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Abstract

We study a sequential decision making problem between a principal and an agent with
incomplete information on both sides. In this model, the principal and the agent interact in a
stochastic environment, and each is privy to observations about the state not available to the
other. The principal has the power of commitment, both to elicit information from the agent
and to provide signals about her own information. The principal and the agent communicate
their signals to each other, and select their actions independently based on this communication.
Each player receives a payoff based on the state and their joint actions, and the environment
moves to a new state. The interaction continues over a finite time horizon, and both players
act to optimize their own total payoffs over the horizon. Our model encompasses as special
cases stochastic games of incomplete information and POMDPs, as well as sequential Bayesian
persuasion and mechanism design problems. We study both computation of optimal policies
and learning in our setting. While the general problems are computationally intractable, we
study algorithmic solutions under a conditional independence assumption on the underlying
state-observation distributions. We present an polynomial-time algorithm to compute the
principal’s optimal policy up to an additive approximation. Additionally, we show an efficient
learning algorithm in the case where the transition probabilities are not known beforehand.
The algorithm guarantees sublinear regret for both players.

1 Introduction

Many problems in economic theory involve sequential reasoning between multiple parties with
asymmetric access to information [Ross, 1973, Jensen and Meckling, 1976, Bolton and Dewatripont,
2004, Ljungqvist and Sargent, 2018]. For example, in contract theory, one party (the principal)
delegates authority and decision-making power to another (the agent), and the goal is to come
up with mechanisms to ensure that the agent’s actions are aligned with the principal’s utilities.
This broad class of principal-agent problems lead to many research questions about information
design and optimal strategic behaviors, with broad-ranging applications from governance and
public administration to e-commerce and financial services. In particular, algorithmic techniques
for optimal decision making and learning are crucial for obtaining effective solutions to real-world
problems in this domain.

In this paper, we consider a general framework for sequential principal-agent problems with
communication and study algorithmic problems related to the computation and learning of
optimal solutions under the framework. In our framework, the interaction between the principal
and the agent takes place in a stochastic environment over multiple time steps. In each step,
both players are privy to information not available to the other and make partial observations
about the environment. The players can communicate their private information to influence
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each other and, based on this communication, take actions that jointly influence the state of
the environment. Each player has their own payoff, and we study the non-zero sum case where
the payoffs need not sum to zero. The players are far-sighted : their goal is to maximize their
expected total payoffs over the entire horizon of the game. Technically, these are stochastic games
with partial information on both sides [Aumann and Maschler, 1995, Mertens et al., 2015].

In the spirit of the principal-agent problem, we assume that the principal has the power of
commitment, both to elicit information from the agent and to provide signals about her own
information to coordinate their joint actions. A commitment is a binding agreement for the
principal to act according to the committed strategy; technically, we have a Stackelberg game
[Von Stackelberg, 2010]. The agent acts optimally in response to the commitment. As a result,
our model incorporates both sequential information design (or Bayesian persuasion [Kamenica
and Gentzkow, 2011]) [Gan et al., 2022a, Wu et al., 2022] and sequential mechanism design
[Zhang and Conitzer, 2021] as special cases, as well as several other models of stochastic games
[Shapley, 1953] with commitment, and POMDPs.

We focus on a finite time horizon and the total reward setting. We investigate both the full
information setting, where all parameters of the underlying game are known to both players and
their goal is to design optimal policies, and the partial information setting, where the parameters
are not given beforehand and have to be learned by interacting in the environment. Based on
these two settings, we design algorithms to compute or learn the principal’s optimal policy, which
is in general history-dependent.

1.1 Our Results

Since the general setting of our model is computationally intractable—the problem is PSPACE-
hard even for the special case of finite-horizon POMDPs [Papadimitriou and Tsitsiklis, 1987]—we
focus on a special case with a decomposability assumption on the underlying state-observation
distributions. Under this assumption, the current state is independent of the history conditioned
on the players’ observations at the current time step. The model under the decomposability
assumption is fairly expressive. It encompasses settings where the state is fully observable to the
players (e.g., stochastic games or repeated games) or is revealed at the end of each time step, as
well as settings where observations can be interpreted as external parameters generated based on
internal Markovian states (e.g., [Gan et al., 2022b, Wu et al., 2022]).

Our first main result is a polynomial-time algorithm to compute the principal’s optimal policy
based on the construction of inducible payoff sets. Our algorithm computes ϵ-optimal solutions
up to an additive approximation ϵ. The key technical difficulty in our algorithm is to characterize
the one-step solutions in a dynamic programming formulation as projections of convex polytopes
that can be efficiently approximated up to an additive factor.

