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A Self-Play Posterior Sampling Algorithm for Zero-Sum Markov Games
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Abstract

Existing studies on provably efficient algorithms
for Markov games (MGs) almost exclusively
build on the “optimism in the face of uncertainty”
(OFU) principle. This work focuses on a dif-
ferent approach of posterior sampling, which is
celebrated in many bandits and reinforcement
learning settings but remains under-explored for
MGs. Specifically, for episodic two-player zero-
sum MGs, a novel posterior sampling algorithm
is developed with general function approxima-
tion. Theoretical analysis demonstrates that the
posterior sampling algorithm admits a /7 -regret
bound for problems with a low multi-agent de-
coupling coefficient, which is a new complexity
measure for MGs, where 1" denotes the number
of episodes. When specialized to linear MGs,
the obtained regret bound matches the state-of-
the-art results. To the best of our knowledge,
this is the first provably efficient posterior sam-
pling algorithm for MGs with frequentist regret
guarantees, which enriches the toolbox for MGs
and promotes the broad applicability of posterior
sampling.

1. Introduction

Multi-agent reinforcement learning (MARL) focuses on
the sequential decision-making problem involving more
than one agent, each of which aims to optimize her
own long-term return by interacting with the environ-
ment and other agents (Zhangetal.,, 2021). Today,
MARL has a diverse set of real-world applications, in-
cluding Go (Silver et al., 2016; 2017), autonomous driving
(Shalev-Shwartz et al., 2016), Poker (Brown & Sandholm,
2019), and Dota (Berner et al., 2019), just to name a few.
Due to the large state space of these practical problems,

'The Hong Kong University of Science and Technology;
2Center for Data Science, Peking University; *University of
Virginia; *Google Research. Correspondence to: Tong Zhang
<tongzhang @tongzhang-ml.org>.

Proceedings of the 39*" International Conference on Machine
Learning, Baltimore, Maryland, USA, PMLR 162, 2022. Copy-
right 2022 by the author(s).

function approximation (with neural networks) is often
used in these applications for the generalization across dif-
ferent state-action pairs. While there is a long line of
related works on the theoretical understanding of single-
agent RL with general function approximation (Jiang et al.,
2017; Sun et al., 2019; Wang et al., 2020; Jin et al., 2021a;
Duetal., 2021; Dann et al., 2021), the theory of MARL
with general function approximation is substantially less
explored. In this paper, we aim to explore this topic in
the context of two-player zero-sum Markov games (MGs)
(Shapley, 1953; Littman, 1994).

The goal of learning in a two-player zero-sum MG is to
learn the Nash equilibrium at which the policy of each
player maximizes her own cumulative rewards, provided
that the policies of other agents are fixed. Intuitively speak-
ing, Nash equilibrium characterizes the point from which
no agent will deviate. Since the reward and the state tran-
sition are determined jointly by the actions of both agents,
in addition to the unknown environment, each agent must
also handle the dynamics of other strategic agents. Due
to this game-theoretical feature, algorithms designed for
MDP cannot be directly extended to the MARL case. How-
ever, recent studies (Jin et al., 2021b; Huang et al., 2021)
have shown that with an innovative asymmetrical structure,
similar theoretical results can be established for the two-
player zero-sum MG with general function approximation.

Nevertheless, despite a handful of recent progress on the
theory of the two-player zero-sum MG with general func-
tion approximation, the existing works are mainly confined
to algorithms based on the optimism in the face of uncer-
tainty (OFU) principle. In contrast, the theory of posterior-
sampling-based algorithms is less developed (in the fre-
quentist setting). Various empirical studies indicate that
the OFU-based algorithms can be far too optimistic for
average instances and is inferior to posterior sampling al-
gorithms, including Chapelle & Li (2011) for bandit, and
Osband et al. (2016) for RL. Recent works in the context of
contextual multi-armed bandit and single-agent RL. demon-
strate that there is no statistical efficiency gap between
OFU and posterior sampling algorithms (Dann et al., 2021;
Zhang, 2021). However, whether we can design model-free
posterior sampling algorithms in MARL that achieve simi-
lar theoretical guarantees remains open.
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In this paper, we are interested in the application of pos-
terior sampling in the two-player zero-sum MG with gen-
eral function approximation and self-play (which means
that the learning agent can control both players). Our main
result indicates that, similar to the single-agent case, poste-
rior sampling algorithms can achieve comparable theoreti-
cal guarantees as to the OFU-based algorithms. Our contri-
butions are summarized as follows:

* A provably efficient posterior sampling algorithm is de-
signed under the self-play framework for the two-player
zero-sum MG with general function approximation. To
the best of our knowledge, this is the first posterior sam-
pling algorithm with frequentist regret guarantee in the
context of Markov games;

The single-agent complexity measure of decoupling coef-
ficient, first introduced in Dann et al. (2021), is extended
to the multi-agent setting, Moreover, a number of exam-
ples with provably small multi-agent decoupling coeffi-
cients are identified;

The proposed algorithm is rigorously proved to obtain a
/T-regret for problems with low multi-agent decoupling
coefficient, where T is the number of episodes.

It is noted that the sampling procedure of the proposed al-
gorithm may not be computationally efficient. The lack
of computational tractability also appears in the works of
Jin et al. (2021b); Huang et al. (2021), as well as previ-
ous works with general function approximation in the con-
text of single-agent RL (Jiang et al., 2017; Jin et al., 2021a;
Dann et al., 2021; Du et al., 2021). It is an interesting fu-
ture research topic to identify cases where efficient sam-
pling is possible. Moreover, we do not take credit for the
asymmetrical structure in our algorithmic framework. The
main contribution here is to extend the posterior sampling
algorithm to MGs under the self-play framework.

1.1. Related Works

There have been a lot of works focusing on designing prov-
ably efficient algorithms for zero-sum MGs. For the tab-
ular setting, Bai et al. (2020); Bai & Jin (2020); Liu et al.
(2020) provide O(poly(|X|, |Al|, |B|, H) - VT) regret guar-
antees for the proposed algorithms, where | X| is the num-
ber of states, |.A| and |B| are the number of action spaces of
two players, respectively, H is the episode length, and 7" is
the number of episodes. Then, Xie et al. (2020); Chen et al.
(2021) study two linear-type MGs and design algorithms
with O(poly(d, H) - v/T) regret, where d is the dimen-
sion of the linear features. Recently, Jin etal. (2021b);
Huang et al. (2021) further propose efficient algorithms for
zero-sum MGs with general function approximation.

Our work is also closely related to another line of work
on posterior sampling algorithms. In the context of contex-
tual bandit, due to the impressive empirical performance of

Thompson Sampling (Chapelle & Li, 2011; Osband et al.,
2016), there have been significant efforts in develop-
ing its theoretical analysis, including Russo & Van Roy
(2014) in the form of Bayesian regret and Kaufmann et al.
(2012); Zhang (2021) in the frequentist setting. For
the Markov Decision Process (MDP), the seminal work
Osband & Van Roy (2014) considers the Bayesian regret
and proposes a general posterior sampling RL method.
The randomized least-squares value iteration (RLSVI) algo-
rithm (Osband et al., 2016) is shown to admit frequentist re-
gret bounds for tabular MDP (Russo, 2019; Agrawal et al.,
2020; Xiong et al., 2021) and linear MDP (Zanette et al.,
2020). Beyond the linear setting, a recent work (Dann et al.,
2021) proposes a conditional posterior sampling algorithm
to solve the MDP with general function approximation.

A recent posterior-sampling-type work by
Jafarnia-Jahromi et al. (2021) considers the infinite-
horizon zero-sum MGs with average-reward criterion in
the tabular setting, with a focus on the Bayesian regret,
whose analysis technique is fundamentally different from
ours. To the best of our knowledge, there is no posterior
sampling algorithm with a frequentist regret guarantee to
date for MGs.

2. Problem Formulation

Markov Games (MGs) generalize the standard Markov De-
cision Processes to the multi-agent setting. In this work,
the episodic two-player zero-sum MG is considered, which
can be formally denoted as MG(H, X, A, B,P,r). Here
H denotes the length of each episode, X is the (possibly
infinite) state space, .4 and B are the action spaces of two
players (referred to as the max-player and the min-player),
respectively, P, (+|x, a,b) is the transition measure of the
next state from the current state « with two actions (a, b)
taken at step h, and 7" (z, a, b) is the corresponding reward
received with actions (a, b) taken for state « at step h.

Specifically, in this MG, each episode ¢ starts from an initial
state ;. At each step h, two players observe the current
state 7', take actions (a?, b}') individually, and observe the
next state "1 ~ Py (-|z", al, bl). The current episode
ends after step H and then a new episode starts. Without
loss of generality, each episode is assumed to have a fixed
initial state z; = x!, which can be easily generalized to

having z; sampled from a fixed but unknown distribution.

Also, for the ease of presentation, the reward rh(:c, a,b)
is assumed to be deterministic and in the interval of [0, 1]
for any (z, a, b) in this paper, while the algorithm designs
and theoretical results can also be applied for stochastic
bounded rewards with slight modifications.

Policies and Value Functions. With A 4 denoting the
probability simplex over the action space .4, a Markov pol-
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icy p of the max-player can be defined as p := {up :
X — A a}hen)- Similarly, we can define a Markov policy
v:={vy : X = Ap}peim) for the min-player.

Given a policy pair (p1, v), the value function V" : X —
R at step h is defined as

H
Vh”’y(:zr) =E,, lz r (xh/,ah/,bh/) | 2 = x]

h'=h

and the Q-value function Q)" : X x A x B — Ras

H
QY (z,a,b) :==E,, [ Z rh/ (xh/, ah/,bh/) |

h=h

(xh,ah,bh) = (:C,a,b)},

where the expectations are taken over the randomness of
the environment and the policies.

