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Abstract—LLMs promise to assist humans, not just by answer-
ing questions, but by taking direct, agentic action to support
a desired outcome. However, this has not been investigated in
strategic settings with the LLM acting as a non-player character
(NPC) in support of the player’s goal. We ask, can a large
language model based agent help another accomplish their
strategic goal as an active participant? We test this question by
engaging an LLM in UNO, a turn-based card game, asking it not
to win but instead help another player to do so. We develop a tool
that allows decoder-only LLMs to participate as agents within the
RLCard game environment. We evaluate models ranging from
small (1B parameters) to large (70B parameters) and explore
how model scale impacts performance. We find that while all
models were able to successfully outperform a random baseline
when playing UNO, few were able to significantly aid another
player.

I. INTRODUCTION

The rapid advancement of large language models (LLMs)
has revolutionized artificial intelligence applications, enabling
machines to generate human-like text [1]-[3], reason through
complex tasks [4], and interact dynamically with users. Among
these models, decoder-only architectures [5] such as the GPT
family [1], [6] have demonstrated exceptional performance
in sequential decision-making tasks due to their ability to
predict next-token outputs based on contextual understanding.
While LLMs have been widely studied in language generation
and autonomous problem solving [7], their role as agentic
players in cooperative gameplay with teammates remains
underexplored.

This project begins to address that gap and provide a tool
for others to build upon. We extend RLCard UNO [8] to
allow decoder-only LLMs play turn-by-turn as an autonomous
agent!. This framework allows any LLM to function as a com-
plete UNO player, receiving the full game state and selecting
actions via text prompts. With this tool, we investigate whether
LLMs can not only play the game independently, but also act
as cooperative partners to assist another player in reaching
their goal.

We study two settings: (1) autonomous play, where the
LLM competes head-to-head against a random agent to as-
sess baseline competence, and (2) cooperative play, where
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the LLM is paired with a rule-based teammate in a three-
player game to evaluate whether it can improve its partner’s
win rate. Across both tasks, we explore how model scale
(1B to 70B parameters) and prompting technique (cloze vs.
counterfactual) influence the LLM’s performance.

This work centers around four core research questions:

RQ1: Can a pretrained decoder-only LLM, when playing

autonomously, achieve a higher win rate than a
random agent in UNO?

RQ2: Can the same LLM, when deployed as a coopera-

tive partner, provide statistically significant strategic
support that improves a teammate’s performance?
To what extent does scaling the LLM’s size impact
its autonomous and cooperative effectiveness?
How do prompting techniques—specifically cloze
prompting and counterfactual prompting—affect the
quality of the LLM’s decision-making in both sce-
narios?

RQ3:

RQ4:

By embedding LLMs in a structured multi-agent game,
this work moves beyond passive language understanding and
toward active collaboration—Ilaying the groundwork for future
LLMs to serve as dynamic, real-time partners in complex,
goal-driven environments.

II. BACKGROUND
A. Introduction to Large Language Models (LLMs)

Large language models (LLMs) are sophisticated systems
that generate human-like text by learning patterns from mas-
sive datasets. They have significantly influenced various ap-
plications, such as language translation, question answering,
automated summarization, and interactive decision-making.
Among various architectures, decoder-only LLMs stand out
due to their simplicity, scalability, and demonstrated effective-
ness in sequential tasks, particularly text generation.

B. Architectures of Large Language Models: An Overview

LLM architectures typically fall into three distinct cate-
gories:
1) Encoder-only models (e.g., BERT [9]): Focus on under-
standing input text without directly generating sequences.
2) Encoder-decoder models (e.g., T5 [10]): Handle input-
to-output transformations such as language translation.
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3) Decoder-only models (e.g., GPT family [1], [6]): Gen-
erate text by sequentially predicting the next word based
on previous words.

While all three architectures have proven successful across
various tasks, only the encoder-decoder and decoder-only
architectures are suitable for natural language generation [5].
This project focuses specifically on decoder-only models due
to their prevalence and existing work on their inclusion in
game settings [11]. Further, these models are particularly well-
suited for sequential environments like UNO, where actions
unfold one at a time and each move depends on previous game
context.

