
ar
X

iv
:2

41
2.

19
87

3v
1 

 [
cs

.L
G

] 
 2

7 
D

ec
 2

02
4

Minimax-Optimal Multi-Agent Robust Reinforcement Learning

Yuchen Jiao ∗ Gen Li †

December 31, 2024

Abstract

Multi-agent robust reinforcement learning, also known as multi-player robust Markov games (RMGs),
is a crucial framework for modeling competitive interactions under environmental uncertainties, with wide
applications in multi-agent systems. However, existing results on sample complexity in RMGs suffer from
at least one of three obstacles: restrictive range of uncertainty level or accuracy, the curse of multiple
agents, and the barrier of long horizons, all of which cause existing results to significantly exceed the
information-theoretic lower bound. To close this gap, we extend the Q-FTRL algorithm (Li et al., 2022)
to the RMGs in finite-horizon setting, assuming access to a generative model. We prove that the proposed
algorithm achieves an ε-robust coarse correlated equilibrium (CCE) with a sample complexity (up to log

factors) of Õ
(
H3S

∑m

i=1
Ai min {H, 1/R} /ε2

)
, where S denotes the number of states, Ai is the number

of actions of the i-th agent, H is the finite horizon length, and R is uncertainty level. We also show
that this sample compelxity is minimax optimal by combining an information-theoretic lower bound.
Additionally, in the special case of two-player zero-sum RMGs, the algorithm achieves an ε-robust Nash
equilibrium (NE) with the same sample complexity.

1 Introduction

The rapidly evolving field of multi-agent reinforcement learning (MARL), also referred to as Markov games
(MGs) (Littman, 1994; Shapley, 1953), explores how a group of agents interacts in a shared, dynamic envi-
ronment to maximize their individual expected cumulative rewards (Zhang et al., 2020a; Lanctot et al., 2019;
Silver et al., 2017; Vinyals et al., 2019). This area has found wide applications in fields such as ecosystem
management (Fang et al., 2015), strategic decision-making in board games (Silver et al., 2017), management
science (Saloner, 1991), and autonomous driving (Zhou et al., 2020). However, in real-world applications,
environmental uncertainties—stemming from factors such as system noise, model misalignment, and the
sim-to-real gap—can significantly alter both the qualitative outcomes of the game and the cumulatiev re-
wards that agents receive (Slumbers et al., 2023). It has been demonstrated that when solutions learned in
a simulated environment are applied, even a small deviation in the deployed environment from the expected
model can result in catastrophic performance drops for one or more agents (Shi et al., 2024c; Balaji et al.,
2019; Yeh et al., 2021; Zeng et al., 2022; Zhang et al., 2020b).

These challenges motivate the study of robust Markov games (RMGs), which assume that each agent aims
to maximize its worst-case cumulative reward in an environment where the transition model is constrained
by an uncertainty set centered around an unknown nominal model. Given the competitive nature of the
game, the objective of RMGs is to reach an equilibrium where no agent has an incentive to unilaterally
change its policy to increase its own payoff. A classical type of equilibrium is the robust Nash equilibrium
(NE) (Nash Jr, 1950), where each agent’s policy is independent, and no agent can improve its worst-case
performance by deviating from its current strategy. Due to the high computational cost of solving robust
NEs, especially in games with more than two agents, this concept is often relaxed to the robust coarse
correlated equilibrium (CCE), where agents’ policies may be correlated (Moulin & Vial, 1978).

In the context of RMGs, achieving equilibrium with minimal samples is of particular interest, as data is
often limited in practical applications. While there has been extensive research on the sample complexity
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of MGs, studies on RMGs remain limited (Kardeş et al., 2011), including the asymptotic convergence anal-
ysis (Zhang et al., 2020b) and the finite-sample analysis for RMGs (Blanchet et al., 2024; Ma et al., 2023;
Shi et al., 2024b,a). Specifically, Ma et al. (2023) showed that robust Correlated Equilibrium (CE) can

be achieved with Õ
(
H5Smax1≤i≤mA

2
i /ε

2
)

samples when the uncertainty level R is sufficiently small, i.e.,
R ≤ ε/(SH2), where S denotes the number of states, Ai denotes the number of actions for the i-th agent, and
H denotes the finite horizon length. Additionally, Blanchet et al. (2024) and Shi et al. (2024c) proved that

robust NEs (and CCEs) can be achieved for all uncertainty levels within [0, 1] using Õ
(
H4S3

∏m
i=1 A

2
i /ε

2
)

and Õ
(
H3S

∏m
i=1 Aimin{H, 1/R}/ε2

)
samples, respectively, assuming access to offline dataset or a genera-

tive model, where m is the number of agents. Recently, Shi et al. (2024a) achieved robust CCEs with sample

complexity Õ
(
H6S

∑m
i=1Aimin{H, 1/R}/ε4

)
, under a policy-induced uncertainty set definition. However,

all prior results suffer from at least one of three obstacles: restrictive range of uncertainty level R or accuracy
ε, the curse of multiple agents, and the barrier of long horizons H . As a result, they fall short of achieving
minimax-optimal sample complexity.

1.1 Our contributions

In this paper, we study the problem of RMGs in the finite-horizon setting with an R-contamination model
(Huber, 1965) as uncertainty set. This model has been widely adopted in previous works on robust single-
agent reinforcement learning (Ma et al., 2023; Wang & Zou, 2021) due to its computational efficiency. For
the first time, we achieve minimax-optimal sample complexity for RMGs through establishing matching
upper and lower bounds. Specifically, let S and m denote the number of states and agents, respectively, Ai
represent the number of actions available to the i-th agent, and H denote the horizon length. We focus on
analyzing the minimal number of samples required to reach an ε-robust NE or CCE, where no agent has an
incentive to unilaterally change its policy to improve its worst-case payoff, given that the transition model
is constrained within an R-contamination set, with R representing the uncertainty level. Our contributions
are as follows:

• We extend the Q-FTRL algorithm for standard MGs to RMGs and establish its sample complexity.
Specifically, the proposed algorithm achieves an ε-robust CCE with the following sample complexity
(up to logarithmic factors):

Õ

(
H3S

∑m
i=1Ai

ε2
min

{
H,

1

R

})

for a full range of ε ∈ (0, H ] and uncertainty level R ∈ [0, 1]. In the special case of two-player zero-sum
RMGs, the algorithm also achieves an ε-robust NE with the same sample complexity. Compared to
previous results (Shi et al., 2024a,c; Ma et al., 2023), our approach effectively addresses the challenges
posed by multiple agents and long horizon lengths. Furthermore, our result holds for the entire range
of ε and R, implying that the algorithm requires no burn-in cost, and allows for sufficient robustness.
Detailed comparisons are in Table 1.

• For the R-contamination set considered in this work, we derive an information-theoretic lower bound
on the sample complexity of RMGs with a generative model. Specifically, we show that to achieve an
ε-robust CCE, the minimum required number of samples is at least of the order (up to logarithmic
factors):

Õ

(
H3Smax1≤i≤mAi

ε2
min

{
H,

1

R

})
.

Combining this lower bound with our algorithm’s sample complexity, we conclude that the proposed
algorithm achieves minimax-optimal sample complexity when the number of agents is fixed.

1.2 Related works

In this section, we shall briefly review some works related to robust Markov games.
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Algorithm Equilibrium ε and R range Sample compl.

Ma et al. (2023) CE
ε ∈ (0,H ], R ∈

(
0, ε

SH2

] H6Smax1≤i≤m A2
i

ε2

ε ∈ (0,H ], R ∈
(

ε

SH2 ,
pmin

H

] H6Smax1≤i≤m A2
i

ε2p2
min

Blanchet et al. (2024) NE ε ∈ (0,H ], R ∈ [0, 1]
H4S3 ∏m

i=1 A2
i

ε2

Shi et al. (2024c) NE
ε ∈

(
0,
√

min{H, 1

R
}
]
,

R ∈ [0, 1]

H3S
∏m

i=1 Ai

ε2
min{H, 1

R
}

Shi et al. (2024a) CCE
ε ∈

(
0,
√

min{H, 1

R
}
]
,

R ∈ [0, 1]

H6S
∑m

i=1 Ai

ε4
min{H, 1

R
}

this work(Theorem 1) CCE ε ∈ (0,H ], R ∈ [0, 1]
H3S

∑m
i=1 Ai

ε2
min{H, 1

R
}

this work(Corollary 1)
NE

(two-player)
ε ∈ (0,H ], R ∈ [0, 1]

H3S
∑m

i=1 Ai

ε2
min{H, 1

R
}

Table 1: Our results and comparisons with prior art (up to log factors) for RMG algorithms in terms of
equilibrium type, range of ε and R, and the sample complexity. Here pmin denotes the minimal number of
nominal transition probability.

Standard Markov games. Early research on Markov games, also known as Multi-agent reinforcement
learning (MARL) (Shapley, 1953; Oroojlooy & Hajinezhad, 2023; Zhang et al., 2021), primarily focused
on asymptotic analysis (Littman & Szepesvári, 1996; Littman et al., 2001), but recent theoretical efforts
have increasingly concentrated on finite-sample analysis. A significant portion of the literature has focused
on the special case of two-player zero-sum Markov games, examples include Bai et al. (2020); Bai & Jin
(2020); Zhong et al. (2022); Chen et al. (2022); Cui & Du (2022); Chen et al. (2019); Dou et al. (2022);
Jia et al. (2019); Mao & Başar (2023); Tian et al. (2021); Wei et al. (2017); Yan et al. (2022); Yang & Ma
(2022). Other studies have aimed to develop computationally efficient algorithms for multi-agent general-sum
MGs, including Daskalakis et al. (2023); Jin et al. (2021); Liu et al. (2021); Mao & Başar (2023); Song et al.

(2021). The minimax-optimal sample complexity for finite-horizon settings has been established as Õ
(
H4S

∑m
i=1

Ai

ε2

)

(Li et al., 2022), and has been achieved by Li et al. (2022) under the same generative model assumption em-
ployed in this work.

Robust reinforcement learning. In the context of single-agent reinforcement learning (RL), the study
of model robustness through distributionally robust dynamic programming and robust Markov Decision Pro-
cesses (MDPs) has garnered significant attention, both empirically and theoretically (Badrinath & Kalathil,
2021; Goyal & Grand-Clement, 2023; Ho et al., 2018, 2021; Iyengar, 2005; Roy et al., 2017; Tamar et al.,
2014; Xu & Mannor, 2010). A growing body of work has focused on the finite-sample analysis for robust
RL, where the agent aims to optimize its worst-case performance under a transition model constrained by an
uncertainty set (Panaganti & Kalathil, 2022; Yang et al., 2022; Zhou et al., 2021; Wang et al., 2023, 2024;
Yang et al., 2023). Among these studies, Wang & Zou (2021) explored the robust variant of Q-learning al-

gorithm under the R-contamination set and derived a sample complexity of Õ
(

SA
(1−γ)5ε2

)
in the discounted

infinite-horizon setting, where γ represents the discount factor. However, this work does not explicitly
provide the impact of robustness on the sample complexity.

