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Abstract—This paper studies the finite-time horizon
Markov games where the agents’ dynamics are decoupled
but the rewards can possibly be coupled across agents. The
policy class is restricted to local policies where agents make
decisions using their local state. We first introduce the notion
of smooth Markov games which extends the smoothness
argument for normal form games ( [1], [2]) to our setting,
and leverage the smoothness property to bound the price
of anarchy of the Markov game. For a specific type of
Markov game called the Markov potential game, we also
develop a distributed learning algorithm, multi-agent soft
policy iteration (MA-SPI), which provably converges to a
Nash equilibrium. Sample complexity of the algorithm is also
provided. Lastly, our results are validated using a dynamic
covering game.

I. INTRODUCTION

Multiagent Markov Decision Processes (MDPs) have
found numerous applications, such as autonomous ve-
hicles [3], swarm robotics [4], collaborative manufac-
turing [5], decentralized energy management [6], and
social network analysis [7], among many others. In these
problems, a critical question is how individual agents can
learn effective strategies collectively in complex multi-
agent environments.

Given the success of reinforcement learning (RL) for
MDPs, many studies have focused on the empirical and
theoretical performance of RL in multi-agent settings
(e.g., [8]-[15]). The study of multi-agent RL is inher-
ently more complex than that of single-agent RL due
to the (strategic) interactions between agents. Conse-
quently, most provable algorithms in multi-agent RL (e.g.,
[10]-[13]) only consider convergence to Nash equilibria
(NEs) or their extensions (e.g., coarse correlated equilibria
(CCE)) instead of global optimality. However, in many
cases, NE may have poor performance because it only
considers the individual rationality of each agent and
hence does not necessarily result in the best overall
outcome for the system as a whole. Therefore, in addition
to understanding the convergence to a NE, it is also crucial
to investigate the quality of the NEs compared to the
global optimal solution, where all agents in the system
coordinate and cooperate to achieve a common objective.
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Due to the difficulty in characterizing which specific
NE (or CCE) an algorithm converges to, one way to
characterize the quality of solutions is to study the worst-
case performance of NEs, such as Price of Anarchy
(PoA, [16]), which is defined as the ratio between the
performance of the worst NE and the global optimum.
The PoA has been well studied in the static game settings
where there is only a single stage/state. In many appli-
cations such as traffic routing [17], resource allocation
[18]-[20], and auctions [21], PoA bounds have been
established. Moreover, [1] introduces a general approach
for generating the PoA bounds for a class of games called
smooth games. However, it is unclear how to extend these
results to the Markov settings where there are many states
and stages.

Several recent works, such as [22] and [23], have
extended the smoothness property to the Markov game
settings. However, one limitation of their approach is that
they define smoothness directly on the value functions,
which are long-term accumulative rewards, of the Markov
game. Value functions are typically hard to compute, mak-
ing it difficult to verify the smoothness condition. These
studies suggest that analyzing the PoA for Markov games
may be fundamentally more challenging than for static
games due to the increased complexity of the problem
structure.

Our Contributions: Given the difficulty of studying
PoA for general Markov games, this paper focuses on a
specific type of Markov games, where one agent’s state
transition only depends on its own state and action but
everyone’s stage reward is coupled with each other’s state
and action. This setting finds many applications such as
multi-robots, traffic systems, and sensor networks.

The first part of this paper is dedicated to addressing
the challenges associated with the study of PoA, where
we provide both positive and negative results. In the
case of the former, we extend the smoothness arguments
presented in previous work [1], [2] for normal form static
games, to identify a sufficient condition for a lower bound
on the PoA. This is accomplished by taking advantage
of the unique structure of our problem, which allows for
verification of smoothness solely for the stage rewards,
as opposed to the value functions. Compared with ex-
isting conditions presented in [22], [23], our smoothness
condition is significantly easier to verify. In terms of
negative results, we provide a counterexample to illustrate
that the PoA of the stage rewards alone fails to lower-



bound the PoA of the Markov game, thus emphasizing
the importance of our proposed smoothness condition.
Furthermore, we develop a novel distributed learning
algorithm - multi-agent soft policy iteration (MA-SPI) -
for a specific type of Markov game called the Markov
potential game (MPG), which provably converges to a
Nash equilibrium. Notably, MA-SPI can be implemented
in a fully decentralized manner, where agents only require
local information to update their policies. We also proved
that it takes O (";g: 4 nZmax;|S, ‘;gax”A”zm samples
to learn a policy that is e close to a NE. Here n is the
number of agents, H is the horizon length, |S;|, | A;| is the
size of ¢-th agent’s local state and action space and the
constant c represents the level of sufficient exploration of
the system states (rigorously defined in Assumption [I).
In addition to theoretical analysis, we also evaluate our
results using a dynamic covering game as an example,
where a group of collaborative agents work together to
cover as many rewards as possible. The game’s smooth-
ness and price of anarchy were analyzed for three different
reward designs: identical-interest, marginal-contribution,
and utility-sharing. Additionally, we apply the MA-SPI
algorithm to the dynamic covering game and numerically
show that MA-SPI converges to a Nash equilibrium.

II. PROBLEM SETTINGS AND PRELIMINARIES

A. Markov games with decoupled dynamics

In this paper, we consider a Markov game model with
decoupled dynamics

M = {{Si’Ai?Piariapi}zn:hva}a (1)

where there are n agents, and H is the horizon of the
Markov game. s;, € S; is the local state of agent 7 at
horizon h and a; j, € A; is the local action. The dynamics
of agents are decoupled in the sense that agent ¢’s next
state s; 41 is fully determined by the local action and the
current local state s; p4+1 ~ Pi p(-|8in, ain). We denote
the global state and global action as the concatenation of
local states and actions, i.e., s, = {S1.h-..,Snn},An =
{a1,n...,ann}, and thus the state/action space is a prod-
uct space of the local state/action spaces S = &1 X -+ - X
Spy A= A; x---x A,. Agent 7’s stage reward at horizon
his r;p : S x A — [0,1], which can possibly depend
on other agents’ states and actions. Apart from individual
rewards, there’s a social welfare function vy, : Sx A — R
that measures the social welfare of the system at horizon
h. p; is the initial local state distribution for agent i. A
stochastic policy 7 = {m, : S — A(A)}_, (where
A(A) is the probability simplex over .4) specifies a
strategy in which agents choose their actions based on the
current state in a stochastic fashion. Throughout the paper,
we consider the local policy class TI'°® where agents
need to take actions independently based on their own
local state, i.e., a;  ~ ; n(-|si,).Within the local policy
class, the joint policy can be written as the product of

individual policies, i.e. w4 (an|sn) = [T1—y min(@in|sin).
For a given policy agent ¢’s total reward is denoted as

H
Ji(m) = E;JNPJ. Z 7ih(Sh,an),
h=1

and the total social welfare is
H
W(r) =BT, ., > vnl(sn,an). 2)
h=1

Here the notation E™ denotes the expectation taken over
the trajectory by implementing policy 7. Agent i’s objec-
tive is to maximize its own total reward J;.