C. How Decoder-only Models Work

To understand how these models function in practice,
we examine the key components of a typical decoder-only
transformer architecture. These models build on the original
transformer design introduced by Vaswani et al. [12], using
masked self-attention to predict the next token in a sequence
based solely on prior context.

Key components:

o Tokenization & Embeddings: The text is split into
smaller pieces called subwords (using Byte-Pair Encod-
ing [13]), each converted into a numeric vector and tagged
with its position so the model knows word order.

o Self-Attention & Feed-Forward Layers: In each trans-
former layer, every token “looks” at all other tokens to
decide which are most important (self-attention), then
a simple neural network (feed-forward) updates each
token’s vector.

« Autoregressive Decoding: When generating text, the
model predicts one token at a time—choosing the next
token from a probability distribution based on the tokens
it has already produced.

D. RLCard as an Experimental Platform

RLCard [8] is an open-source platform specifically designed
for reinforcement learning research in card-game environ-
ments. It provides a standardized framework to implement,
evaluate, and benchmark different Al strategies, making it an
ideal environment to test the capabilities of decoder-only LLM
agents.

RLCard’s primary functionalities include:

« Game State Representation: RLCard defines a clear
representation of game states, actions available to players,
and associated game rules. It simplifies the process of
integrating agents by providing consistent game-state
formats.

« Agent Interfaces: Standardizes the way agents interact
with the game, providing consistent methods for observ-
ing states and performing actions. It also includes built-in
random and rule-based agents, which we use as baselines
in our turn-order and LLM performance experiments.

« Performance Metrics: RLCard provides evaluation met-
rics such as win rates, enabling consistent and objective
comparisons across various agents and games.
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Fig. 1: Win rates by seat for three-player random agent and rule-based
agent matches (10,000 games each), highlighting the first-player
advantage in UNO.
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Fig. 2: Win rates by seat in 1vl UNO matches (10,000 games each),
showing a consistent first-player advantage for both Rule-Based and
Random agents.
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This standardized setup makes RLCard particularly useful
for evaluating how well LLMs perform both individually and
cooperatively in structured multiplayer games like UNO.

E. UNO and Opening-Player Advantage

UNO is a popular multiplayer turn-based card game known
for its simple rules and quick gameplay. Players compete to be
the first to discard all their cards, using a combination of num-
bered cards and special action cards—such as Skip, Reverse,
and Draw Two—to influence turn order and pacing. Though
we hope to study the efficacy of LLMs in more complex, real-



time games, UNO’s turn-based nature and simple mechanics
makes it an ideal environment for evaluating early self-centric
and cooperative agentic LLM success.

Despite these benefits, the player order is heavily influential
in UNO, providing an advantage to the opening player. Our
baseline experiments reveal that the opening player wins most
often when controlled for type of agent. To provide fair
evaluation, we account for this bias so our results show real
success, not simply order-based benefit.

To quantify the effect, we used RLCard’s built-in random
and rule-based agents to play 10,000 baseline games in both
three-player and head-to-head matchups. Figuresl and 2 dis-
play the win-rate distributions for these scenarios. The results
confirm that random rule-based agents are impacted by the
first-turn benefit. We adjust all subsequent LLM analyses to
report performance relative to fixed player positions.

III. RELATED WORKS

Here we survey a number of papers that have investigated
related questions involving LLMs in gameplay. However, the
present paper is the first to explicitly study LLMs tasked with
supporting another player in a competitive environment.

Xu et al. [14] introduced the PORTAL framework, a no-
table approach to integrating decoder-only large language
models (LLMs) into gaming. PORTAL automatically gen-
erates behavior trees for Al agents across a variety of 3D
video game environments using decoder-only architectures.
By framing complex strategic decision-making as a language
modeling task, PORTAL demonstrates both the adaptability
and generalization capabilities of LLM-based agents, while
also improving interpretability and rapid policy deployment.

In collaborative gameplay contexts involving human play-
ers, Rao et al. [15] implemented GPT-4-driven non-player
characters (NPCs) within the sandbox game Minecraft. Their
work demonstrated how collaborative behaviors naturally
emerge from human interactions with language-driven agents,
highlighting the benefits and viability of language-based co-
operation. The study also highlighted key challenges in inte-
grating non-linguistic inputs into the agent’s understanding.