Robust Markov games. Research on RMGs has explored robustness across various dimensions, including
states (Han et al., 2022), environment (probabilistic transition kernels) (Shi et al., 2024c,a), and policies
(Kannan et al., 2023). This work focuses on the robustness in environment.

The most relevant works to this study include Kardeş et al. (2011); Zhang et al. (2020b); Blanchet et al.
(2024); Ma et al. (2023); Shi et al. (2024c,a). In particular, Kardeş et al. (2011) established the existence of
NE in RMGs under mild conditions on the uncertainty set. Zhang et al. (2020a) demonstrated the asymp-
totic convergence of a Q-learning type algorithm under certain assumptions. Ma et al. (2023) proposed

an algorithm for RMGs with a sample complexity of Õ
(
H6Smax1≤i≤mA

2
i /ε

2
)

when the uncertainty level
R ≤ ε/(SH2). This result implies that very little robustness can be tolerated when either H or S is
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large. In cases of ε/(SH2) < R ≤ pmin/H , where pmin represents the minimal nominal transition proba-

bility, the sample complexity is proved to be Õ
(
H6Smax1≤i≤mA

2
i /(ε

2p2min)
)
. The algorithm proposed in

Blanchet et al. (2024) can reach robust NE with sample complexity Õ
(
H4S3

∏m
i=1A

2
i /ε

2
)
. Later, Shi et al.

(2024c) achieved a better sample complexity of Õ
(
H3S

∏m
i=1Aimin {H, 1/R} /ε2

)
for reaching a robust

NE when ε ∈
(
0,
√
min {H, 1/R}

]
, which implies a Õ(H3S

∏m
i=1Ai) burn-in cost. Recent work Shi et al.

(2024a) achieved a sample complexity of Õ(H6S
∑m

i=1Aimin{H, 1/R}/ε4) for any ε ∈
(
0,
√
min {H, 1/R}

]
,

which implies a Õ(H5S
∑m
i=1 Aimax{1, HR}) burn-in cost.

Notations and organization. The notation x = [x(s, ai)](s,ai)∈S×Ai
∈ R

SAi (resp. x = [x(s)]s∈S ∈ R
S

) denotes a vector assigning values to each state-action pair for the i-th agent (resp. each state). The
Hadamard product of two vectors x and y is denoted as x ◦ y = [x(s) · y(s)]s∈S or as x ◦ y = [x(s, ai) ·
y(s, ai)](s,ai)∈S×Ai

. Notation VarP (V ) = P (V ◦ V ) − (PV ) ◦ (PV ) denotes the variance of V following
the distribution of P . Notation ∆(S) represents the probability simplex over the set S. Moreover, with
X := {S, {Ai}mi=1, H,R, 1/δ, 1/ε}. we also use f(X ) = O(g(X )) or f(X ) . g(X ) to indicate that there exists
a universal constant C > 0 such that f(X ) ≤ Cg(X ). Similarly f(X ) & g(X ) indicates g(X ) = O(f(X )).

Additionally, the notation Õ(·) is defined in the same way as O(·) except that it hides logarithmic factors.
The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. Section 2 reviews some basic concepts about the

standard and robust MGs in finite-horizon setting. In Section 3, we propose an algorithm for RMGs with
a generative model. Moreover, we present our main results, including the smaple complexity analysis of the
proposed algorithm, and an information-theoretic lower bound for RMGs. Section 4 outlines the key steps of
our theoretical analysis, and the other proof details are deferred to Appendix. Finally, Section 5 concludes
the main paper with additional discussions.

2 Background

In this section, we first introduce some basics for standard MGs in a finite-horizon setting, which facilitates
the understanding of RMGs. Then we formulate the RMGs and describe our goal.

2.1 Standard Markov games

A finite-horizon, non-stationary multi-player general-sum Markov game (MG) with m players competing
against each other is represented by MG = {S, {Ai}1≤i≤m, H, P, r}, where S = {1, · · · , S} represents the
state space of the shared environment, Ai = {1, · · · , Ai} is the action space for the i-th player, H denotes the
horizon of the Markov game, P = {Ph}1≤h≤H with Ph : S ×A → ∆(S) describes the transition probability
kernel for MG, and r = {ri,h}1≤h≤H,1≤i≤m with ri,h : S ×A → [0, 1] denotes the reward received by the i-th
player. Here, A is defined as the Cartesian product A := A1 × · · · × Am. Furthermore, for each i ∈ [m], we
denote A−i :=

∏
j 6=iAj , which represents the action space of all players except the i-th one. We use notation

a ∈ A and a−i ∈ A−i to denote a joint action of all players (or a joint action excluding the i-th player’s
action). For any (s,a, h, s′) ∈ S×A×[H ]×S, we let Ph(s

′|s,a) represent the transition probability from state
s to state s′ at step h, given that the joint action a is taken by the players. Additionally, ri,h(s,a) ∈ [0, 1]
indicates the (deterministic) immediate normalized reward that the i-th player receives at state s and step
h after taking the joint action a.

Markov policies. This paper focuses on Markov policies, which select actions based solely on the current
state s and step h, independent of previous trajectories. Specifically, denote policy of the i-th player as
πi = {πi,h}1≤h≤H , where πi,h(·|s) ∈ ∆(Ai) denotes the probability distribution of the i-th player’s action
over space Ai for state s at step h. The joint Markov policy of all players is defined as π = (π1, · · · , πm) =
{πh}1≤h≤H : S × [H ] → ∆(A), where πh(·|s) = (π1,h, · · · , πm,h)(·|s) ∈ ∆(A) specifies the joint action
distribution for all players at state s and step h. For any joint policy π, we use π−i to denote the policies of
all players except the i-th player, and use π−i,h to represent the policies of all but the i-th player at step h.
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Value functions and Q functions. For a given joint policy π and transition kernel P , the long-term
cumulative reward of agent i in MG is quantified through the value function V π,Pi,h : S → R and Q-function

Qπ,Pi,h : S ×A → R for the i-th agent, defined as follows:

V π,Pi,h (s) := Eπ,P

[
H∑

t=h

ri,t(st,at) | sh = s

]
, ∀(i, h, s) ∈ [m]× [H ]× S,

Qπ,Pi,h (s,a) := Eπ,P

[
H∑

t=h

ri,t(st,at) | sh = s,ah = a

]
, ∀(i, h, s,a) ∈ [m]× [H ]× S ×A.

where the expectation is taken over the distribution at ∼ πt(· | st), st+1 ∼ Pt(· | st,at), t ≥ h for V π,Pi,h (s),

and at+1 ∼ πt+1(· | st+1), st+1 ∼ Pt(· | st,at), t ≥ h for Qπ,Pi,h (s,a).

2.2 Robust Markov games

A multi-agent general-sum robust Markov game (RMG) in the finite-horizon setting is represented by

MGrob =
{
S, {Ai}1≤i≤m,UR(P 0), r,H

}
,

where S, {Ai}, r, H and policies are defined as in standard MGs (cf. Section 2.1). The key distinction
from standard MGs is that: instead of transitioning according to a fixed probability kernel, players in an
RMG aim to maximize their worst-case cumulative reward, assuming the probability kernel resides within
an uncertainty set UR(P 0) centered around the nominal probability kernel P 0. This modification leads to
differences in the definitions of the value and Q-functions, which will be detailed later.

In the case of two-player zero-sum RMGs, we have m = 2 and r2,h = −r1,h. All other definitions remain
consistent with those in the multi-agent general-sum RMGs.

Uncertainty set with agent-wise (s, a)-rectangularity. Now we intend to introduce the uncertainty
sets UR(P 0) for RMGs. In this work, the uncertainty set is constructed using the R-contamination model
(Huber, 1965), which has been extensively used in the context of robust statistics (Huber, 1973; Huber & Ronchetti,
2011), economics (Nishimura & Ozaki, 2004, 2006), statistical learning (Duchi et al., 2019), and robust re-
inforcement learning (Wang & Zou, 2021). Following Shi et al. (2024c), we consider a multi-agent variant of
rectangularity in RMGs — agent-wise (s, a)-rectangularity, which enables the robust counterpart of Bellman
equations and computational tractability of the problems (Iyengar, 2005; Shi et al., 2024b; Wiesemann et al.,
2013; Zhou et al., 2021).

Specifically, denote nominal probability kernel P 0 = {P 0
h}Hh=1 with P 0

h : S ×A → ∆(S). The uncertainty
set UR(P 0), based on R-contamination model and satisfying agent-wise (s, a)-rectangularity, is mathemati-
cally defined as:

UR(P 0) = ⊗UR(P 0
h,s,a), with UR(P 0

h,s,a) =
{
(1 −R)P 0

h,s,a +RP ′|P ′ ∈ ∆(S)
}
, (1)

where ⊗ represents the Cartesian product, and P 0
h,s,a denotes the transition probability at state-action pair

(s,a) ∈ S ×A, that is
P 0
h,s,a := P 0

h (· | s,a) ∈ R
S .

Here R ∈ [0, 1] denotes the size of the uncertainty set and is referred to as the uncertainty level.

Robust value functions and robust Bellman equations. For any given joint policy π, the worst-case
performance of the i-th agent at time step h, over all possible transition kernels within uncertainty set
UR(P 0), is quantified by the robust value function V π,Ri,h and the robust Q-function Qπ,Ri,h , which are defined
as follows:

V π,Ri,h (s) = inf
P∈UR(P 0)

V π,Pi,h (s) = inf
P∈UR(P 0)

Eπ,P

[
H∑

t=h

ri,t(st,at)|sh = s

]
,
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Qπ,Ri,h (s,a) = inf
P∈UR(P 0)

Qπ,Pi,h (s,a) = inf
P∈UR(P 0)

Eπ,P

[
H∑

t=h

ri,t(st,at)|sh = s,ah = a

]
,

for all (i, h, s,a) ∈ [m]× [H ]× S ×A.
In the context of RMGs, each agent aims to compete with other agents and maximize its worst-case

performance. To characterize this, given the joint policy π−i of all players except the i-th one, we use

V
⋆,π−i,R
i,h to represent the optimal robust value function of the i-th agent by playing an independent policy
π′
i, which is defined as:

V
⋆,π−i,R
i,h (s) := max

π′
i:S×[H]→∆(Ai)

V
π′
i×π−i,R

i,h (s) = max
π′
i:S×[H]→∆(Ai)

inf
P∈UR(P 0)

V
π′
i×π−i,P

i,h (s).

