the agents know the number of opponents who cooperated last turn and learn strategies based

in on of two possible languages: Finite Automata and Adaptive Automata. The strategies build with the

first have an initial state in which the agent cooperates of defects, then the agent transitions from one

state to another depending on the number of cooperators in the last round. Adaptive Automata extends

the Finite Automata framework adding rules that may change its structure by adding or removing states

and transitions. Thus the Adaptive Automata may express strategies that Finite Automata can not.

Besides that, environment in [15] is quite different from this work. In [15], the agents are placed in

a grid with Von Neumann’s neighborhood of degree 1, that means that each agents has as neighbors

only the agents strictly up, down, left or right from itself. The upper cell are connected to the bottom

ones, and those of the first column with the rightmost column, thus forming a ring torus. Since each

NPD is among an agent and its neighbors, those games have only 5 players. Them in order to simulate

this environment, first initialize the grid with many different strategies, then simulate many NPD games

across the grid, then the least successful strategies copy the most successful strategy around them.

During this copy, mutations can occur and different strategies may emerge. Then repeat this procedure.

This is a evolutionary environment that resembles natural selection, because the best strategies are

passed forward and the worst are discarded.

The results of this evolutionary environment is that in both configurations, with Finite and Adaptive

Automata, there are broad cooperation. Although in general there is no difference in global rewards

between the models, if the models start in a state of widespread defection, Adaptive Automata has
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higher global rewards than Finite Automata. Hence, a more complex language, that allows a more

complex strategy selection, can recover better from widespread defection states.

2.5 Applications of NPD

Probably one of the most immediate applications of NPD is with Welfare states. The players would be

the whole society, to cooperate is to pay correctly all the taxes and to defect is to evade taxes. No matter

if a particular citizen evaded taxes, he or she can still benefit from the welfare state, like education,

security and health care. Modifications over the models of this work can help to simulate which factors

favors tax evasion, for example.

However simulate people’s behaviour is not an easy task usually, what makes those results difficult

to obtain. Luckily those social dilemmas are not limited to human and animal societies. Computational

societies also suffer from these problems [16]. The internet is a public good. Imagine that in a segment

of internet a group of individuals want to send files to other people. It is desirable to send those files as

fast as possible, those files segmented in packets, but if everyone send its packets at a high frequency

the packet loss sharply increases. In these sense, cooperation is to send packets at a lower frequency

to allow everyone to benefit from the network and defection is to send packets at a higher frequency.

Solving NPD with RL agents is a distributed away of solving this problem.

Another approach to apply social dilemmas solutions to concrete problems was done by [17]. This

work modifies the algorithm of Deep Reinforcement Learning to learn two strategies at the same time:

one cooperative and the other defective. Then the agent play a modified version of TFT, called Approximate

Markov Tit for Tat (amTFT), that start playing the cooperative strategy, then when the agent starts get-

ting exploited it starts playing the defective strategy and turn back to the cooperative one if the opponent

decide to cooperate again.
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3.1 Defining the Game

More formally, PD is a two-player bimatrix game, what means that the game is defined by a 2x2 matrix

that in each cell there is a pair of numbers, the first the reward of the first player and the second the

reward of the opponent. The rows are the possible actions of the first player (a) and in the columns

the actions of the opponent (ā). In PD each player has two possible actions Cooperate (C) or Defect

(D), what gives the Action Space A = {C,D}, all the possibilities of play from both players give all the

possible states, that result in the State Space S = {aā : a, ā ∈ {C,D}} = {CC,CD,DC,DD}, the

bimatrix can be defined as a function R : S→ <2 as

R(at, āt) =


(R, R), if atāt = CC,
(S, T ), if atāt = CD,
(T, S), if atāt = DC,
(P, P), if atāt = DD,

(3.1)

with {R,S, T, P} ∈ < and T > R > P > S. In other words: the maximum gain occurs when the player

defects and the opponent cooperates (T ); the second best outcome occurs when both cooperate (R),

the third when both defect (P) and the worst when the player cooperates and the opponent defects (S).

The last requirement for this bimatrix define a PD is that 2R > T + S holds, this condition guarantees

that the global optimum is mutual cooperation.

NPD is the generalization of IPD but there is still some differences, since it is a public good game each

player now has a starting amount of resources, for instance money, and when each player cooperates it

gives an amount of money (p) to the public good, if it does not have enough money it is obliged to defect,

the current amount in the public good is enlarged by a multiplier f and then divided by all the players N.

Differently from IPD the rewards depend on every other player, not just on a single opponent:

R(D) =
fkp

N
,

R(C) = R(D)− p,
(3.2)

where k is the number of cooperators. The reward is then added to the money the player currently have.

3.2 Behaviour analysis in PD variations

At the beginning, agents play randomly, independently of the policy they are following. However when

they start to learn they start trying out strategies, until they find the best strategy for their environment.

This strategies represent the learned knowledge condensed in a method to make decisions. Since the

other players are part of the environment, when a player starts playing a different strategy, it changes the

environment for the others, what may cause the others to change strategy in response. This happens
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because RL agents always try to learn the optimal strategy against the other players, what creates

interactions among strategies. A strategy is only a sequence of actions, the most famous ones can

usually be translated into a rule, like always cooperate (ALLC), always defect (ALLD), alternate defection

and cooperation (ALT), start cooperating then copy opponent’s action (TFT), defect if the opponent

defected twice in a row and cooperate otherwise (TF2T), repeat last action if in mutual cooperation or

defected against cooperation and flips last action otherwise (WSLS). A strategy h1 is optimal against

strategy h2 if there is no other strategy that has greater expected reward playing against h2 1. Examples

of optimal strategies are abundant: ALLC is optimal against TFT, ALLD is optimal against ALLC, TFT is

optimal against ALLD and ALT is optimal against TF2T. By analysing what strategies the agents learn

at the end of simulation it is possible to explain why some agent cooperates more than another one and

what is the reasoning about the agent’s decisions. On the other hand, by checking how many times

an agent changes strategy during learning it is possible to measure how much is the agent exploring

alternative strategies.

