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ABSTRACT

We consider settings where an uninformed principal must hear arguments from two better-informed
agents, corresponding to two possible courses of action that they argue for. The arguments are
verifiable in the sense that the true state of the world restricts the arguments that can be made by the
agents. Each agent simply wants to be chosen as the winner and does so strategically based on the
rule set by the principal. How should the principal design the rule to choose the better action? We
provide a formal framework for answering this question, exhibit some basic properties of it, study the
computational problems of evaluating and optimizing the principal’s policy, and provide key error
bounds.

1 Introduction

In human life, to choose between two courses of action, or to form an opinion on whether something is true or false, a
common way to proceed is to set up a debate between two entities, and then to declare an outcome based on the debate.
In some cases, the debaters inherently care about the outcome: for example, if we are deciding from which of two
vendors to buy, each vendor will naturally be motivated to argue its own side. But the setup is effective enough that
often we choose to set up such an adversarial debate, asking one party to argue the one side and another to argue the
other side, even if beforehand these parties had no relation to either side. The idea is that the party on the right side
of the debate will generally have access to more and better arguments, and thus if we set up the rules for determining
the outcome of the debate right, then we are likely to make the right choice. The idea of using debate to make better
decisions in AI is an appealing one and has recently received attention especially in the context about keeping AI safe.
But how should we formalize this setup and thereby enable its use in the context of AI? In this paper, we consider a
probabilistic, Bayesian-game setup in which there is a true scenario based on which the debating agents have actions
available, and we focus on the key problem of choosing a rule that determines the winner of the debate.

Running example. Suppose a politician is considering whether a national minimum wage should be raised. The
politician wants to determine whether increases in minimum wages have historically been associated with increased
or decreased economic productivity. Let us suppose that changes in economic productivity can be objectively and
deterministically evaluated. The politician could examine every nation or territory in recent history and compare the
number of minimum wage increases associated with increased economic productivity against the number of minimum
wage increases associated with decreased economic productivity. Unfortunately, the politician does not have the time to
assess all of these historical precedents.

Instead, the politician’s plan is to contact two economists, each of whom is a domain expert familiar with every
minimum wage increase in every region in recent history. These economists are biased, however: one wishes for the
national minimum wage to be raised while the other wishes to avoid such a raise. The politician wants to receive four
examples from each of these economists. The politician will then personally verify these eight historical examples and
confirm that each example supports the side that submitted it. (If any example does not support the economist that
submitted it, then that economist immediately loses, i.e., the politician will support the other economist’s preferred
decision on minimum wage.)
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It is understood that each economist can reference at least four supporting examples, so the mere existence of four
examples on each side tells the politician nothing. How, then, can this setup help the politician? If one economist’s
argument is supported by many more historical examples than the other economist’s argument, then this economist
has more flexibility in how they respond to the politician. Thus, the politician can set up a game that measures this
flexibility, allowing the politician to gauge the relative number of examples that each economist had available. As an
example of the possibilities available to the politician, note that the politician could specify a rule such as “I will be
more impressed by examples where the country in question has seven letters in its name.” Even when the number of
letters in the name of the country is completely unrelated to how inherently relevant the example is to the politician’s
own decision (and presumably it is irrelevant), such a rule will give a relative advantage to the economist with more
examples on their side, who is more likely to be able to produce examples satisfying the criterion. We examine how
well the politician can do by constructing these kinds of games.

1.1 Related Work

Mechanism design concerns the design of rules that result in good outcomes when used by multiple agents with private
information. Famous general mechanisms include the VCG mechanism [1, 2, 3] and the Myerson auction [4]; it is also
possible to compute optimal mechanisms for the specific mechanism at hand, a process called automated mechanism
design [5, 6]. In most mechanism design settings studied in the literature, a result known as the revelation principle
holds, which implies that we can restrict attention to mechanisms in which each agent simply reveals all its information
and has no incentive to lie about this information. However, the revelation principle can fail to hold in settings with
partial verification, where the space of actions that an agent can take is restricted by the true state of the world. Such
is the case for the setting studied in this paper. There are general characterizations for when the revelation principle
does and does not hold in such settings (and more general ones in which the true state dictates a cost for taking each
action) [7, 8, 9]; when it does hold, computing optimal mechanisms is generally easy, whereas otherwise it tends to be
computationally hard [10, 11, 12].

AI safety via debate [13] is a framework for keeping highly competent AI systems safe. When human beings must judge
whether a course of action is safe and useful, there is a concern that they may not be capable of doing that accurately
themselves. The proposed solution is to have two AI agents debate which answer is right, with humans eventually
choosing the winner of this zero-sum debate game. There has been significant theoretical progress on the kinds of
languages which can be decided by such debate protocols [14]. Our contributions in this paper can be seen as fitting in
this broader agenda, although with more of an abstract framing.

Another related research direction is argumentation theory [15], and in particular a mechanism design approach to
that [16]. However, a key difference is that in that work, the relationship of which argument defeats which other ones is
assumed to be given exogenously, and in the mechanism design work, the concern is the possible manipulation of an
agent withholding arguments that it knows.

1.2 Our Results

We introduce three classes of debate games: common knowledge debate games, common knowledge distinguishing
debate games (a special kind of common knowledge debate game), and private information distinguishing debate games.
In all three classes, a principal (i.e., judge) is presented with two agents that both wish to win the principal’s favor. The
principal knows of a list of scenarios and the probability that each scenario occurs, though the principal does not expect
to know the scenario during any debate. In each scenario, the two agents are restricted in what actions they can take and
the principal knows these restrictions. Furthermore, in each scenario, the principal has desires over which agent should
win (in our running example, the politician wishes to reward the economist that has more historical examples to call
upon, which is determined by what actual historical examples of minimum wage increases exist, which the politician
has some prior beliefs about but does not know). The principal commits to a policy, publicly and in advance, specifying
for every pair of actions taken by the two agents what probability each agent has of winning (we assume that the agents
only take a single action and that the agents move simultaneously, see Section 2 for commentary on this assumption).
The principal attempts to minimize the error of their policy, defined to be the principal’s expected loss in utility as a
result of not being able to always favor their desired winning agent. We investigate the basic behavior of these three
classes of debate games. Afterwards, we prove two main kinds of results: computational complexity results and error
bounds.

Our computational complexity results establish that, for each of these three classes of debate games, evaluating the
error of a specific policy can be done in polynomial time with respect to the description length of a game. However, in
all three classes of debate games, the principal faces an NP-complete problem in determining whether it’s even possible
to construct a policy which rewards the principal’s desired winner with probability 1, let alone in finding such a policy.
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Afterwards, we use probabilistic methods to derive error bounds for two of our three classes of debate games; namely,
both for common knowledge distinguishing debate games and for private information distinguishing debate games.
For both classes of debate games, if in most scenarios the principal’s desired winning agent has many more available
actions than the principal’s desired losing agent, then there exist policies for the principal which have very low error.
The methods of constructing these policies differ greatly between the common knowledge and private information
settings, however.

If the agents can see each others’ available actions (the common knowledge case) then the principal can randomly
choose subsets of “highlighted” actions for both agents in such a way that whichever agent is the desired loser has only
a handful of available actions (if any) that are highlighted. The principal can then always favor highlighted actions over
non-highlighted actions and can randomly assign winners in highlighted-highlighted action pairs. Making such random
choices makes it very likely that the desired winner has some available highlighted action which defeats each of the
desired loser’s handful of available highlighted actions, thus giving the policy a very low error.

If the agents cannot see each others’ available actions (the private information case), then the principal can instead
announce a random ordering of the combined action sets of the two agents and can always favor whichever agent plays
a higher-ranked action. Such policies do not depend on the agents knowing each others’ available actions since the
agents never benefit from playing anything other than their highest-ranked action. If the desired winning agent has
many more available actions than the desired losing agent, then the desired winning agent is proportionally more likely
to have the highest ranked action so the error is again small.

We use these two techniques to establish upper bounds on the errors that the principal can achieve. For common
knowledge distinguishing debate games we show that the minimum possible policy error decays faster than the reciprocal
of any polynomial in the ratio of the minimum number of actions available to the desired winner to the maximum
number of actions available to the desired loser. By contrast, our error bound for private information distinguishing
debate games is weaker, decaying asymptotically as the reciprocal of this ratio. We prove that such asymptotic behavior
is the best we can achieve in the general private information setting by constructing an example game whose minimum
error has this asymptotic behavior.

2 Setups

We will assume that the agents each take one action and that these actions are taken simultaneously, though this
choice should not be seen as restricting the kinds of games that our framework models. For example, we can take
extensive-form representations of debates (which could contain multiple rounds of interaction between the agents) and
convert them into normal form and then apply our formalism (at the expense of potentially dramatically increasing the
size of the representation).

Throughout the paper, we assume there is a special “default” action δ that is always available to both agents (which
could be thought of as not doing anything), to avoid the action set ever being empty. For notational convenience later on,
we keep this action outside of the set of (other) actions Ai for an agent, so that an agent’s full set of actions is always
Ai ∪ {δ}.

We first introduce a general setup under which the actions available to each agent are common knowledge between the
agents:
Definition 2.1. A common knowledge debate game (abbreviated CKDG) is a tuple (A1, A2, S, P, C1, C2, u) where
Ai is a finite set of actions potentially available to agent i ∈ {1, 2} (we require δ /∈ Ai), S is a finite set of scenarios,
P : S → [0, 1] is a probability mass function over scenarios (which implies

∑
s∈S P (s) = 1), Ci : S → P(Ai) tells us

what actions agent i ∈ {1, 2} can choose in any given scenario, and u : {1, 2} × S → R tells us the principal’s utility if
a given agent wins in a given scenario.