Remark 1 (Justification and Limitation of the setting).
The settings described above can find many applications
such as sensor coverage, autonomous vehicles, and multi-
robotics. In these applications, individual agents (i.e.,
sensors, vehicles, and robots) have their own dynamics
which depend on their own state and action. In Section V]|
we provide details on modeling a dynamic covering game
using our framework. Nevertheless, one major limitation
in our current setting is that the policy class is constrained
to fully localized policy whereas in practice, agents could
decide their actions based on more information such as
neighboring agents’ states. We leave it as our important
future work to generalize the policy class. O

Throughout the paper, we use the index notation —3% to
denote all the agents other than agent ¢, for example m_;

is used to denote (71,...,Ti—1,Tit1y--.,7n)-

Definition 1 (Nash equilibrium (NE)). A policy 7NF =
{mE ... 7wNEY s called a Nash equilibrium (NE) if for
any i € [n],

Ji(mN) = Ji(mi, 7)
We also denote the set of Nash equilibria as TINE,

Given a policy m, we denote the Nash gap for the policy
by:

NE-Gap, () := max J;(n}, 7 ;) — Ji(mi, 7).

NE-Gap() := Y  NE-Gap, ()
i=1

A policy  is called an e-NE if NE-Gap() < e.

Definition 2 (Price of anarchy (PoA)). For a Markov
game M defined as Equation (T)),

minTrNEenNE %4 (7TNE)

PoA(M) :=

max ey W ()

From the definition of PoA, we can see that for any
7mNE, the performance can be lower bounded by PoA, that
is,

W (7NE) > PoA(M) - max W(r).

relTlocal

In this paper, we mainly focus on two goals: 1) firstly,
to provide a lower bound for PoA for a class of Markov



games so that the bound could be used to bound the
performance ratio for any 7F; ii) secondly, to design a
distributed reinforcement learning algorithm that enables
agents to reach a NE by only using their local information
(local states s;, actions a; and local rewards r;), even
without knowing the Markov model M.

B. Other preliminaries

Throughout this paper, we will need the following
notations and definitions.

We define the state distribution of agent i as dj, :
Si — [0,1] such that d;j,(s;) denotes the probability of
state s; being visited at horizon h by implementing policy
m,i.e. d;‘h(sz) = Pr{sin = silsi1 ~ pi,air ~mi(-|s:)}.
Because the transition probabilities are decoupled and
local policies are considered, we have that the total state
distribution can be written as: d}(s) = Pr{s;, = s} =
I d77,(s0)-

Agent i’s Q-functions is defined as

H

Q7 p(s,a) :=E" lz rin (Shrsan) |sp = s, ap = a]
h'=h

Similar to [12], we define the following ‘averaged’

Q-functions apart from the standard definition of (-

functions, which will play an important role in later

algorithm design.

T

@i,h(siaai) = ]E E th(szas—uaz»
J#i J#i

sjmvdg () @i~mi(tls;)

i) (3)

Note that our definition of the “averaged” Q-function
differs from that in [12]. Specifically, we not only take
a weighted average over other agents’ actions but also
their local states.

III. SMOOTH MARKOV GAMES AND PRICE OF
ANARCHY

Characterizing the exact PoA can be challenging even
in the normal form game setting, as it compares the
performance ratio of the worst NE against the global
optimal. The smoothness argument [1] serves as a useful
tool for PoA analysis which can give a canonical PoA
lower bound. In this section, we first identify a class of
Markov games named (\, u)-generalized smooth Markov
games, which is an extension of the smoothness argument
in [1], [2] for normal form games, and show that (A, y1)-
generalized smooth Markov games have a uniform lower
bounds on the PoA.

Definition 3 ((\, u)-generalized smoothness). For p >
0, > 0, a Markov game M defined as in Equation (1)) is
called (\, )-generalized smooth if the following inequal-
ity holds for any state and action pairs (sp,ap), (s}, a})

M:

* *
Ti,h(Shy @) = Ti,n (87 py S—ishy @y G—ih)

=1
< (1 + p)vn(sn,an) —

A (sy,ar), Vhe[H],

Definition [3|is an extension of the generalized smooth-
ness introduced in [2] to the Markov game setting. The
definition implies that at each horizon h, the normal
form game formed induced by stage reward {r;;}"
and social welfare function v, satisfies the generalized
smoothness argument in [2]. Notably, this condition is
much easier to verify than the smoothness conditions
n [22], [23] as it only requires checking the reward
and welfare functions at each horizon without any value
function computation. The following theorem shows that
we can obtain a similar bound on PoA for the extension
to the Markov game setting.

Theorem 1. Any (A, u)-generalized smooth Markov game
M satisfies the following PoA bound:

A
(1+n)

Proof. We use m* = (7}, ...,73) to denote the globally
optimal policy in the local policy class. From the defini-
tion of (A, u)-generalized smoothness,

PoA(M) >

n
<> (s, ™E)) 4)
P
n H
Z Z w(sn,an)=
- "
Ers ey > Tin (S5 p0 S i Ghpy Gin) ®)
h=1
H n
= ESN‘NNE,S*N‘N* Z <Z(ri(5ha ah)
h=1 \ i=1
= 1i(S] iy S—ishs @ s a—i,h))) 6)

H
< ESNWNE,S*NW* Z((u—f—l)U(Sh, a’h) _)‘U(SZ’ a;(z)) (7)
h=1

= (i W ()

where the inequality @) is derived by the defini-
tion of NE, (3) to (6) holds because the trajectory
{sin,ain}_, of agent i is independent of any other
agents {s_; n,a—in L, (@) to (7) holds because of the
smoothness condition. Thus we have
NE
W) o A poA(M) > 2
W(r*) =~ p+1 p+1

AW (1),

O

Remark 2. The proof of Theorem [l| can be easily extend
to e-NEs and thus a performance lower bound can also
be derived for e-NEs:

e < (ot W) AW ()
s W (N > ﬁww) -



A. A counter-example for general Markov games

Theorem [I] suggests that as long as the stage rewards of
the Markov game form a (A, u1)-generalized smooth game
for every horizon h, then the PoA bound analysis can
be generalized from the static normal form game to the
Markov game. Given this positive result, a natural follow-
up question is, whether the statement can be generalized
to general Markov games in the sense that stage-wise PoA
lower bound can also bound the PoA for the Markov game
which is not necessarily a smooth game. Unfortunately,
this statement is not necessarily true.