Next, we study the partial-information case. We consider a typical setting in the reinforcement
learning (RL) literature where the players are not given the transition probabilities beforehand
and need to learn them through interaction. The setting is episodic and consists of T episodes. As
our second main result, we present a computationally efficient algorithm that guarantees sublinear
Õ(poly(M,H) · T 2/3) regret for both players, where M is the size of the model and H is the
horizon length of each episode. The bound matches a Ω(T 2/3) lower bound by Bernasconi et al.
[2022] for a sequential persuasion model. Our learning algorithm uses reward-free exploration
from the recent RL literature, and relies on efficient computation of optimal policies that are
approximately incentive compatible. The latter is achieved via a variant of our algorithm for the
full-information case.
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1.2 Related Work

The principal-agent problem is a well-known concept in economics studies [see, e.g., Ross,
1973, Myerson, 1982, Milgrom and Roberts, 1986, Makris, 2003]. Models featuring sequential
interactions and communications have also been proposed and studied [Myerson, 1986, Forges,
1986]. Our work follows the same modeling approach as these early works and generalizes the
one-shot versions of the respective types of principal-agent problems, including in particular
information design [Kamenica and Gentzkow, 2011], mechanism design [Sandholm, 2003], and
models that are a mixture of both [Myerson, 1982, Castiglioni et al., 2022, Gan et al., 2022c].
In the more recent literature, there has been a growing interest in the algorithmic aspects of
sequential principal-agent problems. The computation and learning of sequential extensions
of various forms of principal-agent interactions have been studied. These include models of
sequential information design [e.g., Celli et al., 2020, Gan et al., 2022b,a, Wu et al., 2022,
Bernasconi et al., 2022], mechanism design [e.g., Zhang and Conitzer, 2021, Cacciamani et al.,
2023], and more broadly, various types of sequential Stackelberg games [e.g., Letchford and
Conitzer, 2010, Letchford et al., 2012, Bošanskỳ et al., 2017, Harris et al., 2021, Collina et al.,
2023]. Our model direct generalizes many of these models in the finite-horizon setting with
far-sighted players, where our algorithms directly apply and our results are complementary to
results in the respective works. To name a few, Gan et al. [2022b] studied the infinite-horizon
information design model and showed that the general setting with a far-sighted receiver (agent)
is inapproximable, though an efficient algorithm exists when the receiver is myopic. The work
leaves open the possibility of designing efficient algorithms for the corresponding finite-horizon
setting of the same model, which we consider in this paper. Bernasconi et al. [2022] also studied
a similar model based on extensive-form games (EFGs) and presented efficient computation and
learning algorithms. EFGs are less expressive than POMDP-based models in the sense that the
number of possible trajectories of the game is usually bounded by the size of the problem (i.e.,
the game tree), whereas in the POMDP model, this can grow exponential in the size of the
problem. Hence, the algorithms for EFG-based models do not translate to efficient algorithms
for ours. Besides the above two works, Wu et al. [2022] also studied the learning problems in
the information design model but in the case of a myopic agent. In the domain of mechanism
design, Zhang and Conitzer [2021] studied a infinite-horizon model that is a POMDP for the
principal and MDP for the agent. They presented a linear programming algorithm to compute
the principal’s optimal mechanism, though the formulation is exponentially large in the input
size of the problem.

2 Preliminaries

A principal (P) and an agent (A) interact in a finite-horizon partially observable Markov decision
process (POMDP) M = ⟨S,A,Ω, p, r⟩. S is a finite state space of the environment. A = AP×AA

is a finite joint action space. Ω = ΩP×ΩA is a finite joint observation space. The tuple p = (ph)h
consists of a transition function ph : S ×A → ∆(S × Ω) for each time step h, which generates a
random state-observation pair (s,ω) ∼ ph(· | s, a) when a joint action a ∈ A is performed at state
s ∈ S. The tuple r = (rh)h consists of a pair rh = (rPh , r

A
h ) of reward functions for each time step

h: rPh : S ×A → R generates a reward for the principal and rAh : S ×A → R generates a reward
for the agent. Without loss of generality, we assume that the rewards are bounded in [0, 1]. Let
H be the horizon length of the process. The interaction at each time step h = 1, . . . ,H is as
follows:

1. Observation: The principal observes ωP
h and the agent observes ωA

h .
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2. Communication: The principal elicits the agent’s observation. The agent reports ω̃A
h ∈ ΩA

(not necessarily the same as ωA
h ) and the principal responds with a coordination signal gh

based on ωP
h and ω̃A. The agent observes gh in addition to her observation ωA

h above.

3. Action: The principal and the agent perform actions aPh and aAh , respectively, based on
their observations and the information exchange above.

4. Rewards and Transitioning: Rewards rPh (sh,ah) and rAh (sh,ah) are generated for the
principal and agent, respectively (where ah = (aPh , a

A
h)). The next state and observations

are drawn: (sh+1,ωh+1) ∼ ph(· | sh,ah).

Following the paradigm of the principal-agent model, we consider the setting where the
principal commits to a signaling strategy and the agent reacts to this commitment. Both players
are far-sighted and aim to maximize their total reward obtained over the H time steps, and we
take the principal’s perspective to study her optimal commitment. At a high level, this is a
Stackelberg game between the principal and the agent. The model generalizes several types of
principal-agent interactions, including information design (where the principal is the observer and
the agent acts), mechanism design (where the agent is the observer and the principal acts), and
stochastic games with commitment and coordination (where the environment is fully observable).