A common knowledge debate game specifies the information the principal possesses when trying to decide what policy
to commit to publicly. Let’s now define what such a policy consists of:
Definition 2.2. If B = (A1, A2, S, P, C1, C2, u) is a CKDG then a B-policy (or simply policy) for the principal is
a map M : {1, 2} × (A1 ∪ {δ}) × (A2 ∪ {δ}) → [0, 1] which specifies the probability that the principal will favor
one of the agents given the actions performed by both agents. We require M(1, a1, a2) +M(2, a1, a2) = 1 for all
a1 ∈ A1 ∪ {δ} and all a2 ∈ A2 ∪ {δ}.

Note that we will assume throughout that the principal can commit to whatever policy they wish. The section on future
research contains more commentary on this assumption.

Now that we’ve established what a policy consists of, we can examine what makes a policy good or bad. We begin by
understanding how the agents respond to a given policy:
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Definition 2.3. Let B be a CKDG and let M be a B-policy. Define wi
B,M : S → [0, 1] to be the function which

computes the probability that agent i ∈ {1, 2} will win in any given scenario. This is well defined because, due to the
common-knowledge assumption, it corresponds to a zero-sum game the agents play: if s ∈ S then wi

B,M (s) is the
value to agent i of the two-player zero-sum normal-form game with payoff matrix M(i, ·, ·), where the first unspecified
argument must come from C1(s) ∪ {δ} and where the second unspecified argument must come from C2(s) ∪ {δ}.

We are now ready to characterize how bad a given policy is:
Definition 2.4. Let B be a CKDG. The error of a B-policy M , eCKDG

B (M), is the utility lost to the principal by being
unable to favor the desired winner:

eCKDG
B (M) = E

s∼P

{
dB(s)w

1
B,M (s) u(1, s) ≤ u(2, s)

dB(s)w
2
B,M (s) u(1, s) > u(2, s)

where dB(s) = |u(1, s)− u(2, s)| is the difference in utility between the two agents winning a given scenario.

CKDG’s allow for the two debating agents to appear ex ante different. But we are especially interested in the situation
where the two players appear ex ante similar but have two different roles (say, the role of the economist with more
historical examples or the role of the economist with fewer historical examples) and our task is to distinguish which
player occupies which role (in our running example, our goal is to determine which economist’s argument is supported
by more historical precedents). To model this specific class of problems, we introduce the distinguishing variant of
common knowledge debate games:
Definition 2.5. A common knowledge distinguishing debate game (abbreviated CKDDG) is a tuple (A,S, P,Cw, Cl)
where A is a finite set of actions (we require δ /∈ A), S is a finite set of anonymized scenarios, P : S → [0, 1] is a
probability mass function over anonymized scenarios, Cw : S → P(A) tells us what actions are available to the agent
that we want to win in a given anonymized scenario, and Cl : S → P(A) tells us what actions are available to the agent
that we want to lose in a given anonymized scenario.

Note that unlike in general CKDGs, “the agent that we want to win in a given anonymized scenario” and “the agent that
we want to lose in a given anonymized scenario” no longer refer to either agent in particular. Instead these refer to roles
that (according to our prior) either agent will occupy with 50% probability. More formally, to see how we interpret
common knowledge distinguishing debate games as common knowledge debate games:
Definition 2.6. If B = (A,S, P,Cw, Cl) is a CKDDG then the CKDG induced by B is B′ =
(A′

1, A
′
2, S

′, P ′, C ′
1, C

′
2, u

′) where A′
1 = A′

2 = A, S′ = {1, 2}×S (a scenario in the CKDG is an anonymized scenario
in the CKDDG together with a labeling of which agent should win), P ′((i, s)) = 1

2P (s) (for every anonymized scenario

in the distinguishing problem we uniformly randomly choose which agent is which), and C ′
j((i, s)) =

{
Cw(s) i = j

Cl(s) i ̸= j
,

u(j, (i, s)) =

{
1 i = j

0 i ̸= j
for j ∈ {1, 2}.

When the context is clear we may refer to anonymized scenarios simply as scenarios.

Since we can always unfurl a CKDDG into a CKDG, given a CKDDG we can talk about policies and their errors:
Definition 2.7. If B is a CKDDG then a B-policy (or simply policy) is a B′-policy where B′ is the CKDG induced by
B.
Definition 2.8. If B is a CKDDG, M is a B-policy, and B′ is the CKDG induced by B, then the error of M is
eCKDDG
B (M) = eCKDG

B′ (M).

More explicitly, if B = (A,S, P,Cw, Cl) is a CKDDG then a B-policy M is a map from {1, 2} × (A ∪ {δ})2 to [0, 1]
such that paired probabilities sum to 1. The error of a CKDDG policy has a simple interpretation: it is the probability
that the desired loser actually wins:
Remark 2.9. If B is a CKDDG and if M is a B-policy then:

eCKDDG
B (M) = E

s∼P

[
w1

B′,M ((2, s)) + w2
B′,M ((1, s))

2

]

We can now model our running economic example as a CKDDG. Since the economists are domain experts, they
are expected to know all instances of minimum wage increases that both they and their opponent can reference; so,
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the common knowledge assumption is reasonable. Let H denote the set of historical periods (for specific countries)
that both economists can point to; for example, “USA, 1980-2000” or “Japan, 1960-1980.” Let us suppose that
the politician recognizes 200 such historical periods. The actions potentially available to our economists, then, are

represented by selections of four historical periods: A =

(
H
4

)
. Our politician will thus be expected to supply,

implicitly or explicitly, a roughly 65-million-by-65-million payoff matrix to the economists. As for the scenarios,
suppose the politician believes that there are 40 instances of minimum wage increases among these 200 historical
periods, and suppose the politician believes that either 20% of these increases were associated with improved economic
productivity or 20% of these increases were associated with decreased economic productivity. In other words, suppose
the politician believes that one side can call upon 32 pieces of evidence while the other side can call upon 8 pieces
of evidence. Suppose the politician considers both regimes equally likely and considers any assignment of these
outcomes to historical periods equally likely. Then we can take our anonymized scenarios to represent ways of
choosing 32 pieces of evidence for one side (the desired winner) and 8 pieces of evidence for the other side (the

desired loser): S =

{
(Hw, Hl) ∈

(
H
32

)
×
(
H
8

)
: Hw ∩Hl = ∅

}
. When this CKDDG is unfurled into a CKDG,

each anonymized scenario will be unfurled into two de-anonymized scenarios: one de-anonymized scenario in which
the 32 pieces of evidence show higher economic productivity and the 8 pieces of evidence show lower productivity
and another de-anonymized scenario in which the 32 pieces of evidence show lower productivity and the 8 pieces
of evidence show higher productivity. Since the politician’s prior over scenarios is uniform, P (s) = 1

|S| for all
s ∈ S. Finally, in any scenario, the desired winner can mention any subset of four pieces of evidence supporting the
desired winner and the desired loser can mention any subset of four pieces of evidence supporting the desired loser:

Cw((Hw, Hl)) =

(
Hw

4

)
⊆ A,Cl((Hw, Hl)) =

(
Hl

4

)
⊆ A. With these definitions, (A,S, P,Cw, Cl) specifies a

CKDDG modeling our setup.

We will now introduce another class of debate games, one in which the agents do not necessarily know what actions
are available to each other. We will also jump directly to the distinguishing version of the problem since the error of a
policy is not well-defined for general non-distinguishing private-information debate games1.
Definition 2.10. A private information distinguishing debate game (abbreviated PIDDG) is a tuple (A,S, P,Cw, Cl)
subject to the exact same constraints as a CKDDG.
Definition 2.11. If B is a PIDDG then a B-policy (or simply policy) M is a map from {1, 2} × (A ∪ {δ})2 to [0, 1]
satisfying M(1, a1, a2) +M(2, a1, a2) = 1 for all a1, a2 ∈ A ∪ {δ}.

So far, the definition of PIDDG’s has been identical to the definition of CKDDG’s. The difference between PIDDG’s
and CKDDG’s lies in the way we define the error of a policy. In particular, while a CKDDG gets decomposed into an
even number of normal-form games, a PIDDG gets decomposed into two more intricate Bayesian games:
Definition 2.12. Let B = (A,S, P,Cw, Cl) be a PIDDG and let M be a B-policy. Define G1(B,M) to be the
Bayesian game where agent 1 is the desired winner. Formally, G1(B,M) has agent set {1, 2}, for i ∈ {1, 2} agent
i has action set A ∪ {δ} and type set P(A) (an agent’s type represents the non-default actions they can access). For
a1, a2 ∈ A ∪ {δ}, the utility to agent i of agent 1 playing a1 while having type t1 and agent 2 playing a2 while
having type t2 is M(i, a1, a2) provided that a1 ∈ t1 ∪ {δ}, a2 ∈ t2 ∪ {δ}. If agent i tries to play an unavailable action
(ai /∈ ti ∪ {δ}) but agent −i plays an available action then agent i gets utility 0 and agent −i gets utility 1. If both
agents play unavailable actions then both agents get 1

2 utility. Finally, the joint probability distribution over types is
induced by P where in scenario s ∈ S agent 1 gets type Cw(s) and agent 2 gets type Cl(s).
Definition 2.13. Let B = (A,S, P,Cw, Cl) be a PIDDG and let M be a B-policy. Define G2(B,M) identically to
G1(B,M) except that in scenario s ∈ S, agent 1 gets type Cl(s) and agent 2 gets type Cw(s).