For a clean presentation, we use the notation PP, (with a
slight abuse) so that [P, V](z,a,b) = Eg/p, (.06 V (2)
for any value function V. Similarly, the notation D is
adopted so that [D; Q] (z) := E(q p)~r(.,.|2)Q(x, a, b), for
any policy pair 7 = (u,v) and action-value function Q.
With these notations, the Bellman equations are given by

QY (x,a,b) = [rh + PhV}fﬂ’r”l] (x,a,b);
Vit (@) = Duyx, @17 (@)

Best Response. For any policy of max-player pu, a corre-
sponding best response for the min-player can be found,

denoted as v (u), such that Vh“"ﬂ(”) () = inf, V" (x)
for all (z, h). This value is the best favorable result for the
min-player if the max-player announces that she will play
strategy p. Similarly, for a min-player policy v, there exists
a best response for the max-player, denoted as uf(v), such

that V/** (z) = sup,, V/*" () for all (x,h). To simplify
the notation, we use

Vh“"T(x) = V,f“ﬁ(“) (x),QZ’T(:C,a,b) = QZ’M(“) (x,a,b);
V,j’”(a:) = th(y)"y(:c), QL’V(:C, a,b) := QZT(V)’U(:E, a,b).
Nash Equilibrium. Moreover, there exists a set of Nash

equilibrium (NE) policies (u*,v*) (Filar & Vrieze, 2012)
that are optimal against their best response such that

Vi (@) = sup, Vi), VP (x) = inf, VY (@),

forall (x, h) € X x [H]. For this NE, the following famous
minimax equation holds:

sup,, inf, V}/""(z) = Vh”*’"* (z) = inf, sup, V;/"" (2)

for all (z,h) € X x [H]. For simplicity, we denote
V() := V¥ (2) and Q; () := Q" (z). Note that
although there might exist multiple NE policies, the NE
value function is unique for a zero-sum MG.

Performance metrics. A max-player’s policy p is said to
be e-close to the NE if it satisfies V*(x1) — VA i(2!) <
e. Note that we have V*(z1) — VA¥(z1) < V*(al) —
V#:1(21) for all min-player’s policy v as the best response
is the strongest opponent for the max-player. The main goal
of this paper is to find an e-close policy for the max-player
and her regret over 7" episodes can be defined as

Reg(T) ==Y [17" (a1) = V¥ (1)

t=1

where p; is the policy adopted by the max-player for
episode ¢. Note that we can switch the roles of two play-
ers to learn a policy v that is e-close to the NE for the min-
player.

2.1. Function Approximation

As mentioned in Sec. 1, real-world applications of RL often
encounter the challenge of a large state space where storing
a table as in the classical Q-learning is generally infeasi-
ble. To overcome this challenge, function approximation
is proposed and proven to be efficient with many practical
successes. Following similar attempts in MDP, we aim to
approximate the )-value functions for the MGs considered
in this work by a class of functions F = F; X --- X Fpy
where Fj, C (X x A x B — R).

For f € F, a NE can be induced and the corresponding
policy 17 of the max-player is defined for all (z, k) as
wrn(x) = argmax, e , Min, A, quh(x, 2

The induced value function for all (x, k) is then given by
Vin(2) = maxuea, mingea, ,quh(x, 2

Moreover, for a fixed max-player policy ¢ and a function
f € F, the induced value function of the best response of
the min-player is defined for all (x, h) as

Vi (z) = minyen, pn ()" (-, ).
This is mainly for the min-player to choose her policy,

given the max-player’s policy p. Details can be found in
Sec. 3.

As common in Perolatetal. (2015); Jin et al. (2021b);
Huang et al. (2021), two types of Bellman operators are de-
fined as

(Tnf) (x,a,b) = [rh + ]P’th,h_H} (z,a,b);
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(T2 ) (,a,0) 1= 1" + BVl ] (@2 a.0)

The corresponding Bellman residual are denoted as

Enlfia,a,0) = E(f*, [ 2,a,0)

= f"(z,a,b) — (Thf)(z, a,b); 2.1
EN (fra,a,b) = EX(f*, "2, a,b)

= fM(x,a,b) = (T} ) (=, a,b).

Sometimes the state-action pair (x, a,b) may be replaced
with a trajectory ¢ = {(z", a"", b, rh/)}ﬁzl, which indi-
cates that the corresponding state-action pair at step h, i.e.
(x", a", b"), is taken as input.

Recent advances show that RL with function approxima-
tion is, in general, intractable without any further assump-
tion (Krishnamurthy et al., 2016; Weisz et al., 2021). It
is thus common to adopt additional assumptions over the
function class in the literature on general function approx-
imation in MDPs, especially the realizability and com-
pleteness assumptions (Wang et al., 2020; Jin et al., 2021a;
Dann et al., 2021). As MGs are natural extensions of
MDPs, the generalized realizability and completeness as-
sumptions are also adopted in this work. Note that As-
sumptions 1 and 2 are also required by other recent works
on MGs with general function approximation (Jin et al.,
2021b; Huang et al., 2021).

Assumption 1 (Realizability). For the Nash equilibrium, it
holds that Q} € Fy,Vh € [H]. Moreover, for any f € F,

it holds that Q""" € F,,Vh € [H].

The realizability assumption states that the function class F
is large enough so that it contains the ()-value function of
the NE and also the ()-value function of any induced policy
and its best response.

The completeness assumption is more restrictive where
the main drawback is that completeness is non-monotone,
meaning that adding one function into F may violate the
assumption. However, it is the key to handling the variance
of sampling in the literature and analysis without complete-
ness seems very challenging.

Assumption 2 (Completeness). For any f,g € F and the
induced policy py, it holds that T g € F,Vh € [H|.

Additionally, the following boundedness assumption' is
considered, which is natural for bounded rewards and a fi-
nite episode length.

Assumption 3 (Boundedness). There exists 5 > 1 s.t.
f(z,a,b) €[0,8—1],Y(f, h,z,a,b) € F x [H] x X x
A x B.

'(8—1) is usually assumed to be either 1 or H in the literature.

3. Algorithm

The proposed Conditional Posterior Sampling with Booster
algorithm is presented in this section. “Conditional”
refers to the design of q(f"|f"*1,S;) (the denominator in
Eqn. (3.2)), which allows us to use the true Bellman opera-
tor 7}, in the analysis even though we do dot know it in the
executed algorithm. “Booster” is a synonym for exploiter
(Jin et al., 2021b) in the context and refers to the asymmet-
ric structure as the second agent aims to assist the main
agent’s learning. Another reason is that when we wrote
this paper, one of the authors had a fever due to the booster
vaccine, and another author tested positive for covid.

Algorithm 1 Conditional Posterior Sampling with Booster

1: Input: function class: F, learning rate 7, horizon 7', prior
parameter \.

2: Sy is initialized to be empty.

3: for Staget =1,...,T do

4:  Main agent: u; < Main(F,n, Se—1,T, \);

5:  Booster agent: vy < Booster(F,n, St—1, e, T, \);

6:  Execute the policies (i, l/t) and collect the trajectory
(xf,ai,bi, 8, - call ol bE il ) to obtain S;.

7: end for

3.1. Overview

The existing algorithms with frequentist guarantees are con-
fined to OFU-based algorithms. Algorithmically, these al-
gorithms typically maintain a confidence set C whose com-
ponents are empirically consistent with the Bellman equa-
tion so far. Then, an optimistic function f € C is selected
to approximate the true value function through some opti-
mization subroutine (Jin et al., 2021b; Huang et al., 2021).
In contrast, the posterior sampling algorithm starts with a
prior po(+) over the function class F and collects trajecto-
ries to compute the likelihood; they together lead to a pos-
terior distribution p(-) over . Then, a function is sampled
from the posterior distribution to approximate the target. In
addition to the difference in algorithm structure, the analy-
sis techniques for the posterior sampling algorithm are also
different, particularly due to the lack of explicit optimism
from the planning step.

A frequentist theoretical guarantee of posterior sampling
algorithms has been lacking for a long time, even in the
context of contextual bandit. Recently, Zhang (2021) and
Dann et al. (2021) show that adding an extra optimistic
term can lead to frequentistly optimal posterior sampling al-
gorithm in contextual bandit and MDP, respectively. How-
ever, in the MARL setting, the multi-agent nature leads to
complicated statistical dependence across the players. In
particular, in addition to the environment, the agent will
also be affected by other strategic agents. Therefore, the
situation is more complicated even in the two-player case
and the algorithms designed for MDPs cannot be directly



A Self-Play Posterior Sampling Algorithm for Zero-Sum Markov Games

extended to MGs. To overcome this issue, inspired by
Jin et al. (2021b); Huang et al. (2021), we leverage the in-
novative asymmetric structure to pick the max-player and
the min-player as the main agent and the booster agent, re-
spectively, where the booster agent, as the name suggests,
aims to assist the main agent’s learning.

Our algorithm is summarized in Algorithm 1 where the
main agent’s algorithm and the booster agent’s algorithm
are given in Algorithms 2 and 3, respectively.

Algorithm 2 Main(F,n, D, T, \)
1: Draw f ~ p(-|D) where the posterior is given by Eqn. (3.3);

2: pyp(r) = argmax,c o , Minyeag wl (-, v Y (x, h);
3: Return puy.

3.2. The Main Agent

The main agent’s goal is to learn a e-close policy for the
max-player, i.e., V*(z') — VAT(z!) < e. With function
class F available, she aims to find a function f € F to ap-
proximate the Nash )-value function, i.e., Q*, which can
be used to solve the Nash policy via the minimax equation.
The following optimistic prior and temporal difference er-
ror likelihood are carefully crafted to induce a desired pos-
terior distribution over JF, which is further used to sample
a suitable function f.

Optimistic prior. The following prior po(-) over the func-
tion class F is adopted for the main agent:
H

Po(f) o< exp(AVy1( 3.1

where A\ > 0 is a tuning parameter, and p?(-) is a distri-
bution over F;,. Note that other than the standard prior of
po(f) = T, ph(f™), an additional optimistic term, i.e.,
exp(AVy1(x!), is involved in the prior, which plays an im-
portant role of encouraging exploration for the main agent.

This prior is referred to as an optimistic one because it fa-
vors large values for the initial state. Also, technically, it
compensates for one extra term arising in the value decom-
position in Lemma 1 when the optimism is not inherently
available as in OFU-based algorithms. Similar techniques
are also adopted in the design of posterior sampling for
MDPs (Dann et al., 2021) and contextual bandits (Zhang,
2021). Furthermore, Zhang (2021) argues that in the con-
text of contextual bandit, such an optimistic component is
necessary to design optimal posterior-sampling-based algo-
rithms in the frequentist setting.