As in standard MGs, it can be shown that there exists at least one policy — referred to as the robust best-

response policy for the i-th agent—that achieves V
⋆,π−i,R
i,1 (s) for all s ∈ S and h ∈ [H ] (see Blanchet et al.

(2024), Section A.2).

The robust value functions {V π,Ri,h } of RMGs with any joint policy π satisfy the following robust Bellman
consistency equation: for all (i, h, s) ∈ [m]× [H ]× S,

V π,Ri,h (s) = E
a∼πh(·|s)

[
ri,h(s,a) + inf

Ph,s,a∈UR(P 0
h,s,a

)
Ph,s,aV

π,R
i,h+1

]

= E
a∼πh(·|s)

[
ri,h(s,a) + (1−R)P 0

h,s,aV
π,R
i,h+1 +RminV π,Ri,h+1

]
.

This robust Bellman equation is inherently tied to the agent-wise (s, a)-rectangularity condition and the
R-contamination model (cf. (1)).

Equilibria in robust Markov games. In RMGs, each player seeks to maximize its own value function
under the worst-case transition scenarios. Due to the competing objectives of players, finding an equilibrium
is central to the study of RMGs. Below, we introduce two robust variants of common solution concepts —
robust Nash Equilibrium (NE) and robust Coarse Correlated Equilibrium (CCE).

• Robust NE. A product policy π = π1 × π2 × · · · × πm is a robust NE if

∀(i, s) ∈ [m]× S : V π,Ri,1 (s) = V
⋆,π−i,R
i,1 (s). (2)

A robust NE implies that, given the strategies of the other players π−i, no player can improve its
worst-case performance over the uncertainty set UR(P 0) by unilaterally deviating from its current
strategy.

• Robust CCE. A (possibly correlated) joint policy π ∈ S × [H ] → ∆(A) is a robust CCE if

∀(i, s) ∈ [m]× S : V π,Ri,1 (s) ≥ V
⋆,π−i,R
i,1 (s). (3)

Robust CCE can be regarded as relaxation of robust NE. It also guarantees that no player benefits
from unilaterally deviating its current strategy, but it allows for the possibility that the players’ policies
may be correlated.

It is well-known that computing exact robust equilibria is a challenging task and may not always be
necessary. Therefore, approximate equilibria are often sought which introduces the concept of an ε-robust
NE. A product policy π = π1 × · · · × πm is said to be an ε-robust NE if

gap
NE

(π) = max
s∈S

gap(π; s) ≤ ε, with gap(π; s) := max
1≤i≤m

{
V
⋆,π−i,R
i,1 (s)− V π,Ri,1 (s)

}
. (4)

Similarly, a slight relaxation of the definition in (3) introduces the concept of ε-robust CCE. A possibly
correlated joint policy π ∈ S × [H ] → ∆(A) is said to be an ε-robust CCE if

gap
CCE

(π) = max
s∈S

gap(π; s) ≤ ε, with gap(π; s) := max
1≤i≤m

{
V
⋆,π−i,R
i,1 (s)− V π,Ri,1 (s)

}
. (5)

The existence of robust NEs has been proved under general conditions for the uncertainty set (Blanchet et al.,
2024), and it directly implies the existence of robust CCEs (Shi et al., 2024c).

6



Sampling mechanism: a generative model. In this paper, we adopt a commonly used sampling
mechanism in standard MARL (Li et al., 2022; Zhang et al., 2020b). Specifically, we assume access to
a generative model (simulator) (Kearns & Singh, 1998), which returns an independent sample of state s′

based on the nominal transition kernel P 0, as follows:

s′ ∼ P 0
h (·|s,a),

for any pair (s,a, h) ∈ S × A × [H ] selected by the learners. The objective of this paper is to compute an
ε-robust equilibrium for the game MGrob with as few samples as possible.

3 Sample-efficient robust Markov games

In this section, we extend the Q-FTRL algorithm proposed by Li et al. (2022) to the context of RMG, and
show that it retains the minimax sample complexity in this setting.

3.1 Algorithm description

The proposed algorithm leverages the principles of optimism and the Follow-the-Regularized-Leader (FTRL)
framework. It operates by working backwards from the terminal step H to the initial step h = 1. At each step
h, each agent i samplesK times from nominal transition probability for each state-action pair (s, ai) ∈ S×A,
and estimates the worst-case Q-function under the current policy after each sampling. Subsequently, each
agent utilizes the FTRL method to update its policy π̂k+1

i,h , such that the resulting joint correlated policy
approximates a robust CCE at step h. Once the estimation at step h is completed, the algorithm computes
the value function under the optimized policy and proceeds to the next step h− 1.

We now present the mathematical formulation of the proposed algorithm. The algorithm begins by
initializing value functions as V̂i,H+1 = 0 ∈ R

S for all agents 1 ≤ i ≤ m. It then iterates over each step h,

utilizing the value function estimates {V̂i,h+1}mi=1 from the previous step. Specifically, at each step h, the
procedure proceeds in two phases: policy updates and value function estimation.

Algorithm 1: Sample-efficient Robust Q-FTRL

Input: number of rounds K for each step, learning rates {αk} and {ηk+1}.

1: Initialize: for any (s, ai, h, i) ∈ S ×Ai × [H ]× [m], set V̂i,H+1(s) = Q0
i,h(s, ai) = 0 and π1

i,h(ai|s) = 1/Ai.
2: for h = H, · · · , 1 do
3: for k = 1, · · · ,K do
4: for i = 1, · · · ,m do
5: Draw independent samples from generative model according to (7) for all (s, ai) ∈ S ×Ai, and construct

the model estimation rki,h, P
k
i,h using (8) and (9).

6: Compute Qk
i,h according to (10).

7: Update πk+1

i,h (·|s) according to (11) for all s ∈ S .
8: end for
9: end for

10: Compute V̂i,h according to (13).
11: end for
12: if MG is a two-player zero-sum robust Markov game then
13: Output: π̂1 × π̂2, where for any i = 1, 2, π̂i = {π̂i,h}1≤h≤H with π̂i,h =

∑K

k=1
αK
k πk

i,h.
14: end if
15: if MG is a multi-player general-sum robust Markov game then
16: Output: π̂ = {π̂h}1≤h≤H where π̂h =

∑K

k=1
αK
k (πk

1,h × · · · × πk
m,h).

17: end if

Sampling and policy updates At each step, the algorithm draws K samples from the generative model
for each state-action pair (s, ai) ∈ S×Ai for all i ∈ [m], using these samples to update policies. Specifically, in
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the k-th round of sampling, a tuple of samples {akh(s, ai) = {akj,h(s, ai)}mj=1, r
k
i,h(s, ai), s

k
i,h+1(s, ai)}(s,ai)∈S×Ai

is drawn for each agent i according to the following rules:

akj,h(s, ai) ∼ πkj,h(·|s), (j 6= i) and aki,h(s, ai) = ai; (6)

rki,h(s, ai) = ri,h(s,a
k
h(s, ai)); ski,h+1(s, ai) ∼ P 0

h (·|s,akh(s, ai)), (7)

where πkj,h(·|s) is initialized as π1
j,h(aj |s) = 1/Aj for all (s, aj , j) ∈ S ×Aj × [m]. For convenience, we collect

samples for all state-action pairs into a reward vector rki,h ∈ R
SAi and an empirical transition probability

matrix P ki,h ∈ R
SAi×S , given by

rki,h = [rki,h(s, ai)](s,ai)∈S×Ai
∈ R

SAi , (8)

P ki,h(s
′|s, ai) = 1, for s′ = skh+1(s, ai), and P ki,h(s

′|s, ai) = 0, otherwise. (9)

Next, we update the Q-function using robust Q-learning follows:

Qki,h = (1− αk)Q
k−1
i,h + αkq

k
i,h, (10)

where 0 < αk < 1 is the learning rate, Qki,h ∈ R
SAi is initialized as Q0

i,h = 0, and qki,h is computed as

qki,h = rki,h + (1 −R)P ki,hV̂i,h+1 +Rmin
s
V̂i,h+1.

After updating the Q-function estimates, the algorithm uses the FTRL strategy (Shalev-Shwartz, 2012) to
update the policy of the i-th agent as follows:

πk+1
i,h (·|s) =

exp
(
ηk+1Q

k
i,h(s, ·)

)

∑
a∈Ai

exp
(
ηk+1Qki,h(s, a)

) , ∀s ∈ S, (11)

where ηk+1 > 0 is another learning rate associated with the policy updates.

Value function estimation After K rounds of the above procedure, we construct the final policy estimate
π̂h : S → ∆(A) as

π̂h(a|s) =
K∑

k=1

αKk

m∏

i=1

πki,h(ai|s), ∀(s,a) ∈ S ×A,

where

αKk = αk

K∏

j=k+1

(1− αj), 1 ≤ k ≤ K.

Moreover, we estimate the value function V̂i,h ∈ R
S for step h under π̂h. To obtain an optimistic estimation,

we introduce a bonus term βi,h ∈ R
S with the s-th entry given by

βi,h(s) = cb

√√√√ log3
KS

∑
m
i=1

Ai

δ

Kmin
{
H, 1

R

}
K∑

k=1

αKk

{
Varπk

i,h,s
(qki,h,s) + min

{
H,

1

R

}}
, (12)

where qki,h,s = qki,h(·|s) ∈ R
Ai , and πki,h,s = πki,h(·|s) ∈ ∆(Ai). The value function V̂i,h is then estimated as

V̂i,h(s) = min

{
K∑

k=1

αKk Eai∼πk
i,h,s

qki,h,s + βi,h(s), H − h+ 1

}
, ∀s ∈ S. (13)
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Equipped with π̂h and V̂i,h, the algorithm proceeds to step h− 1 and repeats the aforementioned operations.
Finally, we remark that the output policy π̂ is a correlated instead of product policy. In the special case

of two-player zero-sum robust Markov games, we could alternatively output a product policy as π̂ = π̂1× π̂2,
where

π̂i = {π̂i,h}1≤h≤H , with π̂i,h =

K∑

k=1

αKk π
k
i,h, ∀i = 1, 2.

The entire procedure is summarized in Algorithm 1, with the total number of samples being KHS
∑m
i=1 Ai.

3.2 Main results

In this section, we present our main theoretical results concerning the sample complexity of RMGs, which
include both an upper bound for the sample complexity of the proposed Algorithm 1 and an information-
theoretic lower bound.