We can again define the error as the probability that the principal’s desired loser actually wins. In particular, the error is
the average of the probability that agent 1 wins when in the Bayesian game where agent 2 should win and the probability
that agent 2 wins when in the Bayesian game where agent 1 should win:
Definition 2.14. If B is a PIDDG and if M is a B-policy then the error of M is:

ePIDDG
B (M) =

v1(G2(B,M)) + v2(G1(B,M))

2

where vi(Gj(B,M)) denotes the value of the game Gj(B,M) to agent i for i, j ∈ {1, 2}.
1We defined the error of a CKDG as the loss of utility induced by being unable to choose the preferred winner on a scenario-by-

scenario basis. In the private-information setting, it’s possible to have multiple equilibria of the Bayesian game between agents 1 and
2 which result in different losses in utility to the principal.

5



Note that the agents know whether they’re in the game where they’re the desired winner. This assumption matters
because knowing whether their opponent is the desired winner or desired loser changes the distribution over available
actions their opponent is likely to possess.

3 Initial Observations

We first present some simple properties of debate games.
Remark 3.1. If the action availability functions Cw, Cl in a PIDDG are injective, then the agents have enough
information to determine the scenario and the PIDDG functions identically to a CKDDG.
Remark 3.2. Each of the error functions is continuous in the policy, and the space of policies is always compact, so for
every instance of any of our three classes of debate games, there is always some policy with the minimum possible error.

Let’s now consider how changes to the setup impact the agents.
Remark 3.3. In any context, if the principal modifies the policy M by increasing M(1, ·, ·) element-wise at the expense
of M(2, ·, ·), then agent 1 cannot be worse off and agent 2 cannot be better off. This is apparent in the CKDG/CKDDG
context because the normal-form game associated with each scenario shifts in favor of agent 1. In the PIDDG context,
changes to M propagate monotonically through the two associated Bayesian games and thus monotonically impact the
values of those games. The symmetric result holds if the principal lowers M(1, ·, ·) and raises M(2, ·, ·).

The situation is more complicated if we try to change action availability:
Remark 3.4. For a CKDG, if we fix a policy and then change a scenario to give an agent more actions, that agent
cannot end up worse off (this follows from the same property being true of the normal-form games associated with each
scenario). Likewise, for a CKDDG, giving the desired winner more actions in an anonymous scenario cannot increase
the error and giving the desired loser more actions cannot decrease it.

This monotonicity fails in the private information case, however, because giving an agent more actions could hinder that
agent’s ability to infer what actions are available to its opponent.
Proposition 3.5. There exist PIDDG’s B = (A,S, P,Cw, Cl) and B′ = (A,S, P,C ′

w, C
′
l) with C ′

w(s) ⊇ Cw(s) and
C ′

l(s) ⊆ Cl(s) for all s ∈ S such that the minimum possible error of a policy for B′ exceeds the minimum possible
error of a policy for B.

Proof. Let A = S = {0, 1, 2}, let P be uniform over S, and define Cw, Cl, C
′
w, C

′
l by Cw(s) = {(s+ 1) mod 3},

C ′
w(s) = A, Cl(s) = C ′

l(s) = {s}. Note that B encodes rock-paper-scissors where the agents can either play
an assigned action or take the default action. There is a policy for B with zero error (where we simply copy the
reward-structure from rock-paper-scissors while punishing any submission of the default action) but the minimum error
for B′ is strictly positive (the desired winner is now blind to the desired loser’s available actions and no policy can
allow agent 1 an action which beats every action of agent 2 and agent 2 an action which beats every action of agent 1).
See appendix A.1 for details.

Let’s now consider the role of randomization in debate games. Our definition of a policy allows agents to win with some
probability for every pair of actions. We may ask whether it’s ever beneficial to avoid declaring an absolute winner for
some pair of actions, and the answer is yes:
Proposition 3.6. There exist CKDG’s, CKDDG’s, and PIDDG’s such that the minimum error of any policy is strictly
less than the minimum error among policies whose image is contained in {0, 1}.

Proof. Consider the CKDDG (A,S, P,Cw, Cl) defined by A = {0, 1, 2, 3}, S = {0, 1, 2, 3, 4}, P (0) = P (1) =
P (2) = 3

10 , P (3) = 6
100 , P (4) = 4

100 , Cw(i) = {(i+1) mod 3} for i ∈ {0, 1, 2}, Cw(3) = {0, 1, 2}, Cw(4) = {3},
Cl(i) = {i} for i ∈ {0, 1, 2}, Cl(3) = {0, 1, 2, 3}, Cl(4) = {0, 1, 2}. Then there exists a policy whose error is strictly
less than the minimum error among policies which map to {0, 1}. For details, see appendix A.2.

We can unfurl our CKDDG to a CKDG. We also have injective action availability functions so our CKDDG behaves
identically to a PIDDG. Thus our result carries over to CKDG’s and PIDDG’s.

Not only does it sometimes benefit the principal to choose a probabilistic policy, it also sometimes benefits the principal
to choose a policy that incentivizes the agents to act probabilistically as well:
Proposition 3.7. There exist CKDG’s, CKDDG’s, and PIDDG’s such that the minimum error of any policy is strictly
less than the minimum error among policies such that the agents use pure strategies in equilibrium.
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Proof. Consider the CKDDG (A,S, P,Cw, Cl) where A = S = {0, 1, 2, 3}, P (0) = P (1) = P (2) = 3
10 , P (3) = 1

10 ,
Cw(i) = {(i+1) mod 3} for i ∈ {0, 1, 2}, Cw(3) = {0, 1, 2}, Cl(i) = {i} for i ∈ {0, 1, 2}, and Cl(3) = {0, 1, 2, 3}.
Then there is a policy whose error is strictly less than the minimum error among policies which incentivize pure strategies.
For details, see appendix A.3.

This CKDDG can be unfurled into a CKDG and it has injective action availability functions so it behaves identically to
a PIDDG. Thus we get the same result for CKDG’s and PIDDG’s.

4 Complexity Results

We begin by showing that we can find the error of any individual policy for any kind of debate game in polynomial time
with respect to the size of the game description:

Proposition 4.1. Given a CKDG B = (A1, A2, S, P, C1, C2, u) and a policy M , we can compute eCKDG
B (M) in

polynomial time.

Proof. If we look at the formula for eCKDG
B (M), we see that since we can easily access u and by extension dB it suffices

to compute wis
B,M (s) for every s ∈ S and for some is ∈ {1, 2}. Computing wis

B,M (s) involves finding the value of a
two-player zero-sum normal-form game with |C1(s)|+ 1 actions for agent 1 and |C2(s)|+ 1 actions for agent 2. We
can thus compute eCKDG

B (M) by finding the values of a polynomial number of polynomial-sized two-player zero-sum
normal-form games, so we can find eCKDG

B (M) in polynomial time.

Proposition 4.2. Given a CKDDG B = (A,S, P,Cw, Cl) and a policy M , we can compute eCKDDG
B (M) in polynomial

time.

Proof. If B′ is the CKDG induced by B then the size of B′ is polynomial (indeed linear) in the size of B so
eCKDDG
B (M) = eCKDG

B′ (M) can be computed in polynomial time.

Proposition 4.3. Given a PIDDG B = (A,S, P,Cw, Cl) and a policy M , we can compute ePIDDG
B (M) in polynomial

time.

Proof. ePIDDG
B (M) is the average of the values of two two-player zero-sum Bayesian games. These two-player zero-sum

Bayesian games both have description lengths polynomial in the description lengths of B,M so we can compute their
values in polynomial time using two polynomial-sized linear programs.

While evaluating the error of an individual policy is important, we are more likely to care about optimizing over policies
to minimize the error. Unfortunately, for this kind of problem we derive several hardness results. In particular, we
prove that it is NP-complete to determine whether a CKDG, CKDDG, or PIDDG has a policy with zero error (hereafter
called a perfect policy). Note that this hardness result extends to computing the minimum possible error and finding a
minimizing policy in the natural way.

Let’s start by considering CKDG’s with injective action availability functions (we add this injectivity constraint to aid
the jump from CKDDG hardness to PIDDG hardness later on):

Lemma 4.4. It’s NP-hard to determine whether a CKDG with injective action availability functions has a perfect
policy.

Proof. Let’s reduce from SAT. Suppose x1, ..., xn are variables and suppose that for every i ∈ {1, ...,m}, Ki =∨
j∈Ji

(ni,j ⊕ xj) is a clause where Ji ⊆ {1, ..., n} and ni,j ∈ {⊥,⊤} for all j ∈ Ji. Without loss of generality we can

assume that there is at least one clause, no two clauses are identical, and each clause references at least two distinct
variables. Let’s build a CKDG (A1, A2, S, P, C1, C2, u) with A1 = {1, ..., n}×{⊥,⊤}, A2 = {1, ...,m}×{1, ..., n},
S = ({1} × {1, ..., n}) ∪ ({2} × {1, ...,m}), and P uniform over S. We can let C1((1, k)) = {(k,⊥), (k,⊤)} and
C2((1, k)) = {1, ...,m} × {k}. We can let C1((2, k)) = {(j,¬nk,j) : j ∈ Jk} and C2((2, k)) = {k} × Jk. Finally,
we can let u(p, (w, k)) be 1 if p = w and 0 otherwise.

This CKDG has a perfect policy if and only if K1 ∧ ... ∧ Km is satisfiable. Intuitively, if x1, ..., xn is a satisfying

assignment for K1 ∧ ... ∧Km then the policy M(1, a1, a2) =

{
1 ∃i, j[a1 = (j, xj) ∧ a2 = (i, j)]

0 otherwise
is perfect (if the

row player is the desired favorite in a variable-indexed scenario then they can play their variable and its value, if the
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column player is the desired favorite in a clause-indexed scenario then they can play their clause and the variable whose
literal makes the clause satisfied). Furthermore, any perfect policy must closely resemble this construction. For a
detailed proof, see appendix B.1. Furthermore, C1 and C2 are injective as is also argued in appendix B.1.