To determine what strategy an RL agent is playing at a given point it is necessary to look at its q-value

table. For the greedy policies and Boltzmann only the q-value gives all the information to determine how

the agent is playing. For actor-critic is necessary to look at the probabilities learned by the actor. Another

thing to notice is that greedy policies only play pure strategies, while Boltzmann and actor-critic may play

mixed strategies. Pure strategies have an action associated with each state, while mixed strategies have

probabilities of playing each action for each state. Nevertheless, it is useful to look at the q-value table

and extract the strategy a greedy policy would have with those values. For simplicity only the strategies

learned by MajorTD4 are analyzed, its state space allows it to learn any pure memory-one strategy.

Those strategies can be defined by four bits (S = b3b2b1b0), where each bit corresponds to the action the

player chooses in a given state, the possible states are {at−1āt−1 : CC,CD,DC,DD} and cooperate is

represented by 1 while defect is represented by 0. Then, b3 = 1 corresponds to cooperate in CC, b2 = 0

to defect in CD, b1 = 1 to cooperate in DC and so on. By generating every possible value, there are

16 possible strategies and many of them were already mentioned, for example: ALLD = 0000 = S0,

ALT = 0011 = S3, TFT = 1010 = S10, ALLC = 1111 = S15. Hence, to extract a strategy from

the q-value table, it is necessary an empty stream of bits, then for each state in {CC,CD,DC,DD}

concatenate a 0 on the right if the most valuable action for that state is D, concatenate 1 otherwise.

A measure of exploration is important for assure that the enhancements in cooperation do not sacri-

fice too much exploration. The metric for measuring exploration is the average strategy changes. Those

changes occur whenever an agent reevaluates what is the best action for a state. This measure is

calculated by checking the strategy the agent is playing at each iteration and count how many times it

1A strategy hi is defined as optimal against a strategy hj if R(hi, hj) ≥ R(hk, hj), ∀hk ∈ H. Since a strategy h defines
a sequence of actions (a0, a1, a2, ...), R(hi, hj) is defined as the expected reward of following strategy hi against an opponent
following strategy hj , formally: R(hi, hj) = limN→∞

∑N
t=0

R(at,āt)
N

.
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changes, then take the average value from different agents.

3.3 Learning in IPD by Experience

The definition of a TD player is a quintuple: a state space S, the possible actions A, the reward function R,

the state transition and the policy. The reward function and the state transition is given by the game that

the player is playing. The possible actions are C or D. The policy is the rule by which the learner chooses

its actions. Finally, the state space is the possible states of the environment that the agent perceive itself

into. For example, an agent may operate in a forest environment or a desert environment, thus it has

a state space S2 = {desert, forest}, and it can specialize different strategies for each state. However

it cannot differentiate if it is in a boreal forest or a tropical forest, hence it can not have specialized

strategies for working in each of them, even though being different, if differentiate this two situations is

important we can design a larger state space S3 = {desert, boreal, tropical} to include this. Because

of this, S can be associated with the information the agent has at its disposal, when enlarging the state

space from S2 to S3 the agent gains the information that there is two different kinds of forest. In our case,

the environment is the game and the opponents, so the state space can be designed to convey more or

less information about them.

In [9] and in this work the RL algorithm used is State-Action-Reward-State-Action (SARSA), as in:

Qst,at ← Qst,at + α(Rst,at + γQst+1,at+1
−Qst,at). (3.3)

This algorithm learns the value of each action in each state, those values are displaced in a table

called q-value table. This table has a row for each state in the S and a column for each action in the

A. The table is initialized with zeros. In each time step the algorithm updates the value of the current

action at for the current state st that is Qst,at . First thing is to calculate which action to take in the current

state st, which is decided by the policy the agent is following. With at is possible to get the reward

from the function Rst,at . Then, it is necessary to calculate the quality of the next action in the next

state (Qst+1,at+1 ), in order to do that, we use the transition function of the TD learner and each action of

each player on the last round. Then we apply the same policy again on st+1 to get at+1. Finally, to get

Qst+1,at+1
value is just to look in the q-value table.

Regarding the parameters: α and γ, the learning rate and the discounting factor, respectively. Both

range from 0 to 1. The first configures how fast the agent learns, if the agent learns slowly it takes

more iterations to converge and it accumulates the knowledge for more time, on the other hand, if the

agent learns fast it converge quickly but overwrites old knowledge for newer one. The other parameter

discounts the value of future benefits, the higher γ the more important is future rewards for the agent.

The starting point for defining the agents for this work is the agents defined in [9], that are RL agents
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for IPD. There are three learning agents with different state spaces: a learner with one state (TD1); a

learner with two states (TD2), that remembers its last action, and a learner with four states (TD4), that

remembers its last action (at−1) and the opponents last action (āt−1).

TD1 does not have the capabilities to differentiate situations, because independently of the game it

is on its single state, it learns in the general case what is the best action. As in the general case, the

best to do is defect, this learner always learns to defect. The case that makes it clear the gain that TD2

has over TD1 is when we put both to play against TFT. While TD1 learns to defect against TFT (leading

to sub-optimal rewards), the TD2 learns to cooperate with it (that is the optimal strategy). Moreover, TD2

learns to alternate against TF2T (optimal strategy) even though being capable of remembering only the

last state, not the two previous rounds as TF2T. So playing against TF2T does not differentiate TD2 and

TD4, as TD4 also learns to alternate.

There are two important situations where TD4 is better than TD2. The first is with WSLS. Depending

on the reward function of the IPD the best strategy against WSLS changes, it can be ALLD or ALLC.

While TD2 always learns ALLD against WSLS no matter the values of the rewards, TD4 can learn ALLD

or ALLC properly depending on the values of the reward. The second situation is when TD2 plays

against another TD2, and when TD4 plays against TD4. Where TD2 always learn to defect against itself

and TD4 can learn to cooperate.

At last, TD4 learns optimal strategies against any memory-one strategy. A memory-one strategy

can be defined by half a Byte (S = b3b2b1b0), where each bit corresponds to the action to be done

given the state of the previous round, as there are only two players and they can only cooperate or

defect, the possible states are {CC,CD,DC,DD}. Let the state be given by at−1āt−1 (the player’s

action followed by the opponent’s action) and that Cooperating and Defecting value, respectively, to 1

and 0. Then, b3 = 1 corresponds to cooperate in CC, b2 = 0 to defect in CD, b1 = 1 to cooperate in

DC and so on. By generating every possible value, there are 16 possible strategies and many of them

were already mentioned, for example: ALLD = 0000 = S0, ALT = 0011 = S3, TFT = 1010 = S10,

ALLC = 1111 = S15. TD4 can beat any memory-one strategy given that its state space is exactly the

space of all possible memory-one strategies.