The sample complexity of Algorithm 1 is formalized in the following theorem, the proof of which is
postponed to Section 4.

Theorem 1. Consider an m-player robust general-sum Markov game with uncertainty set UR defined in (1)
and uncertainty level R. Suppose that the step-size

αk =
cα logK

k − 1 + cα logK
, ηk =

√
logK

αkmin
{
H, 1

R

} , (14)

where cα > 0 is a constant. For any ε ∈ (0, H ], 0 ≤ R < 1, and 0 < δ < 1, with probability at least 1 − δ,
the joint policy π̂ returned by Algorithm 1 achieves an ε-robust CCE (cf. (5))

gapCCE(π̂) ≤ ε

as long as the total number of samples

KHS

m∑

i=1

Ai ≥
CH3S

∑m
i=1Ai

ε2
min

{
H,

1

R

}
log3

(
KS

∑m
i=1 Ai
δ

)
, (15)

where C > 0 is a large enough universal constant.

Let us consider the special case of two-player zero-sum RMGs. Under the same conditions specified in
Theorem 1, Algorithm 1 achieves an ε-robust NE as stated in the following corollary. Its proof is direct and
is postponed to Appendix B.

Corollary 1. Consider a two-player zero-sum robust Markov game with uncertainty set UR defined in (1)
and uncertainty level R. Suppose that the step-size is taken as (14). For any ε ∈ (0, H ], 0 ≤ R < 1, and
any 0 < δ < 1, with probability at least 1 − δ, the product policy π̂1 × π̂2 outputted by Algorithm 1 achieves
an ε-robust NE (cf. (4))

gapNE(π̂) ≤ ε

as long as the total number of samples

KHS(A1 +A2) ≥
CH3S(A1 +A2)

ε2
min

{
H,

1

R

}
log3

(
KS(A1 +A2)

δ

)
,

where C > 0 is a large enough universal constant.

The following theorem establishes an information-theoretic lower bound for learning RMGs with a gen-
erative model. Its proof is postponed to Appendix C.
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Theorem 2. Consider any m ≥ 2, H ≥ 16, 0 < ε < c0H, and any R ∈ [0, cR), where c0 > 0 is a small
enough constant and cR is a constant within (0, 1). We can construct a collection of m-player general-sum
robust Markov games — denoted by {MGθ}θ∈Θ, such that for any dataset comprising N independent samples
generated from the nominal environment for each state-action pairs (s, ai) ∈ S ×Ai, 1 ≤ i ≤ m, one has

inf
π̂

max
θ∈Θ

Pθ (gapCCE(π̂) > ε) ≥ 1

4
,

provided that

NHS max
1≤i≤m

Ai ≤
C1H

3Smax1≤i≤mAi
ε2

min

{
H,

1

R

}
.

Here, C1 is some small enough constant, the infimum is taken over all estimators π̂, and Pθ denotes the
probability when the game is MGθ for all θ ∈ Θ.

According to Theorem 1, the sample complexity of Algorithm 1 is given by (up to logarithmic factors)

Õ

(
H3S

∑m
i=1Ai

ε2
min

{
H,

1

R

})
.

When compared to the information-theoretic lower bound established in Theorem 2, we observe that this
complexity is minimax optimal (up to logarithmic terms), provided the number of players m remains fixed
or grows logarithmically with respect to the problem parameters. To the best of our knowledge, this is the
first algorithm for RMGs to achieve minimax optimal sample complexity.

Furthermore, our sample complexity holds for the entire range of ε ∈ (0, H ]. This is particularly favoring
for data-limited applications, as it implies that the algorithm incurs no burn-in cost, making it efficient in
scenarios where collecting sample is costly.

4 Analysis

4.1 Notations and technical lemmas

We first introduce some notations. Define V as the estimation for V by replacing all expectation operation
with the empirical estimation calculated according to (rki,h, P

k
i,h). Specifically, define

V
π̂,R

i,h (s) =

K∑

k=1

αKk Eai∼πk
i,h,s

[
rki,h(s, ai) + (1−R)P ki,h(s, ai)V

π̂,R

i,h+1 +RminV
π̂,R

i,h+1

]
, (16)

V
⋆,π̂−i,R

i,h (s) = max
ai∈Ai

K∑

k=1

αKk

[
rki,h(s, ai) + (1 −R)P ki,h(s, ai)V

⋆,π̂−i,R

i,h+1 +RminV
⋆,π̂−i,R

i,h+1

]
. (17)

where P ki,h(s, ai) = P ki,h(·|s, ai) ∈ R
S and V

π̂,R

i,H+1 = V
⋆.π̂−i,R

i,H+1 = 0. Moreover, define

π̂⋆i = {π̂⋆i,h}Hh=1 = arg max
πi:S×[H]→∆(Ai)

V
πi×π̂−i,R
i,1 , (18)

and the corresponding value function estimation V
π̂⋆
i ×π̂−i,R

i,h with V
π̂⋆
i ,π̂−i,R

i,H+1 = 0 as

V
π̂⋆
i ×π̂−i,R

i,h (s) =

K∑

k=1

αKk Eai∼π̂⋆
i,h,s

[
rki,h(s, ai) + (1−R)P ki,h(s, ai)V

π̂⋆
i ×π̂−i,R

i,h+1 +RminV
π̂⋆
i ×π̂−i,R

i,h+1

]
, (19)

where π̂⋆i,h,s = π̂⋆i,h(·|s) ∈ ∆(Ai). Define the expected reward and the nominal transition probability matrix
under policy π̂ as

rπ̂i,h(s) = Ea∼π̂ri,h(s,a) =
K∑

k=1

αKk Eaj∼πk
j,h,s

ri,h(s,a) (20)
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=

K∑

k=1

αKk Eai∼πk
i,h,s

[
Eaj∼πk

j,h,s
,j 6=i[ri,h(s,a)|ai]

]
, (21)

P π̂h,s = Ea∼π̂P
0
h,s,a =

K∑

k=1

αKk Eaj∼πk
j,h,s

P 0
h,s,a (22)

=

K∑

k=1

αKk Eai∼πk
i,h,s

[
Eaj∼πk

j,h,s
,j 6=i

[
P 0
h,s,a|ai

]]
. (23)

Similarly, the expected reward and the nominal transition probability matrix under policy π̂⋆i ×π̂−i is denoted
as

r
π̂⋆
i ×π̂−i

i,h (s) = Ea∼π̂⋆
i ×π̂−i

ri,h(s,a), (24)

P
π̂⋆
i ×π̂−i

h (s) = Ea∼π̂⋆
i ×π̂−i

P 0
h,s,a. (25)

In addition, we define an empirical probability transition matrix P̂ π̂i,h ∈ R
S×S whose s-th row is

P̂ π̂i,h,s =
K∑

k=1

αKk Eai∼πk
i,h,s

P ki,h(s, ai). (26)

Finally, define P π̂,Vh ∈ R
S×S(resp. P

π̂⋆
i ×π̂−i,V

h , P̂ π̂,Vi,h ) as the matrix with the s-th row

P π̂,Vh,s : = arg min
P∈UR(P π̂

h,s)
PV, P

π̂⋆
i ×π̂−i,V

h,s := arg min
P∈UR(P

π̂⋆
i
×π̂−i

h,s
)

PV,

P̂ π̂,Vi,h,s : = arg min
P∈UR(P̂ π̂

i,h,s)
PV,

which represents the probability transition kernel in the uncertainty set UR(P π̂h,s) (resp. P
π̂⋆
i ×π̂−i

h,s , P̂ π̂i,h,s)

that leads to the worst-case value for vector V ∈ R
S . It is obvious that the above definitions are equivalent

to

P π̂,Vh,s = (1−R)P π̂h,s +ReargminV , P
π̂⋆×π̂−i,V
h,s = (1−R)P

π̂⋆×π̂−i

h,s +ReargminV , (27)

P̂ π̂,Vi,h,s = (1−R)P̂ π̂i,h,s +ReargminV , (28)

where ei ∈ R
S denotes the i-th standard basis vector. Then the estimation V̂i,h in (13) and the V

π̂,R

i,h in (16)
can be rewritten as

V̂i,h(s) = min

{
K∑

k=1

αKk Eai∼πk
i,h,s

rki,h(s, ai) + P̂
π̂,V̂i,h+1

i,h,s V̂i,h+1 + βi,h(s), H − h+ 1

}
, (29)

V
π̂,R

i,h (s) =

K∑

k=1

αKk Eai∼πk
i,h,s

rki,h(s, ai) + P̂
π̂,V

π̂,R

i,h+1

i,h,s V
π̂,R

i,h+1. (30)

Before diving into the proof details, we first present a technical lemma that states some properties about
V̂i,h. Its proof is deferred to Appendix A.2.

Lemma 1. For any i ∈ [m], 1 ≤ h ≤ H, s ∈ S and 1 ≤ k ≤ K, assume that K satisfies (15). We have

V̂i,h −min V̂i,h ≤ 3

H∑

h′=h

(1−R)h
′−h ≤ 3min

{
H,

1

R

}
. (31)
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4.2 Proof of Theorem 1

According to the definition of gap
CCE

(π̂) in (5), it suffices to prove that for all i ∈ [m],

V
⋆,π̂−i,R
i,1 (s)− V π̂,Ri,1 (s) ≤ ε, ∀s ∈ S.

Towards this, we make the following decomposition:

V
⋆,π̂−i,R
i,h − V π̂,Ri,h

= V
π̂⋆
i ×π̂−i,R

i,h − V
π̂⋆
i ×π̂−i,R

i,h + V
π̂⋆
i ×π̂−i,R

i,h − V̂i,h + V̂i,h − V
π̂,R

i,h + V
π̂,R

i,h − V π̂,Ri,h , (32)

where we use the fact that V
⋆,π̂−i,R
i,h = V

π̂⋆
i ×π̂−i,R

i,h (cf. (18)).
Below we shall complete the proof of Theorem 1 in four steps: we first bound each term in the RHS of

(32) separately, and then combine the results.