Now we can show the same result for CKDDG’s:

Lemma 4.5. It’s NP-hard to determine whether a CKDDG with injective action availability functions has a perfect
policy.

Proof. Let’s reduce from determining whether a CKDG with injective action availability functions has a perfect
policy (which we know to be NP-hard by Lemma 4.4). Suppose (A1, A2, S, P, C1, C2, u) is a CKDG where C1, C2

are injective. Consider the set of scenarios which sometimes occur and on which we are not indifferent, S′ =
{s′ ∈ S : P (s′) > 0 ∧ u(1, s′) ̸= u(2, s′)}. If S′ = ∅ then every policy for our original CKDG is perfect. Otherwise,
consider the CKDDG (A,S′, P ′, Cw, Cl) where A = ({1} × (A1 ∪ {δ})) ∪ ({2} × (A2 ∪ {δ})), P ′ is uniform over
S′, and for s′ ∈ S′ if u(1, s′) > u(2, s′) then Cw(s

′) = {1} × (C1(s
′) ∪ {δ}), Cl(s

′) = {2} × (C2(s
′) ∪ {δ}) but if

u(1, s′) < u(2, s′) then Cw(s
′) = {2} × (C2(s

′) ∪ {δ}), Cl(s
′) = {1} × (C1(s

′) ∪ {δ}). There is a perfect policy for
this new CKDDG if and only if there is a perfect policy for the original CKDG. Furthermore, Cw and Cl are injective.
For proofs of these claims, see appendix B.2.

Finally, we are ready to prove NP-completeness for all of our problems:

Theorem 4.6. It’s NP-complete to determine whether a CKDG, CKDDG, or PIDDG has a perfect policy.

Proof. Lemma 4.5 tells us that it’s NP-hard to tell whether a CKDDG with injective action availability functions has a
perfect policy. However, Remark 3.1 tells us that such a CKDDG behaves identically to a PIDDG (as the available
actions reveal everything). Thus it’s NP-hard to tell whether a PIDDG with injective action availability functions has a
perfect policy. As a result, we have special cases of CKDDG’s and PIDDG’s where it’s NP-hard to tell whether perfect
policies exist, so it’s also hard for CKDG’s which generalize CKDDG’s.

Finally, policies can be expressed in polynomial space so Propositions 4.1, 4.2, and 4.3 show that evaluating the error of
a given policy can be done in polynomial time, so we have membership in NP as well.

5 Error Bounds

In spite of the hardness results, finding policies with extremely low error is often feasible if we expect the agent we
want to win to possess many more actions than the agent we want to lose.

Let’s begin with the CKDDG case. We will consider policies which randomly highlight actions for both agents and
which force agents to play available actions that are highlighted. We will consider randomly assigning a winner to
each pair of highlighted actions. To see why this technique is promising, suppose that in some scenario the desired
loser has access to 100 actions and the desired winner has access to 10, 000 actions. Suppose we highlight actions with
probability 0.01 and suppose that our desired loser ends up with 1 highlighted action and the desired winner ends up
with 100 highlighted actions. Then if our policy favors the desired winner on any of the 100 intersection points between
highlighted available actions, the desired winner can guarantee a victory. In this case, the probability that our policy
would favor the desired loser is only 2−100. Note that this reasoning requires that the desired winner knows both the
policy and the desired loser’s available actions.

Theorem 5.1. Suppose that (A,S, P,Cw, Cl) is a CKDDG and suppose that m,n ∈ N+, ε ∈ [0, 1] are such that if s
is sampled from S according to P then the probability that |Cw(s)| < m or that |Cl(s)| > n is at most ε. Suppose
m > n and define r = m

n . Let α ∈ (0, 1] and let k, l ∈ N+. Let (µi)
k
i=1 be a non-increasing sequence of elements of

(0, 1] and let (νj)
l
j=1 be a non-decreasing sequence of elements of

[
α

log2(r)
,∞
)

. For every i ∈ {1, ..., k}, j ∈ {1, ..., l}

define θi,j = e−µiαr
1−νj , ζi = e−αr

(
e
µi

)µiαr

, and ξj = e−αr
−νj log2

(
νj log2(r)

eα

)
. Further define ζ0 = ξ0 = 1. Then

there exists a policy with error at most
∑k

i=1

∑l
j=1 θi,jζi−1ξj−1 + ζk + ξl + ε.
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a b c d e f δ

a 0 1
2 0 0 1

2
1
2

1
2

b 1 1 0 1 1 1 1

c 0 1
2 0 0 1

2
1
2

1
2

d 0 1 1 0 1 1 1

e 0 1
2 0 0 1

2
1
2

1
2

f 0 1
2 0 0 1

2
1
2

1
2

δ 0 1
2 0 0 1

2
1
2

1
2

Table 1: An illustration of the payoff matrix for agent 1 (represented as the row player) under the kind
of policy generated by the procedure from the proof of Theorem 5.1. Here A = {a, b, c, d, e, f}, H =
{(1, b), (1, d), (2, a), (2, c), (2, d)},mb,a = 1,mb,c = 2,mb,d = 1,md,a = 2,md,c = 1,md,d = 2. The high-
lighted actions H are depicted in gray. The available actions in a given scenario are not depicted.

For example, in our running economic example, we have |Cw(s)| =
(
32
4

)
and |Cl(s)| =

(
8
4

)
for every anonymized

scenario s ∈ S. We can thus choose r =

(
32
4

)
(
8
4

) = 3596
7 and ε = 0 in the theorem statement above. If we consider

α = 0.315392 then we can find valid k, l, (µi)
k
i=1, (νj)

l
j=1 such that

∑k
i=1

∑l
j=1 θi,jζi−1ξj−1 + ζk + ξl ≤ 0.000035,

meaning that our politician can choose the economist who was supported by more historical precedent with at least
99.99% accuracy. For details, see appendix C. According to our following proof construction, the politician will

sample a policy by independently highlighting each of the 2 ·
(
200
4

)
= 129369900 player-action pairs with probability

α(
8
4

) = 0.0045056.

Proof. Let’s create a procedure for randomly generating policies such that the average error of the policies generated
by this procedure is at most our bound. Let’s “highlight” some subset H of {1, 2} ×A where each element is chosen
independently with probability β = α

n . For every a1 ∈ A with (1, a1) ∈ H and for every a2 ∈ A with (2, a2) ∈ H ,
choose ma1,a2 ∈ {1, 2} uniformly at random.

We can now define our policy M : if the agents play actions a1, a2 with (1, a1), (2, a2) ∈ H then agent ma1,a2
wins. If

only one agent plays a highlighted action then that agent wins, and if neither agent plays a highlighted action then both
win with probability 1

2 . Note that if both agents can access a highlighted action, the outcome will be determined by the
sub-grid of highlighted actions.

To compute the average error of M , we would naively generate a policy M as described, sample an anonymous scenario
from S, flip a coin to decide the order of the agents, and then compute the probability of the principal rewarding
the wrong agent. Equivalently, though, we can sample an anonymous scenario and decide the ordering of the agents
first, then highlight our actions, then decide which agent to favor if both play highlighted actions, then compute the
probability of the principal rewarding the wrong agent. Let’s consider those last two steps together: suppose we fix the
set of highlighted actions that the desired winner can access (say, Bw ̸= ∅) and we do the same for the desired loser
(denoted Bl ̸= ∅). Let’s upper bound the probability that the desired loser wins by upper bounding the probability
that the desired winner lacks a single highlighted action which guarantees a win against all of the desired loser’s
highlighted actions. The probability that any one of the desired winner’s highlighted actions beats all of the desired
loser’s highlighted actions is 2−|Bl|, so the probability that every one of the desired winner’s highlighted actions fails to
guarantee a win is

(
1− 2−|Bl|

)|Bw|
. Note by inspection that this formula continues to hold if any of Bw, Bl are empty.

Let’s now take another step back and consider the distribution of |Bw|, |Bl| for a fixed anonymous scenario s ∈ S
and a fixed desired winner i ∈ {1, 2}. By our procedure for choosing H , |Bw| follows a binomial distribution
with |Cw(s)| samples and a success probability of β while |Bl| follows a binomial distribution with |Cl(s)| sam-
ples and a success probability of β. Furthermore, |Bw| and |Bl| are independent. Thus, conditional on being in
anonymous scenario s (note that i doesn’t matter), the probability of the desired loser winning is upper bounded by
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E
X∼B(|Cw(s)|,β)
Y∼B(|Cl(s)|,β)

[(
1− 2−Y

)X]
. Finally we can take the expectation over anonymous scenarios to see that some policy

has error at most E
s∼P

 E
X∼B(|Cw(s)|,β)
Y∼B(|Cl(s)|,β)

[(
1− 2−Y

)X].

We know that |Cw(s)| < m or |Cl(s)| > n with probability at most ε; thus, if we define S′ = {s ∈ S : |Cw(s)| ≥

m, |Cl(s)| ≤ n} then our bound becomes
∑
s∈S′

[
P (s) E

X,Y

[(
1− 2−Y

)X]]
+ε. Let’s now focus on the inner expectation

and for every i ∈ {1, ..., k}, j ∈ {1, ..., l} let’s define the event Ei,j to say X ∈ [µiβm, µi−1βm) (or [µ1βm,∞) if
i = 1) and to say Y ∈ (νj−1 log2(r), νj log2(r)] (or (−∞, ν1 log2(r)] if j = 1). Conditional on witnessing event Ei,j

we have:

(1− 2−Y )X ≤ e−X2−Y

≤ e−µiβm2−νj log2(r)

= θi,j

Thus our inner expectation is bounded by:

k∑
i=1

l∑
j=1

θi,j P
X,Y

[Ei,j ] + P
X,Y

⋂
i,j

Ec
i,j


A standard tail bounding argument shows that PX,Y [Ei,j ] ≤ ζi−1ξj−1 and that PX,Y

[⋂
i,j E

c
i,j

]
≤ ζk + ξl for all

s ∈ S′. For details, see appendix D. We can now pull the upper bound on our inner expectation outside the sum over s.
Since

∑
s∈S′ P (s) ≤ 1, we get our desired result.