Also, apart from the optimism itself, the global optimism
mechanism, meaning that we only add an optimistic term
in the prior distributions at the initial value, is the key to

achieving improvement in the feature dimension for linear
MGs. We will return to this in Sec. 5.3.

Likelihood for the main agent. If we denote the history up
to the end of episode ¢ as Sy = {z” a", b"

s S’ S’

a likelihood over S; is specified as

s€[t],h€[H]y

exp (—Lh(fh7fh+155t))
p(Se|f) H L E exp(—nLh (7, fi1;8,))

3.2)

{L"(-)}L, is a collection of squared loss functions as

t

L F 5 = 30 [l al o) = Vi )]

s=1

which is a proxy to the squared 7j-Bellman error. The
likelihood in Eqn. (3.2) introduces a special denominator,
which is motivated by that for MDP (Dann et al., 2021).
We will see that the denominator is the key to handling
the variance of sampling, but that is also why we need the
strong completeness assumption. We will discuss this in
Sec. 4.3.

Posterior distribution for the main agent. Given the prior
distribution and the likelihood, the posterior at the end of
episode ¢ can be naturally expressed as

H
p(f1Se) oc exp(AVya(2") T a(f"1 £, S),  (3.3)
h=1

where

po(f") exp (=nL"(f", f**; S1))
E pnppy exp(—nLt(fh, fi+158,))"

a(f 1", 8 =

Algorithm 3 Booster(F, 7, D, puy, T, X)
1: Draw g
Eqn. (3.6)

2: Vh(‘r) = nyg’h(‘r) = argminuEAB /’L;hgh(x7 Yy ~)1/7V(m, h)
3: Return v.

~ p"f(-|D) where the posterior is given by

3.3. The Booster Agent

As aforementioned, the main agent aims to learn an e-close
policy. However, given the competing nature of MGs, this
task is not feasible if her opponent is naive. Thus, inspired
by Jin et al. (2021b); Huang et al. (2021), the second learn-
ing agent is set to be the booster agent. As opposed to the
main agent, the booster agent does not aim at find her -
close policy. Instead, her goal is to assist the main agent’s
learning. Specifically, she examines the adopted policy
of the main agent and tries to find the best response for
it (since the best response is the strongest opponent). In
this way, the underlying weakness of the main agent is ex-
ploited, which facilitates the learning of the NE. To better
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illustrate the role of the booster agent, we consider the fol-
lowing decomposition of the regret:

Reg(T (Z Vi (ah) — v (aﬁ)

malﬂageﬂt
<Z Vur Vr VM T( )) .

booster agent

34

The technical advantage of involving V/*"*(z!) in
the main agent part is that we can apply the value-
decomposition lemma from Jiangetal. (2017) as in
Lemma 1| because (i, ;) is the executed policy pair for
trajectory collection (see Lemma 1 for details). In this case,
the non-negative booster agent part is zero if we can find
the best response to i exactly. Motivated by this observa-
tion, the booster agent keeps learning to approximate the
best response to the given max-player’s policy based on the
historical trajectories so as to minimize the booster agent
part. Due to the different goals, the design philosophy of
the booster agent is different from that of the main agent.
Especially, she takes a different but also optimistic prior
(for the min-player) and a different format of the likelihood.

Optimistic prior of the booster agent. An optimistic prior
is adopted for the booster agent, defined as

Hpo

Intuitively, the booster agent favors small values for the ini-
tial state, which is optimistic for the min-player. The moti-
vation for such an optimistic prior will be clearer after the
value decomposition lemma, i.e., Lemma 2, is presented.
The reason why we only modify the prior will also be illus-
trated in Sec. 5.3.

P (9) o< exp(=AV)' ( (3.5)

Likelihood for the booster agent. As the booster agent
mainly focuses on approximating the best response policy
to w instead of finding NE, a different squared loss function
is specified as:

t

Z[gh(x};,as,bh)—r _Vk:H»l( h+1)] )

s=1

Li(g" "8 =

which can be viewed as a proxy to the squared 7;"“-Bellman
error. Consequently, a corresponding likelihood can be ob-
tained by replacing L" in Eqn. (3.2) with LZ.

Posterior distribution for the booster agent. With the
prior and the likelihood, the posterior distribution for the
booster agent can be obtained as:

H
P"(g181) o exp(=AV/, (1) T ¢*(9"lg" ™, S),
h=1

(3.6)

where

mi gy = PO e (nLilg", 9" 5)
Eqgnpp exp(—nLji(g", 9"+ S1))

a"(g"1g

Note that sometimes we also employ the notation
q(g"|g" L, 1, Si) = ¢*(g"|g"**, Si) when we need to use
the superscript h.

3.4. The Learning Process

With the main agent and the booster agent specified, the
training proceeds as the following. For each episode ¢, the
main agent first samples one f; € F according to the pos-
terior distribution p(-|S;—1) and adopts the induced Nash
policy as

fie.n () < pug, n(7) = argmax,,c  , minyeny p' fi (2, )v
forall (z,h) € X x [H].

Then, the booster agent samples some g; € F from her
posterior distribution p*t (-|S;—1) computed from S;_; and
1. The approximated best response is computed according
to g; and py as

Ven(2) Vg, g, 0(x) = argmin, e a, 1}, n90 (2, v

forall (z,h) € X x [H].

Finally, both players execute (i, v¢) for episode ¢, result-
ing in a trajectory (;. This collected trajectory is then added
to S; and used to compute the policy for the next episode.

4. Sketch of the Main Ideas

In this section, a sketch of the main ideas is provided for
the proposed algorithm and the theoretical proof.

4.1. Value-Decomposition Lemmas

It is known that the immediate regret in one episode can be
related to the Bellman residuals in the single-agent setting
(Jiang et al., 2017), and this technique is well-adopted in
the literature (Jin et al., 2021a; Dann et al., 2021; Du et al.,
2021). For our setting, with regret decomposed as in
Eqn. (3.4), the immediate regrets of the main agent part
and the booster agent part can be related to the 7-Bellman
residuals and the 7#*-Bellman residuals, respectively, as
we show below.

Lemma 1 (Value decomposition for the main agent.). Let
i = py and v be an arbitrary policy taken by the min-
player. It holds that

V() - V)

H
Z WO+ V) = Vi ().
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Lemma 2 (Value decomposition for the booster agent.).

Suppose that . = iy is taken by the max-player and g
is sampled from the posterior by the booster agent. Let v
be taken as in Sec. 3.4. Then, it holds that

Vi (et = Vi)

H
==Y EuuEi(g" g O+ VL) — VT ().

We remark that these two lemmas also account for the extra
optimistic terms in the prior distributions. The proofs of
these two lemmas are deferred to Appendix E.

4.2. Multi-Agent Decoupling Coefficients

In the previous subsection, we convert the problem of
bounding Reg(T") to bounding the summation of Bellman
residuals. However, the posterior distribution is more re-
lated to the squared Bellman residuals. Therefore, we need
some structural information to relate the growth of the cu-
mulative Bellman residuals to the growth of the cumulative
squared Bellman residuals. To this end, the multi-agent de-
coupling coefficient is introduced, which is an extension of
the single-agent version in Dann et al. (2021), as follows.

Definition 1 (Multi-agent decoupling coefficient). Given
an MG(H, X, A, B,P,r), a function class F, a time hori-
zon T, and a parameter | > 0, the multi-agent decoupling
coefficient de(F, MG, T, u) is defined to be the smallest

integer such that

where T is a policy pair (ug,, vy, q.) induced by (fs,gs)
as introduced in Sec. 3.4. The set of these distributions
induced by f,g € F is denoted as Dy.

Equipped with the multi-agent decoupling coefficient, it re-
mains to bound the cumulative squared Bellman residuals
S [Ba £ (gi; 2", 0", b)) by connecting it to the
likelihood L}; (", ¢"*";S;—1) used in the posterior dis-
tributions. '

4.3. Connection to Likelihood

We focus on the main agent and the booster agent is similar.
We consider the L" (g, g"; ¢,) (when we only evaluate
the loss with only one trajectory, we directly use the nota-
tion (). Taking expectation, we have
Er, L'(g', g5 C0) = [Bx, Enlgisa”, 0, bM)] " + 02,
4.1)

where o2 is the expectation of (77, f"*+1 (2%, al, b)) — 1l —

Viner (2771))? or the variance, which is hard to deal w1th.
However, the denominator in the likelihood allows us to
rewrite the algorithm by replacing L" (g}, g"; ¢,) with

the following excess loss:

AL FMHY ¢6) o= LM Y G
- (ﬁfh-‘rl(‘rgvasvb}sl) —T‘ Vf’”rl( h+l))27
4.2)

whose expectation is the desired [Er, & (gs; 2", a”, b")] %,
After resolving the issue of variance, the analysis follows
from the online aggregation techniques. However, the com-
pleteness assumption is required to analyze the introduced
denominator (see the proof of Lemma 11 and Lemma 17).

4.4. More Intuition

We emphasize that the feature of the self-play setting that
the learning agent can control both the max-player and the
min-player plays a central role in the algorithm design and
analysis. This allows us to decompose the regret into two
parts as in Eqn. (3.4) and further employ the asymmetric
structure to handle two parts. The analysis in the single-
agent case essentially relies on the Markov property of tran-
sition, (conditional) sub-Gaussianity of the noise of transi-
tion, and the fact that the regret in one episode is upper
bounded by the sum of Bellman residuals. We note that
both the main agent and the booster agent retain these prop-
erties separately. Therefore, the techniques from MDP can
be applied but with some additional efforts to handle the
game nature.

4.5. Complexity of F

For optimization-based algorithms, the complexity of the
function class F is usually characterized through the car-
dinality || or the covering number (Jiang et al., 2017,
Wang et al., 2020; Jin et al., 2021a;b; Huang et al., 2021).
On the other hand, the posterior sampling algorithm em-
ploys a prior distribution pg over F, which allows the al-
gorithm to favor certain parts of it. Accordingly, our theo-
retical result depends on the complexity of F through the
prior preference, which is characterized by the following
quantity.