Step 1. bounding V
π̂⋆
i ×π̂−i,R

i,h − V
π̂⋆
i ×π̂−i,R

i,h and V
π̂,R

i,h − V π̂,Ri,h . We start from decomposing the difference

term V
π̂,R

i,h − V π̂,Ri,h . According to the definition of V π̂,Ri,h and policy π̂, we have

V π̂,Ri,h (s) =

K∑

k=1

αKk Eaj∼πk
j,h,s

[
ri,h(s,a) + (1 −R)P 0

h,s,aV
π̂,R
i,h+1 +Rmin V π̂,Ri,h+1

]

= rπ̂i,h(s) + (1 −R)P π̂h,sV
π̂,R
i,h+1 +RminV π̂,Ri,h+1

= rπ̂i,h(s) + P
π̂,V π̂,R

i,h+1

h,s V π̂,Ri,h+1,

where rπ̂i,h and P π̂h,s are defined in (20) and (22), respectively, and P π̂,Vh,s is defined in (27).
For convenience, we introduce an error term as

ζπ̂,Ri,h = V
π̂,R

i,h − rπ̂i,h − P
π̂,V

π̂,R

i,h+1

h V
π̂,R

i,h+1. (33)

According to the definition of V
π̂,R

i,h , we have

V
π̂,R

i,h − V π̂,Ri,h = ζπ̂,Ri,h + rπ̂i,h + P
π̂,V

π̂,R

i,h+1

h V
π̂,R

i,h+1 − V π̂,Ri,h

= ζπ̂,Ri,h + P
π̂,V

π̂,R

i,h+1

h V
π̂,R

i,h+1 − P
π̂,V π̂,R

i,h+1

h V π̂,Ri,h+1

(i)

≤ ζπ̂,Ri,h + P
π̂,V π̂,R

i,h+1

h

(
V
π̂,R

i,h+1 − V π̂,Ri,h+1

)
≤

H∑

h′=h

h′−1∏

j=h

P
π̂,V π̂,R

i,j+1

j ζπ̂,Ri,h′ ,

where (i) uses the fact that P π̂,Vh V ≤ P π̂,V
′

h V for any pair of value functions V and V ′. Similarly, the term

V
π̂⋆
i ×π̂−i,R

i,h − V
π̂⋆
i ×π̂−i,R

i,h can be decomposed by introducing the error term

ζ
π̂⋆
i ×π̂−i,R

i,h = V
π̂⋆
i ×π̂−i,R

i,h − r
π̂⋆
i ×π̂−i

i,h − P
π̂⋆
i ×π̂−i,V

π̂⋆
i ×π̂−i,R

i,h+1

h V
π̂⋆
i ×π̂−i,R

i,h+1 , (34)

where r
π̂⋆
i ×π̂−i

i,h and P
π̂⋆
i ×π̂−i,V

h are defined in (24) and (25), respectively, and P
π̂⋆
i ×π̂−i,V

h is defined in (27).

The the term V
π̂⋆
i ×π̂−i,R

i,h − V
π̂⋆
i ×π̂−i,R

i,h is decomposed as

V
π̂⋆
i ×π̂−i,R

i,h − V
π̂⋆
i ×π̂−i,R

i,h = −ζπ̂
⋆
i ×π̂−i,R

i,h + V
π̂⋆
i ×π̂−i,R

i,h − r
π̂⋆
i ×π̂−i

i,h − P
π̂⋆
i ×π̂−i,V

π̂⋆
i ×π̂−i,R

i,h+1

h V
π̂⋆
i ×π̂−i,R

i,h+1

= −ζπ̂
⋆
i ×π̂−i,R

i,h + P
π̂⋆
i ×π̂−i,V

π̂⋆
i ×π̂−i,R

i,h+1

h V
π̂⋆
i ×π̂−i,R

i,h+1 − P
π̂⋆
i ×π̂−i,V

π̂⋆
i ×π̂−i,R

i,h+1

h V
π̂⋆
i ×π̂−i,R

i,h+1
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≤ −ζπ̂
⋆
i ×π̂−i,R

i,h + P
π̂⋆
i ×π̂−i,V

π̂⋆
i ×π̂−i,R

i,h+1

h

(
V
π̂⋆
i ×π̂−i,R

i,h+1 − V
π̂⋆
i ×π̂−i,R

i,h+1

)

= −
H∑

h′=h

h′−1∏

j=h

P
π̂⋆
i ×π̂−i,V

π̂⋆
i ×π̂−i,R

i,j+1

j ζ
π̂⋆
i ×π̂−i,R

i,h′ .

The following lemma provides an upper bound for our decomposed terms. Its proof is deferred to
Appendix A.3.

Lemma 2. Assume that K satisfies (15). With probability at least 1− δ, we have
∥∥∥∥∥∥

H∑

h=1

h−1∏

j=1

P
π̂,V π̂,R

i,j+1

j ζπ̂,Ri,h

∥∥∥∥∥∥
∞

. H

√
min{H, 1

R} log
3 KS

∑
m
i=1

Ai

δ

K
, (35)

∥∥∥∥∥∥

H∑

h=1

h−1∏

j=1

P
π̂⋆
i ×π̂−i,V

π̂⋆
i ×π̂−i,R

i,j+1

j ζ
π̂⋆
i ×π̂−i,R

i,h

∥∥∥∥∥∥
∞

. H

√
min{H, 1

R} log
3 KS

∑
m
i=1

Ai

δ

K
. (36)

According to Lemma 2, we have

V
π̂,R

i,1 − V π̂,Ri,1 . H

√
min{H, 1

R} log
3 KS

∑
m
i=1

Ai

δ

K
, (37)

V
π̂⋆
i ×π̂−i,R

i,1 − V
π̂⋆
i ×π̂−i,R

i,1 . H

√
min{H, 1

R} log
3 KS

∑
m
i=1

Ai

δ

K
. (38)

Step 2. bounding V̂i,h − V
π̂,R

i,h . According to the expression of V̂i,h and V
π̂,R

i,h in (29) and (30), we have

V̂i,h − V
π̂,R

i,h ≤ P̂
π̂,V̂i,h+1

i,h V̂i,h+1 − P̂
π̂,V

π̂,R

i,h+1

i,h V
π̂,R

i,h+1 + βi,h

≤ P̂
π̂,V

π̂,R

i,h+1

i,h

(
V̂i,h+1 − V

π̂,R

i,h+1

)
+ βi,h ≤

H∑

h′=h

h′−1∏

j=h

P̂
π̂,V

π̂,R

i,j+1

i,j βi,h′ , (39)

where P̂ π̂,Vi,h is defined in (28).
The following lemma shows how to decompose βi,h. Its proof is deferred to Appendix A.4.

Lemma 3. Define
˜̂
V i,h+1 = V̂i,h+1 −min V̂i,h+1. For βi,h defined in (12), we have

βi,h ≤ 2cb

√√√√ log3
KS

∑
m
i=1

Ai

δ

Kmin
{
H, 1

R

}
(
P̂
π̂,V̂i,h+1

i,h

(
˜̂
V i,h+1 ◦ ˜̂V i,h+1

)
+

3

2
min

{
H,

1

R

})
. (40)

Moreover, if
˜̂
V i,h+1 ≤ 3min{H, 1

R}, then we have

βi,h ≤ 4cb

√√√√ log3
KS

∑
m
i=1

Ai

δ

Kmin
{
H, 1

R

}
(
(1−R)P̂ π̂i,h

(
˜̂
V i,h+1 ◦ ˜̂V i,h+1

)
− ˜̂
V i,h ◦ ˜̂V i,h

)

+ 14cb

√
min

{
H, 1

R

}
log3

KS
∑

m
i=1

Ai

δ

K
. (41)

By using Lemma 1, we have (41) holds. Recalling the definition of P̂ π̂,Vi,h , for any V, V ′ ∈ R
S , we have

P̂ π̂,Vi,h V ≤ P̂ π̂,V
′

i,h V . Thus we have

βi,h ≤ 4cb

√√√√ log3
KS

∑
m
i=1

Ai

δ

Kmin
{
H, 1

R

}
[(
P̂
π̂,V

π̂,R

i,h+1

i,h

(
˜̂
V i,h+1 ◦ ˜̂V i,h+1

)
− ˜̂
V i,h ◦ ˜̂V i,h

)
+

7

2
min

{
H,

1

R

}]
.
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Inserting it into (39), we have

V̂i,h − V
π̂,R

i,h ≤ 4cb

√√√√ log3
KS

∑
m
i=1

Ai

δ

Kmin
{
H, 1

R

}
H∑

h′=h

h′−1∏

j=h

P̂
π̂,V

π̂,R

i,j+1

i,j

(
P̂
π̂,V

π̂,R

i,h′+1

i,h′

(
˜̂
V i,h′+1 ◦ ˜̂V i,h′+1

)

− ˜̂
V i,h′ ◦ ˜̂V i,h′

)
+ 14cbH

√
min

{
H, 1

R

}
log3

KS
∑

m
i=1

Ai

δ

K

(i)

. H

√
min

{
H, 1

R

}
log3

KS
∑

m
i=1

Ai

δ

K
, (42)

where (i) holds because

H∑

h′=h

h′−1∏

j=h

P̂
π̂,V

π̂,R

i,j+1

i,j

(
P̂
π̂,V

π̂,R

i,h′+1

i,h′

(
˜̂
V i,h′+1 ◦ ˜̂V i,h′+1

)
− ˜̂
V i,h′ ◦ ˜̂V i,h′

)

=

H∑

h′=h

h′∏

j=h

P̂
π̂,V

π̂,R

i,j+1

i,j

(
˜̂
V i,h′+1 ◦ ˜̂V i,h′+1

)
−

H∑

h′=h

h′−1∏

j=h

P̂
π̂,V

π̂,R

i,j+1

i,j
˜̂
V i,h′ ◦ ˜̂V i,h′

= − ˜̂V i,h ◦ ˜̂V i,h ≤ 0.

Step 3. bounding V
π̂⋆
i ×π̂−i,R

i,h − V̂i,h. This step uses the following lemma, which states that V̂i,h is an

optimism estimation of V
⋆,π̂−i,R

i,h . Its proof is deferred to Appendix A.5.

Lemma 4. For V
⋆,π̂−i,R

i,h defined in (17), and K satisfying (15), with probability at least 1− δ, we have for
all i ∈ [m] and 1 ≤ h ≤ H,

V̂i,h ≥ V
⋆,π̂−i,R

i,h . (43)

According to definition of V
π̂⋆
i ×π̂−i,R

i,h , V
⋆,π̂−i,R

i,h , and V̂i,h, and combining with Lemma 4, we have

V
π̂⋆
i ×π̂−i,R

i,h − V̂i,h ≤ V
⋆,π̂−i,R

i,h − V̂i,h ≤ 0. (44)

Step 4. combining the above results. Inserting (37), (38), (42), and (44) into (32), we have

V
⋆,π̂−i,R
i,h − V π̂,Ri,h ≤ CH

√
min

{
H, 1

R

}
log3

KS
∑

m
i=1

Ai

δ

K
≤ ε, (45)

as long as K satisfying (15), where C is a sufficiently large constant. Thus we complete the proof.