We can construct a sim-
ple counter-example with
n = 2,H = 3. In this
counter-example, the reward
functions 7; ;s only depend
on states (but not actions),
and for any 1 < h < H,
{rin(-)}f_, forms a nor-
mal form game on the state
space with PoA({r; n(-)}1~;) > 1/2, yet the PoA for
the Markov game PoA(M) = 7/16 < 1/2. The counter-
example is constructed as follows: both agent 1 and 2
follow the (local) state transition dynamics as shown in
Figure |1} The reward table for h = 2 and h = 3 is shown
as in Table It can be verified that the PoA is 1/2 for
Table |I] (the worst NE is a mixed NE where both agents
play X and Y with probability 1/2) and 1 for Table
(there’s a unique NE which is also the global optimal).
From another perspective, the Markov game is equivalent
to a normal form game on the action space at h = 1,
whose reward table is shown in Table [Tl Thus the PoA
for the dynamic game is the same as Table which is
PoA(M) = 7/16 < 1/2 (the worst NE is a mixed NE
where both agents play A with probability 3/4 and Y with
probability 1/4).

Action=A,B

Action=A,B

h= h=2

Fig. 1: State Transition

h=3

‘ X Y ‘ X Y ‘ A B
X | 2 0 X 1|0 1 A 2 1
Y| O 2 Y 1 2 B 1 4
TABLE I: Reward TABLE II: Reward TABLE III: Equivalence
table for h = 2 table for h = 3 to a normal form game

IV. LEARNING THE NASH EQUILIBRIUM FOR
MARKOV POTENTIAL GAMES

The PoA lower bound proved by the previous section
suggests that as long as an algorithm finds a NE for a
(A, p)-generalized smooth Markov game, it is at most
A/(p + 1) suboptimal in terms of the performance ratio.
However, finding a NE is known to be intractable for
general sum games [24], [25], thus as a starting point,
in this paper we mainly focus on an important subclass,
namely the Markov potential game, and propose a multi-
agent soft policy iteration (MA-SPI) algorithm that learns
a NE efficiently using samples.

Definition 4. (Markov Potential Game (MPG, [12], [13],
[26], [27])) A Markov game M defined as Equation @
is a Markov potential game if there exists stage potential
functions {¢p, : S x A — R, such that for all agents’
rewards and state-action pairs at all horizon 1 < h < H,

— 73,0 (Si,hs S—i by Qijhy G—ih)

On(Sishy S—ijhs Qishy Qi h)-

®)

From the definition of MPG, we can define the total
potential function as a function on the policy space

! /
740 (83 ps S—ishy @i s G—i 1)

= ¢h(8{£)h7 S—i,ha a;7h7 a‘—i,h) -

(m) :==EF, |-, Z On(sh,an), )

and it is not
(ﬂ-i’ﬂ-—i)a(ﬂ-gaﬂ-—i) €
satisfies:

Ji(ﬂ-’ia ﬂ-—i) -

hard to Verlfy that for any
1" the total potential function

Ji(mh, ) = ®(my, m_y) — P}, m_;).
(10)

The notion of the Markov potential game is first pro-
posed for continuous dynamical systems in [26], [27]. The
idea is then generalized to the Markov game setting in
[12], [13], where Equation is directly used as the
definition of MPG. However, Equation (IEI) is hard to
check for general Markov games. In contrast, thanks to
the decoupled dynamics and local policy class considered
in this paper, the condition can be further simplified
as Definition ] whose condition is defined over stage
rewards, much easier to verify.

For the learning algorithm, we also make the following
assumption on the MPG.

Assumption 1 (Sufficient Exploration). For any policy
m, there exists a uniform constant c¢ > 0 such that
diy(si) > ¢, Vi, hys;.

Assumption (1| requires that any state at any horizon
h has a positive probability of being visited. Similar
assumptions are standard for proving convergence for
sample-based RL algorithms (e.g., [28], [29]). We would
like to note that Assumption |I| is admittedly stronger
than assumptions in [28] (they only require a certain
discounted state visitation distribution to be positive, yet
we require the state visitation distribution at every horizon
h to be positive). We leave it to future work to extend this
assumption.

A. Algorithm design: multi-agent soft policy iteration

Our algorithm can be summarized as the following soft
policy iteration update:

W’E,t}j—l)(ai|8i) = (1—m) ft;)L(ai|8¢)

n:1{a; = argmax Ql h(sl, ;

Here @(.t)
Q( ) defined in Equation (3). Note that when the stepsize

is an estimation of the averaged-Q function



1t = 1, the algorithm is equivalent to each agent executing
the policy iteration algorithm, i.e., choosing greedy actions
that maximize the current estimation of its own averaged-
Q functions. However, for multi-agent systems, the greedy
update with 7; = 1 might cause miscoordination and
thus fail to converge, hence we introduce the soft policy
iteration by setting the next iteration’s policy as a convex
combination of the current policy and the greedy policy.
Given Equation (TI)), the key part of the algorithm lies
in how to estimate the averaged-Q functions. To start
with, we present the following property of the averaged
Q-functions (the proof is deferred to the Appendix):

Lemma 1. The averaged Q-functions @:h in Equation
(@) satisfies the following Bellman equation:

@:h(sivai) =7 n(80,ai)+

> Prnsilsisai) i @]s)Q e (s ), (1
G (1

where
F?’h(si,ai) = E E Ti,h(si,Sfi,ai,afi)

J#L J#i
sjmvdg (+) @~ (tls5)

The key idea of our sample-based algorithm is to
estimate @ZT 1 (8i,a;) and then perform soft policy iteration
(Equation (T1))). Given Equation (I2)), we start by estimat-
ing 77, (si,a;) and P; ,(s}|s;, a;) and then calculate the
estimated averaged-Q functions using Equation (12).

In our algorithm, there are two different types of data
collection processes, namely the pre-data collection and
the on-policy data collection. In the pre-data collection
step, the dataset D is collected by setting each agent’s
policy the uniform random policy. The on-policy data
collection step is collected by runnin% a specific policy,
for each policy 7(*), the dataset D Jt) is collected by
implementing 7(*).