Definition 2. For a policy jvy, f € F and for any function
g € Fni1, we define

T (e.q) ={g9 € Fn:sup, 0 1€ (9,932, 0,)| < €},

containing the functions that have small 72” -Bellman er-
ror against g’ for all state-action pairs. We then define

H
Hﬂ(e) = SUPyecr Z In (1/pg(]:}l:(€7
h=1

")),
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and
K(€) = sup e fipy(€).

Under Assumption 2, it is assumed that x(€) < oo, which
is supported by the following two specific examples.

For the finite function class with completeness, with a uni-
form prior p2(f) = 1/|Fn|, we have

H
K(€) <> In|Fu| =In|F],
h=1

due to the realizability assumption. For an infinite function
class, by replacing |F| with its covering number, similar
result can also be ontained.

For a d-dimensional parametric models 75, = {go € RY :
0 € Qp} where Qy, is compact, we can generally assume
1 !

that SUpPgy In W S dIn (C /6) for some con-
stant ¢’ depending on the prior. If we further assume that
go 1s Lipschitz in 6 (e.g., linear MG (Xie et al., 2020)), then
we can assume that In Wleqhﬂ)) < codln (¢q/€) for
some constants ¢y and ¢; depending on the prior and the
Lipschitz constant L. In this case, we have

k(e) < coHdIn(cy /¢).

5. Main Results

In this section, we state the main theoretical result of this
paper and interpret it using several examples.

5.1. Theoretical Guarantee

We now provide an upper bound for the overall regret.

Theorem 1 (Overall regret). Let Assumptions 1, 2
and 3 hold. If n3%* < 0.5 and \3* > 1 hold,
and let de(F,MG,T) be an upper bound for the
sup,,<1 de(F, MG, T, ), and we further take \ =

TRGE) L then, it holds th
m,?’]—m,t@ﬂ,ltO s that

E Reg(T) < O <5 \/ de(F, MG, T)s(5 )T+ de(F, MG, T)) .

Notably, if the multi-agent decoupling coefficient is prov-
ably small, Algorithm 1 admits a v/T-regret. According
to the decomposition in Eqn. (3.4), Theorem 1 can be es-
tablished once we can bound the main agent part and the
booster agent part.

Theorem 2 (Bound of the main agent). With the same con-
ditions as Theorem 1, it holds that

T
ZEStflEftNPt]Egth#t [Vl*(ml) - Vlm’w (ml)]

t=1

<o <6\/dc(}"7 MG, T)m(%)T + de(F, MG, T)) .

We then turn to the booster agent and provide an upper
bound for the regret induced by approximating the best re-
sponse policy.

Theorem 3 (Bound of the booster agent). With the same
conditions as Theorem 1, it holds that

T
ZEStflEftNPt]Egthf‘t Vll"‘tvl’t (xl) - Vll'Lth(xl)]

t=1

< O(B\/dc(}", MG, T)k(B/T?)T + de(F, MG, T)).

The detailed proofs can be found in the appendix.

5.2. Bounds for the Multi-Agent Decoupling Coefficient

In this subsection, we provide several examples whose
multi-agent decoupling coefficient is provably small. The
proof can be found in Appendix F.

Linear MG. The first example is the MG with linear
function approximation (Xie et al., 2020). In this case,
there exists a feature map ¢(z,a,b) € R and it holds
that 7" (z,a,b) = ¢(z,a,b)" 0" and P"(2'|z,a,b) =
é(x,a,b) " pp(x") for some unknown 6 € R% and yuy,(-) €
R? satisfying max{||07| , ||z} < v/d. We have the fol-
lowing upper bound for the multi-agent decoupling coeffi-
cient.

Proposition 1 (Linear MG). For a d-dimensional MG with
Fn = {on(,,)T0" « [|6"]| < (H + 1 — h)Vd} and
lo(z,a,b)|| < 1,¥(z,a,b) € X x A x B, then for all
w <1, it holds that

de(F, MG, T, ;) < 2dH(2 + In(2HT)).

Note that Jin et al. (2021b) considers a more general setting
of linear function approximation whose multi-agent decou-
pling coefficient is also provably small due to Proposition 3.
Also note that as a special case, tabular MG is a linear MG
of dimension d = |X||A||B].

Generalized Linear MG. We then consider the gen-
eralized linear MG. In this case, we have (f" —
T frg1)(z,a,0) = o(¢(x,a,b)"6") for any p induced
by some function in F and f € F where o is differentiable
and strictly increasing. We further assume that o’ € (¢, ¢2)
and max{||¢(z, a,b)||, ||6"||} < R for some c1,cz, R > 0.

Proposition 2 (Generalized Linear MG.). For a general-
ized linear MG, with F = {(x,a,b) — o(¢(z,a,b) "0 :
6|l < H\/d}, then for all i < 1, it holds that

de(F, MG, T, ) < 2dH(c3/c3)(2 + In(2HT)).

We can also derive an upper bound for the multi-agent de-
coupling coefficient through multi-agent Bellman Eluder
dimension introduced in Jin et al. (2021b).
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Proposition 3 (Reduction to multi-agent Bellman Eluder
dimension). Let IIx = Dx be the set of probability mea-
sures over X x A x B at each step h obtained by following
(ip,vyg) for some f,g € F. If dimpg(F,I1,1/T) = E,

then the multi-agent decoupling coefficient satisfies:

de(F,MG,T,p) < (14 1log(T) + 8u)EH.

Similar to the single-agent case, the multi-agent decoupling
coefficient exhibits an additional factor of H due to the for-
mulation of summation over all steps instead of maximum
as in the multi-agent Bellman Eluder dimension case. This
formulation can offer advantages when the complexity of
the function class varies with time steps . Combining this
with Theorem 1, the regret bound of our algorithm matches
that of OFU-based algorithms. However, we do remark that
the results of Jin et al. (2021b); Huang et al. (2021) areina
high-probability fashion, which is stronger than the bound
in expectation.

5.3. Interpretation of Theorem 1

We now illustrate Theorem 1 by concrete examples. The
first example is for the finite function classes.

Corollary 4 (Finite function classes with completeness).

Let F be a finite function class satisfying Assumptions I,

2 and 3 with B = 2. Assume that the prior is uniform
H .

ph(f) = 1/|Fnl, and |F| =TI, | Fnl. Withn = 0.1 and

_/ Th|F|
)\ = m, we l’l(lVé‘

EReg(T) = O(\/de(F, MG, T)T In(|F|).

Note that it is straightforward to generalize this result to
the infinite function classes by replacing the cardinality | F |
with its covering number N (F,€) with an appropriate
choice of e. We then illustrate Theorem 1 by considering
the MGs with linear function approximation.

Corollary 5 (Linear MG). For the linear MG, if we assume
that the prior is uniform, we have k(e) = O(HdIn(1/e)).

Withn:%and)\zw/%,wehave

EReg(T) = O(H?*dVT In(HT)).

Compared with Xie et al. (2020), our algorithm improves
the regret bound for linear MGs by a factor of v/d. We
remark that the improvement is mainly due to the global
optimism mechanism instead of a step-wise one. Specif-
ically, we add an optimistic term only in the prior distri-
butions at the initial value as in Eqn. (3.1) and Eqn. (3.5).
On the contrary, OMVI from Xie et al. (2020) establishes
optimism at every step (see lines 8 and 9 of their pseudo
code). The main bottleneck is that due to the temporal de-
pendency, OMVI needs to construct uniform concentration

for the optimistic bonus function at every step, whose cov-
ering number leads to the extra v/d factor. See Eqn. 5 and
Lemma 18 of Xie et al. (2020) for details.

Recently, Xiong etal. (2022) adopt the dataset splitting
trick from MDP (Xie et al., 2021) to resolve this issue in
the offline setting where the trajectories are independently
collected by some behavior policy. However, their tech-
nique cannot apply directly in online setting as the policy
used to collect new trajectory depends on the history. Also,
we remark that while the OM VI is also computationally ef-
ficient, both our posterior sampling algorithm and GOLF of
Jin et al. (2021b); Huang et al. (2021) are only information-
theoretic. Therefore, it remains open whether we could
close this gap by designing computationally efficient algo-
rithm.

6. Conclusion

In this paper, a self-play posterior sampling algorithm is
proposed for two-player zero-sum Markov games with gen-
eral function approximation, which is the first to the best of
our knowledge. A new complexity measure, multi-agent
decoupling coefficient, is introduced to characterize the
complexity of function class. Rigorous theoretical analysis
showed that the proposed algorithm could achieve compa-
rable regret bounds compared with other OFU-based algo-
rithms for problems with low multi-agent decoupling coef-
ficient, which extends the results in the single-agent RL.

As existing algorithms with general function approxima-
tion are computationally inefficient in general, one impor-
tant direction for future works is to design computationally
tractable algorithms for MGs (and MDPs). Another inter-
esting open question is how to extend the posterior sam-
pling algorithms for general-sum Markov games.
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A. Equivalent Algorithms

We will consider a slightly more general posterior sampling algorithm with an extra parameter « € (0, 1]. We recall that
the posterior defined in Eqn. (3.3) is

H
p(f1Se) o exp(AVy 1 (z') T a(f 1", Sh),
h=1

where
Py (") exp (—nL(f", "1 5)))

h| gh+1 _
Q(f |f ’ St) - thwpg exp(—T]Lh(fh, chrl; St)) .