2.1 Dynamic Policies

We consider history-dependent dynamic policies of the principal (dynamic policies hereafter),
which are functions of the history of interaction between the players. The history up until time
step h is a sequence σh = (s1,ω1, ω̃1, g1,a1; s2,ω2, ω̃2, g2,a2; . . . ; sh,ωh, ω̃h, gh,ah). We let Σh

denote the set of all such sequences. Each player observes the part of the sequence visible to
them. Similarly to the notation above, we let σP

h ∈ ΣP
h and σA

h ∈ ΣA
h denote sequences observed

by the principal and the agent at time step h, where ΣP
h and ΣA

h denote the corresponding sets
consisting of all such sequences. Namely, σP

h is the part of σh without any ωA
ℓ and aAℓ , and σA

h is
the part without any ωP

ℓ and aPℓ . Let ΣP =
⋃H

h=0Σ
P
h and ΣA =

⋃H
h=0Σ

A
h , where ΣP

0 = ΣA
0 = {∅}

contain only the empty sequence. Note that assuming that the players only observe their own
actions is without loss of generality. For example, the case where the principal observes the
agent’s actions can be captured by this model by encoding aAℓ into ωP

ℓ+1. Additionally, we also
assume that each player’s own action is encoded in their observation at the next time step, so
that when the principal elicits the agent’s observation, she also elicits information about the
action the agent performed.

Principal’s Policy In the most generic sense, a dynamic policy takes the form π : ΣP × Ω →
∆(G × AP). Namely, π defines a policy π(σ) : Ω → ∆(G × AP) for every possible sequence
σ ∈ ΣP, which outputs a joint distribution over a signal space G and the principal’s action space
AP, given an input pair (ωP, ω̃A) ∈ Ω consisting of the principal’s observation ωP and the agent’s
report ω̃A. According to the revelation principle, it is without loss of generality to consider
policies that are incentive compatible (IC) [see e.g., Myerson, 1986]. That is, we can associate
each signal g ∈ G with an action of the agent and think of it as an action recommendation for
the agent; moreover, the policy incentivizes the agent’s truthful response—to report her true
observation and perform the recommended action. This simplifies the policy space to IC policies
of the form π : ΣP × Ω → ∆(A), whereby the principal draws a joint action a = (aP, aA) ∈ A,
sends aA as an action recommendation to the agent, and performs aP herself.
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Agent’s Response The principal announces to the agent the dynamic policy she commits to.
The agent then faces a meta-POMDP, where the observation at each time step h consists of both
the observation ωh from the environment as well as the coordination signal aAh from the principal.
Hence, the agent reacts by playing according to an optimal policy for this meta-POMDP, which is
in general also history-based. When the principal’s policy is IC, responding truthfully is optimal
for the agent.

3 Computing an Optimal Policy

Unsurprisingly, the problem of computing an optimal policy is intractable because our model
generalizes POMDPs. Solving a finite-horizon POMDP is known to be PSPACE-complete [Pa-
padimitriou and Tsitsiklis, 1987]. The PSPACE-hardness remains even in the special case of
information design, where the principal observes the state directly (but does not act) and the
agent acts (but makes no observation); as well as the special case of mechanism design, where
the agent observes the state directly (but does not act) and the principal acts (but does not
observe). This can be seen by considering zero-sum instances of our model, where the players’
payoffs sum to zero. Consider for example the case of information design. Since the game is
zero-sum, it is optimal for the principal to not send any signals in this case (if signaling were
able to improve the principal’s payoff, the agent would be better-off ignoring the signals). Hence,
knowing the maximum attainable payoff of the principal in this case is equivalent to knowing
(the negative of) the agent’s maximum attainable payoff, which amounts to solving a POMDP.

This means that an efficient algorithm is unlikely. Due to this complexity barrier, we will
focus on a special case where the state is conditionally independent of the history. We present
an efficient algorithm to compute near-optimal strategies in this case.

Conditionally Independent States We consider the case where the transition function can
be factorized as

ph(s
′,ω′ | s,a) = ϕh(o

′ | s,a) · µh(s
′,ω′ | o′), (1)

where o′ is an additional public observation that is observed by both players.1 In this case,
the next state s′ is conditionally independent from the history given the public observation o′.
We refer to this case as CIS (conditionally independent states). Though a special case of our
model, CIS encompasses various important settings, including the ones where the state is fully
observable to the players (e.g., stochastic games or repeated games [Collina et al., 2023]) or is
revealed at the end of each time step, as well as settings where observations are interpreted as
external parameters generated based on internal Markovian states (e.g., [Gan et al., 2022b, Wu
et al., 2022]).

Let O be the set of all possible public observations. CIS helps decouple the subsequent
process after the occurrence of o from the previous history. We can view the process following
the occurrence of o at time step h as a subgame Gh(o). Our approach is to construct the set
Vh(o) ⊆ R2 of inducible payoff pairs for each subgame Gh(o) via backward induction. Each vector
v = (vP, vA) ∈ Vh(o) is a pair of values for the principal and the agent, respectively, that can
be induced as their expected payoffs in the subgame by some policy π of the principal. The
approach is analogous to constructing the value function for an MDP (where the value is a vector
in our case). Similar algorithms have been used, e.g., by MacDermed et al. [2011] and Letchford
et al. [2012], to approximate correlated or Stackelberg equilibria in stochastic games.

1Note that this additional observation does not require any extension to our model as we can view (o, ωP) and
(o, ωA) as the players’ observations in our original model.
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Without loss of generality, we assume that the process starts from a deterministic public
observation o⋆ at time step 1. The principal’s optimal payoff is then maxv∈V1(o⋆) v

P. Once we
use backward induction to construct all the inducible payoff sets, the distribution π(· |σ, o,ω)
output by a policy π that induces the optimal payoff will be computed via a forward construction.
We present these backward and forward computation processes next.