The estimated state transition probability ]32-7 n(sh]si,a;)
uses the dataset Dx from the pre-data collection which
contains Tk samples Dy = {{sgk,z, Ekh)}h K, € Dg,
ie.,

k k K
5 s Sssihimsiaghi=ai}

ZkKl 1{5(1‘;):51”1527“1}3 ’
T
if .5 1{85}3 = sz,agh =a;} >1;
1{s; = s;},
T k
it S0, 1) = si,al) =

ﬁi,h(s;\si, ai) =

a;} = 0.
13)
The averaged reward 77 4 (si,a;) for each given policy

m is estimated using the on-policy dataset Dj; which

contains 7'y samples D ={{s (h, Ek}z}h e

T
Zkilri,h(s7 pLes 73(_1) h a(_kz h)l{s(k>:si}

ZkJ 1{5(k)—bl} ’
Tin(si;ai) = if Y07 l{s(k) =sit > 1
0, if Zk:l 1{5“1 =s;} =0.

(14)

Then we can replace P;; and 77, in Equation (12)

with B n and 77 i, and get the equation for the estimated
averaged-Q functlons which can be solved by backward
dynamic programming.

Q7 p(siyai) =77 (86, ai)+
szh |8M 7T1 h+1( |S ) ziz+1(sz7az)
st.al

Qf 1(si,0;) = 0.

Lastly, the policy update is given by Equation (TI).
A full description of the multi-agent soft policy iteration
(MA-SPI) algorithm is in Algorithm

5)

Algorithm 1 Multi-Agent Soft Policy Iteration (MA-SPI)

1: Pre Data Collection: Get data(slf)t Dg (k)-:
{{ zh’ zh}h 1}51(1 by Samphng Si1 ™ Pi@ i,h

Unif(A;),1 < h < H.

2: Estimation of P, ;(s}|s;,a;)’s: Estimate the state
transition probabilities P; j(s}|s;,a;)’s using Equa-
tion (13) and dataset Dy.

3:fort=1,2,...,T¢+ 1 do
4. for Agent:=1,2,...,n do
5: On- pollcy Data Collectlon Get dataset D( )

{{ ma zh}h 1} by sampling 351) ~

WEJNWmH%HlﬁhSH_

6: Estimation  of 7r(si,a;)’s: Calculate
771,(si,a;)’s by Equation (T4).

7: Estimation of  Q;,(si,a;)’s: Caculate
@gh(si, a;)’s by Equation (13

8: Policy Update: Update policy wgtﬂ) by Equa-

tion (TT).
9: end for
10: end for

B. Sample Complexity

Theorem 2. Under Assumption[l] for any ¢ <1 and any
8 < 1, by running Algorithm [I) with

. - 2
64n2H® ((@maxf min+1)/2 + 1n(8nH%c—1e—1))

Tc >

c2e?
2048n* H* In(86 'nHTc Y, |Si||Ail)
7= cte?
T 2048n°max; | S| *max; | A{*H° In(86 nHTs 3" |SI?| Al |)
KZ 1g2
cte

it can be guaranteed that the output policies m*)’s from
Algorithm [1] satisfy:

er D Iri 1\[

Z NE -Gap(7®) < o (16)
which implies that:
min NE-Gap(r(?) < e 17)

1<t<Tgq



The sample complexity of Algorithm |I| is given by
T¢Ty + Tk. From Theorem [2] by setting

2H3 - n2H4
1o~ 0 (i) 0~ 0 )

Ty ~ O (n max;|S;|? max;| A4; |2H4)

c2e?

where O hides the log factors, running Algorithm
can find an approximate NE with NE gaps smaller

than e. Thus the comp]ex1ty for finding an e-NE is
5 (n H” n? max;|S;|? max; |A;|2H*
CG 4 + 0262

V. PROOF SKETCHES FOR THEOREM 2]

This section provides a brief proof sketch of our sample
complexity result. The proof of the theorem can be
decomposed into the following three major steps.

Step 1: iteration complexity of MA-SPI. The proof of
Theorem [2] is based on the following main lemma on the
iteration complexity of MA-SPIL.

Lemma 2. Suppose
A~ —=x®
TSI?E}IX ( ?,h *Qi,h ) (54, a;) <€,

V1i<i<n,1<h<H1<t<Tg

then running Equation with 1n; = will

guarantee that

Z NEGap (r®) <

VInZH? L 2nH
#((I)max—LI)min—H—i—ln(TG nrcQ Z

1
V4an2?2 H3t

which implies that

E- ®)) <
12, NE G <

VAn2H3 (Prax — Prmin + 1 +In(T¢))  2nHeg
+ .
2c\/ 1T c

———
Part 1T

Part I

Lemma |2| suggests that the minimum NE-gap depends

on two terms. The first term (Part I) diminishes to zero
at rate O q1 =) whereas the second term (Part II) is a
bias term that is caused by the estimation error €g of the
averaged Q-functions. Thus, in order to reach an ¢-NE, in
the proof we set both Part I and II to be smaller than £,
and this gives a lower bound for 7z and an upper bound
for €. Lemma 2] is proved by a sufficient ascent lemma
whose detail is in the Appendix.
Step 2: sensitivity of ¢g to the estimation errors. The
rest of the proof focuses on the analysis of €¢. In this step,
we first bound e by the estimation errors of 77, (s;,a;)
and P, ;,(s}]s;, a;), which is stated as follows:

Lemma 3. Suppose

|?zh(si,ai) -

FZh(Siaai” S GTvvsi S Si;ai S A’iaha

P; 1 (si]si,a;)— Py n(si|si, ai) | <epVs;, 8, €Si, a; € A h,

then @fh calculated from Equation satisfies:
oy =T
(QZ}L_ Qz’,h)(siv ai)

Lemma [3] is proved by induction on the Bellman
equation (Equation [T2).
Step 3: bound the estimation errors of 77 (s, a;) and
P; n(s}]si,a;) The last step is bounding the estimation
errors of the averaged-reward 77 (s;,a;) and transition
probability P; 5 (s}|s;,a;).

max
Si,Q;

<&, (HH-h)+ep H (H+1-h)|S;].

Lemma 4. Under Assumption|l| fix sis;, a;, h, for e <1,
22T
Pr( 26)§4exp<— %2").

o~ 2 .2
Pr@l:’i,h(sﬂsi,ai) P; n(s}|si,a;) >e)<4exp< %)

Finally, by combining the above three steps and setting
€Q, €, €p to appropriate values, we can calculate lower
bounds for T;,T;, Tk in order to get an e-NE.

(37,7 al) - F;T’h(sia a/i)

VI. APPLICATION TO THE DYNAMIC
COVERING GAME

In this section, we use
a simple dynamic covering
game to illustrate our results.
In a dynamic covering game,
at each time, the agents’ lo-
cal states form a static cover-
ing game and the transition of -
the local states is governed by
some local transition. While
the PoA bounds for cover-
ing games in the static set-
ting are well-established (e.g.
[1], [19]), not much is known for the dynamic setting.
In this section, we look into three most commonly
used reward functions (namely the identical-interest,
marginal-contribution and utility-sharing), analyze their
PoA bounds, and simulate the proposed soft policy it-
eration algorithm.