Additionally, Buongiorno et al. [16] demonstrated the suc-
cess of decoder-only LLMs for dynamic narrative generation
in turn-based role-playing games with their PANGeA system.
PANGeA generates contextually coherent narrative elements
and NPC interactions, adapting to varied player inputs while
preserving narrative consistency throughout gameplay.

While each of these studies demonstrates significant ad-
vancements in integrating decoder-only LLMs within gam-
ing contexts, they do not yet fully address the potential of
LLMs to support explicit, structured cooperative strategies
directly alongside human players. Specifically, PORTAL pri-
marily addresses autonomous agent behaviors without incor-
porating human-agent cooperation. Rao et al.’s [15] work in
Minecraft focuses mainly on open-ended interactions rather
than structured cooperative objectives. Likewise, PANGeA
primarily supports narrative-driven interactions rather than
explicit strategic collaboration.

In contrast, our work directly examines how decoder-only
LLMs can provide strategic assistance to human players within
a controlled cooperative gaming environment. Using the RL-
Card UNO framework, we evaluate whether LLM-generated
strategic guidance can improve human player performance and
goal achievement compared to random or baseline strategies,
addressing a critical gap in existing research.

IV. METHODOLOGY

This section outlines the approach taken to evaluate the
performance of LLMs acting as players within UNO. To
explore the impact of model scale and architecture on decision
quality, we selected four open-source decoder-only LLMs:
LLaMa3.2-1B (1 billion parameters) as a compact baseline,
LLaMA3.1-8B (8 billion parameters), Mistral-Small-24B-
Instruct-2501 (24 billion parameters), and LLaMA3.3-70B-
Instruct (70 billion parameters) as a larger-scale reference.
Specifically, we evaluate two main scenarios: the LLM playing
independently against a random agent, and the LLM acting as
a cooperative agent to play alongside and assist a teammate.
In both cases, we aim to assess whether the LLM can make
effective decisions that improve gameplay outcomes. This
section describes the prompting strategies, the experimental
setup for both scenarios, the system architecture and execution
modes (single-node and multi-node), the integration of the
LLM into the RLCard UNO framework, and the statistical
methods used to evaluate its performance.

A. Prompting Methods

To guide the LLM’s decision-making process during game-
play, we developed structured prompts that comprised three
parts. First, an explicit statement of the LLM’s task and role
as an UNO player charged with assisting a specific rule-based
agent to victory. Second, a concise summary of UNO rules
and the effects of special action cards, including the overall
win condition. Third, the current game state data—number of
players, last played card, hand contents, next player, recent
moves, and legal actions. Finally, the LLM was asked to
choose the best action according to the specified prompting
method.

The game state information was extracted from RLCard
and reformatted for readability. While RLCard encodes cards
using shorthand (e.g., “r-5” for red 5), we expanded these into
full descriptions to improve the model’s comprehension. An
example of the complete prompt format is shown in Figure 3.

To drive the model’s action selection, we applied two
prompting strategies inspired by Moore et al. [17]: cloze
prompting and counterfactual prompting. These methods de-
termine how the model interprets the prompt and evaluates its
legal actions during gameplay.

Cloze Prompting: In this method, legal actions were la-
beled with sequential letters (A, B, C, etc.), and the LLM
was instructed to choose the letter corresponding to the best
move. Only one token was allowed in the output, and the
highest-probability token from the set of allowable actions was
selected as the action. However, the tested models exhibited a



Game State Prompt Data Sample
Current Game State
Number of Players:
3 (Player 0O, Player 1, Player 2)
Number of Cards per Player:
Player O: 3, Player 1: 5, Player 2: 7
Last Played Card:
green skip (played by Player 1)
Your Hand:
red 1, green 2, yellow 1, green 9, yellow 7,
red skip, yellow 5
Next Player: Player 1
Recent Moves (last 5 cards played):
Player O: draw
Player 2: yellow 3
Player 1: green wild
Player O: green draw_2
Player 1: green skip
Legal Actions: A: green 2, B: green 9, C: red skip

LLM Action Selection and Probabilities
[Shift 0] Letter A: 0.1103 — action ’g-2’

[Shift O] Letter B: 0.0758 — action ’g-9’

[Shift O] Letter C: 0.6345 — action ’r-skip’