5 Discussion

This paper investigates multi-player robust Markov games in a finite-horizon setting, and achieve mini-
max sample complexity through establishing matching upper and lower bounds. Specifically, we use an
R-contamination set with uncertainty level R as uncertainty set for the transition probabilities. We then
propose an algorithm for RMGs based on Q-FTRL, and demonstrate that it achieves an ε-robust CCE with
a sample complexity of H3S

∑m
i=1Aimin{H, 1/R}/ε2 (up to log factors), where S denotes the number of

states, Ai is the number of actions for the i-th player, and H represents the horizon length. In addition, an
ε-robust NE is achieved in the special case of two-player zero-sum RMGs with the same sample complexity.
Moreover, we establish an information-theoretic lower bound that matches the sample complexity of the pro-
posed algorithm, demonstrating its minimax optimality. Compared to previous results, our result addresses
the problems of curse of multiagency and the barrier of long horizon.
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Future work will focus on extending this algorithm to handle other types of uncertainty sets, such as
those defined by total variation distance or Kullback-Leibler divergence. Additionally, we will investigate the
possibility of developing algorithms that can achieve minimax-optimal sample complexity, as demonstrated
in this paper, and meanwhile avoid relying on flexible generative models. This could include approaches
based on local access models (Li et al., 2021; Yin et al., 2022) or online sampling protocols (Jin et al., 2018;
Azar et al., 2017).

A Proof of technical lemmas

A.1 Preliminary lemmas

Before diving into the proof details, we first present some technical lemmas that play an important role in
the proof of Theorem 1.

The following lemma states some properties about step-size αk, which is proved in Lemma 1 in Li et al.
(2022).

Lemma 5. Assume that cα ≥ 24, and K ≥ cα logK + 1. For any k ≥ 1, we have

K∑

k=1

αKk = 1, max
1≤k≤K

αKk ≤ 2cα logK

K
, max

1≤k≤K/2
αKk ≤ 1

K6
.

The following lemma restates the properties of V̂i,h from Lemma 1, and adds some properties about qki,h,s.
Its proof is deferred to Appendix A.2.

Lemma 6. For any i ∈ [m], 1 ≤ h ≤ H, s ∈ S and 1 ≤ k ≤ K, assume that K satisfies (15). We have

V̂i,h −min V̂i,h ≤ 3

H∑

h′=h

(1− R)h
′−h ≤ 3min

{
H,

1

R

}
,

Varπk
i,h,s

(qki,h,s) .

(
min

{
H,

1

R

})2

, qki,h,s −min qki,h,s . min

{
H,

1

R

}
. (46)

A.2 Proof of Lemma 1 and Lemma 6

Proof of (31). The key of this proof is to establish (31) by mathematical induction. When h = H + 1,
(31) holds obviously.

Assume that (31) holds for all h′ ≥ h+1. Now we intend to prove that (31) holds for h. To this end, we
make the following observation.

˜̂
V i,h = V̂i,h −min V̂i,h ≤ 1 + (1−R)P̂ π̂i,hV̂i,h+1 +Rmin V̂i,h+1 −min V̂i,h + βi,h

(i)

≤ 1 + (1−R)P̂ π̂i,h
˜̂
V i,h+1 + βi,h

≤
H∑

h′=h

(1−R)h
′−h

h′−1∏

j=h

P̂ π̂i,j (1 + βi,h′)

=

H∑

h′=h

(1−R)h
′−h +

H∑

h′=h

(1−R)h
′−h

h′−1∏

j=h

P̂ π̂i,jβi,h′ , (47)

where (i) uses the fact that

min V̂i,h ≥ min
{
(1−R)min V̂i,h+1 +Rmin V̂i,h+1 + βi,h, H − h+ 1

}

≥ min
{
min V̂i,h+1 + βi,h, H − h+ 1

}
≥ min V̂i,h+1.
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Define

ρ0 = cb

√√√√ log3
KS

∑
m
i=1

Ai

δ

Kmin
{
H, 1

R

} .

According to Lemma 3, we have

βi,h ≤ 2ρ0P̂
π̂,V̂i,h+1

i,h

(
˜̂
V i,h+1 ◦ ˜̂V i,h+1

)
+ 3ρ0min

{
H,

1

R

}

= 2ρ0(1−R)P̂ π̂i,h

(
˜̂
V i,h+1 ◦ ˜̂V i,h+1

)
+ 3ρ0min

{
H,

1

R

}
,

Recalling our assumption that
˜̂
V i,h′ ≤ 3min{H, 1

R} for h′ ≥ h+ 1, and by using (41), we have

βi,h′ ≤ 4ρ0

(
(1−R)P̂ π̂i,h′

(
˜̂
V i,h′+1 ◦ ˜̂V i,h′+1

)
− ˜̂
V i,h′ ◦ ˜̂V i,h′

)
+ 14ρ0min

{
H,

1

R

}
, h′ ≥ h+ 1,

Collecting the above inequalities, we have

H∑

h′=h

(1−R)h
′−h

h′−1∏

j=h

P̂ π̂i,jβi,h′

≤ 4ρ0

H∑

h′=h+1

(1−R)h
′−h

h′−1∏

j=h

P̂ π̂i,j

(
(1−R)P̂ π̂i,h′

(
˜̂
V i,h′+1 ◦ ˜̂V i,h′+1

)
− ˜̂
V i,h′ ◦ ˜̂V i,h′

)

+ 2ρ0(1−R)P̂ π̂i,h

(
˜̂
V i,h+1 ◦ ˜̂V i,h+1

)
+ 14ρ0min

{
H,

1

R

} H∑

h′=h+1

(1 −R)h
′−h + 3ρ0 min

{
H,

1

R

}

(i)

≤ −4ρ0(1−R)P̂ π̂i,h
˜̂
V i,h+1 ◦ ˜̂V i,h+1 + 2ρ0(1−R)P̂ π̂i,h

(
˜̂
V i,h+1 ◦ ˜̂V i,h+1

)

+ 14ρ0min

{
H,

1

R

} H∑

h′=h

(1−R)h
′−h

≤ 14ρ0min

{
H,

1

R

} H∑

h′=h

(1−R)h
′−h, (48)

where (i) uses the fact that

H∑

h′=h+1

(1−R)h
′−h

h′−1∏

j=h

P̂ π̂i,j

(
(1−R)P̂ π̂i,h′

(
˜̂
V i,h′+1 ◦ ˜̂V i,h′+1

)
− ˜̂
V i,h′ ◦ ˜̂V i,h′

)

=
H∑

h′=h+1

(1−R)h
′−h+1

h′∏

j=h

P̂ π̂i,j
˜̂
V i,h′+1 ◦ ˜̂V i,h′+1 −

H∑

h′=h+1

(1−R)h
′−h

h′−1∏

j=h

P̂ π̂i,j
˜̂
V i,h′ ◦ ˜̂V i,h′

=
H+1∑

h′=h+2

(1−R)h
′−h

h′−1∏

j=h

P̂ π̂i,j
˜̂
V i,h′ ◦ ˜̂V i,h′ −

H∑

h′=h+1

(1−R)h
′−h

h′−1∏

j=h

P̂ π̂i,j
˜̂
V i,h′ ◦ ˜̂V i,h′

= −(1−R)P̂ π̂i,h+1
˜̂
V i,h+1 ◦ ˜̂V i,h+1.

Inserting (48) into (47), we have

˜̂
V i,h ≤

H∑

h′=h

(1−R)h
′−h + 14ρ0min

{
H,

1

R

} H∑

h′=h

(1−R)h
′−h ≤ 3

H∑

h′=h

(1−R)h
′−h,

as long as 14ρ0min
{
H, 1

R

}
≤ 2 for K in (15). Thus we complete the proof of (31).
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Proof of (46). With (31) established, now we are ready to prove (46). According to the definition of qki,h,s,
we have

min qki,h,s ≥ min qki,h ≥ (1−R)P ki,hV̂i,h+1 +Rmin V̂i,h+1 ≥ min V̂i,h+1.

Thus we have

qki,h,s −min qki,h,s ≤ qki,h,s −min qki,h ≤ 1 + (1−R)P ki,h

(
V̂i,h+1 −min V̂i,h+1

)

= 1 + (1−R)P ki,h
˜̂
V i,h+1 ≤ 1 + 3(1−R)

H∑

h′=h+1

(1 −R)h
′−h−1

≤ 3
H∑

h′=h

(1−R)h
′−h ≤ 3min

{
H,

1

R

}
.

Moreover, it is obviously that Varπk
i,h,s

(qki,h,s) ≤ 9min
{
H, 1

R

}2
. Thus we complete the proof.

A.3 Proof of Lemma 2

Before refined analysis, we first demonstrate that due to the introduction of robustness, the V
π̂,R

i,h+1 and

V
π̂⋆
i ×π̂−i,R

i,h+1 has an upper bound related to R. Notice that

V
π̂,R

i,h (s)−minV
π̂,R

i,h ≤ 1 + (1−R)

K∑

k=1

αKk Eai∼πk
i,h,s

P ki,h(s, ai)V
π̂,R

i,h+1 +RminV
π̂,R

i,h+1 − V
π̂,R

i,h

≤ 1 + (1−R)

K∑

k=1

αKk Eai∼πk
i,h,s

P ki,h(s, ai)
(
V
π̂,R

i,h+1 −minV
π̂,R

i,h+1

)
, (49)

where the last inequality holds because

min V
π̂,R

i,h ≥
K∑

k=1

αKk Eai∼πk
i,h,s

(1 −R)P ki,h(s, ai)V
π̂,R

i,h+1 +RminV
π̂,R

i,h+1 ≥ minV
π̂,R

i,h+1. (50)

Recalling the definition of P̂ π̂i,h in (26), inequality (49) can be rewritten as

V
π̂,R

i,h −minV
π̂,R

i,h ≤ 1 + (1−R)P̂ π̂i,h

(
V
π̂,R

i,h+1 −min V
π̂,R

i,h+1

)
≤

H∑

h′=h

(1−R)h
′−h. (51)

Similarly, by replacing π̂ with π̂⋆i × π̂−i, we have

V
π̂⋆
i ×π̂−i,R

i,h −minV
π̂⋆
i ×π̂−i,R

i,h ≤ 1 + (1 −R)P̂
π̂⋆
i ×π̂−i

i,h

(
V
π̂⋆
i ×π̂−i,R

i,h+1 −minV
π̂⋆
i ×π̂−i,R

i,h+1

)

≤
H∑

h′=h

(1−R)h
′−h, (52)

where the s-th row of matrix P̂
π̂⋆
i ×π̂−i

i,h ∈ R
S×S is defined as

P̂
π̂⋆
i ×π̂−i

i,h,s =

K∑

k=1

αKk Eai∼π̂⋆
i,h
P ki,h(s, ai).