3.1 Backward Construction of Inducible Payoff Sets

We use backward induction to approximate the inducible payoff sets. To distinguish, we let V̂h(o)
denote the approximation of Vh(o) we aim to obtain. Without loss of generality, we can assume
that in the last time step H all rewards are 0. Hence, we have VH(o) = {(0, 0)} for all o ∈ O as
the base case. Now suppose that we have obtained V̂h(o

′) for all o′ ∈ O and they are all convex
polytopes. We move one time step backward to construct V̂(o) for each o ∈ Oh (and in the
meantime show that they are also convex polytopes).

In the same vein as the Bellman equation, every v ∈ Vh(o) can be expressed as follows:

v =
∑
s,ω,a

µh(s,ω | o) · π̄(a |ω) ·

(
rh(s,a) +

∑
o′

ϕh(o
′ | s,a) · v′(a,ω, o′)

)
, (2)

where π̄ : Ω → ∆(A) is a (partial) policy defined for the first time step of Gh(o), and each
v′(a,ω, o′) ∈ Vh+1(o

′) is a pair of payoffs to be induced in the next stage. The pairs v′(a,ω, o′) ∈
Vh+1(o

′) depend on the interaction history encoded in (a,ω, o′) before the principal selects the
policy for the next time step, where: a = (aP, aA) consists of the action aP played by the principal
and the action aA recommended to the agent; and ω = (ωP, ωA) consists of ωP as the principal’s
observation and ωA as the agent’s report. These are elements observed by the principal and the
use of a dynamic policy allows the next payoff pairs to depend on them.

Note that the expression assumes the truthful response of the agent: the agent’s observation
generated by µh is the same as her report to π̄, and the action she performs (which determines
the rewards and the transition to o′) is the same as the one recommended by π̄. To ensure
that this truthful behavior is indeed incentivized, we need the following IC constraint for every
ωA ∈ ΩA (what the agent observes) and ω̃A ∈ ΩA (what the agent reports):

∑
s,ωP,a

µh(s, ω
P | o, ωA) · π̄(a |ω) ·

(
rAh (s,a) +

∑
o′

ϕh(o
′ | s,a) · v′A(a,ω, o′)

)

≥
∑
aA

max
ãA∈AA

h

∑
s,ωP,aP

µh(s, ω
P | o, ωA) · π̄(a |ωP, ω̃A) ·

(
rAh

(
s, aP, ãA

)
+

∑
o′

ϕh

(
o′ | s, aP, ãA

)
· v′A(a, ωP, ω̃A, o′)

)
, (3)

where µh(s, ω
P | o, ωA) ∝ µh(s,ω | o) is the conditional probability derived from µh. In other

words, upon observing ωA, the agent’s expected payoff under her truthful response is at least as
much as what she could obtain if she reported a different observation ω̃A and performed a best
action ãA in response to every possible recommendation aA from the principal. Note that the
agent’s action aA that parameterizes the last term v′A(a, ωP, ω̃A, o′) represents the principal’s
recommendation, so it does not change with the action ãA the agent actually performs.

Building V̂(o) Therefore, to decide (approximately) whether a vector v is contained in Vh(o)
amounts to deciding whether Eqs. (2) and (3) are satisfied by some valuation of the variables
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{π̄(a |ω) : a ∈ A,ω ∈ Ω} and {v′(a,ω, o′) : a ∈ A,ω ∈ Ω, o′ ∈ O} (highlighted in blue in the
constraints), where we also require

π̄(· |ω) ∈ ∆(A) for ω ∈ Ω (4)

v′(a,ω, o′) ∈ V̂h+1(o
′) for a ∈ A, ω ∈ Ω, o′ ∈ Ω (5)

so that π̄(· |ω) is a valid distribution and every v′(a,ω, o′) is inducible in the next subgames.
The constraints are non-linear as they involve quadratic terms in Eqs. (2) and (3) as well

as maximization operators in Eq. (3). Nevertheless, as we will shortly show, as long as each
V̂h+1(o

′) is given by its half-space representation (i.e., as a set of linear constraints of the form
A · v ≤ b) we can linearize the constraints, so we obtain a linear polytope P whose projection
onto the dimensions of v is Vh(o). To ensure that Vh(o) can be plugged back into Eq. (5) in the
next induction step, we need the half-space representation of the projection and in particular we
need to eliminate the other variables in the representation and keep only v. This can be done
approximately in polynomial time given that v is two-dimensional: roughly speaking, we can
discretize the space [0, H]2, check the inducibility of points in the discrete space, and compute
the half-space representation of convex hull of the inducible points (we have Vh(o) ⊆ [0, H]2 since
all rewards are bounded in [0, 1]); see the proof of Lemma 1 for more details.

Repeating the induction procedure till h = 1, we obtain V̂1(o⋆) as well as the principal’s
(approximately) optimal payoff by solving max

v∈V̂1(o⋆)
vP (which is an LP). The following lemma

summarizes our result.

Lemma 1. For any constant ϵ > 0, the half-space representation of V̂1(o⋆) can be computed in
time poly(|M|, H, 1/ϵ), such that V̂1(o⋆) ⊆ V1(o⋆) and max

v∈V̂1(o⋆)
vP ≥ maxv∈V1(o⋆)−ϵ.