3.4 To Perceive More

The state space is not just information, it is also a factor that limits the strategies the agent can learn. In

the previous section for example was introduced TD1 and TD4, while the state space of TD4 allows it to

learn one of 16 different strategies, the state space of TD1 only allows it to learn 2 possible strategies,

ALLD and ALLC. Hence the state space can be associated with the capabilities of the agents, the larger

the state space the more complex strategies can the agent learn. In this chapter we define 4 different
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agents, each of them with state spaces of different sizes: MemoryLess, MajorTD4, SelflessLearner,

LevelLearner.

The two first agents are inspired, respectively, in TD1 and TD4. MemoryLess also has only one state

and it is expected to defect always, this agent is going to be used as a baseline for the other agents.

MajorTD4 has the exact same state space as TD4 {at−1āt−1 : CC,CD,DC,DD}, the difference is that

āt−1 is not the opponent last action since there is more than one opponent, for MajorTD4, āt−1 is the

most frequent action executed by the opponents in the last round, choose C over D if tied. Hence the

agent still has |S| = 4 and it is dependent on player’s last action and the majority of opponent’s last

actions, this agent is called MajorTD4.

The other two are based on the idea that instead of knowing only the the majority of opponents’

actions, it is better to know exactly how many players cooperated in last round. The name LevelLearner

comes from this idea of knowing every ’level’ of cooperation, besides how many cooperated, this agent

also knows its last action as MajorTD4. As the number of states of LevelLearner increase quickly with

the number of players, we designed SelflessLearner that, differently from MajorTD4 and LevelLearner,

does not know its own last action.

The state spaces sizes of MemoryLess and MajorTD4 are independent of other parameters, they

are, respectively 1 and 4. However for the other two agents it varies with the number of players. Since

the number of cooperators may vary from 0 to N, the number of possible states for the SelflessLearner

is N + 1. Since LevelLearner knows its own action, which have two possible values (C or D), its state

space size is 2 ∗ (N + 1). Resuming, for N = 5 the state spaces size of each of these agents are

|{0, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5}| = 6 and |{D0, D1, D2, D3, D4, D5, C0, C1, C2, C3, C4, C5}| = 12, respectively.

3.5 To Choose Smarter

SARSA is classified as a on policy algorithm, because it uses the policy to approximate the rewards of

the next state. This means that the policy has great impact on the algorithm performance and on what it

learns on the q-value table. One commonly used policy is the ε-greedy, that is the policy used in [9]. This

policy is greedy because it chooses the action with greater value for the current state with probability

1− ε and chooses randomly any other action with probability ε, that is the exploration factor. This policy

has this explicit factor to regulate agent’s exploration. TD4 achieves 60% of cooperation with low values

of ε, besides high values of γ and low values of α.
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For IPD and NPD the ε-greedy policy is in the form of

πε−greedy(s) =

{
πε(s), with probability (1− ε)
π̄ε(s), with probability ε ,

πε(s) = argmaxa(Q(s, a)),

π̄ε(s) =
{

C, if πε(s) = D
D, if πε(s) = C

.

(3.4)

In these formulas, πε(s) is the greedy part, that selects the action that has greater value in the q-value

table. While the π̄ε(s) is the policy that play another action randomly, since there is only two possible

actions, this function just flips the action πε(s) chooses. Another important aspect to stress out is that

when two actions have the same value in the table for the current state, the agent chooses one randomly,

including at the start when the whole table is initialized with zero.

The exploration factor in epsilon greedy policies is very important to the very process of learning,

without this factor, TD learners following ε-greedy just stick to what it learned in the first iteration. Hence,

exploration allows the agent to actually use information of multiple iterations and learn solid knowledge

about the game. So it is urgent to increase cooperation without lowering ε so much. One solution for

that is to have a high value of ε in the beginning of the game and decrease the value of epsilon through

time. It is possible to define two other policies with dynamic ε based on by which function the exploration

factor decays, a linear function or a logarithmic function.

In order to define a linear dynamic ε-greedy policy it if just necessary to modify equation 3.4 to

πlin−ε−greedy(s) =

{
πε(s), with probability (1− εlin)
π̄ε(s), with probability εlin

,

εlin = ε0
R+1 ,

(3.5)

where ε0 is the initial value of the exploration factor and R is the number of rounds already played.

Similar modification is necessary for defining the dynamic decreasing logarithmic ε-greedy policy:

πlog−ε−greedy(s) =

{
πε(s), with probability (1− εlog)
π̄ε(s), with probability εlog

,

εlog = ε0
ln(R+2) .

(3.6)

Another option is to use policies that do not have an exploration factor (although they allow the

agent to explore). One way of doing that is with probability distribution functions like Boltzmann. That

uses the Q-value table to calculate the probabilities of choosing each action in the current state. These

probabilities are calculated by

pa(s) =
eβQ(s,a)∑

a′∈A e
βQ(s,a′)

, (3.7)

where β is a constant that changes the shape of the function. An agent following this policy sorts its

action based on these probabilities at each time step, note that pD + pC = 1 at any time. Since the
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Q-value table starts with all entries equal to zero, before simulation starts pD = pC = 0.5, this means

that at the beginning the agent will choose actions randomly like the ε-greedy policies.

Finally, the last policy tried out in this work is an Actor-Critic policy. Actor-critic agents learn two

different things while playing, the first is the critic that is how good an action is for each state, what is

being learned by SARSA, the other is the actor that it learns how to choose actions given the critic. One

simple way of doing this is to use a bernoulli distribution for each state,

pa,s =

{
ps, ifa = C

1 - ps, ifa = D
(3.8)

where ps is the probability to cooperate in state s, hence the agent will learn a vector of probabilities

P = (ps1 , ps2 , ..., psn), where n = |S|. To update these values we use the same value used to update the

q-value table. It is possible to rewrite the equation 3.3 like

Qst,at ← Qst,at + αδ,
δ = rst,at + γQst+1, at+1 −Qst,at .