Next, we shall present the proof for (35). We start the proof by looking at a single error term ζπ̂,Ri,h .
According to its definition in (33), we have

ζπ̂,Ri,h (s) =
K∑

k=1

αKk Eai∼πk
i,h,s

[
rki,h(s, ai) + P

k,V
π̂,R

i,h+1

i,h (s, ai)V
π̂,R

i,h+1

]
− rπ̂i,h − P

π̂,V
π̂,R

i,h+1

h,s V
π̂,R

i,h+1
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(i)
=

K∑

k=1

αKk Eai∼πk
i,h,s

[
rki,h(s, ai)− Ek−1r

k
i,h(s, ai) + (1−R)

(
P ki,h − Ek−1P

k
i,h

)
(s, ai)V

π̂,R

i,h+1

]
(53)

where P k,Vi,h (s, ai) ∈ R
S is defined as

P k,Vi,h (s, ai) = (1 −R)P ki,h(s, ai) +ReargminV ,

(i) uses the definition of rπ̂i,h and P π̂h in (21) and (23), and Ek−1[·] denotes the expectation with history

policies πji,h for j ≤ k conditioned.
Next we intend to use Freedman’s inequality to bound this error term, which is stated as below (c.f.

Theorem 5 in Li et al. (2022)).

Lemma 7. Suppose that Yn =
∑n

k=1Xk ∈ R, where {Xk} is a real-valued scalar sequence obeying

|Xk| ≤ R, and E[Xk|{Xj}j≤k] = 0 ∀k ≥ 1

for some quantity R > 0. Define

Wn :=

n∑

k=1

Ek−1[X
2
k ],

where Ek−1[·] stands for the expectation conditional on {Xj}j<k. Consider any arbitrary quantity κ > 0.
With probability at least 1− δ, one has

|Yn| ≤
√
8Wn log

3n

δ
+ 5R log

3n

δ
≤ κWn +

(
2

κ
+ 5R

)
log

3n

δ
.

To apply Freedman’s inequality, we define

Xk =αKk Eai∼πk
i,h,s

[
rki,h(s, ai)− Ek−1r

k
i,h(s, ai) + (1 −R)

(
P ki,h − Ek−1P

k
i,h

)
(s, ai)V

π̂,R

i,h+1

]

(i)
=αKk Eai∼πk

i,h,s

[
rki,h(s, ai)− Ek−1r

k
i,h(s, ai) + (1−R)

(
P ki,h − Ek−1P

k
i,h

)
(s, ai)Ṽ

π̂,R

i,h+1

]
,

where

Ṽ
π̂,R

i,h+1 = V
π̂,R

i,h+1 −minV
π̂,R

i,h+1,

and (i) holds because
(
P ki,h − Ek−1P

k
i,h

)
minV

π̂,R

i,h+1 = 0. It is obvious that

|Xk| ≤ αKk

(
1 + (1 −R)

(
V
π̂,R

i,h+1 −minV
π̂,R

i,h+1

))

≤ max
k

αKk min

{
H,

1

R

}
(i)

≤ 2cα logK

K
min

{
H,

1

R

}
,

Ek−1[Xk] = 0.

where (i) uses Lemma 5. Moreover, we have

WK =

K∑

k=1

Ek−1X
2
k =

K∑

k=1

(αKk )2Vark−1(q̃
k
i,h,s)

≤ max
k

αKk

K∑

k=1

αKk Vark−1(q̃
k
i,h,s) ≤

2cα logK

K

K∑

k=1

αKk Vark−1(q̃
k
i,h,s),

where Vark−1(q̃
k
i,h,s) denotes the variance of random variable q̃ki,h,s conditioned on πji,h with j ≤ k, and

q̃ki,h,s := Eai∼πk
i,h,s

[
rki,h(s, ai) + (1−R)P ki,h(s, ai)Ṽ

π̂,R

i,h+1

]
.
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According to Freedman’s inequality (c.f. Lemma 7), by taking κ =

√
K log

KS
∑m

i=1
Ai

δ

min{H, 1
R
}

, we have

∣∣∣ζπ̂,Ri,h

∣∣∣ ≤ 2cα

√√√√ log3
KS

∑
m
i=1

Ai

δ

Kmin{H, 1
R}

K∑

k=1

αKk Vark−1(q̃
k
i,h,s)

+


2

√√√√ min{H, 1
R}

K log
KS

∑
m
i=1

Ai

δ

+
10cαmin{H, 1

R} logK
K


 log

3KS
∑m

i=1 Ai
δ

≤ 2cα

√√√√ log3
KS

∑
m
i=1

Ai

δ

Kmin{H, 1
R}

K∑

k=1

αKk Vark−1(q̃
k
i,h,s) + c

√
min{H, 1

R} log
KS

∑
m
i=1

Ai

δ

K
, (54)

where c is a constant.
Now we focus on the term

∑K
k=1 α

K
k Vark−1(q̃

k
i,h,s). According to its definition, we have

K∑

k=1

αKk Vark−1(q̃
k
i,h,s) ≤ 2

K∑

k=1

αKk Vark−1(r
k
i,h,s) + 2

K∑

k=1

αKk Vark−1(q̃
k
i,h,s − rki,h,s)

(i)

≤ 2 + 2
K∑

k=1

αKk Vark−1(q̃
k
i,h,s − rki,h,s), (55)

where rki,h,s := Eai∼πk
i,h,s

rki,h(s, ai), and (i) holds because rki,h,s is bounded with |rki,h,s| ≤ 1. Moreover, we

have

K∑

k=1

αKk Vark−1(q̃
k
i,h,s − rki,h,s)

=

K∑

k=1

αKk Ek−1(q̃
k
i,h,s − rki,h,s)

2 −
K∑

k=1

αKk
(
Ek−1(q̃

k
i,h,s − rki,h,s)

)2
. (56)

For the expectation of square, we have

K∑

k=1

αKk Ek−1(q̃
k
i,h,s − rki,h,s)

2 =

K∑

k=1

αKk Ek−1

[
Eai∼πk

i,h,s

[
(1−R)P ki,h(s, ai)Ṽ

π̂,R

i,h+1

]]2

≤
K∑

k=1

αKk Ek−1,ai∼πk
i,h,s

[
(1−R)P ki,h(s, ai)Ṽ

π̂,R

i,h+1

]2

(i)

≤ (1−R)2P π̂h,s

(
Ṽ
π̂,R

i,h+1 ◦ Ṽ
π̂,R

i,h+1

)

≤ P
π̂,V

π̂,R

i,h+1

h,s

(
Ṽ
π̂,R

i,h+1 ◦ Ṽ
π̂,R

i,h+1

)
, (57)

where (i) uses the fact that each row of P ki,h(s, ai) has only a non-zero value, and the vector P π̂h,s ∈ R
S is

defined in (22). For square of the expectation, we have

K∑

k=1

αKk
(
Ek−1(q̃

k
i,h,s − rki,h,s)

)2 ≥ (1−R)2
K∑

k=1

αKk

(
Ek−1,ai∼πk

i,h,s
P ki,h(s, ai)Ṽ

π̂,R

i,h+1

)2

(i)

≥ (1 −R)2

(
K∑

k=1

αKk Ek−1,ai∼πk
i,h,s

P ki,h(s, ai)Ṽ
π̂,R

i,h+1

)2

= (1−R)2
(
P π̂h,sṼ

π̂,R

i,h+1

)2

=

(
P
π̂,V

π̂,R

i,h+1

h,s Ṽ
π̂,R

i,h+1

)2

, (58)
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where (i) arises from Jensen’s inequality. Inserting (57) and (58) into (56), we have

K∑

k=1

αKk Vark−1(q̃
k
i,h,s − rki,h,s) ≤ P

π̂,V
π̂,R

i,h+1

h,s

(
Ṽ
π̂,R

i,h+1 ◦ Ṽ
π̂,R

i,h+1

)
−
(
P
π̂,V

π̂,R

i,h+1

h,s Ṽ
π̂,R

i,h+1

)2

. (59)

Define the error term

ϑπ̂i,h := Ṽ
π̂,R

i,h − P
π̂,V

π̂,R

i,h+1

h Ṽ
π̂,R

i,h+1. (60)

According to its definition, this error term is upper bounded by

ϑπ̂i,h = V
π̂,R

i,h − P
π̂,V

π̂,R

i,h+1

h V
π̂,R

i,h+1 −min V
π̂,R

i,h +minV
π̂,R

i,h+1

(i)

≤ V
π̂,R

i,h − P
π̂,V

π̂,R

i,h+1

h V
π̂,R

i,h+1

(ii)

≤ rπ̂i,h + ζπ̂,Ri,h ≤ 1 +
∣∣∣ζπ̂,Ri,h

∣∣∣ .

where (i) arises from the fact that min V
π̂,R

i,h ≥ min V
π̂,R

i,h+1 as shown in (50), and (ii) arises from the definition

of ζπ̂,Ri,h in (33).
By applying the definition (60), we have

P
π̂,V

π̂,R

i,h+1

h

(
Ṽ
π̂,R

i,h+1 ◦ Ṽ
π̂,R

i,h+1

)
−
(
P
π̂,V

π̂,R

i,h+1

h Ṽ
π̂,R

i,h+1

)
◦
(
P
π̂,V

π̂,R

i,h+1

h Ṽ
π̂,R

i,h+1

)

= P
π̂,V

π̂,R

i,h+1

h

(
Ṽ
π̂,R

i,h+1 ◦ Ṽ
π̂,R

i,h+1

)
−
(
Ṽ
π̂,R

i,h − ϑπ̂i,h

)
◦
(
Ṽ
π̂,R

i,h − ϑπ̂i,h

)

≤ P
π̂,V

π̂,R

i,h+1

h

(
Ṽ
π̂,R

i,h+1 ◦ Ṽ
π̂,R

i,h+1

)
− Ṽ

π̂,R

i,h ◦ Ṽ
π̂,R

i,h + 2ϑπ̂i,h ◦ Ṽ
π̂,R

i,h

≤ P
π̂,V

π̂,R

i,h+1

h

(
Ṽ
π̂,R

i,h+1 ◦ Ṽ
π̂,R

i,h+1

)
− Ṽ

π̂,R

i,h ◦ Ṽ
π̂,R

i,h + 2min

{
H,

1

R

}(
1 +

∣∣∣ζπ̂,Ri,h

∣∣∣
)

≤ P
π̂,V π̂,R

i,h+1

h

(
Ṽ
π̂,R

i,h+1 ◦ Ṽ
π̂,R

i,h+1

)
− Ṽ

π̂,R

i,h ◦ Ṽ
π̂,R

i,h + 2min

{
H,

1

R

}(
1 +

∣∣∣ζπ̂,Ri,h

∣∣∣
)
. (61)

Inserting (61) into (59) and (55), we have

K∑

k=1

αKk Vark−1(q̃
k
i,h,s) ≤ 2P

π̂,V π̂,R

i,h+1

h

(
Ṽ
π̂,R

i,h+1 ◦ Ṽ
π̂,R

i,h+1

)
− 2Ṽ

π̂,R

i,h ◦ Ṽ
π̂,R

i,h

+ 6min

{
H,

1

R

}(
1 +

2

3

∣∣∣ζπ̂,Ri,h

∣∣∣
)
.