Proof. For every o ∈ O, let V̄h(o) denote the set of payoff vectors v satisfying Eqs. (2) to (5).
Note that V̄h(o) is different from the set Vh(o) of inducible payoffs—the latter is defined by
constraints in the same form but with the exact inducible set Vh+1(o

′) instead of V̂h+1(o
′) in

Eq. (5). For ease of description, throughout this proof, we say that V̂h(o) is an ε-approximation
of Vh(o) if V̂h(o) ⊆ Vh(o) and, for every v ∈ Vh(o), there exists v′ ∈ V̂h(o) such that v′P ≥ vP − ε
and v′A = vA. Namely, the approximation only compromises on the principal’s payoff. This
is important because it ensures that the same response of the agent can be incentivized under
both the exact and the approximate inducible sets, which further ensures smooth changes of the
approximation through the induction process we present next.

We now prove by induction and the key is the following induction step. Suppose that the
following properties hold for all o ∈ O:

1. V̂h+1(o) is defined by O(H/δ) many linear constraints.

2. V̂h+1(o) is an ε-approximation of Vh+1(o).

We will show that for every o ∈ O we can compute V̂h(o) satisfying Property 1 and Property 2
with a factor ε′ = ε+ δ, in time polynomial in 1/δ. Once this holds, picking δ = ϵ/H gives the
desired result.

Recall that rewards are bounded in [0, 1], so Vh(o) is contained in [0, H]2 for all o ∈ O. Our
approach is to slice V̄h(o) along the dimension of the principal’s payoff, compute the end points
of each slice, and construct the convex hull of all the end points as an approximation of V̄h(o).
Specifically, let

W = {0, δ, 2δ, . . . , H − δ, H}

be a discretization of [0, H], and let W be a set consisting of the following points:
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• v̌w ∈ argminv∈V̄h(o):vP=w vA and v̂w ∈ argmaxv∈V̄h(o):vP=w vA for each w ∈ W , which are
the two end points of each slice.

• (Arbitrary) v̌∗ ∈ argminv∈V̄h(o)
vA and v̂∗ ∈ argmaxv∈V̄h(o)

vA, which are extreme points
of V̄h(o) with the minimum and maximum payoffs of the agent.

It shall be clear that the choice of these points ensures that we can approximate any inducible
payoff pair with at most δ compromise on the principal’s payoff and no compromise on the agent’s
payoff. (In particular, the addition of v̌∗ and v̂∗ ensures that we do not miss the extreme values
of the agent’s inducible payoff that may not be attained at any of the slices.) All the points can
be computed efficiently by solving LPs that minimizes (or maximizes) vA (where we also treat v
as variables), subject to the linearized version of Eqs. (2) to (5), or additionally vP = w.

We then construct V̂h(o) as the convex hull of the inducible payoff vectors in this set, which
can be done efficiently via standard algorithms in computational geometry (e.g., Chan’s algorithm
[Chan, 1996]). This way, Property 1 holds for V̂h(o) because V̂h(o) has at most O(H/δ) vertices
while it is in R2. Meanwhile, V̂h(o) is an δ-approximation of V̄h(o) according to our definition.

It remains to confirm that V̂h(o) is an (ε+ δ)-approximation of Vh(o). Indeed, this follows
readily as long as V̄h(o) is an ε-approximation of Vh(o). To see the latter, consider an arbitrary
v ∈ Vh(o). By definition, v can be induced by some π̄ and a set F = {v′(a,ω, o′) ∈ Vh+1(o

′) :
a ∈ A,ω ∈ Ω, o′ ∈ O} of payoff vectors according to Eqs. (2) to (5) (with the exact set Vh+1(o

′)
instead of V̂h+1(o

′) in Eq. (5)). By the induction hypothesis, V̂h+1(o
′) is an ε-approximation

of Vh+1(o
′), so for every v′ ∈ F , there exists ṽ′ ∈ V̂h(o

′) such that ṽ′P ≥ v′P − ε and ṽ′A = v′A.
Using ṽ′ instead of v′, the same policy π̄ then induces the desired ṽ ∈ V̂h(o) to approximate
v: From the agent’s perspective, the payoffs are the same under both ṽ′ and v′, so the same
response can be incentivized. Moreover, according to Eq. (2), the overall difference between ṽP

and vP is at most ε because
∑

s,ω,a µ(s,ω | o) · π̄(a |ω) = 1. Hence, ṽP ≥ vP − ε and V̄h(o) is an
ε-approximation of Vh(o).