Specifically, we consider a group of n collaborative
agents in a covering game on a 2D grid of size N
([N] x [N]). For a grid (4, k), there is a reward of value
wjj. The local state of each agent is its grid position,
si,n € [N] x [N]. The local action a;j represents the
actions that an agent can take (such as moving up, down,
left, right) on the grid. Each agent can have its own local
station transition P(s; j+1/S;.n, Gi,p), either deterministic
or stochstic. Given a position s;; for agent 4, the local
area it can cover is denoted by §; , C [N] x [IN] which
includes the grid s, ;, and neighboring grids, e.g., the blue
area in Figure [2] [[] The social welfare function v at time

G

ki) KD

Fig. 2: Multi-agent Dynamic Cov-
ering Game.

'Without causing confusion, we use the notation s3,n to denote the
local state of agent 7 and 3; j, to denote the local area it can cover from
the position.



step h is how much treasure the agents cover at time step
h:

v(sn) = Z(jvk)EU?=1§i,h Wik

For different choices of stage reward function r; 5, agents
might converge to different NEs. Here we mainly look into
the performance of the following three different types of
reward functions:

1) Identical-interest (II): r; 5 (sp) = v(sp). The most
natural idea might be setting all agents’ stage re-
wards to be the same as the social welfare v, since
this aligns with the ultimate objective.

2) Marginal-contribution (MC). r; (sp) = v(sn) —
v(0,s_; ). This type of reward design is also
known as ‘marginal contribution’ [30] in static
covering games/submodular games. The reward
of agent ¢ is the change in the total reward
if agent ¢ is removed. It is easy to see that
this design is equivalent to setting r;(sp) =
> (kyesi, Wik1{Only i covers (j, k)}.

3) Utility-sharing (US) [19]. 7;(sp) = Z(j,k)eéi,h Wik
f (#agents that cover (j,k)), where f is a mono-
tonically decreasing function. Here the reward for
covering (j, k) is wj f(#agents that cover (j, k)).
The agents will get a smaller reward for covering a
grid that is already covered by many other agents.
This type of reward assignment is also closely
related to Shapley value and its variants. More
discussions are available in [31]-[33].

A. Smoothness and PoA Bounds

In this section, we establish the smoothness and PoA
bounds for all the above discussed reward functions.

Lemma 5. 1) The sets of NEs for identical-interest
and marginal-contribution are the same.

2) For marginal-contribution, the Markov game is
(1,1)-smooth, and thus the PoA for both marginal-
contribution and identical-interest is bounded by
PoA(M) > 3

3) For untility-sharing, the Markov game is (1,py)-
smooth, where py = sup, nf(n)— f(n+1). More
specifically, for

n—1)1y"F> L
) = CES S

e—1 ’

(18)

= 611 and thus the price of anarchy is bounded
by PoA(M) >1 - 1.

Proof. The first statement is trivial from the fact that II
and MC share the same stage potential function, which
can be chosen as the social welfare i.e., ¢ = wv. The
smoothness condition for the second statement and third
statement follows naturally from the smoothness analysis
for the static covering game (see, e.g., [1] for the second
statement and [19] for the third statement). And the PoA
bounds follow from Theorem [1 O

0.35 " 2 S S
0.30 MC
JE— 60
025 Us e
o e
Q
30.20 =50
o Z
=z0.15 ]
N 3 40 !
0.10 @ MC
— US
0.05 30 —=- Optimal Welfare
0 10 20 30 40 0 10 20 30 40

t t

Fig. 3: Left: Social NE-Gap of AlgorithmE} Right: Social Welfare of Algorithm

B. Numerical Simulations

In this section, we test the MA-SPI algorithm (Algo-
rithm [I) in a dynamic covering game on a 2D grid of
size 7. The state space of any agent ¢ consists of the 49
grids. Treasure w = 1 is set in grids (0,0), (0, 1), (1,0),
(0,5),(0,6),(1,6), (5,0),(6,0),(6,1), i.e. in three cor-
ners of the grid, as is shown in Figure [2]

There are 3 agents in the game, whose initial positions
are randomly selected uniformly among the 49 grids. Each
agent has 4 actions, i.e. up, right, down and left. When any
agent takes any action, the exact action is executed with
probability 2/3, a random action of the four is executed
with probability 1/3. When an action is executed, the
agent transits to the corresponding grid or stays still if
the corresponding grid is outside of the 2D plane.

Every agent interacts with the environment for H =
10 time steps. At every time step, every agent covers an
area with size 3 centered at its state, and receives reward
according to the reward function and the treasures in its
area of coverage.

We first verify that a covering game forms a MPG with
any of the three types of reward functions. For Il and MC
reward designs, it is obvious that the welfare function v
can serve as the stage potential function ¢ in Equation
(8). For utility-sharing, the stage potential function can
be chosen as [19]:

agents that cover (j,k
D(Shyan) =D kyes, Wik S jesenss thatcover G0 (g,

which satisfies the condition in Equation (8). For any
reward design, function ¢ gives the potential function ®
following Equation (9), and therefore proves that the game
is an MPG.

Moreover, it can be verified by induction that this game
satisfies Assumption (1| with ¢ = 25 x (£)'°. We simulate
Algorithm [1| in the environment described above. In the
actual training process, the algorithm parameters are set to
Tq = 40,T; = 800, Tk = 50000, which is sufficient to
show convergence for our algorithm. For the US reward
design, the utility function f is set to Equation (T8).

Figure [3 shows the NE-Gap and the social welfare
in the training process for all three types of reward
functions respectively. For all the reward designs, the
NE-gap converges to almost zero, and the social welfare
achieves around 50, with the PoA being approximately
PoA =~ 50/70 > 1 — 1, which aligns with Lemma

e’



VII. CONCLUSIONS AND FUTURE WORKS

This paper studies the price of anarchy (PoA) and
efficient learning of a specific type of Markov games with
decoupled dynamics. Firstly, the generalized smoothness
condition is proposed to obtain a unified lower bound
of PoA. For a specific type of Markov games known
as the Markov potential games, we propose a distributed
learning algorithm, multi-agent soft policy iteration (MA-
SPI), which provably converges to a Nash equilibrium.
Our results are also validated using a dynamic covering
game example.