Equivalently, we may consider the excess loss

ALY 15 G) =(fM (@l al, bl) =i = Vi (@ h“))2

= (Tuf"H (s, b5) = 7 = Vo (3%, (A1)
where we employ the notation that (; = {[z", a”, b", r"]}E_ . We then define the potential function as

t—1
OF(f) =—Inpl (") +and AL (", " ¢)

s=1

1 (A.2)
+a ln]thNph exp <—77 Z AL" (fh, fhrL Cs)> ;
s=1
where o € (0, 1] is the extra parameter to facilitate the proof. We also define
Afi(at) = Via(ah) = Vi ().
Then, we obtain a generalized posterior distribution on F:
pe(f) o exp < Zcph + /\Afl(a:1)> , (A.3)
where it is equivalent to the posterior given in Eqn. (3.3) when o = 1.
We then recall the posterior distribution of the booster agent defined in Eqn. (3.6) is given by
Pl o exp( -V (a) [T 2l 50,
h=1
where
P g5 = pl(g") exp (—nLh(g", g" 1 5)))
Egnpr exp(—nLh(gh, g"+1; 54))
Similarly, we define the excess loss for the booster agent:
ALL(g", "5 ) =(g" (@l alt b — vl — VL (ah )2 s
_(ﬁzugh-i_l(‘r 7asvbg)_r _Vlfwrl( h+1))2' '
and
Agy(a') = V{1 (0h) = Vi (),
and use the following notation (with slight abuse of notation) for the potential function:
t—1
O (g, ) = —Inpf (g") +an Y ALE (g", 9" ¢)
= (A.5)

t—1
+alnEg ,nexp <—nz ALZ (§h7gh+l; Cs)) ;
s=1
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since the analyses for Algorithm 2 and Algorithm 3 are separate so the meaning of ®/(-) will be clear from the context.
Finally, we obtain a generalized posterior function for the booster agent:

H
;' (g) o< exp <— > (g, 1) + Mg}, (w1)> : (A.6)

h=1

The main motivation to use AL"(-) (ALZ( -)) is that the variance will be cancelled during our theoretical analysis as it
is equivalent to the case where we know the Bellman operator. This is possible because the novel denominator term is
introduced in the likelihood as in Dann et al. (2021).

B. Useful Lemmas and Additional Notations

In this section, we provide several useful lemmas and additional notations that are useful later. We start with the following
definitions. First, we further define a quantity similar to Definition 2, which will be used for the analysis of the main agent.

Definition 3. For any [’ € Fp11, we define the set

Fule, f') = A{f € Fun: sup [En(f, f12,0,b)| < €}

z,a,b

containing the functions that have small Ty,-Bellman error against f' for all state-action pairs. We then define the quantity

which is the probability assigned by the prior to functions that approximately satisfy the Bellman equation w.r.t. f for all
state-action pair.

Note that %1 (¢) < x(€) because

a H
1 1
rk1(€) = sup E In < supsup S In _ (e
9&F p=1 po(Fp (€, 9"11)) fefge}‘hz::l Py (Fy! (e, 9" 1))

Definition 4. For o € (0, 1), we also use the notations:
Al (€)= (1= @) E s g (Fale, f74)) /07,

and k7 (1,¢) = lim,_,1- k" (a, €) where it holds that
1

h
k1(l,e)= sup In———— < o0,
fh+1€]:h+1 pg (‘Fh (67 fh+1))

and
H
ri(e) =Y ri(L€) < rle).
h=1
Similarly, we define
(0 €) = (1= @) E s g (F (6 f1H1) /07,
and kli(1,€) = lim,_,1- I'(a, €), Then, it holds that

Hﬁ(l,e) = sup 1nﬁ < 00,
prreFny o (Fp (6 fP1)

and

H
Ku(e) = Z /-@Z(l,e) < k(e).
h=1
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Lemma 3. For any fixed g € F and max-player’s policy p := py for some f € F, we define a random variable for all s
and h as follows:

€ (9" 9", G) = = 2mALY (9", 6", C) = I E i pn o o) XD (=20AL5 (9", 9", C4))

Then, for all h, we have

t—1
Es, , exp (Z I3 (gh,thaCs)) =1

A special case is that f = g where we have
h h rh+1 _ h(rh rh+1
ALuf(f 7f 7€S) _AL (f 7f 7<s)'

Proof. This lemma is from Zhang (2005) and is also proved in Dann et al. (2021). O
Lemma 4. Let v be a probability distribution. Then, B, f — H (v) is minimized at v(x) x exp(—f(z)).

Proof. This is a corollary of Gibbs variational principle whose proof can be found in Van Handel (2014), Lemma 4.10.

Using Lemma 4, we can obtain the following key lemma as used in Dann et al. (2021).

Lemma 5. It holds that

H
Efsp, <Z L (f) — AASf (2) +1n;3t(f)> inf B ooy, <Z N (f) — AASf (1) +lnp(f)> :
h=1
H
i (Z o (g, 1) — NAg, (1) + lnﬁé‘<g)> = infEgp() <Z = Mg, (z1) + lnp@)) )
h=1

(B.1)

where we remark that the definitions of ®1(-) in two equations are different.

In what follows, we derive a lower bound of LHS of Eqn. (B.1), and an upper bound of RHS of Eqn. (B.1) for the proof of
Theorems 2 and 3.

C. Proof of the Theorem 2

In this section, we provide the proof for Theorem 2. The proof provided in this section basically follows the same line
of that of single-agent RL because essentially the algorithms employ the same properties of the problem as discussed in
Section 4 and for the main agent, and the Bellman residuals is free of the min-player’s policy.

Lemma 6. For all functions f € F, we have

Bt pn gt AL (1 171,60) = (& (il al b))

and

4 2
By ooty AL (1 17,00 < 2 (6 (fralal 00)°

Proof. We define the random variable
Z=f (xs,as,b?)—r _thJrl( h+1)'

Let E be conditioned on [z7, a”, b"

Rt B}

]. Then, the randomness is from the state transition and we have

EZ = &u(f; 2, ah, oM.

s s$77s

We also have
ALMf, [P () = 2° — (2 - EZ)*.
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and
E[Z%? - (Z —EZ)* = EZ% —var(Z) = (EZ)* = (En(f; 2l al, b1))2.

Also note that Z € [—f3, 8 — 1] and max Z — min Z < f3 if it is conditioned on [z", ", b"], this implies that

§717s) Vs

E(Z? — (Z -EZ)?)?* < -*(RZ)2.

W W~

Lemma 7. If the learning rate 1 is sufficiently small such that n3? < 0.8, then for all functions f € F, we have

B s o ot o) P (DALY (2, f74,¢))
< Exif*lNIP’h(-\zg,ai},bi}) exp (_nALh (fhv fh+17 Cs)) -1

< —0.257n (Sh (f, !, all, b?))Q :

Proof. Withn3? < 0.8, forall f € F, we have
—nALM(f" " ¢) <08,

This implies that
exp (—nAL"(f", [, ¢))
<1 —nALM(f PP G) + 0.6TP AL (FR FE G,

where we use the fact that ¢)(2) = (e* — 1 — 2)/2? is increasing in z and ¢(0.8) < 0.67. Therefore, we have

IE, et ot o) XD (DALY (F7 11, G))
SEpnet g ponan ) P (AL (f*, F171,¢)) =1
SE st pn(panan oy — DAL S G) + 0.6T2 AL (f7, f7,G)?
< —0.25n(En(f", 1 C)2,

where the first inequality is because In z < z — 1 and the last inequality is because Lemma 6 and (%nb20.67) < 0.75.

Lemma 8. Ir holds that

H

H
S OM(f) = AAf () + lnp(f)] < Ae+dan(t — DHE = " Inpf (Fn (6,Qji1)) -
h=1

inlf ]ESt—lEpr(')
h=1

Proof. Consider any fixed f € F. For any fh e Fh that depends on S;_1, we obtain from Lemma 7 that

~ - 2
Be. exp (—nAL" (%, f41,¢,) ) =1 < —0.260E, (" (z,0) = Taf"*(w,0.b))” <0,
We let .
Wth = Es EfepyIn Ef’wp(’} exp (‘77 Z ALh(fha £ Cs)) )

s=1
and recall that

Ph(f")exp (—n Ui AL (1, 574,
Efoy exp (—n 00 ALY (.06 )

(ZI&I (th | fh+173t71) _

We have
s=1 A7h (Fh phtl
exp (—n 5zt ALP (1, 170,¢,) ) :
W' =W =Es Efy)n Efnpp t P (_WALh (fh’ 7, CS))

o (1T B0 (7 771.6))
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= Es. Bpp) B gniprins, ) P (_”ALh (fh’ e C))
S Es.Erp) (Ef”mq:(wfhﬂ,ss,l) exp (—nALh (fh, e <)) — 1) <0

where we use Inz < z — 1. By Woh = 0, we know that

t
Wl =W+ Wk -wk, <o,
s=1

equivalently,
t
Es,Efop)In Ef”NpS‘ exp <—WZ ALh(fhv S Cs)) <0
s=1

This implies that for any p(-), we have

H
Es, 1 Efup() [Z O/ (f) = AAS! (=) + 1np(f)]
h=
1 H t-—1
=Es, 1 Ejup(y l AASY (b)) +an > N ALM(f T ¢)
s=1
< Hh 1 p(f)
« InEz; nexp| — AL" ~h, h'H, s In
+ h; ; N,,Oep< nZ (7 <)>+ po(f)]
= (f)
<Es,  Epopy |[—MAF ( —l—ZanZ (&n f,xs,as,bg))2+1nf(f)],
— 0

where we use the definition of the potential function in first equality. Since p(-) is arbitrary, we can take f" € F,(e, Q)
for all h € [H]. We then have

|fh(a:,a,b) - QTL(xvaab” = |fh(17,a,b) - TQ;FH-I(I’G‘vb” < €,
forall (z,a,b,h) € X x A x B x [H]. Then, we have

|gh(f;x7a7b)| S |fh(x,a,b) - QZ(xuaab)l + Su/p |Vf,h+1(x/) - V}j+1(x/)| S 267

where we use -
Vint1(@') = Vi (@) = | supinf Dy, f* 7 (2") — supinf D, , Q5 4 (27))]
w w

< supsup Dy, (S (@) = Qha(2))] < e,
o v

where the first inequality is because of
inf f —inf g| < sup|f — g|.
i inf g| < sup|f — g

By taking p(f) = po(f)I(f € F(¢))/po(F(¢)), with F(e) = [],, Fu(e, Q). we obtain the desired result. O
Lemma 9. [t holds that
H
B,y pr(f) 2B s, npe(f) + (1= a)Bpep, > Inpy (f*)
h=1
Lo H
>3 > Epep, npr (£, 1) (C.1)
h=1

H
+ (1= 0.50)Efp, Inpy (1) + (1= a) > Epup, Inpy (£7).
h=2
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Proof. To show the first inequality, we just subtract all terms of RHS from LHS to see that it is a KL-divergence which is
non-negative. The second inequality is equivalent to