Corollary 5.2. Suppose that (A,S, P,Cw, Cl) is a CKDDG and suppose that m,n ∈ N+ are such that |Cl(s)| ≤
n, |Cw(s)| ≥ m for all s ∈ S. Then there is a policy whose error is bounded by a function of m

n which decays faster
than the reciprocal of any polynomial.

Proof. Let’s define r = m
n as in Theorem 5.1. If we apply Theorem 5.1 with α = 1, k = l = 1, µ1 = ν1 = 1

2 (note that

we need r ≥ 4 to ensure ν1 ≥ α
log2(r)

) and simplify then we get an upper bound of e−
√

r
2 +

(
e
2

)− r
2 + 1

er
− log4

(
log4(r)

e

)
which decays faster than the reciprocal of any polynomial.

We now turn our attention to PIDDG’s. Here we can again find good policies for broad classes of problems, though the
error does not decay as dramatically as with CKDDG’s. To understand the construction, suppose there is a scenario
in a PIDDG where the desired loser has access to 100 actions and the desired winner has access to 10, 000 actions.
The principal can randomly rank all agent-action pairs and declare that whichever agent plays an action with a higher
agent-action ranking wins. Whichever agent has an available action with the highest agent-action ranking among all
available actions can guarantee themselves a win. The probability that the desired loser is this agent is 100

100+10,000 = 1
101 .

Note that this reasoning only requires the desired winner to know the ranking from the policy, not the desired loser’s
available actions. Let’s now state and prove the general version:
Theorem 5.3. Any PIDDG (A,S, P,Cw, Cl) has a policy with error at most

E
s∼P

[{
|Cl(s)|

|Cw(s)|+|Cl(s)| Cw(s) ∪ Cl(s) ̸= ∅
1
2 Cw(s) ∪ Cl(s) = ∅

]
.

Proof. As before, let’s consider a random family of policies and argue that the average error of our policies is at most
our desired bound. Let’s uniformly randomly select an injection σ : {1, 2} ×A → {1, ..., 2|A|} (in other words, rank

the agent-action pairs). Define σ′ : {1, 2} × (A ∪ {δ}) → {0, ..., 2|A|} via σ′(i, a) =

{
σ(i, a) a ∈ A

0 a = δ
. Let’s define

the policy Mσ′ so that if agent 1 plays a1 and if agent 2 plays a2 then Mσ′ rules in favor of whichever agent has a
higher value of σ′(i, ai) (and rewards both with probability 1

2 if σ′(1, a1) = σ′(2, a2), i.e. if a1 = a2 = δ). Note that
the optimal behavior for an agent does not depend on the other agent’s strategy or available actions.

To evaluate the average error of such a policy, let’s do the same trick of exchanging the order of our expectations:
first select an anonymous scenario s ∈ S and an ordering of the agents, then determine the probability that a random
policy will reward the wrong agent. If neither agent has any non-trivial actions then the desired loser has a 1

2 chance of
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winning, otherwise there will be |Cw(s)|+ |Cl(s)| valid agent-action pairs of which |Cl(s)| belong to the desired loser
so there is a |Cl(s)|

|Cw(s)|+|Cl(s)| chance that the desired loser ends up with the highest-ranked agent-action pair. Thus the

expected error of a policy in this family is exactly E
s∼P

[{
|Cl(s)|

|Cw(s)|+|Cl(s)| Cw(s) ∪ Cl(s) ̸= ∅
1
2 Cw(s) ∪ Cl(s) = ∅

]
, showing that some

policy has an error this low.

Remark 5.4. The bound from Theorem 5.3 also holds for CKDDG’s and the proof is identical. However, Theorem 5.3
gives us an asymptotically weaker result than Theorem 5.1.

We might hope that we could improve Theorem 5.3 with a cleverer technique to approach the faster-than-reciprocal-
of-any-polynomial decay of Theorem 5.1. Unfortunately this is not possible in full generality: we can find a PIDDG
such that the minimum error decays proportionally to the inverse of the ratio of the number of available actions for the
desired winner to the number of available actions for the desired loser.

Theorem 5.5. Suppose m,n ∈ N+ with m ≥ n. Then there exists a PIDDG B = (A,S, P,Cw, Cl) such that
|Cw(s)| ≥ m, |Cl(s)| ≤ n for all s ∈ S but ePIDDG

B (M) ≥ n
2m for all policies M .

Proof. Let A = {1, ...,m} and S =

(
A
n

)
. Let’s fix P to be uniform over S and let’s define Cw(s) = A,Cl(s) = s

for all s ∈ S. Suppose M is a policy for this PIDDG.

ePIDDG
B (M) is the average of two quantities: the probability that agent 1 wins while being the desired loser and the

probability that agent 2 wins while being the desired loser. For the first case, suppose ql1 : S → (A ∪ {δ}) → [0, 1]
denotes the mixed strategy of agent 1 in a given scenario and suppose qw2 : (A ∪ {δ}) → [0, 1] denotes the mixed
strategy of agent 2 – note that agent 2 always gets every action and thus cannot infer anything about which scenario is
unfolding. Suppose agent 1’s strategy is only supported on actions that they are permitted to use. Then the average

win rate for agent 1 is E
s∼P

[(
ql1(s)

)⊺
M(1, ·, ·)qw2

]
=
(

E
s∼P

[
ql1(s)

])⊺
M(1, ·, ·)qw2 . Likewise, if agent 2 is the desired

loser then they will win with probability (qw1 )
⊺
M(2, ·, ·) E

s∼P

[
ql2(s)

]
where qw1 , q

l
2 are defined symmetrically to qw2 , q

l
1.

Now, let’s construct some strategies for the desired losers to lower bound the error that they can guarantee. Momentarily
pretend that we’re in a new scenario where agents 1 and 2 have access to every possible action and define q∗1 , q

∗
2 : (A ∪

{δ}) → [0, 1] to be resulting Nash equilibrium strategies. Now, for every i ∈ {1, 2} define qli so that qli(s, a) = q∗i (a)
if a ∈ s, qli(s, a) = 0 if a ∈ A \ s, and qli(s, δ) = q∗i (δ) +

∑
b∈A\s q

∗
i (b). For every action a ∈ A, exactly n

m of the
scenarios include a so E

s∼P

[
qli(s, a)

]
= n

mq∗i (a). We clearly have E
s∼P

[
qli(s, δ)

]
≥ q∗i (δ) ≥ n

mq∗i (δ) so:(
E

s∼P

[
ql1(s)

])⊺
M(1, ·, ·)qw2 ≥

( n

m
q∗1

)⊺
M(1, ·, ·)qw2

(qw1 )
⊺
M(2, ·, ·) E

s∼P

[
ql2(s)

]
≥ (qw1 )

⊺
M(2, ·, ·) n

m
q∗2

Now, since q∗1 , q
∗
2 are Nash equilibria we have:

(q∗1)
⊺
M(1, ·, ·)qw2 ≥ (q∗1)

⊺
M(1, ·, ·)q∗2

(qw1 )
⊺
M(2, ·, ·)q∗2 ≥ (q∗1)

⊺
M(2, ·, ·)q∗2

Thus the error of M is at least:
n
m (q∗1)

⊺
M(1, ·, ·)q∗2 + n

m (q∗1)
⊺
M(2, ·, ·)q∗2

2
=

n

2m

Although the details of this example are inconsequential, the proof technique generalizes: we may take a debate game,
consider a new scenario which isn’t present in the given debate game, examine the strategies that the agents would
adopt if they were faced with this hypothetical scenario, and then understand the behavior of the agents in the real
scenarios in terms of their hypothetical behavior in this hypothetical scenario.

Remark 5.6. We might ask whether we can attain a lower bound similar to Theorem 5.5 in the CKDDG case. Indeed
we can: see appendix E.
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6 Future research

Our results could be generalized in a number of directions. For example, many of our results apply to distinguishing
debate games, but there are likely analogues in settings where the two agents do not have the same set of actions. One
could also consider debates between three or more agents. Additionally, one could consider trying to optimize debate in
a more iterated setting where the principal wishes to minimize the cost of running the debate protocol by terminating it
as early as possible. Another natural question is whether there are any special cases of debate games where the principal
can compute an optimal policy in polynomial time.

One particularly interesting direction involves looking at situations in which the principal cannot enforce whatever
policy they wish. For example, suppose agents 1 and 2 are playing an extensive-form perfect information game where
agent 1 either moves left or right and then agent 2 either moves left or right. For any fixed payoffs at the leaves of this
extensive-form game, we can convert this extensive-form game into a normal-form game where agent 1 has two actions
and agent 2 has four actions. In this case, the map from choices of utilities at the leaves of our extensive-form game to
payoff matrices in the normal-form game is not surjective. For example, the principal cannot reward agent 1 if agent 1
goes left and agent 2 always goes left but also reward agent 2 if agent 1 goes left and agent 2 does whatever agent 1
did: agent 2 changed their action in the normal-form game (i.e. their pure strategy in the extensive-form game) but
only in a way that differs on a branch that the principal never sees. Given that in many real-world games the principal
cannot enforce whatever policy they wish, the question remains as to whether error bounds can be proven under such
constraints.