Linearizing Eqs. (2) and (3) In order to remove the maximization operators in Eq. (3), we
introduce auxiliary variables

{
y(aA, ωA, ω̃A) : a ∈ AA, ωA, ω̃A ∈ ΩA

}
to capture the maximum

values on the right hand side of Eq. (3). We replace the right hand side of Eq. (3) with∑
aA∈AA y(aA, ωA, ω̃A) and add the following constraint to force each y(aA, ωA, ω̃A) to be an upper

bound of the maximum value.

y(aA, ωA, ω̃A) ≥
∑

s,ωP,aP

µh(s, ω
P | o, ωA) · π̄(a |ωP, ω̃A) ·

(
rAh

(
s, aP, ãA

)
+

∑
o′

ϕh

(
o′ | s, aP, ãA

)
· v′A(a, ωP, ω̃A, o′)

)
for ãA ∈ AA (6)

Next we remove the quadratic terms in Eqs. (2) and (6). We introduce the following auxiliary
variables z(a,ω, ω̃A) to replace the terms π̄(a |ω) · v′(a,ω, o′). Recall that v′(a,ω, o′) can take
any value in V̂h(o

′). Suppose that V̂h(o
′), as a convex polytope, is given by a set of linear

constraints as V̂(o′) = {v : A · v ≤ b}. Then the image of V̂h(o
′) under the transformation

z(a,ω, ω̃A) = π̄(a |ω) · v′(a,ω, o′) is exactly the set of vectors satisfying

A · z(a,ω, ω̃A) ≤ π̄(a |ω) · b. (7)

This is the only constraint needed (for each (a,ω, ω̃A)) after the replacement. This finishes the
linearization of Eqs. (2) to (5).
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We remark that, ideally, we would like to obtain the exact half-space representation of
the projection, so we can compute Vh(o) exactly. Nevertheless, there is in general no efficient
algorithm that computes the projection of a polytope onto R2 in half-space representation as
the number of half-spaces may be exponential in the number of facets of the original polytope
[Amenta and Ziegler, 1996]. In our problem, this exact approach is even more demanding and
requires that the number of constraints in the half-space representation of Vh(o) grows at most
logarithmically, in order for the whole approach to run efficiently—otherwise, the number of
constraints would grow exponentially in H through the backward induction process. We highlight
these challenges and leave open the tractability of computing an exact optimal policy.

3.2 Forward Construction of an Optimal Policy

So far we have obtained the maximum inducible payoff but not yet a dynamic policy to
achieve this payoff. The following efficient procedure fulfills this task based on the inducible
payoff sets we computed above. Instead of computing an explicit description of a dynamic
policy π—which would be exponentially large as it specifies a distribution for each possible
sequence—the procedure outputs the distribution π(· |σP

h−1; oh,ωh) for any given sequence
σP
h−1 = (o1,ω1,a1; . . . ; oh−1,ωh−1,ah−1) ∈ ΣP

h−1 extended by observations oh ∈ O and ωh ∈ Ω

(where every ωA
ℓ means a report of the agent, and aAℓ means an action recommendation). The

procedure allows the principal to compute the policy on-the-fly.

1. Initialize: v = argmax
v∈V̂1(o1)

vP and o = o1.

2. For ℓ = 1, . . . , h− 1:

• Fix v and o, and solve (the linearized version of) Eqs. (2) to (5); record π̄ and v′ in
the solution.

• Update v = v′(aℓ,ωℓ, oℓ+1) and o = oℓ+1.

3. Output π(· |σh−1, oh,ωh) = π̄(· |ωh).

This leads to the following main result of this section.

Theorem 2. Given CIS, the distribution π(· |σP; o,ω) of an ϵ-optimal policy π of the principal
can be computed in time poly(|M|, H, 1/ϵ), for any (σP; o,ω) ∈ ΣP ×O × Ω.

The approach based on constructing inducible payoff sets can also be extended to handle
a subgame perfect equilibrium style refinement of the solution concept, where the principal is
required to play optimally in each subgame (or nearly optimally up to an allowed threshold).
This can be achieved by refining the inducible payoff sets accordingly. Such refinement can be
useful when the principal is required to use credible threats in their commitment.

4 Learning to Commit

We now turn to an episodic online setting where the transition model p : S ×A → ∆(S × Ω) is
not known to the players beforehand. Let there be T episodes. At the beginning of each episode,
the principal commits to a new policy based on outcomes of the previous episodes. Each episode
proceeds in H time steps the same way as the model in the previous sections.

We will present a learning algorithm that guarantees sublinear regrets for both players given
the CIS assumption. The algorithm is centralized and requires the agent to behave truthfully
as it does not guarantee exact IC during the course of learning. However, the policy obtained
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by the algorithm is IC in the limit when the number of episodes approaches infinity. Indeed,
in the case where the model is unknown to the agent either, IC in the limit is a more relevant
concept as the agent cannot decide how to optimally deviate from the truthful behavior and has
to learn that along with the principal. More importantly, the fact that the algorithm guarantees
sublinear regret for the agent also provides a tangible incentive for the agent to participate in
the centralized learning.

We start by defining the players’ regrets.

Regret Definition We let vπ,f = Eπ,f

[∑H
h=1 r(sh,ah)

]
denote the players’ expected payoff

vector induced by a policy π of the principal and a response strategy f of the agent under the
true transition model p. When f is not specified, vπ denotes the vector induced by π and the
agent’s truthful response to π. Moreover, vπ,∗ denotes the vector induced by π and the agent’s
best response to π. The principal’s regret RegP is defined with respect to the optimal policy
under the true model:

RegP =

T∑
t=1

(
max
π∈Π

vPπ − vPπt

)
,

where Π denotes the set of IC policies, and πt denotes the policy the principal commits to in the
t-th episode. The agent’s regret is defined with respect to her optimal response to the principal’s
policy:

RegA =
T∑
t=1

(
vAπt,∗ − vAπt

)
,

which is a dynamic regret as the benchmark changes according to the policy in each episode.
Our approach is built on reward-free exploration, which is an RL paradigm where learning

happens before a reward function is provided [Jin et al., 2020]. It has been shown in a series of
recent works that efficient learning is possible under this paradigm [Jin et al., 2020, Kaufmann
et al., 2021, Ménard et al., 2021]. In particular, we will use the sample complexity bound in
Lemma 3. At a high level, our algorithm proceeds by first conducting reward-free exploration to
learn a sufficiently accurate estimate of the true model. Based on the estimate we then solve
relaxed version of the policy optimization problem to obtain a policy. Using this policy in the
remaining episodes guarantees sublinear regret for both players.