(3.9)

This δ is then used to update the vector of probabilities with

∆ps = αpδ(y
t − pts), (3.10)

where αp is the learning rate of the policy, yt is the value of action chose in round t (it is 1 if at = C and

0 otherwise) and pts is the current value of the probability of cooperating in the current state. This is a

linear actor-critic policy, simplified for |A| = 2, specified in [18].
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To evaluate the improvement in cooperation rates varying different traits of reinforcement learning

agents is necessary to establish a starting configuration from which there is going to be drawn variations.

The base configuration is a NPD game (f = 2) with five MajorTD4, all with the learning step α = 0.05, the

discounting factor γ = 0.9 and the ε-greedy with exploration factor ε = 0.001 as the policy for selecting

actions. The values for α and γ are based in [9], as in NPD is expected even higher sensibility to the

exploration factor this baseline uses a smaller value than the one used in [9], ε = 0.01.

Besides that, there are two fixed parameters for NPD, the starting resources and the cost of coop-

erating, the first is fixed in 20 and the second fixed in 1. Those parameters open a whole new set of

possible experiments, regarding wealth distribution and its impact on cooperation, for example. However,

this work does not measure their influence.

The experiments are arranged to investigate different effects, each of them is driven to answer a

question. Each study case has two phases: the learning phase and the execution phase. In the first

the players learn and in the second the players only execute their learned policies and we measure

the cooperation rates. In the learning phase, create N identical and independent players that learn by

playing with each other through 20000 rounds, then we sample one of them to be at the execution phase.

This process is repeated N times, so we get N players in the next phase. In the execution phase these

players play through 1000 rounds without learning, at the end the cooperation is measured over the last

100 rounds for each player. At this point we have the result of one game. This whole process, learning

phase and execution phase, is then repeated 1000 times. So at the end of 1000 games we have the

average cooperation rate and its standard error. This two values are used to create a single point of

each figure of this work.

There are two studies and an analysis: the Environment Study, the Cognition Study and the Strategy

Analysis. The Environment Study, checks if there is a scenario where agents cooperate and proposes

a challenging one for testing which agent cooperates more. The Cognition Study tests many agents

variations to identify the role that cognition plays in cooperation among RL agents. Finally, the Strategy

Analysis checks what the agents learned to discuss the reasoning behind the improvement in coopera-

tion rates.

4.1 Environment Study

There are two parameters of the game expected to impact the cooperation: the number of players N

and the public goods multiplier f. These two parameters are tuned for setting an environment hard to

cooperate in order to highlight the impact of agents’ cognition in cooperation.

The first result is how the cooperation rates react when increasing the public good multiplier. The

expected result is an increase in cooperation rates until achieving almost total cooperation when f =
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Figure 4.1: The percentage of cooperation in the last 100 rounds in NPD with five MajorTD4 following ε-greedy
policy with ε = 0.001 for different values of public good multiplier f.

Figure 4.2: The percentage of cooperation in the last 100 rounds in NPD (f = 2) with five MajorTD4 following
ε-greedy policy with ε = 0.001 for different number of players (N).

2 ∗ N , where N is the number of players, the results in figure 4.1 show cooperation rates for different

values of f reaching from 2 to 10. The cooperation rate sharply increases as expected. This happens

because when f is almost two times N there is no reason for having fear of being exploited, the only

reason to defect is to free ride in case many are cooperating. Take the example of five players with

f = 10, if only one cooperate, the public goods will receive 1 resource and enlarge it to 10, that divided

among all players results in 2 to everyone, evidently those who defected receive more than the single

cooperator, but the cooperative player also increased its resources, by 1. In the case f = 2, cooperate

alone would result in 1∗2
5 − 1 = −0.6.

The other expected result is that if we increase the number of players cooperation decreases, since it

becomes harder to coordinate more individuals towards a cooperation behavior than fewer. The values

for the games with 3, 5, 7 and 10 players are disposed in figure 4.2. The cooperation rates decrease as

expected.

The scenario to be used as baseline in other experiments was f = 2 and N = 5. Because in this

configuration is difficult enough to cooperate and a relatively small number of players make simulations
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Figure 4.3: The cooperation rate in the last 100 rounds in NPD (f = 2) with five MajorTD4 following ε-greedy policy
for different ε.

less demanding.

4.2 Cognition Study

With the harsh environment set in previous study, this section tests the impact of the agents’ capabilities

in cooperation. The results of this section is divided into two parts: the first test the cooperation rate

for different values of learning step (α), discounting factor (γ) and exploration factor (ε), with ε-greedy

policy, the other part compare different state spaces and policies regarding the cooperation that emerge

during simulations. The first part produces a set of principles that boosts cooperation for RL agents

in NPD. The second part answers if more cognition leads to more cooperation, if there is a maximum

limit in which cognition can improve cooperation, if it is possible to improve cooperation without reducing

exploration, if there is a single policy or state space that maximizes cooperation. Moreover, this last part

selects the configuration with higher cooperation achieved in this work.

4.2.1 Learning Parameters

Cooperation in IPD demands low exploration factor, because during learning if a TD learner perceives

its opponents as random players (players that choose actions randomly), it always defects, because this

is the rational play. Since each opponent has a probability of choosing randomly and in NPD there are

more opponents than IPD, NPD has more randomness than IPD. Hence it is expected a reduction in

ε in order to maintain the same level of cooperation. With that in mind, there are six experiments with

ε = {0.1, 0.01, 0.001, 0.0001, 0.00001, 0.000001}.

First result is that cooperation with ε = 0.01 is, as expected, smaller in NPD then with IPD, actually

cooperation does not occur in 10% of the games under these circumstances, as shown in 4.3. For f = 2
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Figure 4.4: The cooperation rate in the last 100 rounds in NPD (f = 2) with five MajorTD4 following ε-greedy policy
with ε = 0.001 for different values of α.

Figure 4.5: The cooperation rate in the last 100 rounds in NPD (f = 2) with five MajorTD4 following epsilon greedy
policy with ε = 0.001 for different values of γ.

there will be cooperation over 60% only with ε = 0.00001.

In IPD the cooperation is boosted by low values of α and similar results for NPD was expected, the

empirical results matches the expected as shown in figure 4.4. The learning factor measures how fast

the agent learns and how strongly it uses old knowledge. In other words, a high learning factor makes

the agent use the knowledge it acquired recently and lessen the impact of old knowledge in decision

making, while low values make the agent learn slowly but allows it to accumulate better the knowledge

acquired during learning, thus using more data than high values of α would allow.