Another particularly interesting direction involves examining debate games which are too big to specify. Are there
natural ways to concisely represent debate games, especially in settings where the number of actions and/or scenarios is
exponential in some other parameter? In this case, even our algorithms for evaluating a policy will require exponential
time. What are good algorithms for reasoning about these representations? Let’s draw particular attention to the plight
of the agents when handed a compressed representation of a policy. When can the principal expect the agents to respond
near-optimally? All of these questions merit further examination.
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0 1 2 3 δ

0 1
2 0 1 1

2 1

1 1 1
2 0 1

2 1

2 0 1 1
2

1
2 1

3 1
2

1
2

1
2

1
2 1

δ 0 0 0 0 1
2

Table 2: The payoffs for agent 1 (represented as the row player) under the policy M referenced in the proof of
Proposition 3.6.

A Proof Completions of Initial Observations

A.1 Proposition 3.5 Proof Completion

To show more explicitly that B has a policy with zero error, consider the policy M : {1, 2} × {0, 1, 2, δ}2 → [0, 1]
defined by:

M(i, a1, a2) =



1 a1, a2 ∈ {0, 1, 2}, ai = (a−i + 1) mod 3

0 a1, a2 ∈ {0, 1, 2}, ai = (a−i − 1) mod 3
1
2 a1, a2 ∈ {0, 1, 2}, a1 = a2
1 ai ∈ {0, 1, 2}, a−i = δ

0 ai = δ, a−i ∈ {0, 1, 2}
1
2 a1 = a2 = δ

Lastly, let’s note that not only can we say that every policy for B′ has strictly positive error, we furthermore know
that every policy for B′ has error at least 1

6 . We get this lower bound from Theorem 5.5: B′ is exactly the PIDDG
constructed in the proof of Theorem 5.5 when m = 3, n = 1.

A.2 Proposition 3.6 Proof Completion

To show that our CKDDG has a policy whose error is strictly less than the minimum error among policies which map
to {0, 1}, consider the policy M : {1, 2} × {0, 1, 2, 3, δ}2 → [0, 1] where M(1, ·, ·) is given by Table 2. M has zero
error in anonymous scenarios 0, 1, 2. In anonymous scenario 3, the value for the desired loser is 1

2 (the desired loser
can guarantee at least 1

2 by playing action 3 while the desired winner can guarantee at most 1
2 by uniformly playing

{0, 1, 2}). In anonymous scenario 4, the value for the desired loser is also 1
2 (the desired loser can guarantee at least 1

2

by uniformly mixing over {0, 1, 2} and the desired winner can guarantee at most 1
2 by playing action 3). Thus the error

of M is 1
2 · 6

100 + 1
2 · 4

100 = 0.05.

Let’s now show that every policy mapping to {0, 1} has an error of at least 0.056. To do this, suppose M{0,1} :

{1, 2} × {0, 1, 2, 3, δ}2 → {0, 1} is arbitrary. Let {1, 2} × {0, 1, 2, 3, 4} be the de-anonymized scenarios in the CKDG
induced by our CKDDG.

I first claim that if M{0,1} has error less than 3
40 then M{0,1}(1, ·, ·) must take on the values listed in Table 3. To see

why, note that if the error is less than 3
40 then for every de-anonymized scenario in {1, 2} × {0, 1, 2} the desired winner

must have an action to play which wins against both actions the desired loser can play (for anonymized scenarios 0, 1, 2,
both sides get a single non-default action). If this were not the case then for both of the desired winner’s actions, at least
one action of the desired loser would favor the desired loser. The desired loser could then play each of their actions
with 1

2 probability to guarantee an error of at least 1
2 · 3

20 = 3
40 .

Next, I claim that for every de-anonymized scenario, this action of the desired winner which beats both of the desired
loser’s actions must be the non-default action. To see why, again suppose towards a contradiction that in de-anonymized
scenario (w, i) (for w ∈ {1, 2}, i ∈ {0, 1, 2}), M{0,1} favors agent w when agent w plays δ and when agent −w plays
either i or δ. Now, in the de-anonymized scenario (−w, (i− 1) mod 3), agent w (now the desired loser) can again
play δ to guarantee a win, thus resulting in an error of at least 3

20 . Thus for de-anonymized scenarios {1, 2} × {0, 1, 2},
M{0,1} must favor the desired winner whenever the desired winner plays their non-default action. Thus M{0,1} must be
of the form depicted in Table 3 if the error of M{0,1} is less than 3

40 .
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0 1 2 3 δ

0 0 1 1

1 1 0 1

2 0 1 1

3
δ 0 0 0

Table 3: If M{0,1} has error less than 3
40 then the payoffs for agent 1 (represented as the row player) must take on the

values listed.

Now, conditional on M{0,1} having the form described in Table 3, I claim that the error of M{0,1} is at least 0.056. To
see this, let’s partition the other de-anonymized scenarios into D1 = {(1, 3), (2, 4)} and D2 = {(2, 3), (1, 4)}. I claim
that the contribution to the error from D1 is at least 0.028. To see this, let’s case on the values of:

x = M{0,1}(1, δ, 3)

y = max(M{0,1}(1, 0, 3),M{0,1}(1, 1, 3),M{0,1}(1, 2, 3))

• If x = 0 and y = 0 then agent 2 can always win de-anonymized scenario (1, 3) by playing action 3. Thus the
error from D1 is at least 3

100 .

• If x = 0 and y = 1 then agent 2 can win with probability at least 1
3 in de-anonymized scenario (1, 3) by

uniformly mixing over actions {0, 1, 2}. Furthermore, agent 1 can guarantee a win outright in de-anonymized
scenario (2, 4) by playing one of the actions in {0, 1, 2} that caused y = 1. Thus the error from D1 is at least
1
3 · 3

100 + 2
100 = 3

100 .

• If x = 1 and y = 0 then agent 2 can win de-anonymized scenario (1, 3) with probability at least 3
5 by playing

actions 0, 1, 2 with probability 1
5 each and playing action 3 with probability 2

5 . Meanwhile, agent 1 can win
de-anonymized scenario (2, 4) with probability at least 1

2 by playing action 0 with probability 1
2 and action δ

with probability 1
2 . Thus the error from D1 is at least 3

5 · 3
100 + 1

2 · 2
100 = 28

1000 .

• If x = 1 and y = 1 then the analysis is identical to the case where x = 0, y = 1 and the error from D1 is at
least 3

100 .

We thus see that the error from D1 is at least 28
1000 in all cases. An entirely symmetric analysis shows that the error from

D2 is also at least 28
1000 . Thus, the overall error is at least 56

1000 .

We have thus shown that if the error of M{0,1} is less than 3
40 = 75

1000 then M{0,1} must resemble Table 3 and thus have
error at least 56

1000 , showing that no policy mapping to {0, 1} can have error below 0.056.

A.3 Proposition 3.7 Proof Completion

To show that our CKDDG has a policy whose error is strictly less than the minimum error among policies which
incentivize pure strategies, again consider the policy M described in Table 2. As before, scenarios 0, 1, 2 contribute no
error while in scenario 3 the desired loser can win half of the time. Thus the error of M is again 1

2 · 1
10 = 0.05.

Let’s show that every policy which incentivizes pure strategies has an error of at least 0.1. Suppose Mps : {1, 2} ×
{0, 1, 2, 3, δ}2 → [0, 1] is a policy such that in every de-anonymized scenario there is a pure-strategy Nash equilibrium
for the two agents. For each de-anonymized scenario (w, s) with w ∈ {1, 2}, s ∈ {0, 1, 2, 3}, pick such a pure-strategy
Nash equilibrium and define bi(w, s) ∈ {0, 1, 2, 3, δ} to be the action performed by agent i ∈ {1, 2} in this Nash
equilibrium.

Now, let’s examine b1(1, 3) ∈ {0, 1, 2, δ}. We can always find some scenario s1 ∈ {0, 1, 2} such that b1(1, 3) ∈
Cl(s1)∪{δ} (if b1(1, 3) ̸= δ then s1 = b1(1, 3) works, if b1(1, 3) = δ then any s1 will suffice). We have Cw(s1)∪{δ} ⊆
{0, 1, 2, 3, δ} = Cl(3) ∪ {δ} so the probability that agent 1 wins in de-anonymized scenario (1, 3) is at most the
probability that agent 1 wins in de-anonymized scenario (2, s1) (because in de-anonymized scenario (2, s1) agent 1 can
again play action b1(1, 3) and agent 2’s ability to respond is no better). A symmetric argument shows that we can find
s2 ∈ {0, 1, 2} such that the probability that agent 2 wins in de-anonymized scenario (2, 3) is at most the probability
that agent 2 wins in de-anonymized scenario (1, s2).

15



Let p1 ∈ [0, 1] denote the probability that agent 1 wins in de-anonymized scenario (1, 3) and let p2 ∈ [0, 1] denote the
probability that agent 2 wins in de-anonymized scenario (2, 3). We have thus demonstrated that the error of Mps is at
least:

(1− p1) ·
1

20
+ p1 ·

3

20
+ (1− p2) ·

1

20
+ p2 ·

3

20

=
1

10
+

1

10
p1 +

1

10
p2

≥ 1

10
Thus our result holds.

B Hardness Proof Details

B.1 Lemma 4.5 Proof Completion

Let’s show that if there is a satisfying assignment then our CKDG has a perfect policy, that if our CKDG has a perfect
policy then there is a satisfying assignment, that C1 is injective, and that C2 is injective.