Lemma 3 ([Jin et al., 2020, Lemma 3.6]). Consider an MDP (S,A, p) (without a reward
function specified) with horizon length H. There exists an algorithm which learns a model p̂
after Õ

(
H5|S|2·|A|

ϵ2

)
episodes of exploration, such that with probability at least 1 − q, for any

reward function r and policy π, it holds that
∣∣∣V π

1 (s; r)− V̂ π
1 (s; r)

∣∣∣ ≤ ϵ for all states s and time

steps h ∈ {1, . . . ,H}, where V π
1 and V̂ π

1 are the value functions of π under the models p and p̂,
respectively.2

With the above result, we can learn a model p̂ for our problem. Let v̂π,f , v̂π, and v̂π,∗ denote
the payoff vectors induced under model p̂. Lemma 3 then translates to the result stated in
Lemma 4 in our setting. Note that the process facing the principal and the agent jointly during
the learning process is effectively an MDP under the CIS assumption, where the effective state
space is O × Ω.

2The notation Õ omits logarithmic factors. In the original statement of Jin et al. [2020], π is non-stationary
(time-dependent) but independent of the history. However, the proof of the lemma also applies to history-
dependent policies. The dependence on H in the sample complexity can be further improved with better
reward-free exploration algorithms [Kaufmann et al., 2021, Ménard et al., 2021], but this is not a focus of ours.
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Lemma 4. Given CIS, a model p̂ can be learned after Õ
(
H5|O|2|Ω|2|A|

ϵ2

)
episodes of exploration,

such that
∣∣∣vAπ,f − v̂Aπ,f

∣∣∣ ≤ ϵ and
∣∣∣vPπ,f − v̂Pπ,f

∣∣∣ ≤ ϵ holds with probability at least 1− q for any policy
π and response strategy f of the agent.

Hence, the value functions change smoothly with the learned model p̂. However, this
smoothness is insufficient for deriving a sublinear bound on the principal’s regret because of the
IC constraints in our problem. The set Π̂ of IC policies does not change smoothly with the model
p̂. To deal with this non-smoothness, we need to relax the IC constraints, and we define ϵ-IC
policies.

Definition 5 (ϵ-IC policies). A policy π is ϵ-IC (with respect to model p̂) if v̂Aπ,∗ − v̂Aπ ≤ ϵ.

That is, when an ϵ-IC policy is committed, the agent cannot improve her expected payoff by
more than ϵ if she deviates from her truthful response. We let Π̂ϵ denote the set of ϵ-IC policies.
Given Lemma 4, the following lemma is immediate so that optimizing over Π̂2ϵ instead of Π̂
ensures that that the payoff yielded for the principal is as much as her optimal payoff under the
true model (up to a small error). Meanwhile, the payoff loss introduced by this relaxation for the
agent is also small.

Lemma 6. Π ⊆ Π̂2ϵ holds with probability at least 1− q.

Proof. By Lemma 4, both v̂Aπ,∗ − v̂Aπ and vAπ,∗ − vAπ is at most 2ϵ with high probability. Since
every π ∈ Π is IC, we have vAπ,∗ − vAπ ≤ 0 and in turn v̂Aπ,∗ − v̂Aπ ≤ 2ϵ, so π ∈ Π̂2ϵ.

With the above results, our approach to the learning problem is as follows.

1. Run reward-free exploration to obtain a model p̂ that satisfies Lemma 3.

2. Find an optimal policy (w.r.t p̂) of the principal from Π̂2ϵ and use it in the remaining
rounds.

In particular, a near-optimal strategy for Step 2 can be computed efficiently according to
Lemma 7, via an approach similar to Theorem 2. This leads to an efficient algorithm that
guarantees sublinear regret for both players stated in Theorem 8.

Lemma 7. Given CIS, the distribution πh(· |σ, o,ω) of a δ-optimal strategy π ∈ Π̂ϵ of the
principal can be computed in time poly(|M|, H, 1/ϵ), for any (σ, o,ω) ∈ ΣP ×O × Ω (where the
δ-optimality is with respect to the model p̂).

Proof sketch. The proof is similar to the approach to computing a near-optimal strategy in Π
(Lemma 1 and theorem 2). Instead of maintaining two-dimensional sets of inducible payoffs, we
introduce an additional dimension to capture the agent’s maximum attainable payoff, i.e., the
payoff given by her best response. (When we want compute strategies that are exactly IC, the
maximum attainable payoff should be the same as the agent’s truthful payoff, so there is no need
to maintain this additional dimension.) Hence, each v ∈ V(o) is now a tuple (vP, vA, vA∗ ).