[Shift 1] Letter A: 0.0609 — action ’g-9’
[Shift 1] Letter B: 0.5780 — action ’r-skip’
[Shift 1] Letter C: 0.1877 — action ’g-2’

[Shift 2] Letter A: 0.3065 — action ’r-skip’
[Shift 2] Letter B: 0.3936 — action ’g-2’
[Shift 2] Letter C: 0.1278 — action ’g-9’
=== CUMULATIVE SCORES ===

g-2: 0.6915

g-9: 0.2645

r-skip: 1.5191

— Selected: r-skip

Fig. 3: Sample decision trace from Mistral-24B in a UNO match:
the model cycles through legal actions (A: green 2, B: green 9,
C: red skip) over three prompt shifts, reports per-shift probabilities,
aggregates cumulative scores, and selects the highest-scoring move.

consistent bias toward the first listed option—a known issue
referred to as Base Rate Probability (BRP) [18]. BRP is the
intrinsic likelihood of a token being selected based on minimal
context, regardless of the surrounding prompt. Tokens like “A”
or “yes” tend to have higher BRP than others, which can skew
results even when no semantic preference exists. To reduce this
bias, we implemented a rotation mechanism: the prompt was
repeated as many times as there were legal actions, each time
with a shifted ordering of the actions and a different letter
assigned to each one. The cumulative token probability across

these permutations was then used to select the final move (see
Figure 3, LLM Action Selection and Probabilities).

For example, suppose the legal actions are: red 2, red
5,and blue 3. The prompt is repeated with the legal actions
rotated in the following way:

e A: red 2, B: red 5, C: blue 3
e A: red 5, B: blue 3, C: red 2
e A: blue 3, B: red 2, C: red 5

In each case, the model distributes probabilities to every
legal action, and we record the probabilities assigned to each
one. Summing the probabilities across all rotations allows for
a more balanced comparison that accounts for BRP-induced
bias.

Counterfactual Prompting: Similar to cloze prompting,
we queried the LLM as many times as there were legal actions.
However, in this approach, each prompt asked specifically
about one action and whether the model considered it a
“good” or “bad” move. We then computed the difference
in token probabilities (“good” minus “bad”) for each action,
and selected the one with the highest average differential. To
minimize BRP-related effects, no labels were used; instead, the
model was prompted using full natural-language descriptions
of each card.

We also evaluated extended prompt formats—such as few-
shot examples and free-form paragraph descriptions of the
game state—within both the cloze and counterfactual methods.
In every case, the concise rule-style prompt produced the high-
est win rates, so we retained that format for all experiments.

B. Integration with RLCard

To embed the LLM as a player in UNO, we extended
the RLCard UNO framework by patching its game class to
support arbitrary player counts and updating its payoff logic.
Our patched game class overrides the payoff logic to cor-
rectly instantiate all players and assign rewards appropriately,
instead of the default two-player payoff behavior. We also
implemented an agent subclass conforming to RLCard’s agent
interface. On each call to the agent:

1) Retrieves the RLCard observation dictionary, which in-
cludes each player’s hand, the last played card, the next
player ID, the set of legal actions, and a short history of
recent plays.

2) Transforms this information into a
natural-language prompt (see Figure 3).

3) Loads the pretrained LLM, if not already loaded, and
performs inference to obtain logits (unnormalized scores
for each possible next token) for the first output token.

4) Applies a softmax to those logits and uses greedy decod-
ing to select the highest-probability action label (A, B,
C, ...) according to the prompting method.

5) Maps the chosen label back to RLCard’s integer action
index and returns it.

concise

With this setup, the LLM participates exactly like any other
RLCard agent: it receives the full game state, reasons via text
prompts, and outputs a legal move.
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integration, and data flow during gameplay.

C. System Architecture and Execution

A single Controller configures the UNO environment, swaps
in our custom game class for correct multi-player payoffs, as-
signs agents, and runs the game loop (see Fig. 4). In the single-
node setup, we use one of two LLM agent classes—cloze or
counterfactual—with the model loaded once from Hugging
Face and reused across turns. In the multi-node setup, we
provide the same two agent classes for distributed inference;
we use DeepSpeed to split the model across nodes with tensor
parallelism over NCCL. Each turn, the Controller reads the
RLCard state and calls the agent’s step: it builds a natural-
language prompt from the state and legal actions, runs the
LLM, aggregates scores per the chosen prompting method, and
returns a legal action. The action is applied in RLCard. Our
wrapper applies payoff shaping and logs actions, probabilities,
and outcomes to CSV.