Our current results have several limitation as discussed
in the paper, such as the restriction to local policy
classes and the relatively strong assumption of sufficient
exploration. The limitations open up several interesting
avenues for future research. For example, it would be
valuable to investigate how to achieve efficient learning
and PoA analysis for broader equilibrium notions beyond
Nash equilibrium, such as coarse correlated equilibria.
In addition, we plan to explore algorithm design for
more general policy classes where agents have access
not only to their local states but also to their neighbors’
information. Ultimately, we hope that this research will
provide deeper insights into real-world multi-agent prob-
lems, such as multi-agent motion planning and sensor
coverage problems.
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APPENDIX

Notations: Apart from the averaged Q-functions, we also define the averaged advantage functions as follows:

ZZh(Shai) =Q zh Slval Zﬂ-lh zh(szva;)

We also define the ¢;-norm on the policy space as:
Ih = il = ma [l (s5) — i Clsi)lla = max 3 [;h (aslss) — s (aslss)| (19)
; P
A. Performance difference lemma and policy gradient theorem

Lemma 6.

Ji(ﬂg77r—i) - 7T177r— Z Z dz h T h a7|51) Wi,h(ai|5i))©;h(51', ai)

h=1 s;,a;

Proof. Let ' := (w},m_;). From the standard performance difference lemma we have that

Ji(ml,m_s) = Ji(mi, m_ ZZd’f )(mh(als) — mn(als))QF (s, a)

h=1 s,a
H
= 3> dr ) T[T (o) (o n(ails) = min(aulsi) TT mion(asls) QT (s 530 iy a—y)
h=1 s,a VE) VE)
= Z Z alZ L (@] si) — min(ails;)) Z Hdwjh(sj) ij,h(aj|sj)QZh(si,s,i,ai,a,i)
h= lsl,al S_i,a—q j#£i VE
= Z D 7 (s0) (e plailss) = min(als))Q (s i),
h=1 s;,a;
which completes the proof. O
B. Proof of Lemma ]|
Proof.
z h (sisa;) Z H d] h SJ Z Hﬂ'j,h(aj|5j)QZh(5i, S—iy i, A—)
s—i J#i a—i j#i
= 11060 Y T minaslss) | rinls a) + Y Puls'ls, a)mnsr (@/|s) QT (', )
s—i j#i a—; jFi s’,a’
= Zde (8 ZHTFL (ajls;) | rin(s,a) + Z HP, |5j7@j)ﬂ'j,h-l-l(a;"3;)Q2h+1(3/7a/)
S_4 j#i a—i j#i s’,a' g
=7 n(sia) + > [ mimer(@)ls)Pin(silsi,a) [T 7% (s5)mim(as]s;)QF i (s d)
s'al,s_i,a—; J VE)

=77, (si,a;) + Z Hﬂ'J n+1(a}|85) Pin(si|si, a:) Z HPj’h(SHSj,aj)d;'%(sj)wj,h(aﬂsj) Q7 pia(s',a")

s’a' j S_i,a—_ji j#i
o ’o
=75 p(85,a:) + T, et ]‘S Pin z|517al jh+1 zh+1(3 ,a’)
j J#i

=h(si @) + Y Pon(silsi,amina(aflsi) [ Y [ i1 (s)min(@fls)) QT pia (s, a))

s,al s’ a_yr jF£L
=T (si, i) + Y Pon(silsi, ai)ming1(af]si)Q; oy (55 af)
sh,al



C. Proof of Theorem
Proof. From Lemma 2] in order for Equation (I6) and Equation (I7) to hold, we can manually set

VAN2H3(Ppax — Prin + 1 + In(75)) <€ 20)
2T =9
2nHeg < € @1
c 2
From Equation (20) we get
(‘bmax - (pmin +1+ ln(TG)) < ce
Vg - ‘/4TL2H3.
From Lemma [I2] we can set
2
64n2 H? ((cpmax — Bpin + 1)/2 + In(4 4n2H3c_1e_1))
TG > c2e2 )
which will guarantee Equation (20) to hold.
From Equation 2I), we get eg < 7% . According to Lemma [3] we can manually set
ce ce
€& =———- €p=————.
snH2 © 7 8nH3max; | 5]
From Lemma [4] by setting
32In(86 nHTg >, |Sil|A:])  2048n2H*In(86 nHTg Y, |Si||Ail)
Ty > I = 5 : ; (22)
c?e2 cle
it can be guaranteed that
) () 1) )
Pr ( Ton (8i,ai) =77 (si,ai)| > €r) < M HTG S, ISIA Vi€ [n],h €[H], s; €Siya; € A, 1 <t <Tg,
thus
t t 5
Pr ( 7/;2;1)(81',0,2') *ﬁ,(h)(si,ai) > e, Vi€ [n],h€[H], s €Sia;€ A, 1<t < TG) < 3
Similarly, from Lemma [ by setting
32max; |A;|*In(86 'nHTe Y, |Si1?|Ai])  2048n? max; |S;|? max; |A;|?HOS In(80 'nHTg Y, |Si|?|Ai])
Ty > 22 = A2 ’
P
(23)

it can be guaranteed that

N

Thus, with the choice of Ty and T as in Equation (22)) and Equation (23), from Lemma [3| with probability at least

[NJ ST

> €, Vi€ n],he [H],S;7Si € S;,a; G.AZ',lStSTG> <

~__(t) — ()
T (Sisi i) — Py (sh]si,aq)

1-4,
®

At —T

( ih _Qi}h )(Si7ai) §€Q7 ViE[n],hE[H],lStSTG,

max
Si,Q3

Thus, applying Lemma [2} we get
Te n Te 1
1 Ta €27
il _ (t) G Vit
g 7i E NE-Gap, (7'") < > + 5

t=1 i=1

n
; _ (7)) <
gy Z;NE Gap, (m'") < ¢

)

which completes the proof.



D. Proof of Lemma
Proof of Lemma [2] From Lemma

n H
B(rH) — (x> en Z Z mang,)l(si, a;) — 2nnHeg — 4n* H3n}
i=1 h=1 "
Lemma [§] n ¢ 27173,.2
> e Y NE-Gap, (")) — 2pnHeq — 4n” Hn]
i=1
2nHeg 1