The inducibility of a tuple v = (vP, vA, vA∗ ) is characterized by the following constraints. First,
we impose the same constraint as Eq. (2) on the first two dimensions of v, so that they capture
the players’ payoffs under the agent’s truthful response. In order for the third dimension vA∗ to
capture the agent’s maximum attainable payoff, we use a constraint similar to Eq. (3):

vA∗ ≥
∑
ωA

max
ω̃A

∑
aA

max
ãA

∑
s,ωP,aP

µh(s, ω
P | o, ωA) · π̄(a |ωP, ω̃A) ·

(
rAh

(
s, aP, ãA

)
+

∑
o′

ϕh

(
o′ | s, aP, ãA

)
· v′∗

A
(a, ωP, ω̃A, o′)

)
. (8)
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The remaining constraints are the same as Eqs. (4) and (5).
All the non-linear constraints can be linearized the same way as the approach described

in Section 3.1. Hence, we can efficiently approximate Vh(o) by examining the inducibility of
points on a sufficiently fine-grained grid in [0, H]3, which contains poly(H, 1/δ) many points,
and constructing the convex hull of these points. (Note that there is no need to ensure no
compromise on the agent’s payoff as was essential in the proof of Lemma 1. This is because ϵ-IC
is defined with respect to solely the agent’s expected payoff at the beginning of the game instead
of that at every time step. Hence, using points on a regular grid suffices the purpose of the
approximation in this proof.) The halfspace-representation of the convex hull can be computed
efficiently given that it is in R3 [Chan, 1996]. Eventually, an optimal π ∈ Π̂ϵ corresponds to a
solution to maxv∈V1(o⋆) v

P subject to vA ≥ vA∗ − ϵ, and we can use the same forward construction
procedure in Section 3.2 to compute πh(· |σ, o,ω).

Note that Eq. (8) only requires vA∗ to be an upper bound of the maximum attainable payoff
instead of the exact value. This suffices for our purpose because any (vP, vA, vA∗ ) in the feasible
set V1(o⋆) ∩

{
v : vA ≥ vA∗ − ϵ

}
also implies the inclusion of (vP, vA, v̄A∗ ) in the same feasible set,

where v̄A∗ is the actual maximum attainable payoff induced by the policy that induces (vP, vA, vA∗ )
according to our formulation.

Theorem 8. There exists an algorithm that guarantees regret Õ(ζ1/3T 2/3) for both players with
probability 1 − q, where ζ = H5 |O|2 |Ω|2 |A|. The computation involved in implementing the
algorithm takes time poly(|M| , H, T ) given CIS.

Proof. We run reward-free exploration to obtain a model p̂ with error bound ϵ. This takes
Õ(ζ/ϵ2) rounds according to Lemma 4. Next, we compute an ϵ-optimal strategy π ∈ Π̂2ϵ and
use it in the remaining rounds. According to Lemma 7, this can be done efficiently.

By assumption, rewards are bounded in [0, 1] so the regrets are at most 1 for both players in
each of the exploration rounds. In each of the remaining rounds, the agent’s regret is

vAπ,∗ − vAπ ≤
∣∣∣v̂Aπ,∗ − v̂Aπ

∣∣∣︸ ︷︷ ︸
≤2ϵ as π∈Π̂2ϵ

+
∣∣∣v̂Aπ,∗ − vAπ,∗

∣∣∣+ ∣∣∣v̂Aπ − vAπ

∣∣∣︸ ︷︷ ︸
each ≤ϵ by Lemma 4

≤ 4ϵ;

while principal’s regret is

max
π′∈Π

vPπ′ − vPπ ≤ max
π′∈Π̂2ϵ

vPπ′ − vPπ ≤ max
π′∈Π̂2ϵ

v̂Pπ′ − v̂Pπ + 2ϵ ≤ 3ϵ,

where we used the facts that Π ⊆ Π̂2ϵ (Lemma 6) and π is an ϵ-optimal strategy in Π̂2ϵ.
This leads to the total regret of at most Õ(ζ/ϵ2) + O(Tϵ) for each player, and taking

ϵ = (ζ/T )1/3 gives the bound Õ(ζ1/3T 2/3).

5 Discussion and Extensions

We studied a sequential principal-agent framework and presented efficient computation and
learning algorithms. One open problem as we mentioned in Section 3 is the computation of
an exact optimal policy. Even though our algorithm is already able to compute near-optimal
solutions, the existence of an efficient algorithm to compute exact optimal policies remain an
interesting theoretical question.

Our model can be further extended to the setting with n agents. In this case, the problem
we consider is a more general one than finding an optimal correlated equilibrium in an n-player
stochastic game. It is well-known that a correlated equilibrium can be computed efficiently in
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a broad class of succinctly represented n-player games [Papadimitriou and Roughgarden, 2008,
Jiang and Leyton-Brown, 2011], but computing an optimal one is hard even in one-shot settings
[Papadimitriou and Roughgarden, 2005]. Identifying tractable special cases of the n-agent setting
or scalable algorithms for practical applications could be interesting directions for future work.

Our work is theoretical by nature. We are not aware of any direct negative social impact but
we acknowledge the possibility of misuse of the algorithms by malicious entities whose objectives
can be formulated as sequential principal-agent problems. Therefore, specific applications of the
algorithms should be carefully assessed to ensure safe and lawful utilization.
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