D. Statistical Analysis

To evaluate whether an LLM’s win rate significantly ex-
ceeded the baseline, we conducted one-sided one-proportion
z-tests. As described by [19], for each model-prompt pairing
let p be the observed win fraction and pg = 0.4896 the baseline
probability. We test

Hy:p=py versus Hi:p>po

using
P — Do
Vpo(l —po)/n
where n is the number of games (10,000 for most models,
7,000 for LLaMA-70B). We reject Hy at p < 0.05.

z =

V. BASELINE UNO WIN RATE

Figure 5 reports head-to-head win rates of four pretrained
LLMs against a random agent under both prompting methods.
All four models clear the 48.96% baseline under at least one
prompt, and all but one configuration meet the significance
cutoff (p < 0.05). Notably, Mistral-24B achieves the high-
est overall win rate (52.10%) with cloze prompting—nearly
matching the 4.28% improvement achieved by RLCard’s DQN
agent [8]—while even the smallest model LLaMA3.2-1B
surpasses LLaMa3.1-8B. LLaMA3.3-70B, evaluated on 7,000
games, also improves by 2.74% under cloze prompting. De-
spite no fine-tunning, these LLMs performed comparably
to RLCard’s DQN agent, highlighting their strong general
reasoning capabilities even in a structured decision-making
environment such as turn-based card games.

Answering RQ1: Can a pretrained decoder-only LLM,
when playing autonomously, achieve a higher win rate than
a random agent in UNO? Answer: Yes-all models exceeded
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Fig. 5: Win rates against a random agent in 1vl matches using
counterfactual and cloze prompting across four LLMs. The dashed
line marks the second-player baseline (48.96%). Solid bars exceeded
the baseline with significance at either p < 0.05 or p < 0.001
as marked. Hatched bars show results that were not statistically
significant.

their respective random baselines by statistically meaning-
ful margins with at least one prompting method, including
LLaMa3.2-1B also exceeded baseline despite the smaller
model size. These results indicate that simple prompting plus
inherent pretrained knowledge is sufficient for modest but
consistent performance gains over a random policy.

VI. EVALUATING LLMS AS AGENTIC CO-OP TEAMMATES

To establish a baseline for cooperative play, we conducted
three-player matches involving two rule-based agents and a
random agent. We chose this “rule-rule-random” configu-
ration because the two deterministic rule-based players act
as stand-ins for traditional human players, while the random
agent provides an uninformed co-player, yielding a realistic
benchmark against which the aid provided to one of the
players by an LLM can be compared. In these trials, seats
0 and 1 achieved win rates of approximately 36.38% and
35.00%, respectively, while the random agent won 28.62%. We
therefore adopt the 35.00% win rate of seat 1 as the unassisted
baseline for the assisted position. In these experiments, we ran
10,000 games per model (7,000 for LLaMA3.3-70B)

In all assistance trials, the LLM occupied seat 2,
assisting the rule-based agent in seat 1. Under cloze
prompting (Figure 6), LLaMA3.2-1B (35.76%) approached
and LLaMA3.3-70B (35.96%) surpassed the significance
threshold, p < 0.05. Under counterfactual prompting,
Mistral-24B  (35.74%) similarly yielded a near-significant
result. LLaMA3.3-70B with cloze prompting delivered the
largest assistance gain, demonstrating that prompt design and
model scale interact nonlinearly in cooperative settings.

Answering RQ2. Can a pretrained LLM, when de-
ployed as a cooperative partner, improve a teammate’s win

LLM Supported Seat 1 Win Rates in 3-Player UNO
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Fig. 6: In a three-player “1v1v1” setting with two rule-based agents in
seats 0 and 1 and an LLM in seat 2, we compare the Rule 1 seat win
rates across four LLMs under cloze (red) and counterfactual (blue)
prompting (10,000 games per model and prompt; LLaMA3.3-70B on
7,000 games). The dashed line marks the unassisted baseline. Solid
bars exceeded the baseline with significance p < 0.05. Hatched bars
show results that were not statistically significant.

rate? We compared each model-prompt configuration’s as-
sisted win rate to the 35.00% (100,000 games) unassisted
baseline using one-sided one-proportion z-tests. Three con-
figurations approached or achieved statistical significance:
LLaMA3.2-1B with cloze prompting, Mistral-24B with coun-
terfactual prompting, and LLaMA3.3-70B with cloze prompt-
ing, which was the only configuration with p < 0.05. These
results demonstrate that prompting methods can influence co-
operative gains, with LLaMA3.3-70B under cloze prompting
yielding the largest observed improvement.