X:NEGap7 ) - Wi

4n2 4n2 H3t

Using telescoping we have that

Ta n
¢ Z 1 2nHe 1
Prax — Prin 2> —F——= — NE-Gap.: (t) Q <
- VARH? A \/f; il WZ Z

TG n
1 4n?2H3 2 H
o 3 N < I (g 23
oViS c =t
V4n?2H3 <I>max—<I>mln 1+ In(T 2nH
=  min ZNE Gap,(7®) < n ( 1+ () 4 e
1<t<Tq 4 CZt . \[ c
< VAN?H3 (Ppax — Prin + 1 + In(T)) N 2nHeq
- 2cv/ T c
Lemma 7. Suppose
ma‘x (@:’h - @:h)(suaz) < €Q v (5 ha
then running Equation Equation (1) with will guarantee that
n H
o(rt+Y) — o(x®) > ey Z Z mangf,)L(s“ a;) — 2mnHeg — 4n* H?n?
i=1 h=1 "
Proof. Define the following auxiliary variables 7 := (wgt), R wz(t)l, 71'1(t+1)7 o 771'5,,':+1)), then
n
o(rH) —o(x) =Y " a(7) — (7 1)
i=1
=Y Ji(7®) - L7
i=1
Lemma [ - i (t+1) (t) =7t
=N dn () (i P (aalsi) — i (ails)Qr (sis as)
i=1 h=1 s;,a;
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- ZZ > (s ailsi) = w i (ailsi)) Qi (s, ai)
i=1 h=1s;,a;
Part I
n H it )
t =7 -
+y Z > sy ails:) = w i (ails)@in (s1va0) = Qig(si, ).
i=1 1s;,a;
Part 11

From Equation Equation (TI), we have that

n H
Part I =, Z Z Z df;l(sl) Z (1{ai = argmax @52(3“ a;)} — 71'( 4 (ails; )) @Z(t,l(sz, a;)

i=1 h=1 s; a; i



n H ) R .
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Combining the bounds we get

n H
(t)
O(r*D) — o(x®)) > Part I — [Part 11| > cn, Zl hz:l Iilé}fAz,h(Si,ai) —2ynHeg — 4n*H>n}
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NE-Gap, (7 Z maxA (8i,a4)

Proof. From performance difference lemma:
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E. Proof of Lemma [3|

Proof. We prove by backward induction, the inequality holds naturally for H + 1, assume that it holds for h + 1, h +
., H +1, then

QZh(siaai) =77 (80, 0i) + Z Py n(silsiy ai)min(af]s))@Q;, h+1(5maz)

'J' a
th(sivai) = ?zh(suaz + Z Py n(silsi, ai) it (af]s] ) i, h+1(5wa1)
S a
= Q) — Qi) (siyai) = (77, =77 )(s0,a0) + > Pin(shlsi, ai)min1(af]s)(QF gy — Qppyr) (55, af)

’ ’
s;,a;

+ 3 (Pin — Pun)(silsi, a0)mins1 (af]s)Q7 14 (], af)

— (@7 —Q;p) (50, a:) +epH|S,|

~ —=T
< € + max ’(th_;,_l - Qi,h-{-l)( 79 ’L)

<e€ +€T(H— h) +€pH(H— h)‘Sl| +€PH|S,‘|
=e(H+1—h)+epH(H+1-h)|S;],

which completes the proof. O

F. Proof of Lemma

Proof. [Proof for reward estimation FZ nl

{|7/:7ri,h(5i7ai) - ﬂih(si,ai)’ > e}

T T
- {Z Ti,h(5i>ai75(,ki)7h7 @h)l{s(k =si} — (77 p(si,0:) + 6)1{8512 =s;} > 0} {Z 1{S(k) si} = 0}
k=1

k=1
Let:
Xy = TZ-’h(si,ai,s(fi)’h,a(k )1{51 n = si} — (Tip(si,a:) + 6)1{3z n = Si}
Yy := X — E[X}]
Because ¢ < 1, it is easy to verify that | X| < 2. We have that:
V| < | Xk +E[|X|] <4
Further,

E[X)) = Elrin(si,ai, s, ") 1) = s} — (77, (51, 00) + €1{sl) = 5:}]
= —eEl{sE’kh) =s;} < —ec

(k)

the first line to the second line of the equation is derived by the fact that s, (k)

,al and s’ a'"/ are independent and

that:
Elrin(si, ai, s, a"))1{s) —sz}]=Emsi,ai,sﬁ?h,aﬁim] E[1{s{") = 5,}]
T k
=S T 560 S T minailsi)rin(si, s—i ai,a—)E[1{s) = s:}]
S—i j#i a—i j#i

= E[?gh(si, a;)1{s; = s,a;1 = a.}]

According to Hoeffding inequality:

({Zm siyai sy, alt) )1{s£-,’§3=si}—<r;ih<si,ai>+e>1{s£,’32=si}zo}>

=Pr (i X > 0)
= Pr (Z Y, > — ZE[X;J)
k=1 k

=1



Further,

{ZT; sl = i} —E[1{sf}) = si}| = - > 1405 = s} })
k=1
{; S 14 = s B [14l4) = 5] < })

Thus

Pr (77, (s, ai) — 771, (53, 0i) > €)

<{Zr,h S, @, S (fz)h, ﬂh)l{szh = s} — (T} (54, 0i) +€)1{s n= =s;} > O})

k=1

Pr ({ET: l{sgkh) =s;} = 0})
k=1

T
<2exp| — 39

2 2T
Pr (th(si’ai) —rip(si,ai) > 6) < 2exp (—6 ;2 >

Similarly

2.2
= Pr ([ (i) = Tin(siai)] > €) < dexp (‘6 §2T>

which completes the proof.
[Proof for transition probability estimation F; ;] The proof resembles the proof for reward estimation.

{‘Z/D\ivh(sﬂsivai) - -PL'JL(S;'Shai) 2 6}

T
k k k k
< {ZI{SEJH 517552*87, a; *az} (Pin(s Z\Sz,az)JrE)l{s(h):sl, fﬁai}zo}

Let:
X o= sty = siysih) = si 0l = ai} = (Poa(silsi, a0) + 1{sly) = 51,0l = ai}
Yk = Xk — E[Xk]
Because ¢ < 1, it is easy to verify that | X| < 2. We have that:
Vi < | Xk| +E[| Xx]] < 4
Further,
k k k
E[X4] = E[1{s{") . sz,sffi = sialy) = = b= (Pun(slsis0) + sy = si,apy, = ai)]
= —dEl{s = Ssia Zh = al} <

Iz\



According to Hoeffding inequality:

T
Pr<{21{s£’33+1 55 = 5i,a®) = a} — (Poa(s Z|sz,az>+e>1{s<’33—s“a5h—az}>0}>

k=1
T
= Pr <2Xk>0>
k=1
T T
=Pr (Z Y, > — ZE[X,J)
k=1 k=1
1 ) €c
< — >
Pr(T;Yk_ |A1|)

T T
=Pr ({Zl{s;kh) :S“a’gkh) _a} ]E{].{s(h) = S;,0Q t}L —az}] Z [l{szh = S;,a Eh) :az}} })
k k=1

T
1
e ({53010 = ) = -2 10 ol =] <5 1)

Thus
Pr (ﬁ,h( siyai) — Pyp(si|si, a;) > e)
T
= <{Zl{s§,’2ﬂ shsth) = siall) = @i} = (Ponlsilsi, a) + O1{s(h) = si,afl) = ai} > 0}>
k=1
T
k k
+ Pr ({Z 1{55,2 = si,al(-,}z =a;} = })
k=1
<96 €2c2T
= 2OP Taga
Similarly

R 2 2T
Pr (Pi,h(sg‘siaai) — P n(silsi, ai) > 6) < 2exp <€C|2>

ﬁPr( n(sh]siyai) — Pop(sh]si, ai)| >

which completes the proof.