Regarding the last parameter γ empirical results match the expected results as well, as shows in

figure 4.5. The discounting factor is a weight on future rewards, hence the higher the value the more the

agent will prioritize long term over short term gains.

The results in this section match the results found in [9]. In other words, the generalization proposed

fits well, since the relations found with RL agents in IPD and NPD are the same. Cooperation rates are
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Figure 4.6: The cooperation rate in the last 100 rounds in NPD (f = 2) with five players following ε-greedy policy
for different values of ε and different players.

boosted by high value of γ and low values of α and ε.

4.2.2 Cognition Levels Comparison

Regarding cognition, TD learners have two traits of interest. The first is the state space, it is responsible

for the perception of the agent, the bigger and more detailed state space, the more it perceives from

the environment theoretically. While the policy is the methodology to make decisions based on the state

space, what is a form of reasoning. The first experiment show what happens when we fix a static ε-

greedy policy and gradually increase the state space. Then the second experiment fixes a state space

and increase the policy complexity with the caution of not decreasing exploration while doing so. Finally

the last experiment selects the policy that generated the best cooperation rate in previous experiment

and test the combination of other state space with it. The last experiment shows that the configuration

with best cooperation rates is LevelLearner with actor critic policy, α = 0.05 and γ = 0.9, actor critic

policy does not have an explicit exploration factor.

The cooperation rates for the four RL players are disposed in figure 4.6. The players are disposed

from the smaller state space to the largest. The first thing to notice is the expected bad result of Mem-

oryLess, that as TD1, does not have any information of the current state of the game, hence it only

learns to defect. Then we go to MajorTD4, that, as TD4, is very sensible to ε, but for very small ε can

achieve high cooperation rates. The unexpected result is with SelflessLearner and LevelLearner. Since
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Figure 4.7: The cooperation rate in the last 100 rounds in NPD with five MajorTD4 for different policies.

the increase in |S| from MemoryLess to MajorTD4 resulted in a great improvement in cooperation, it was

expected that the state space enlargement from MajorTD4 to SelflessLearner and from SelflessLearner

to LevelLearner would have the same effect. However, from MajorTD4 to SelflessLearner there is a

reduction of cooperation for all ε besides ε = 0.01, and from SelflessLearner to LevelLearner the results

are very similar, besides the state space of LevelLearner being twice the size of SelflessLearner.

Because of these results, in the next experiment the state space used is MajorTD4. Then other four

policies are tested. The first two of them use ε-greedy but instead of static values of ε, it starts at ε0

and decays by a linear function or a logarithmic one. The other two use probability density functions,

Boltzmann uses the q-value table directly to calculate the probabilities while actor critic uses the q-value

table to learn a vector of probabilities, that are learned parameters. Each of these policies has an internal

parameter, the cooperation rates when varying this parameters are in appendix A. The values shown in

figure 4.7 are for internal parameters that better attempts to improve cooperation without giving up on

exploration during learning.

The main result regarding policy improvement is shown in figure 4.7, where there are the comparison

ε-greedy with α = 0.0001, ε-greedy with Linear Decreasing Epsilon starting at ε0 = 0.1, ε-greedy with

Logarithmic Decreasing Epsilon starting at ε0 = 0.001, Boltzmann distribution with β = 0.01 and Actor-

Critic with αP = 1. In this way we intend to find a policy that consistently uses experience acquired

during learning to enhance its cooperation rate and in this matter Actor-Critic is better than the others.

The average times an agent changes its strategy during learning and its standard deviation is shown

on table 4.1 for the policies in figure 4.7. First thing to notice on the table 4.1 is how the strategy changes

sharply drop when decreasing ε. The best static value for ε is ε = 0.001, because for ε = 0.01 the agent

changes strategy on average more than 100 times during learning even though there is only 16 possible
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Policy Strategy
Changes

Algorithm Parameter Average Standard
Deviation

ε-Greedy ε = 0.01 104.91 142.96
ε-Greedy ε = 0.001 3.812 14.92
ε-Greedy ε = 0.0001 1.84 1.90

Linear-Dynamic-ε ε0 = 0.1 1.56 1.32
Log-Dynamic-ε ε0 = 0.001 1.83 1.44

Boltzmann β = 0.01 9.26 4.62
Actor-Critic αP = 1 2.82 4.32

Table 4.1: Average number of changes on strategy for 1000 NPD games (f = 2), MajorTD4 and 5 players during
learning for different policies.

strategies given MajorTD4 state space, what supports the claim that with low values of ε the RL players

are perceived as random, while for ε = 0.0001 the players change strategy on average less than two

times what is far from trying most of the possible strategies. Another issue with the ε-greedy policy is

the high variance, which is lessened by using Linear Dynamic Epsilon but does not solve the problem

with low strategy exploration. The Logarithmic Dynamic Epsilon enhance the strategy exploration but

explodes the variance. Boltzmann has a good strategy exploration with a controlled variance but bad

cooperation rates. Finally, Actor-Critic policy is the only policy that increases cooperation rate and

exploration when compared to ε-greedy (ε = 0.0001).

It was expected that actor critic policy to be the best policy since it its learning process can control

better the variance during learning, the unexpected factor was the state spaces of larger size than

MajorTD4 to have worse results. SelflessLearner and LevelLearner should have higher cooperation

rates because they have more detailed information on the current level of cooperation in the game. So

in order to answer that other state spaces were tested with the Actor-Critic policy. The number of training

rounds and execution rounds do not change from previous experiments. The results for different value

of αP are shown in figure 4.8.

In figure 4.8, it is possible to see that the best configuration is LevelLearner with αP = 0.05. Re-

garding the balance between exploration and exploitation, the average strategy change and standard

deviation of this experiment is 25.34 ± 8.28 for this αP . In other words, the combination of the state

space of LevelLearner with the Actor-Critic policy resulted in the best balance between exploration and

exploitation, because the agent changes more than 20 times of strategy and at the end still has a coop-

eration rate of almost 80%.
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Figure 4.8: Cooperation rates of five agents playing NPD (f = 2) following Actor-Critic policy for different αP

through 1000 games.

S0 = 0000 = ALLD S4 = 0100 S8 = 1000 S12 = 1100
S1 = 0001 S5 = 0101 S9 = 1001 = WSLS S13 = 1101
S2 = 0010 S6 = 0110 S10 = 1010 = TFT S14 = 1110

S3 = 0011 = ALT S7 = 0111 S11 = 1011 S15 = 1111 = ALLC

Table 4.2: MajorTD4 strategy mapping to binary with names of important strategies.