H
Efp, Inpi(f) > 0.5Ef 5, Inp; (f1) + 0.5 Z Ejp Inpe (£, 141

h=1
This follows from
H
0.5E fp, Py (f) > 0.5  Efp, npy (f", 1) I(his a 0dd number )
h=1
and
H
0.5Efp, Inpy(f) > 0.5Esp, Inpy (f1) +0.5 Z Ef¢p, Inp, (fh, th) I(h is an even number )
h=1
which is a result of the non-negativity of mutual information. O
Lemma 10. It holds that
H
Es, 1 Ermp, <Z Y (f) = AAS (1) + 1nﬁt(f)>
h=1
Ao fl
> Es, \Efop, |[-AAf (21) + (1 - 0.50) In ptl (fl)
po (f1)
A
H t—1 PN h ph+l (C.2)
Y43 (f 7f )
+> 050Es, [ Epop, |13 2ALF (f7, A4 ¢) +1n
,; T [ 2280 S AT
By
H t—1 A h+1
z Dt (f )
+ ZEStilEfNﬁt CYIIIE]E;INPS, exp <—nz ALh (fh7 fh+1’ CS)> + (1 — Oé) In W} .
h=1 s=1

Ch

Proof. We use the definition of the potential function and apply Lemma 9. The desired result follows from some calcula-
tions. O

Lemma 11. Ifn% < 0.4, it holds that

A2 —XEs, ,Ej, 5, Af (), (C3)
t—1 5
By, >0.25an Y Es, \EjupEr, (En (f;2,al,b)) (C.4)
s=1
Ch > —ame(2b + €)(t — 1) — &l (a, €). (C.5)

Proof. The bound of A comes from the non-negativity of KL-divergence and « € (0, 1]. To prove the lower bound of By,
we define

52 (fha fh+1’ Cs) == 277ALh (fhv fh+1’ Cs) - hlEmg+l~p}z(.|mg,a?7bg) exp (_277ALh (fhv fh+17 CS)) .

Then, for all h € [H], we have

t—1
Es, , exp (Z &l (rm f’”l,@)) =1,
s=1
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according to Lemma 3. Then, by Lemma 4, we have

i—1 N h fh+1
B, _gh () i — 2 (f" ) ]
fom [2_; G U S G I e T )

p (", ") ]

>infE¢.
= frp

t—1
—eh (fh ) 4 1n
222 &) Pl (f) oot (Fh1)

t—1
= —IEpm pEpnirne exp (Z &b (f cs)> :

s=1

where we use the fact that Lemma 4 implies that the inf is achieved at

t—1
p (S ) oy (F) gt (F1) exp (Z (i g)) :
s=1

and the expectation is equal to

= SLeh(ph phi
exp s= gs f 7f 7<S
_Ep(fh’;.f"+1) E fg(fhv .fh+17 Cs) + Ep(.f}17fh,+1) In ( 1 (c )) — _lnec
s=1

where ¢ = th,\,ngfh,Jrle[’)Hrl exp (Zz;i &h (fh, i CS)) is the normalized constant. It then follows that

t—1 D h fhtl
Es, Ej, _? h7 h+1, ) +1 pt(fuf ) ]
s lZ &I G I S ()

t—1

> —Eg, , lnthNpS'Ef’l+1~pg+1 exp (Z 5? (fh7 chrl7 @))
s=1

>

t—1
—In ]thf\,p[’)lth,JrlNpg'JrlEStfl exXp (Z 5? (fh7 fh+17 <S)> = 07

s=1

where we use the above result in the first inequality and use the convexity of — In(-) in the last inequality. We then have

b (fh7fh+1) 1

t—1
By = 0.5aEs, \Ejp, |1 2AL" (", f"*,¢) +In—

= pg (fh) gt (fh)
t—1
2 O.5CYESt71EfNﬁt Z — 1n]Ez§'+1NIF’h'(~|x’s‘,a’;,b§') exp (_277ALh (fhu fh+17 <S))
s=1

t—1
1
> —050(7’]2 5(5h(f7x27 CLZ, T‘Z))Q,
s=1

where we use the definition of ¢” ( fh Cs) in the first inequality and we use Lemma 7 in the last step.

We now turn to the lower bound of C),. We have

t—1 ) il
Efp, la InE s exp <_WZALh (fhvthst)) +(1-a)ln pe (f")
s=1

o ()

t—1
. « ~
Z (1 — O[) l;lhf]Eprh [m hlth’N;Dg exXp <—T] _E 1 ALh (fh, fh+17 <5)> “+ In

ph (chrl) ]

o ()

-1 —a/(l—a)
=—(1—a)InEp e (thwpg exp (—nZALh (fh,fh“,gs))) ,
s=1
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where we use the fact that the inf is achieved at

-1 —a/(l-a)
ph (fh+1) o p61+1 (fh+1) <th'~p(’} exp <_nZALh (fh; fh+1;<s)>> ]
s=1
We now consider a fixed f* € Fy (e, f*+1). It holds that

AL (71 7G| < (En (£ al)) + 2816 (F2d al)] < (26 + )

To show this, we recall the definition

AL (7, F45¢) = (£ (alal bY) = 7 = Vi (22F1))°
(ﬁfh-i_l (ws7as7bg) - T — Viht1 ( h+1)) )
and we subtract and add T, "1 (2", a”) inside the first term to obtain

ALM(fM P C) = En(f, ol al)® + 280 (f, ah, al) (T P (2l al) =l — fP (2l ).

It follows that

t—1
thwp(’; exp <—nz AL" (fh, it CS)> < ’5 (fh ( ,th)) exp(—n(t — 1)(28 + €)e).

Thus, we have

Ch 2 B, WE sy Bh(Fi(e, 7)) exp(—n(t — 1)(28 + )e)
= —ane(2f +€)(t — 1) + aBs,_, ME pys nipf (Fale, f11))
> —ame(2B +€)(t — 1) — Kk (a, €)

where we use the definition

Ii}f(a e)=(1-a) lnEthNthpO (]:h ( ,fh-i—l))—a/(l—a) '

We are ready to prove Theorem 2.

Proof of Theorem 2. Let 7y denote the distribution induced by p; x v4 and define

Sh = \&L (fe;xl, alr bl 025anZIE (&n ft,xt,at,bh))

Then, we have

A2
ZIESt B By, gt By, Zah < —dc(]—" MG, T,0.25am/\).
t=1 h=1
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For arbitrary v; induced by fif, and g, according to the value-decomposition Lemma 1 we have

H
]ESt—lEftht ge~pyt /\(Vl ( ) Vl‘utyyt (Il)) - ]ESt—lEftNﬁt]EgtNﬁ#t ECtNﬂ’t Z 51?
h=1
H t—1 9
< _)‘Est—lEftNﬁtAftl (‘Tl) + 0256”7 Z Z ]ESt—lEftNﬁtEﬂ's (gh(ft; xi}EL7 ai}EL7 b?))
h=1s=1
H H
<Es,_\Efny, (Z O (f) = AAS! (21) + 1nz3t(f)> +ane(2B +e)(t = 1)H + ) ri(ae)
h=1 h=1
H H
= Es,_, inf By <Z Oy (f) = AAS (21) + 1np(f)> +ane2B+e)(t—1H + Y wi(a,e)
h=1 h=1

< Ae+ane(e+4e+208)(t — 1)H Zlnpo (6,Qh41)) —l—ZKalae

where the first inequality also uses the definition of A f} (x!); the second inequality comes from Lemma 10 and Lemma 11;
the equality is because Lemma 5, and the last step comes from Lemma 8. Summing over ¢, we obtain that

T
ZESt—l]EftNﬁtEgtNﬁl:t (Vl* (‘Tl) - Vlﬂtﬂjt (‘Tl))
t=1

T(T

H H
1 T A
< €T+ Xom(Se +25) g Inpf(F(e, Q1)) X E: (o, €) + —dc(]—' MG, T,0.25am/X)

< O(B\/de(F,MG,T)x(B/T2)T + dc(}', MG, T)).
Here in the last step, we first let « — 1~ and note that

—Inpl (Fle, Q1) < Ki(1L,6),

H
- Zlnpo (€ Qhy1) + Z“lll(lve) < 2k(e).
h=1

Then, we take € = %, A= %, andn = ﬁ. This concludes the proof. O

D. Proof of the Theorem 3

In this section, we provide a proof for Theorem 3.

Lemma 12. For any max-player’s policy pv and all functions g € F, we have

E ot cpncporanon AL (979", G) = (€1 (g:akal 02))°
and

4p?
]Ez’;'“~w(.|xg,ag,bg)ALZ (ghaghﬂaés) < 5

& (g,xs,as,b};))
Proof. The proof of this lemma only employs the Markov property of the transition and the range of function g € F. By
replacing the notations in the proof of Lemma 6, we conclude the proof. O
Lemma 13. Letting nf3? < 0.8, then for all functions g € F and any max-player’s policy y, we have
ME et o an ) P (1AL (9",6",C))
< Bortap(fon,an bn) €XP (=nALL (9" 9" ¢s)) — 1

< —0.25n (& (f;2", ", b1))?

s s$77s



A Self-Play Posterior Sampling Algorithm for Zero-Sum Markov Games

Proof. The proof of this lemma only employs the range of function g € F. By replacing the notations in the proof of
Lemma 7, we conclude the proof

O
Lemma 14. It holds that

Es, Ef, ~p, mfIEqu lz (g, 1) /\Aglltt (xl) + 1np(g)]

H

< de +dan(t = DHE — B, Egvp, Y nph (F (e, @151))
h=1

Proof. Consider any fixed ¢ € F. For any §" € F" that depends on S,_; and p t.» and for any ;1 we obtain from
Lemma 7 that

. . 2
E¢, exp (—nALZf (gh,thrl, (S)) — 1< -0.251E, (gh(a:, a) — 7;L”fgh+1(:17, a b)) 0

We now fix some ¢. For all s < t, we define

W;l = ESSE.fNﬁHlEgN;DC) 1nE§"~p{} exp <—772 ALZf (§h7 gh-|-17 Q)) ’

and recall that

h t—1 h ~h _h+1
p(g") exp (—n Y2y AL, (3" 6", G)
@f (gh | 9h+17ﬂf73t71) = ( )

E!T"‘Pg exp (_77 Zs;l ALZf (g/v thrl, Cs))

We have
Wsh — Wsh—l = ESsEfN;ﬁt+1( ) lnEgthh( lgh+1,us,85_1) XP (—nALZf (gh7gh+ljgs))
<Es,Efup() ( Gl (g™ g, 5o 1) €XP (—”ALﬁf (§h79h+1v<s)) - 1) <0

where we use In z < z — 1. By W' = 0, we know that

t
Wl =Wy YW W <0
s=1
equivalently,

t
EStEfNﬁt+1(')Eng(') hlEgthg exp (—’I] Z ALZf (gh, thrl, <5)> <0.