• To show that if there is a satisfying assignment then our CKDG has a perfect policy, suppose x1, ..., xn ∈
{⊥,⊤} is a satisfying assignment for K1 ∧ ... ∧Km. Consider the policy defined by:

M(1, a1, a2) =

{
1 ∃i, j[a1 = (j, xj) ∧ a2 = (i, j)]

0 otherwise

In the scenarios where we want agent 1 to win (indexed by variables), agent 1 can take the action specified by
that variable’s value in the satisfying assignment. In the scenarios where we want agent 2 to win (indexed by
clauses), agent 2 can take the action corresponding to the literal rendering that clause true. Thus M is a perfect
policy.

• To show that if our CKDG has a perfect policy then there is a satisfying assignment, suppose M is a policy
with zero error. Then for every scenario, there must be an action our desired winner can take such that the
policy always favors them no matter the action by the desired loser (a perfect action). Let b1 : {1, ..., n} → A1

denote such a choice of perfect action for each of the scenarios in which agent 1 is the desired winner and
let b2 : {1, ...,m} → A2 denote the same for when agent 2 is the desired winner. For every j ∈ {1, ..., n}
set xj = ⊥ if b1(j) = (j,⊥), xj = ⊤ if b1(j) = (j,⊤), and set xj arbitrarily if b1(j) = δ (note that these
are our only options). I claim that we have found a satisfying assignment for K1 ∧ ... ∧Km. To see why,
let’s examine Ki for i ∈ {1, ..,m}. We must have b2(i) ∈ ({i} × Ji) ∪ {δ}. If b2(i) = (i, j) then variable
xj must make Ki true – we cannot have b1(j) = δ because then b2(i) wouldn’t be a perfect action so we
must have b1(j) = (j, xj) so the only way for our policy to favor agent 1 on ((j, xj), (i, j)) but agent 2 on
((j,¬ni,j), (i, j)) is if xj ̸= ¬ni,j so xj = ni,j so Ki = ⊤. Furthermore, if b2(i) = δ then every variable
must render Ki true because if a single one didn’t then again our perfect actions would conflict. Thus if M is
a policy with zero error then our formula is satisfiable.

• To see that C1 is injective, let’s start off by arguing that observing C1(s) allows us to determine whether agent
1 is supposed to win in scenario s. If agent 1 should win then their action set will only reference a single
variable, but if agent 2 should win then their action set will reference at least two distinct variables. If agent 1
should win then we can determine the scenario by looking at which variable gets referenced. If agent 2 should
win then our given action set allows us to determine the variables used in the clause and the state of their
negations, which we’ve stated is enough to uniquely determine the clause. Thus C1 is injective.

• To see that C2 is injective, again note that given C2(s) we can determine which agent is the desired winner. If
agent 1 is the desired winner then we will get exactly one action per clause but if agent 2 is the desired winner
then we will get at least two actions per clause (clauses reference at least two variables and there is at least one
clause). If agent 1 is the desired winner then we can look at which variable we’re getting access to in each
clause. If agent 2 is the desired winner then we can look at which clause all of our actions are coming from.
Thus C2 is also injective.

B.2 Lemma 4.6 Proof Completion

We have four remaining tasks: showing that if the CKDG has a perfect policy then so does the CKDDG, showing that if
the CKDDG has a perfect policy then so does the CKDG, and showing that Cw, Cl are injective.
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• To show that if the CKDG has a perfect policy then so does the CKDDG, suppose M : {1, 2} × (A1 ∪ {δ})×
(A2 ∪ {δ}) → [0, 1] is a perfect policy for our CKDG. Now, define M ′ : {1, 2} × (A ∪ {δ})2 → [0, 1] so that
for all a1, b1 ∈ A1 ∪ {δ}, a2, b2 ∈ A2 ∪ {δ}:

M ′(1, (1, a1), (1, b1)) =
1

2
M ′(1, (1, a1), (2, a2)) = M(1, a1, a2)

M ′(1, (1, a1), δ) = 1

M ′(1, (2, a2), (1, a1)) = M(2, a1, a2)

M ′(1, (2, a2), (2, b2)) =
1

2
M ′(1, (2, a2), δ) = 1

M ′(1, δ, (1, a1)) = 0

M ′(1, δ, (2, a2)) = 0

M ′(1, δ, δ) =
1

2

I claim that M ′ is a perfect policy for our CKDDG. To show this, suppose s′ ∈ S′ and suppose w ∈ {1, 2}
is the desired winner of a non-anonymous scenario in the unfurled version of our CKDDG. Let’s define

is′ =

{
1 u(1, s′) > u(2, s′)

2 u(2, s′) > u(1, s′)
(we cannot have equality since s′ ∈ S′). Since M is perfect and since s′

occurred in our original CKDG with non-zero probability, agent is′ must have had an action to play which
beat every action agent −is′ could play. Let’s say that a(s′) ∈ Ais′ ∪ {δ} denotes this action. Now, if agent w
performs action (is′ , a(s

′)) in our CKDDG, they are guaranteed to win our non-anonymized scenario (this can
be seen by casework on w and is′ ). Thus M ′ is a perfect policy for our CKDDG.

• To show that if the CKDDG has a perfect policy then so does the CKDG, suppose M ′ : {1, 2}× (A∪{δ})2 →
[0, 1] is a perfect policy for our CKDDG. This means that for every non-anonymized scenario, the desired
winner must be able to take an action which beats every available action of the desired loser. Let’s say that
b : {1, 2} × S′ → A ∪ {δ} takes in a non-anonymized scenario and outputs such an action.

For every s′ ∈ S′, let’s define is′ =

{
1 u(1, s′) > u(2, s′)

2 u(2, s′) > u(1, s′)
as in the previous part. Now, I claim that there

exists j ∈ {1, 2} such that for all s′ ∈ S′, if is′ = j, then b(j, s′) /∈ {(j, δ), δ} (note that it’s very possible for
both 1 and 2 to satisfy this property, in that case j is defined arbitrarily). To prove this statement, suppose
towards a contradiction that there exists s′1 ∈ S′ with is′1 = 1 and b(1, s′1) ∈ {(1, δ), δ} and also that there
exists s′2 ∈ S′ with is′2 = 2 and b(2, s′2) ∈ {(2, δ), δ}. In the non-anonymized scenario (1, s′1) the desired
loser (agent 2) has access to b(2, s′2) and in the non-anonymized scenario (2, s′2) the desired loser (agent
1) has access to b(1, s′1). Since these actions are perfect we must have M ′(1, b(1, s′1), b(2, s

′
2)) = 1 and

M ′(2, b(1, s′1), b(2, s
′
2)) = 1, contradiction. Thus j ∈ {1, 2} exists.

Now we are ready to construct a perfect policy for our CKDG. Consider M : {1, 2}×(A1∪{δ})×(A2∪{δ}) →
[0, 1] defined so that M(1, a1, a2) is equal to:

M ′(1, (1, a1), (2, a2)) a1, a2 ̸= δ

max (M ′(1, (1, δ), (2, a2)),M
′(1, δ, (2, a2))) a1 = δ, a2 ̸= δ

min (M ′(1, (1, a1), (2, δ)),M
′(1, (1, a1), δ)) a1 ̸= δ, a2 = δ

0 a1, a2 = δ, j = 1

1 a1, a2 = δ, j = 2

I claim that M is a perfect policy for our original CKDG. To show this, suppose we’re in scenario s ∈ S. If
P (s) = 0 or u(1, s) = u(2, s) then s doesn’t contribute anything to the overall error so we can assume s ∈ S′.
We want agent is to have a perfect action in the original CKDG. Let’s define d(s) ∈ Ais ∪ {δ} by:

d(s) =

{
a b(is, s) = (is, a)

δ b(is, s) = δ

(Note that a ∈ Ais ∪ {δ}.) Now d(s) is a perfect action for agent is in the original CKDG as can be seen by
casework.
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• To show that Cw and Cl are injective, note that their outputs are always of the form {i} × (Ci(s
′) ∪ {δ}) for

some i ∈ {1, 2}. Thus, if we see an output of the form (i,X) from either Cw or Cl then we can use injectivity
of C1, C2 to find a unique s′ ∈ S′ with Ci(s

′) = X \ {δ}.

C Economic Example Parameter Setting

We wish to find α, k, l, (µi)
k
i=1, (νj)

l
j=1 such that

∑k
i=1

∑l
j=1 θi,jζi−1ξj−1 + ζk + ξl ≤ 0.000035 when r = 3596

7 .
Let’s choose the value of α as well as our sequences of µ’s and ν’s as hard-coded in the following Python 3 script:

If we run this code, we see that our error contribution with these parameter settings is 3.4722976180203346e-05 <
0.000035, as desired.

D Theorem 5.1 Proof Details

To complete the proof of Theorem 5.1 we need upper bounds on the probabilities of our events Ei,j and we need an
upper bound on the probability of avoiding the Ei,j’s entirely. To facilitate both of these bounds, let’s establish a lemma:
Lemma D.1. Suppose s ∈ S′.

(i) Suppose X is distributed according to B(|Cw(s)|, β) and suppose x ∈ (0, βm]. Then P [X ≤ x] ≤
e−βm

(
eβm
x

)x
.

(ii) Suppose Y is distributed according to B(|Cl(s)|, β) and suppose y ∈ [βn,∞). Then P [Y ≥ y] ≤
e−βn

(
eβn
y

)y
.