32



Figure 4.9: Strategies learned by five MajorTD4 playing NPD (f = 2) following ε-greedy policy (ε = 0.01) through
1000 games.

4.3 Strategy Analysis

This section steps out of specific parameter configurations and analyses how the agent are playing and

consequently what they learned. In order to do that, we limited our scope just to MajorTD4 due to its

simplicity, as discussed in section 3.2, the q-value table of MajorTD4 allows it to learn one of the 16

memory-one pure strategies, that means that it only learns to cooperate or to defect in each one of its

four possible states. The only exception is MajorTD4 with Actor-Critic policy, that allows the agent to

learn to cooperate with a given probability for each state, allowing it to learn mixed strategies, which

means that it is possible to learn to cooperate with a 70% chance in a given state for example, instead

of only learning to cooperate with a 0% or a 100% chance for each state.

The experiments of this section is slightly different from the one of the previous one. The first differ-

ence is that there is no execution rounds. The information is extracted at the end of the 20000 learning

rounds. The other difference is that instead of extracting the information from the actions the agents

have chosen in the last turns, the information for determining which strategy the agent is playing comes

from the agent’s q-value table.

The first three experiments are with the standard parameters used in previous experiments and ε-

greedy policy with ε = {0.01, 0.001, 0.0001}, the data of those experiments are exposed in figures 4.9,

4.10 and 4.11. The first thing to notice is that, independently of ε, all three experiments showed a

prominent amount of players that learned S10, TFT, even though the number of TFT slightly decreases

when decreasing the exploration factor. For ε = 0.01 the next three more learned strategies are S0, S02
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Figure 4.10: Strategies learned by five MajorTD4 playing NPD (f = 2) following ε-greedy policy (ε = 0.001) through
1000 games.

Figure 4.11: Strategies learned by five MajorTD4 playing NPD (f = 2) following ε-greedy policy (ε = 0.0001)
through 1000 games.
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Figure 4.12: Strategies learned by five MajorTD4 playing NPD (f = 2) following linear decreasing epsilon greedy
policy (ε0 = 0.1) through 1000 games.

and S08, that are strategies bad for cooperation. S0 is ALLD, S2 only cooperates when most opponents

cooperates and the agent defected last turn and S8 only cooperate when everyone, including itself,

is cooperating. When the exploration factor is reduced to ε = 0.001 there are huge changes on the

strategies learned. First thing is that the occurrence of strategies S0, S2 and S8 is sharply reduced

and S15 = ALLC appears as the second most frequently learned strategy. Other two strategies that

worth mentioning is the S5 and S7 strategies, that are strategies that incentive cooperation but exploit

cooperative players with cooperation is high, increase when ε is decreased. S5 is the opposite of S10,

while S10 copies opponent’s last action, S5 plays the opposite of the opponent’s last action, hence when

most players are cooperating it is defecting and vice versa. On the other hand, S7 cooperates always

but when most players and itself cooperated. This characteristic of cooperating when others do not

seems like an attempt to create the conditions to make others cooperate, together with defecting when

cooperation is already happening create this idea of a strategy focused on free riding, in other words,

focused on taking advantage of others cooperation. Besides this effect with the strategies S5 and

S7, figure 4.11 shows that reducing one more time the exploration factor reduces even more defective

strategies S0, S2 and S8 and increases even more S15, while maintaining high levels of TFT.

After experimenting with different values of ε, two experiments with decreasing exploration factor

were executed, one with linear decreasing ε with ε0 = 0.1 and the other with logarithmic decreasing ε

with ε0 = 0.01. One thing to notice is the similarities with static ε strategy distribution. The logarithmic

dynamic ε data of figure 4.13 is similar with static ε = 0.01 data of figure 4.9, both have high frequency

of strategies S0, S2, S8 and S10. On the other hand, the data of linear dynamic ε in figure 4.12 is
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Figure 4.13: Strategies learned by five MajorTD4 playing NPD (f = 2) following logarithmic decreasing ε-greedy
policy (ε0 = 0.01) through 1000 games.

very similar with the data of static ε = 0.0001 in figure 4.11, with high frequency of S10 and S15, while

having smaller but still significant frequency of the defective strategies S0, S2 and S8, and the free rider

strategies S5 and S7. The highlights of linear decreasing ε when comparing to static ε = 0.0001 is the

decrease of S10 over S15 and the slightly increase of S7 while reducing S8.

Concerning the Boltzmann policy, the first probability distribution function policy tested, the results

where dramatically different. Every simulation resulted in every agent learning S0, that is ALLD. What

may indicate a bad path moving from ε-greedy policies to probability distribution ones. However Actor-

Critic uses linear probability distribution function and ended up with results completely different from

Boltzmann.

Agents that follow linear Actor-Critic policy has quite different strategy distribution. ALLC is by far the

most frequent strategy followed by S5 and S10. S7 almost disappear and the defective strategies S0,

S2 and S8 are close to the level of static ε = 0.0001 and linear decreasing ε. Besides Boltzmann (that

only learns to ALLD) this is the configuration which TFT appears the least.

However an agent following Linear Actor-Critic policy does not learn only the quality of the actions

for each state, it learn also how frequently it should cooperate. Hence the strategy distribution shown in

figure 4.14 does not reveal exactly how these agents are playing, however, since SARSA is an on policy

algorithm, the selected learning policy impacts a lot on what is learned on the q-value table. For further

information, it is necessary to look at the probabilities these agents learns. The average and standard

deviation for the probabilities to cooperate in each state are shown in table 4.3 for MajorTD4, in table 4.4

for SelflessLearner and in table 4.5 for LevelLearner.
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Figure 4.14: Strategies learned by five MajorTD4 playing NPD (f = 2) following Actor-Critic policy (αP = 1) through
1000 games.

The three tables have some similarities. All of them have some degree of cooperation even on some

scenarios of widespread defection and none of them achieve full cooperation in the scenarios with high

cooperation. Regarding the differences, the standard deviations vary considerably when comparing the

three tables. The deviations of table 4.3 are relatively high independently of the state, table 4.4 show

high deviations for states with high cooperation and low deviations for states with little cooperation, while

the deviations of table 4.5 are almost zero for every possible state. There is a progression, as the states

of the game are specified in more detail, the variation of what is learned in each state decreases. This

means that those learning agents are learning in a more similar way when increasing the state space.