Note that ¢ is arbitrary. This implies that for any p(-) and any ¢, we have

Es, 1 Efepe () Egmp() [Z (g, 1uy) — Mgy, (=) +1np(g)]

H t—1
= ES,: lEprr( )Eq,\,p( ) l—AAgif (Il) + armn Z Z ALZf (gh, thrl, Cs)

h=1s=1
H

t—1
—I—aZlnEgthg exp <—nZALﬁf (gh,th,Cs)) +In p(9) 1
h=1 =

po(9)
H

p(9)
<Esi Brop () Bomn() l—m% +ZO‘”Z CACE L lenpo(g)] '
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Since p(-) is arbitrary, we can take g" € FF'(e, h+1) for all h € [H]. We need to show that g" admits a small 7,/
Bellman-residual. We have

19" (@,a,0) = Q) (3, 0,b)| = |g" (2, 0,b) = T Qff (.0, D) < e
forall (z,a,b,h) € X x A x B x [H]. Then, we have

|5,‘L;(g,x,a,b)| S |gh(:c,a,b) Q# T(I a b)| +bup| g, h+l( /) - V};u-;—Tl(I/” S 267
where we use
Vit (@) = Vith (@) = |inf Dy, g (') — inf D, Q5 (o)

< sup Dy, (g(z') — Qf (@) < e,

where we use the fact that
inf f —inf g| <su -4l
|inf f —infg[ <sup|f —g]

By taking p(f) = po(f)I(f € F(e,pr))/po(F(e, pug)), with Fle, ug) = [, Fp” (e,QZi’lT), we obtain the desired
result. O

Lemma 15. For any max-player’s policy yi that is induced by some f € F, we have

Egpi(9) P} (9) ZaEgpe Inpy () + ( Eqgpt Zln ) (
Oé H
>3 Z e npl (9", g" ) (D.1)
+ (1 = 0.5a)Ey z0 In py (") + (11— ZIE o It ( q").

Proof. The proof of this lemma only relies on the non-negativity of mutual information and KL-divergence. By replacing
the notations in the proof of Lemma 9, we conclude the proof. O

Lemma 16. It holds that
H
EStflEftNﬁtEgNﬁg <Z (I)?(g) - )‘Agit (Il) + lnﬁgt (g)>
h=1

>Es, \Ef~pE

Y
o P (9")

At
“AAg!, (2') + (1 - 0.50) In 2t % )]

A’

NI h h+1
e (g, gt (D.2)
+ZOSO¢E5t Ef,pE, . n§ 2ALY, (9", 9", ¢) +1n
Z e b Rgp [ ) ph(g") pytt (g"t)

By,

H

— " (9"*)
+ ZESt—lEftNﬁtngvﬁft alnEgthg exp —UZ ALZt (gh,ghﬂ, Cs) + (1 - Oé) In ———2|.
s=1

h
h=1 p0+1 (gh+1)

ch

Proof. We use the definition of the potential function and apply Lemma 15 (note that it is valid for any p ¢, f € F). (]
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Lemma 17. Ifn3% < 0.4, it holds that

A > _)\ESt—lEftht g~ph't Agu,( )7 (D.3)
t—1

B, >0.250n Y Es, ,Efmp,Eyprt Bx, (€17 (; o, al o))’ (D.4)
s=1

Cr, > —ame(2b+¢€)(t — 1) —Eg, Efop, Iiﬁt (o, €). (D.5)

Proof. The bound of A’ comes from the non-negativity of KL-divergence and « € (0, 1]. To prove the lower bound of B;,
we define

€ (9" 9" e, G) = = 20ALY, (9", 9" G) = IE ner pn(un an oy exP (=20AL, (9", 9" G))

where (i is an arbitrary policy induced by some f; € F. Then, for all h € [H]|, we have

t—1
]ESt71 exp (Z 5? (ghugh+17CS)> = 17
s=1

according to Lemma 3. Then, by Lemma 4, we have

— h( h _h ﬁft (gh 9h+1)
+1 ’
. E :_
~ 5 (g X ) Mt C ) + In
S = TPk b ()

0

t—1 h h+1
Z_dI (ghjthrl”ut’CS)_i_ln P(g )9 ) ]
s=1

Pl (9" pg™ (g t)

t—1
=—1In ]Eghf\,p[’)lEthrlengl €xXp (Z 5? (gha gh+17 Mty CS)) )

s=1

>infE .
= 1t Bg~p

where the last step is from some simple calculations and the fact that Lemma 4 implies that the inf is achieved by
t—1
(9", g" ) o pi(g")pg T (9" ) exp( 2y € (97 9" hue G6)).

This implies that

— ho phtl p (" )
BBy Bt | 3 =60 (11 £ o) s

t—1

> _Est—lEfNﬁt lnEgh,Nnggh+1~pg+1 exp <Z 5? (gh79h+l,ut, <5)>
s=1
t—1

—In Eghwnggh+1Npg+1Ef~ﬁtESt*1 exp <Z 5? (ghv gh+17 Mty Cs)) =0,

s=1

where we use the convexity of — In(-). With this result, the definition of Bj, and the definition of ¢h (gh, gt g, CS), we

have
P (g gh+1) ]
i (9

B}, = 0.50Es, ,Ej,~p,Eq anQALh (g™, g" 1, ¢) +1 D ()

t—1
> 0.50Kg,  Efnp, By pme Z — lnExﬁ“NPh(-\zg,ag,bg) exp (—QnALZt (gh, gt <S))
s=1
=1
2 0500 Y 3B By Bpngy B (6 (gl )
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where we use Lemma 13 in the last step.

We now turn to the lower bound of C},. For any max-player’s policy p, we have

t—1 h+1
Egpe |fy lnIEgthg exp (—nz ALZ (gh’gh+l’ Cs)) +(1- a)l prys ]

s=1

>(1 —a)infE,,n» |}

ph,

t—1 h (gh )
InEgn . pn exp nZALh q" gh+1,<s —I—ln N ES IS @)
s=1 Po

-1 —a/(l—a)
=—(1-0q) ln]EthNpg,H (Eghwpg} exp (—nz ALZ (gh,gh-'rl’ Cs ))
s=1

where we use the fact that the inf is achieved at

—a/(l1-a)

t—1
ph (gh+1) o ngrl (gh-i—l) <Egh'~p(};’ exp <_nz ALZ (gh,th, Cs)))
s=1
We now consider a fixed g" € F; 1 (e, g"*1). Using the same arguments as in the proof of Lemma 11, it holds that

|ALL (g", ", G| < (& (9,2, Q)) +2b[E (g2, a)| < e(2b+e).

It follows that
t—1
Egnpn exp <—nz ALZ (9", ", Cs)> o (F (e, h+1)) exp(—n(t — 1)(2b + €)e)
s=1

Thus, we have

Cn > aEg, Efop, 1nth+1Npg+1pg(f}l:f (e, gh+1)) exp(—n(t — 1)(2b + €)e)
= —ane(2b+ )t — 1)+ aBs,,Epap, INE sy th(FE (6,"1))
> _0”76(2b + E) (t - 1) - ]ESt—lEftNﬁt KI,Zt (av 6),

where we use the definition

—a/(l1-a)
mﬁ(a,e) =(1-a) lnEthNngpg (Fp (E,thrl)) '

We are ready to prove Theorem 3.

Proof of Theorem 3. Let m; denote the distribution induced by p; X v; and define

t—1
2
S = —\EL (gp, 2, al D) — 0.25047721&3”3 (5,’;t(gt,xf,af,b?)) .

s=1
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According to the value-decomposition Lemma 2, we have

H
EStflEftht quth)\(V,Uft Ut( 1) - Vl‘utj(xl)) - Est—lEftNﬁtEgtNﬁrt ECtNﬂ't Z 51]61
h=1
H t-1 )
= _AESt—l]Eerpr ge~pht Agt 1( 1) + 0.25am Z Z Est—l]EftNﬁtEgtNﬁgt Eﬂ's (gﬁr (gtu xtfﬁlv a’?? b?))
h=1s=1
H
< ESt—lEftNﬁtEgtNﬁt <Z (I)?(gtu Nt) - )‘Agztl (‘Tl) + lnﬁft (gt)>
h=1
H
+ane(2b+¢€)(t —1)H + Eg, ,Ey,~p, Z mﬁt (a, €)
h=1
H
=Es,_ Epinp 0 Egep <Z‘1> (9, ) — Mgt (1) +1HP(9)>
h=1
H
+ane(26 +¢€)(t —1)H + Eg, Ef,p, Z ,4275 (a, €)
h=1
H H
< Xe+ ane(e+ 4+ 28)(t — 1)H — Es,_Ej,p, > Inph(Fule, QD)) + Es,_ Ef,np, D Kl (v €).
h=1 h=1
Summing over ¢, we obtain that

T

D Es,  Efmp Egmp, (VI (1) = VI (@)

t=1

1 T(T-1) t
< e Jontoe -2 "0 - XS w3 e Q21

h=1

T
1 A
+ " ;Est VEfi~p, ;/@ a,€) + —dc(]—' MG, T,0.25an/)\)

< O(B\/de(F, MG, T)k(8/T2)T + de(F, MG, T)).