Answering RQ3. To what extent does scaling the
LLM’s size impact its autonomous and cooperative ef-
fectiveness? In solo play, mid-sized Mistral-24B nearly
matched LLaMA3.3-70B’s top cloze win rate (52.10% vs.
51.65%), and even the smallest LLaMA3.2-1B outperformed
LLaMA3.1-8B (51.44% vs. 50.03%). In cooperative trials,
LLaMA3.3-70B was the only model-prompt combination to
surpass the significance threshold, though LLaMA3.2-1B and
Mistral-24B produced near-significant results. These find-
ings suggest that while scale may help, it is not strictly
conclusive—LILLaMA3.2-1B rivaled or exceeded larger models
in several cases, indicating that architecture and prompting
may outweigh raw size in certain settings.

Answering RQ4. How do prompting techniques—cloze
versus counterfactual—affect decision quality? We found
prompt efficacy to be model-dependent. In autonomous play,
cloze prompting yielded the highest win rates for LLaMA-1B,
Mistral-24B, and LLaMA-70B. In cooperative trials, three
model-prompt combinations approached or surpassed the
significance threshold: LLaMA-1B with cloze prompting,
Mistral-24B with counterfactual prompting, and LLaMA-70B



with cloze prompting. Overall, cloze prompting yielded more
consistent gains across models, suggesting it may be the more
robust strategy in both solo and collaborative settings.

VII. CONCLUSION

This study evaluated four decoder-only LLMs integrated
into the RLCard UNO framework under zero-shot con-
ditions. In 1vl matches, every model outperformed the
second-player baseline under at least one prompting strat-
egy, with cloze prompting driving the strongest results (e.g.,
Mistral-24B reaching 52.10%). In three-player cooperative tri-
als, three model-prompt combinations—LLaMA3.2-1B with
cloze, Mistral-24B with counterfactual, and LLaMA3.3-70B
with cloze—produced reliable assistance gains, with only
LLaMA3.3-70B achieving statistical significance (p < 0.05).
These findings demonstrate that pretrained LLMs can not only
reason effectively on their own but also deliver statistically
significant cooperative gains, although results vary by model
scale and prompting method.

VIII. LIMITATIONS

This work has several limitations. First, UNO’s cooperative
mechanics are inherently constrained: support arises mainly
through action cards (Reverse, Skip, Draw Two, Wild Draw
Four), and the strategic impact of each card depends heavily
on seating order and hand composition. Second, we evaluated
cooperation exclusively alongside fixed rule-based agents;
learning-based agents (e.g., DQN) or human partners might
interact differently with an LLM teammate and unlock addi-
tional gains. Third, our prompt engineering was limited—we
relied on raw prompt text with manually added tags rather
than systematic templating frameworks (e.g., Hugging Face
prompt templates), which may have introduced inconsisten-
cies. Fourth, the largest model (LLaMA3.3-70B) was only
evaluated on 7,000 games per configuration instead of the
10,000 used for the other models, reducing statistical power
for borderline cooperative effects. Finally, we did not assess
larger or proprietary models (e.g., GPT-4) due to resource con-
straints; such models might yield more substantial cooperative
improvements.

IX. FUTURE WORK

Future work should continue to explore the potential of
agentic LLMs as assitants that provide aid to accomplish the
strategic objectives of other individuals. Specifically, work
should focus on:

« Equalize trial counts: Run 10,000 games for all mod-
els—including the largest ones—to improve statistical
power and directly compare across scales.

« Alternative cooperative environments: Evaluate LLMs
in more complex games to test collaboration under these
stricter rules and interactions.

« Expanded model list: Include larger models (e.g.,
GPT-4, Claude) to examine how parameter scale impact
decision quality in solo and team scenarios.
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