The high standard deviations can be explained by two things: agent specialization or ill-defined states. In

the first case, the agents converge for two or more different game strategies, having different values for

the probabilities of cooperating in each state. This leads to a heterogeneous group and can produce the

high standard deviations of table 4.3. The second case considers the possibility of designing too generic

states, that when the agent test these states it gets good and bad responses at similar probabilities,

what makes difficult to extract any knowledge from, what may lead different agents converge to different

probabilities in this state. In this sense, LevelLearner do not need more improvement in state space

since the deviations for all its states are near to zero.

The explanation for a high cooperation rate with high exploration that SelflessLearner and Level-

Learner have can be explained by a learned recover mechanism, that allows them to move quickly from

a state of widespread defection to a high cooperation state, this can be noticed by the probability of
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State DD DC CD CC
Average 0.3758 0.3949 0.4280 0.8538
St. Dev. 0.2128 0.2069 0.1923 0.2232

Table 4.3: Average probability to cooperate and average deviation of MajorTD4 following Linear Actor-Critic policy
for each state of S.

State 0 1 2 3 4 5
Average 0.5949 0.0101 0.0539 0.2350 0.7878 0.6364
St. Dev. 0.0410 0.0224 0.0332 0.2167 0.4016 0.1354

Table 4.4: Average probability to cooperate and average deviation of SelflessLearner following Linear Actor-Critic
(αP = 0.1) policy for each state of S.

cooperating when nobody is cooperating of almost 60% for these agents. They do not cooperate when

there are a few cooperating, cooperate more if more individuals are cooperating, unless everyone is

cooperating, when the cooperation rate is slightly reduced.

State DEF0 DEF1 DEF2 DEF3 DEF4
Average 0.5808 0.0588 0.0159 0.0158 0.0165
St. Dev. 0.0244 0.0275 0.0118 0.0209 0.0568

State COOP1 COOP2 COOP3 COOP4 COOP5
Average 0.1833 0.2439 0.6138 0.9995 0.6033
St. Dev. 0.0625 0.0365 0.0320 0.0041 0.0700

Table 4.5: Average probability to cooperate and average deviation of LevelLearner following Linear Actor-Critic
policy for each state of S.
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Conclusion

39



40



Widespread cooperation is possible with RL agents playing NPD, for high values of f, more than

80% of cooperation is achieved. However, resource abundant environments are not the rule, usually

individuals have to compete for resources, so we fixed f = 2 and N = 5 as the harsh scenario. In this

environment the problem of managing exploration appears and sticks throughout this work.

Less exploration means less adaptability. Adapting to environment changes is a key ability for many

animals, including humans, that can achieve high cooperation among individuals. To answer the second

question, we give general principles that boost cooperation and how is the dynamic between the level of

cognition and the cooperation of the group.

These principles emerge from the relations of the learning step, the discounting and the exploration

factor with the cooperation rates: cooperation increases for high values of γ and low values of α and

ε. The low values of learning rate and exploration means that changes must be taken slowly and not

very frequently, to accumulate the knowledge through time and give time for the environment to adjust;

the high value of the discount factor means that individuals must value long term gains over short term

ones. So, groups of individuals that learn by trial and error and follow these principles tend to cooperate

more when compared to the groups that do not.

Further on, cognition plays a key piece to increase cooperation rates. However the increase in

cooperation is not explained solely by the increase in state space size neither by substituting the policy

for another more complex. The improvement is due to a combination of the both. Analyzing the results,

it seems that for a given S it is possible to vary policies in order to increase cooperation, however some

of them may perform worse than they are supposed to because of constraints of the state space, if

we upgrade the state space the same policy may perform much better, this happens with actor critic.

The process is not linear but iterative, fix the best S and test different policies, then fix the best policy

and improve S and so on. This means that the cooperation does not increase by only increasing how

much information the player has, neither by only improving how the player uses that information, but by

selecting the method that better utilizes the information.

Another approach is to assume the player knows how to use the information. Cooperation cares

about the rough total amount of information or cares about knowing specific relevant information? The

amount of knowledge is measured by the state space size of the agent and only increasing the state

space size does not improve cooperation. This is clear when comparing SelflessLearner with Level-

Learner, both have approximately the same information, but as LevelLearner knows its own actions it

has a much larger state space, that does not reflect in a higher cooperation rate with ε-greedy policy.

On the other hand, when MajorTD4 and LevelLearner follow actor critic, the latter show greater coop-

eration and much higher exploration during learning. The most significant difference between these two

is that the first knows the most frequent action opponents choose, while the second knows how many

cooperated each turn, thus is the quality of information not the amount that matters most.
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Cognition improves cooperation among RL players, but is there a cognition level that any further

improvement does not improve cooperation? In this work the best result is with the highest cognition

level. If we consider that total cooperation is impossible and the larger the group the higher the incentives

to free ride, LevelLearner following actor critic has the best cooperation rate possible (80%), that is with

one player free riding in a group of 5 players, so further cognition improvements would not reflect on

higher cooperation. However, if it is possible to overcome free riding without a central entity to punish

this behavior then a higher cognition level may improve cooperation rates.

Nevertheless, the best outcome is when putting together LevelLearner with Actor-Critic policy, for the

optimal policy parameter αP = 0.05 the cooperation rate is over 80% and the agent changes strategy

more than 20 times on average during learning, what shows a good balance on exploitation and explo-

ration. The probabilities the agents learn on average show that the agents learn that if defected last

round they keep defecting unless everyone is defecting, in this case they cooperate with a probability of

60%, if cooperated last round the probability of cooperating increases with the number of players that

cooperated in the previous turn, reaching its peak when four players (counting itself) cooperate, state

in which they learn to cooperate with almost 100%. If everyone is cooperating the cooperation rates

decrease to 60% what shows a certain lenience with free riding. In resume, the agents that cooperate

the most have a recover mechanism to go fast from a state of no cooperation to a state of fairly high

cooperation and these agents’ society stabilizes when most individuals are cooperating and a few are

free riding.