The last step is proved as follows. We find an upper bound for Eg, ,Ej,~p, Zthl Zthl K, (cr, €). We note that for all 1y,

AZ (a, €) is increasing w.r.t. o with the limit /@ .(1,€) < k(€) < 0o. By monotone convergence theorem, we know that
T H T H T
Est—l]}zft"‘ﬁt ZZH e\ € _>E5t lEfthtZZHZt(l,E) = ZESt—lEftNﬁt’{#t(e) < T’i(e)'
t=1 h=1 t=1 h=1 t=1

We also have

H T
Es, 1 Ef~p, Z Z - lnpg (-Fh(€7 lhtil)) < Es, Efop, Zﬁ/ﬂt < Tk(e).
t=1 h=1 t=1
It follows that
T H T H
= Es, Epep > Ipf(Fa(e, Quy)) + Y s, Epp, >kl (1 €) < 2Tk(e).
t=1 h=1 t=1 h=1
Now we first let  — 17. Then, we take € = %, A= %, n= #. This concludes the proof. O
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E. Proof of the Value-Decomposition Lemma
Proof of Lemma 1. Let ;1 = py and v be an arbitrary policy taken by the min-player.
Vii(zh) = Vi ()

H
= Y B Vin(eh) — (@, a0 = Vi (") 4 Vit (@) = Vi (a)

>
=

M= TM= T1M= T

By min Dy f(") = (2, a6 = Vipga (@) + V7 () = Vi (2

)

IN

By Dy [ (@) = 1" (2", 0" 0") = Vi (@) + Vi (21) = Vi (a?)

By (2", a”,0") =" (2", a" ") = Vipia (") + Vi (@) = Vya(ah)

Eh,ugh(fha fh-’_laC) + Vl*(xl) - Vﬂl(‘rl)’

>
Il
—

where the first equality comes from the value-decomposition Theorem (Jiangetal., 2017) (can be verified eas-
ily by telescope sum and VH*1 = 0); the second equality is because of the definition of y = prn(x) =

argmaxmin,ea, it f(z, -, -)v; the inequality comes from the fact that y1 = iy and v may not be argmin,,, D, . f (z").
HEA A
This decomposition accounts for the use of an optimistic prior in Algorithm 2. o

Proof of Lemma 2. Suppose that ;1 = piy is taken by the max-player and g is sampled from the posterior by the booster
agent. Let v be given by v = argmin,, V}*(x) for all (x, h). Then, we have:
Vi) = v ()

" (Il) - Vlwl(xl) + Vlut"T(fEl) - Vg{tl(xl)

~—

<

Il
M= TM= 7=

E#VU]D)#VUg(:Eh) - rh(a:h, a”, bh) -Vt

b @ VTt — v (2t

Eu,ugh(fha (Iha bh) - Th(fha (Iha bh) - V;,Lhﬂ(gchﬂ) + Vlu’T(fl) - Vqlfl (551)

E, & (9" g™, O) + VT (at) — v (2h).

>
Il
—

This decomposition accounts for the use of an optimistic prior in Algorithm 3. O

F. Proof of the Decoupling Coefficient Bounds

In this section, we provide proofs for the decoupling coefficient bounds. We need the following lemma.

Lemma 18 (Elliptical Potential Lemma, Lemma 10 of Xie et al. (2020)). Suppose {¢;}:>0 is a sequence in R? satisfying
llel| < 1. Let Ag € R¥*? be a positive definite matrix, and Ay = Ao + 25:1 Gi¢; . If the smallest eigenvalues of A is

lower bounded by 1, then
lo det At < det At
& det AO - '

det AO
Proof of Proposition 1. We first note that the completeness assumption is satisfied in linear MG case whose proof can be
found in Huang et al. (2021). Now we consider two arbitrary 8", "1 whose norms are bounded by Hv/d and f € F. We

¢iTAj_,11¢i < 2log (
]

i€t
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also define a function g € F s.t. g" = g(6") and g"*! = g(6"*!). By Assumption 2, we can find some " (f) € R? with
10" (f)|| < HVd s.t. T, (¢(w,a,b) T0" 1) = ¢(x, a,b) 70" (f). Therefore, we have
&, (g;,0,0) = p(x,a,0) " (0" = 0"(f)) = p(x,a,0) "w"(f,9),

where w"(f,g) € R? satisfies |w"(f,g)| < 2H\d. We denote ¢! = E, [p(z, a" b")] and ®F = N +
Zi:l d(x", a” b")p(x", a", b") T where X > 1 is a tuning parameter. Then, we have

]Eﬂ't [g;:ft (9t§$?7a?7bt MZ]E |:g#ft gt7$57a2)2:|

=" (frr0) " O} = p” (. 90) ZE [0 (2" a" ") 6 (" 0" 6") " | (fi. g0)

w” (ftugt)T¢t — pw (ftugt) (I)t 1w (ft7gt)+4lu‘AdH2
1 T -1
< 3 (@) (®) o+ dundi?

where the first inequality uses Jensen’s inequality and ||w” (f;, g¢)|| < 2H+/d and the second inequality comes from the
fact (a'b) < (||a||¢,?,71 ||b|\(¢?71)71) < %(||a||é?;1 + Hb||?¢,?;1),1). Summing over ¢t € [T] and h € [H], we have

t—1

H
Z]Eﬂ't g#ft gtvxtuatubh _NZEWS |:g#ft (ghxsu ?)2}
1 h=1 s=1

ZH: In(det(®2) — dIn())
2p

dIn(\ + T/d) — dIn())
2p

where we use the Elliptical Potential lemma in the first inequality and the second inequality uses

NgE

IN

+ 4u/\dH2T]
h=

—

IN

H( + 4pNdH?T),

trace(®%.)

In det(®%) < dln , and, trace(®") < \d + T,

By setting A = min{1, #ZH%T}, we conclude the proof. O

Proof of Proposition 2. We assume that ¢c; < 1 < ¢y, Otherwise, we can scale the feature maps and the link function
accordingly. By similar arguments with the completeness assumption as in the proof of Proposition 1, we have

(C/‘}/;f (97 z,a, b) = U((b(il?, a, b)T@h) - O'(QZS(:C, a, b)Teh(f))
By the Lipschitz property, we have
c1]d(z, a,b) "w(f, 9)| < €47 (g:2,a,)| < e2|é(@, a,0) "w(f, )],

for some w(f,g) € R? satisfying w(f,g) < 2HVd. We denote ¢; = E, [p(z",a,b")] and &} = I +
S o(ah, P b p(x", o, b")T where A > 1 is a tuning parameter. Then, we have

t—1
B, 617 (g ol )] — Y B, [517 (0, a2)’)
s=1
t—1 .
< C2|wh (ftagt)T ¢?| - MC?wh (ftvgt)T ZIET,S [(b (a:h, a, bh) b (xh7 al, bh) ] Wl (Forg0)

s=1
T T
< calw" (fe,q0) o — peiw™ (fi,g0) ®F_w" (fi, g) + dpcirdH?

2
= 022 (¢t) ((I)? 1) 1¢?+4MC%)\dH2.
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Summing over ¢ € [T] and h € [H], we have

T H t—1 ,

ZZEWt [gufr (gtvxtaatabh _HZEWS |:gl n (gt7 Lgs 2) :|

t=1 h=1 s=1

_ T, [In(det(®h) — dIn()) MO AT

= };CQ 2,LLC% +4p 1

din(A+T/d) — dIn(A
< AT/ )2 8 | e r2ar).
2ucy
Setting A = min{1, ;L?_CQIH—2T} concludes the proof. O
1

In what follows, we prove the reduction of Bellman-Eluder dimension to the decoupling coefficient following the analysis
of Dann et al. (2021). From a high level, the multi-agent decoupling coefficient bounds the out-of-sample prediction error
by the in-sample error. In particular, we remark that the existing techniques in the literature of Eluder dimension (e.g.,
Lemma 41 of Jin et al. (2021a)) is not sufficient for our needs. This is because a deterministic upper bound of the in-
sample error, i.e., the confidence radius, is not available for the posterior sampling. We start the following lemma from
Dann et al. (2021).

Lemma 19. For any sequence of positive reals x1,- - - , xp, we have
Dl Ti
i=1 Ti

flz) = m < /1+log(n).

Proof of Proposition3 We consider a fixed h € [H]. We first introduce some short-hand notations. We denote
St = |IE#SEM' (ge, 2", aM)| and €, = éf,1(é", > €). The proof proceeds as follows. We initialize 7' empty buckets
BE, -, Bk and go through €}, one by one for ¢t € [T].

If ¢!, = 0, we discard the timestep. Otherwise, we go through the buckets from 0 in increasing order. At bucket 4,

©if Y i1 semr (€ly)? < (efy)?, we add t into B}
e otherwise, we continue with the next bucket.

We denote the index of bucket that each non-zero timestep ends up in as b'. As €?, skip the bucket 0,--- , b} — 1, by
construction, we have

t 1

PIPBICHIED DD DI DR CA D DA G

t=1s 1 t=10<i<bl—1s<t—1,s€B} t=1

!

Note by the definition of Eluder dimension, for the measures in Bl , say, {pe, 4 =1,---,m}, i is e-independent
from all the predecessors fit,,- - , it i1 Therefore, the size of each bucket cannot exceed the Bellman Eluder dimension
E. = dimpg(F, 11, €). By Jensen’s inequality, we can obtain that

T , T-1 T—1 > o 2
PLACHRED S SECH LD P LN I P B h| =N DI I
t=1 i=1 seBl i=1 s€EBl i=1 seBh €
where the last inequality uses |B!| < E.. By Lemma 19 with z; = ___ 1 €”,, we know that
2 2 2
-1 . = ) T—1 .
ss h
DEN X T =il ] 2 aa Ty | X
i=1 seB i=1 seB! 1 seBl
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2
To summarize, we have proved that 3, S2'" 1 (egﬁt)2 > B TTIsET) (Zse[T]\B{; egs) . Tt follows that

s=1

H H
S <HTe+ Y > ey <HTe+EH+Y. Y &,

1t=1 h=1t= h=1se[T]\ B}

M=

h

—

H
< HTe+ EH+ > | (E(1+10g(T)) Y3 ()’

Ap

(1+1log(T) + 8u)EH
ap

where the second inequality follows from | B{| < E. and the last inequality follows from ¢ = 1/7..