Proof. Let’s use Chernoff bound on the tails of the binomial distribution:

(i) Theorem 4.5 part (1) from [17] tells us that for all 0 < γ < 1:

P [X ≤ (1− γ)β|Cw(s)|] ≤
(

e−γ

(1− γ)(1−γ)

)β|Cw(s)|

18



Note that this formula continues to hold if γ = 0. We have e−γ

(1−γ)(1−γ) ≤ 1 for all γ ∈ [0, 1) and we have
β|Cw(s)| ≥ βm since s ∈ S′ so:

P [X ≤ (1− γ)βm] ≤ P [X ≤ (1− γ)β|Cw(s)|]

≤
(

e−γ

(1− γ)(1−γ)

)β|Cw(s)|

≤
(

e−γ

(1− γ)(1−γ)

)βm

Now we can substitute γ = 1− x
βm to see:

P [X ≤ x] = P
[
X ≤

(
1−

(
1− x

βm

))
βm

]

≤

 e−(1−
x

βm )(
1−

(
1− x

βm

))(1−(1− x
βm ))


βm

=

 e−(1−
x

βm )(
x

βm

)( x
βm )


βm

=
e−(βm−x)(

x
βm

)x
= e−βm

(
eβm

x

)x

(ii) Theorem 4.4 part (1) from [17] tells us that for all γ > 0:

P [Y ≥ (1 + γ)β|Cl(s)|] ≤
(

eγ

(1 + γ)(1+γ)

)β|Cl(s)|

Again, note that this formula continues to hold if γ = 0. If we substitute γ = y
β|Cl(s)| − 1 (note that

y ≥ βn ≥ β|Cl(s)| since s ∈ S′) then we see:

P [Y ≥ y] = P
[
Y ≥

(
1 +

(
y

β|Cl(s)|
− 1

))
β|Cl(s)|

]

≤

 e

(
y

β|Cl(s)|
−1
)

(
1 +

(
y

β|Cl(s)| − 1
))(1+( y

β|Cl(s)|
−1
))


β|Cl(s)|

=
e(y−β|Cl(s)|)(

y
β|Cl(s)|

)y
= e−β|Cl(s)|

(
eβ|Cl(s)|

y

)y

We can note that for fixed w ≥ 0, e−z
(
ez
w

)w
is non-decreasing for z ∈ [0, w]. Since β|Cl(s)|, βn both lie in

[0, y] and β|Cl(s)| ≤ βn:

P [Y ≥ y] ≤ e−β|Cl(s)|
(
eβ|Cl(s)|

y

)y

≤ e−βn

(
eβn

y

)y
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We can now substitute specific values of x and y into these results:

Lemma D.2. Suppose s ∈ S′.

(i) Suppose X has distribution B(|Cw(s)|, β) and suppose µ ∈ (0, 1]. Then P[X ≤ µβm] ≤ e−αr
(

e
µ

)µαr
.

(ii) Suppose Y has distribution B(|Cl(s)|, β) and suppose ν ∈
[

α
log2(r)

,∞
)

. Then P [Y ≥ ν log2(r)] ≤

e−αr
−ν log2

(
ν log2(r)

eα

)
.

Proof. Let’s appeal to Lemma D.1.

(i) Define x = µαr = µβm. We have x ∈ (0, βm] since µ ∈ (0, 1]. By Lemma D.1 part (i):

P [X ≤ µβm] ≤ e−βm

(
eβm

x

)x

= e−αr

(
eαr

µαr

)µαr

= e−αr

(
e

µ

)µαr

(ii) Define y = ν log2(r). We have y ∈ [βn,∞) because:

ν log2(r) ≥
α

log2(r)
log2(r) = α = βn

Thus:

P [Y ≥ ν log2(r)] ≤ e−βn

(
eβn

y

)y

= e−α

(
eα

ν log2(r)

)ν log2(r)

= e−α2
log2

(
eα

ν log2(r)

)
ν log2(r)

= e−α2
−ν log2(r) log2

(
ν log2(r)

eα

)

= e−αr
−ν log2

(
ν log2(r)

eα

)

Now we can proceed with proving our upper bounds for Theorem 5.1:

• Suppose s ∈ S′, X ∼ B(|Cw(s)|, β), Y ∼ B(|Cl(s)|, β) where X and Y are independent. Suppose
i ∈ {1, ..., k}, j ∈ {1, ..., l}. We have:

P [Ei,j ]

=P

[
X ∈

[
µiβm,

{
µi−1βm i ≥ 2

∞ i = 1

)
,

Y ∈
({

νj−1 log2(r) j ≥ 2

−∞ j = 1
, νj log2(r)

] ]

≤P
[
X <

{
µi−1βm i ≥ 2

∞ i = 1
, Y >

{
νj−1 log2(r) j ≥ 2

−∞ j = 1

]
=P

[
X <

{
µi−1βm i ≥ 2

∞ i = 1

]
P
[
Y >

{
νj−1 log2(r) j ≥ 2

−∞ j = 1

]

≤

({
e−αr

(
e

µi−1

)µi−1αr

i ≥ 2

1 i = 1

)({
e−αr

−νj−1 log2

(
νj−1 log2(r)

eα

)
j ≥ 2

1 j = 1

)
= ζi−1ξj−1
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• Suppose s ∈ S′. The only way for X,Y to avoid all of the Ei,j events is if X < µkβm or if Y > νl log2(r).
We can thus apply a union bound to see that:

P

 ⋂
i∈{1,...,k}
j∈{1,...,l}

Ec
i,j

 ≤ P [X < µkβm] + P [Y > νl log2(r)]

≤ e−αr

(
e

µk

)µkαr

+ e−αr
−νl log2

(
νl log2(r)

eα

)

= ζk + ξl

Thus the proof of Theorem 5.1 is complete.

E Common Knowledge Error Lower Bound

Theorem E.1. Suppose m,n ∈ N+ with m ≥ n. Then there exists a CKDDG B = (A,S, P,Cw, Cl) such that
|Cw(s)| ≥ m, |Cl(s)| ≤ n for all s ∈ S but eCKDDG

B (M) ≥ 2n−m
2m for all policies M .

Proof. Let’s consider the CKDDG with the exact same specification as the PIDDG from the proof of Theorem 5.5:

A = {1, ...,m}, S =

(
A
n

)
, P is uniform over S, and Cw(s) = A,Cl(s) = s for all s ∈ S. Let M be a policy for this

CKDDG.

Let’s repeat the key idea from the proof of Theorem 5.5: let’s pretend that we’re in a new de-anonymized scenario where
agents 1 and 2 have access to every possible action and let’s define q∗1 , q

∗
2 : (A ∪ {δ}) → [0, 1] to be Nash equilibrium

strategies in this made-up de-anonymized scenario. Let vi denote the value to agent i ∈ {1, 2} of this de-anonymized
scenario where v1 + v2 = 1. Let’s again consider the strategies qli : S → (A ∪ {δ}) → [0, 1] for i ∈ {1, 2} defined by:

qli(s)(a) =


q∗i (a) a ∈ s

0 a ∈ A \ s
q∗i (δ) +

∑
b∈A\s q

∗
i (b) a = δ

Let’s lower-bound the error by considering the value agent i ∈ {1, 2} receives in de-anonymized scenario (−i, s) by
committing to the strategy qli(s) for i ∈ {1, 2}, s ∈ S. If agent 1 commits to the strategy ql1(s) in de-anonymized
scenario (2, s) then agent 1 can guarantee a winning probability of at least:

min
a2∈A∪{δ}

(ql1(s))
⊺M(1, ·, a2)

= min
a2∈A∪{δ}

∑
a1∈s

q∗1(a1)M(1, a1, a2) +

q∗1(δ) +
∑

b∈A\s

q∗1(b)

M(1, δ, a2)


≥ min

a2∈A∪{δ}

(∑
a1∈s

q∗1(a1)M(1, a1, a2) + q∗1(δ)M(1, δ, a2)

)

= min
a2∈A∪{δ}

(q∗1)
⊺M(1, ·, a2)−

∑
a1∈A\s

q∗1(a1)M(1, a1, a2)


≥ min

a2∈A∪{δ}

(q∗1)
⊺M(1, ·, a2)−

∑
a1∈A\s

q∗1(a1)


= min

a2∈A∪{δ}
(q∗1)

⊺M(1, ·, a2)−
∑

a1∈A\s

q∗1(a1)

= v1 −
∑

a1∈A\s

q∗1(a1)
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In the last step we have used the fact that q∗1 is a Nash equilibrium strategy. A symmetric line of reasoning shows that if
agent 2 commits to the strategy ql2(s) in de-anonymized scenario (1, s) then agent 2 can guarantee a winning probability
of at least v2 −

∑
a2∈A\s q

∗
2(a2).

Finally, taking the expectation over s ∈ S shows that:

eCKDDG
B (M) ≥ E

s∼P


(
v1 −

∑
a1∈A\s q

∗
1(a1)

)
+
(
v2 −

∑
a2∈A\s q

∗
2(a2)

)
2


=

v1 + v2
2

− 1

2
E

s∼P

 ∑
a1∈A\s

q∗1(a1)

− 1

2
E

s∼P

 ∑
a2∈A\s

q∗2(a2)


=

1

2
− 1

2
E

s∼P

[∑
a1∈A

χA\s(a1)q
∗
1(a1)

]
− 1

2
E

s∼P

[∑
a2∈A

χA\s(a2)q
∗
2(a2)

]

=
1

2
− 1

2

∑
a1∈A

q∗1(a1) E
s∼P

[
χA\s(a1)

]
− 1

2

∑
a2∈A

q∗2(a2) E
s∼P

[
χA\s(a2)

]
=

1

2
− 1

2

∑
a1∈A

q∗1(a1)
m− n

m
− 1

2

∑
a2∈A

q∗2(a2)
m− n

m

≥ 1

2
− 1

2

m− n

m
− 1

2

m− n

m

=
2n−m

2m
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