Actually in section 4.3 there are similar although less expressive results. The experiments with higher

cooperation rates are the one where the number of TFT decays while the number of ALLC stay high and

S5 grows. S5 is a strategy that cooperates when there is low cooperation and free rides when every-

one is cooperating, similar mechanism encountered in the best results. However there is an important

distinction between the two and this difference is due to MajorTD4 state space. Since MajorTD4 only

analyses the action chosen by the majority of the opponents it can not distinguish when there is no

one cooperating from when there is only one or two players cooperating. While for SelflessLearner and

LevelLearner with actor critic it is important to differentiate these two situations to cooperate when no

one is cooperating and defect when only a few are cooperating.

Finally this is not a good game for TFT. It is worth to highlight that it is a very frequent strategy during

learning however it does not translate in good cooperation rates. This happens because TFT does not

try to cooperate when everyone is defecting, it does not have a recovery mechanism. It is preferable to

have a Free Riding strategy like S5 that allows the recovery mechanism but exploit others cooperation

than the ”righteous” TFT that does to its opponents what they have done to it. This does not mean

that those players are irrational, since against TFT the best strategy is to cooperate, one argument to

question these agents rationality is that when the first TFTs! start to appear during learning the others
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should start to cooperate. The problem is that learning is happening very slowly and the other players

must perceive that someone is playing TFT, what may be difficult with various players and if at some

point the game just stick in Defection and TFT only defects, TFT and ALLD become undifferentiated.

From the point of view of evolution of cooperation this result resembles human societies. Where it

is necessary a high percentage of cooperation, this can be translated in obeying to laws, paying taxes

and keeping word. While liking or not there is a small percentage that tries and finds a way to exploit the

system. Finally, when confronted with a dramatic situation like a natural disaster or war, people have this

capacity of bond together and help each other, being exploited lose importance when compared to the

gravity of the situation. That is basically when no one is cooperating, when the society loses the ability

to produce goods, welfare and culture. While our best result resembles today human societies, a society

of TFT resembles Code of Hammurabi, the law of ”an eye for an eye”, that is not acceptable anymore in

most human societies.

Regarding future work, experiments with larger populations seem the first step to accomplish in order

to see if these result escalate with the population. Then try to answer why Actor-Critic policy has such

a nice results and try to discover if there is any seemliness with the evolution of cooperation in human

societies through out history. Finally, this work focused on bringing experimental results, however there

are some curves that resembles known functions like exponential, logarithmic or even polynomial, it

would be a nice work to discover general formulas that explain these results.
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A
Policies cooperation rates when

varying internal parameters

This appendix show the value of cooperation rates and strategy changes for each policy besides for

static ε-greedy and actor critic that are show respectively in figures 4.6 and 4.8. The data show in figure

4.7 are the values of static ε-greedy (ε = 0.0001) and the policies that produce higher cooperation rates

with higher exploration (or very close). The average strategy changes for some policy configurations are

in table A.1.

For both policies with dynamic epsilon the results are alike, as figures A.1 and A.2 show. The

cooperation rates increase when comparing the results of εfixed = ε0 = 0.001, for example, in both

cases, even though in Linear Dynamic Epsilon the results are more accentuated.

Differently from previous policies, Boltzmann policy does not have ε factor, it has only the β parame-

ter. As this parameter approaches zero, the policy increasingly starts ignoring the values of the q-value

table, until converts itself into the Random policy (chooses actions randomly) when β = 0. Probably the

cooperation rates for β = 0.01 and β = 0.1, shown in figure A.3, do not show a learned strategy, like
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Figure A.1: Cooperation Rates in NPD (f = 2) with five MajorTD4 following ε-greedy with Linear Dynamic Epsilon
policy for different values of ε0.

Figure A.2: Cooperation Rates in NPD (f = 2) with five MajorTD4 following ε-greedy with Logarithmic Dynamic
Epsilon policy for different values of ε0.
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Figure A.3: Cooperation Rates in NPD (f = 2) with five MajorTD4 following Boltzmann policy for different values of
β.

Policy Strategy
Changes

Algorithm Parameter Average Standard
Deviation

Linear-Dynamic-ε ε0 = 0.1 1.56 1.32
Linear-Dynamic-ε ε0 = 0.01 0.84 0.93
Log-Dynamic-ε ε0 = 0.01 4.92 22.01
Log-Dynamic-ε ε0 = 0.001 1.83 1.44

Boltzmann β = 1 7.80 3.50
Boltzmann β = 0.1 8.98 4.35
Boltzmann β = 0.01 9.26 4.62
Actor-Critic αP = 1 2.82 4.32
Actor-Critic αP = 0.9 2.63 4.01
Actor-Critic αP = 0.7 3.14 2.89

Table A.1: Average number of changes on strategy for 1000 NPD games (f = 2), MajorTD4 and 5 players during
learning for different policies.

Alternate (ALT), but indicate already that those values are too low, hence Boltzmann policy is already

behaving randomly. However when we increase the β, the agent just learn to defect most of times.

Hence we select the intermediate value of β = 1 as the most reasonable result for comparing with other

policies.

The reason Boltzmann distribution with the q-value table values is not a good policy is probably due

to either it becomes Random policy or uses the slightest differences of q-value table to choose one

action over the other too soon without exploring enough, for high values of β.
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B
Cooperation in N-Person Stag Hunt

Game (NSH)

Beyond NPD, this appendix investigates NSH in order to compare to NPD. The only difference is that in

NSH the number of cooperators must surpass a threshold to have a reward at all:

R(D) = H(k − T )
fkp

N
,

R(C) = R(D)− p,
(B.1)

where the H(x) function is the Heaviside function, if x < 0 the function returns 0 and if x ≥ 0 the function

returns 1. This means that, if the number of cooperators k is not at least equal to the threshold T, in

other words, if k − T ≥ 0 does not hold, the Heaviside function returns zero, resulting in zero reward.

Otherwise, the Heaviside function is 1 and the reward function is exactly equal to NPD.

In this study we put five MajorTD4 players to play Stag Hunt Game (f = 2) against each other

following epsilon greedy policy with ε = 0.001 for all possible values of threshold.
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Figure B.1: Cooperation rate for five MajorTD4 playing Stag Hunt Game (f = 2) for different threshold values.

The Stag Hunt game is very similar to NPD, actually when threshold is zero SH becomes NPD.

Figure B.1 show that increasing threshold only results on reduction of cooperation. In other words, for

MajorTD4, increase the threshold just turns the game harder for cooperation.
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