G. Auxiliaries

Lemma 9.

H n
— ’ —
Qi n(sirai) = Qp(siai)| < H Y > ) = minlh

hi=1j=1
Proof.
— ’ —
Qi n(sivai) — Qp (s, ai)

_ZHth SJ ZHWJ’I aJ|sJ zh(slvs i @i, @ Zdeh SJ ZHWJh aJ‘SJ zh(slvs i @4, A

S—i jFi a—i j#i S—i j#i a—i j#i



= Z Hd;rv;h(83> _Hd;,]h( ZHﬂ-gh a]|5 zh slvs—zaaua 7,)

s \J#i i a_: ji
Part 1
A3 116 D T 7 ails) = T[T mintasls) | Qinlsiss—iraias)
i a; \j#i i
Part IT
+ Z Hd?h(sg) Z Hﬂ'j,h(aj|3j) <Q§:h(8i, S—iy @iy a—i) — Q7 (i, 54, i, a—i)) :
s—i J#i a—i j#i
Part 111
|Part 1] < HZ defh(s] de 1 (5) ZHW;,h(aj\sj)
S—i |J#i J#i a—i j#i
o’
SO I CHCHRS | EHACH
S—i |JFi J#i
" - Lemma [I0] h-1 ,
<SHY |df, —djplh < HY Y 7=l
J#i J#i h=1

Part Tl < > [T d7%(s) > |1 75 (aslsi) = [] wintasls;)| H

s_i j#i ai |j#i i
Lemma[B]
Y TTd0 ) > Im)nClss) = minlsi)l
S—i j#i J#i
= HY > i (s)lImnls;) = min(ls)lh
J#i 8j
<HY 1w — myall
J#i
, Lemma[]]
|Part III| < Ir;%x|th(s,a) - Q7 (s,0) Z Z ||7T] n—miElhe
h=h+1J=1
O
Combining the bounds we get
, H n
-
|Qi.n(si,a:) — Ql n(si,a;)| < |Part I| 4 |Part II| + |Part ITI| < H Z Z 7% h = il
h'=15=1
Lemma 10.
h—1
a7y, — dTplle <> N, — il
h=1

Proof. We prove this by induction. Since dl 1 = dj 4, thus the inequality holds for & = 1. Assume that the inequality
holds for current h, then

i, he(s Z Py (si]5i, ai)min(ails:)d i, i (5:)
Si,ai
p— / —
i, h+1 Z Py St‘sl’ a; z,h(a'i‘si)dz?r,h(s’i)
Siyai

= Z ‘df/hﬂ(sz) —d7 g (s:)| < Z P (sil5i, ai)ﬁg,h(ai|§i)|d%(§i> —d7,(5)]

S $i,8i,4



+ > Pulsilsi ai)lm g (ailsi) — min(ailsi)|d7, (5:)

8i,84,Q4

=D 147 (E) — i)+ Y di Gl (ailsi) — min(ailsi)]

Si,0q

’
< Ndip = diplly + lImin — minlly

h
<l = minlh,
h=1

which completes the proof. O

Lemma 11.

H n
!
max |Q7 1, (s, a) — Q7 ,(s,a)] < H E E ||7T;E—7TjﬁH1.
s,a s ;

h=h+1J=1

Proof. Again, we prove this by induction. Since Qf/H = Q] p the argument naturally holds for h = H. Assume that
the argument holds for A + 1, then

QF(s.a) = QT u(s,0)| = [ P(sls, )}, (@5)QF 11 (5.) ZP 8|8, )11 (@5) Q7 11 (5, @)

s,a 5,a

< > P(s1s,0) (mhia (@l5) = 041(@15) Qs (5:0)| + D P(sls, ) (@l5) (QTss (5.9) — QT (5,) )

s,a s,a

< H'Y P(sls, ) [7741(15) = muen (1) 1+ max | QT 44(5,8) — Qs (5,)]
° n

<HY P(E1s.0) 3 I 5a(15) = i () + max QT 1(5.) — QT (53]
s -

n
7
<H Y I g = Tyl + X1 QT (5,) — Qo (5,0)
> ,
H

n

<H 3 D lImz—ml

h=h+4+1J=1

Lemma 12. For any x > 0 and € < 1, we have that any

16 (23 + In(4e 1))

T> =
satisfies the following inequality:
r+141In(T)
— = <e
VT -
2+l | hge? 2
Proof. Tt is not hard to verify L\/;I(T) monotonically decreases with 7' > 4. Thus for T" > w,
z+14+I(T) _ € NG +In(4e 1))
T n
VT - 2x+2+4ln(4e*1) €2

r+1+2In (;1 + In(4e )) + 2111(461))

< In(4e ! 21n(4e !
_2x—|—2+4ln461 ( +Inde )>+ n(4e )>

:2x+2+4ln46—1 (2x+2+41n )):6

2x+2+41n 4e1)
r+1

x—|—1+2<




Lemma 13. For any two groups of probability measures {P;}_,,{P/}"_, such that P;, P] are probability measures
on a finite space §2; for i = 1,2,...,n. Then

2.

{wi€i}i,

n n

Pl(wi) = [ [ Pi(ws)

=1

<> P = Fill,

i=1

1=

F(w) = Bi(w)|-

where the {1-norm is defined as || P} — Pi|l1 ==}, cq.

Proof. We’ll prove by induction on n. When n = 1, the inequality holds trivially. For n > 2, suppose that the inequality
holds for n — 1, then

n n n—1 n—1
S [P w) = T[Pwd|= > > |Piwn) ] Plwi) = Palwn) [] Pilw:)
{wieQ}r, li=1 i=1 wn€2n {w; €0, )7} i=1 i=1
n—1 n n
< Y Piws) Y (TP =TIRw)|+ D [Piws) = Palwa)l D [[Rw)
Wn €Qy {wieﬂi}?;_ll i=1 =1 Wn €Qp {wiEQi}?:_ll =1
n—1 n—1
= Y (I A =TI Pw|+ D [Pi(wn) = Pa(wn)l
{wieQyr )t 1i=1 i=1 Wn €y,
n—1 n
<> NP = Pl + 1P, = Pallh = > _IIP = Pilx.
i=1 i=1
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