Combining with (54), we have

∣∣∣ζπ̂,Ri,h

∣∣∣ ≤ 4cα

√√√√ log3
KS

∑
m
i=1

Ai

δ

Kmin{H, 1
R}

(
P
π̂,V π̂,R

i,h+1

h

(
Ṽ
π̂,R

i,h+1 ◦ Ṽ
π̂,R

i,h+1

)
− Ṽ

π̂,R

i,h ◦ Ṽ
π̂,R

i,h

)

+ 4cα

√√√√ log3
KS

∑
m
i=1

Ai

δ

Kmin{H, 1
R}

((
3 +

c

4cα

)
min

{
H,

1

R

}
+ 2

∣∣∣ζπ̂,Ri,h

∣∣∣min

{
H,

1

R

})

≤ 4cα

√√√√ log3
KS

∑
m
i=1

Ai

δ

Kmin{H, 1
R}

(
P
π̂,V π̂,R

i,h+1

h

(
Ṽ
π̂,R

i,h+1 ◦ Ṽ
π̂,R

i,h+1

)
− Ṽ

π̂,R

i,h ◦ Ṽ
π̂,R

i,h

)

+ c′

√
min{H, 1

R} log
3 KS

∑
m
i=1

Ai

δ

K
+

1

2

∣∣∣ζπ̂,Ri,h

∣∣∣ ,
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where c′ = 12cα + c, and the last inequality holds because 4cα

√
min{H, 1

R
} log3

KS
∑m

i=1
Ai

δ

K ≤ 1
4 as long as K

satisfying (15). Thus we have

∣∣∣ζπ̂,Ri,h

∣∣∣ ≤ 8cα

√√√√ log3
KS

∑
m
i=1

Ai

δ

Kmin{H, 1
R}

(
P
π̂,V π̂,R

i,h+1

h

(
Ṽ
π̂,R

i,h+1 ◦ Ṽ
π̂,R

i,h+1

)
− Ṽ

π̂,R

i,h ◦ Ṽ
π̂,R

i,h

)

+ 2c′

√
min{H, 1

R} log
3 KS

∑
m
i=1

Ai

δ

K
. (62)

By applying (62), we have

∥∥∥∥∥∥

H∑

h=1

h−1∏

j=1

P
π̂,V π̂,R

i,j+1

j ζπ̂,Ri,h

∥∥∥∥∥∥
∞

≤
H∑

h=1

h−1∏

j=1

P
π̂,V π̂,R

i,j+1

j

∣∣∣ζπ̂,Ri,h

∣∣∣

.

H∑

h=1

h−1∏

j=1

P
π̂,V π̂,R

i,j+1

j

(√√√√ log3
KS

∑
m
i=1

Ai

δ

Kmin{H, 1
R}

(
P
π̂,V π̂,R

i,h+1

h

(
Ṽ
π̂,R

i,h+1 ◦ Ṽ
π̂,R

i,h+1

)
− Ṽ

π̂,R

i,h ◦ Ṽ
π̂,R

i,h

)

+

√
min{H, 1

R} log
3 KS

∑
m
i=1

Ai

δ

K

)

.

√√√√ log3
KS

∑
m
i=1

Ai

δ

Kmin{H, 1
R}

H∑

h=1

h−1∏

j=1

P
π̂,V π̂,R

i,j+1

j

(
P
π̂,V π̂,R

i,h+1

h

(
Ṽ
π̂,R

i,h+1 ◦ Ṽ
π̂,R

i,h+1

)
− Ṽ

π̂,R

i,h ◦ Ṽ
π̂,R

i,h

)

+H

√
min{H, 1

R} log
3 KS

∑
m
i=1

Ai

δ

K

. H

√
min{H, 1

R} log
3 KS

∑
m
i=1

Ai

δ

K
,

where the last inequality holds because

H∑

h=1

h−1∏

j=1

P
π̂,V π̂,R

i,j+1

j

(
P
π̂,V π̂,R

i,h+1

h

(
Ṽ
π̂,R

i,h+1 ◦ Ṽ
π̂,R

i,h+1

)
− Ṽ

π̂,R

i,h ◦ Ṽ
π̂,R

i,h

)

=

H∑

h=1

h∏

j=1

P
π̂,V π̂,R

i,j+1

j

(
Ṽ
π̂,R

i,h+1 ◦ Ṽ
π̂,R

i,h+1

)
−

H∑

h=1

h−1∏

j=1

P
π̂,V π̂,R

i,j+1

j Ṽ
π̂,R

i,h ◦ Ṽ
π̂,R

i,h

=
H+1∑

h=2

h−1∏

j=1

P
π̂,V π̂,R

i,j+1

j

(
Ṽ
π̂,R

i,h ◦ Ṽ
π̂,R

i,h

)
−

H∑

h=1

h−1∏

j=1

P
π̂,V π̂,R

i,j+1

j Ṽ
π̂,R

i,h ◦ Ṽ
π̂,R

i,h

= −Ṽ
π̂,R

i,1 ◦ Ṽ
π̂,R

i,1 ≤ 0.

Now we complete the proof. The proof of (36) is similar by replacing πki,h with π̂⋆i , and is omitted here.

A.4 Proof of Lemma 3

In the definition of βi,h (c.f. (12)), for convenience, we denote

ρ0 := cb

√√√√ log3
KS

∑
m
i=1

Ai

δ

Kmin
{
H, 1

R

} , ρ1 = ρ0 min

{
H,

1

R

}
.
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By using these new notations, we could rewrite the definition of βi,h as

βi,h = ρ0

K∑

k=1

αKk Varπk
i,h,s

(qki,h,s) + ρ1

(i)

≤ 2ρ0

K∑

k=1

αKk Varπk
i,h,s

(qki,h,s − rki,h,s) + 2ρ0 + ρ1, (63)

where (i) uses the fact that

Varπk
i,h,s

(qki,h,s) ≤ 2Varπk
i,h,s

(rki,h,s) + 2Varπk
i,h,s

(qki,h,s − rki,h,s) ≤ 2 + 2Varπk
i,h,s

(qki,h,s − rki,h,s),

and
∑K

k=1 α
K
k = 1. The variance is further decomposed as

K∑

k=1

αKk Varπk
i,h,s

(
qki,h,s − rki,h,s

)

=

K∑

k=1

αKk Eπk
i,h,s

(
qki,h,s − rki,h,s

)2 −
K∑

k=1

αKk

(
Eπk

i,h,s

(
qki,h,s − rki,h,s

))2
. (64)

The expectation of the square is bounded by

K∑

k=1

αKk Eπk
i,h,s

(qki,h,s − rki,h,s)
2 ≤

K∑

k=1

αKk Eπk
i,h,s

(
(1−R)P ki,hV̂i,h+1 +Rmin

s
V̂i,h+1

)2

= P̂
π̂,V̂i,h+1

i,h

(
V̂i,h+1 ◦ V̂i,h+1

)
, (65)

and the square of the expectation is bounded by

K∑

k=1

αKk

(
Eπk

i,h,s

(
qki,h,s − rki,h,s

))2 (i)

≥
(

K∑

k=1

αKk Eπk
i,h,s

(
qki,h,s − rki,h,s

)
)2

≥
(

K∑

k=1

αKk Eπk
i,h,s

(
(1−R)P ki,hV̂i,h+1 +Rmin

s
V̂i,h+1

))2

=
(
P̂
π̂,V̂i,h+1

i,h V̂i,h+1

)
◦
(
P̂
π̂,V̂i,h+1

i,h V̂i,h+1

)
, (66)

where (i) uses the Jensen’s inequality. Inserting (64) and (65) into (66), we have

K∑

k=1

αKk Varπk
i,h,s

(
qki,h,s − rki,h,s

)

≤ P̂
π̂,V̂i,h+1

i,h

(
V̂i,h+1 ◦ V̂i,h+1

)
−
(
P̂
π̂,V̂i,h+1

i,h V̂i,h+1

)
◦
(
P̂
π̂,V̂i,h+1

i,h V̂i,h+1

)

= P̂
π̂,V̂i,h+1

i,h

(
˜̂
V i,h+1 ◦ ˜̂V i,h+1

)
−
(
P̂
π̂,V̂i,h+1

i,h
˜̂
V i,h+1

)
◦
(
P̂
π̂,V̂i,h+1

i,h
˜̂
V i,h+1

)
, (67)

where
˜̂
V i,h := V̂i,h −min V̂i,h.

Inserting it into (63), we have

βi,h ≤ 2ρ0P̂
π̂,V̂i,h+1

i,h

(
˜̂
V i,h+1 ◦ ˜̂V i,h+1

)
+ 2ρ0 + ρ1
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≤ 2ρ0P̂
π̂,V̂i,h+1

i,h

(
˜̂
V i,h+1 ◦ ˜̂V i,h+1

)
+ 3ρ1.

Recalling the definition of ρ0 and ρ1, we could complete the proof of (40).
Next, we shall prove (41). Define

ϑ̂i,h :=
˜̂
V i,h − P̂

π̂,V̂i,h+1

i,h
˜̂
V i,h+1.

Noticing that

min V̂i,h ≥ min
{
(1−R)min V̂i,h+1 +Rmin V̂i,h+1 + βi,h, H − h+ 1

}

≥ min
{
min V̂i,h+1 + βi,h, H − h+ 1

} (i)

≥ min V̂i,h+1,

where (i) uses V̂i,h+1 ≤ H − h ≤ H − h+ 1, we have

ϑ̂i,h = V̂i,h − P̂
π̂,V̂i,h+1

i,h V̂i,h+1 −min V̂i,h +min V̂i,h+1 ≤ V̂i,h − P̂
π̂,V̂i,h+1

i,h V̂i,h+1 ≤ 1 + βi,h. (68)

By using this, we have

P̂
π̂,V̂i,h+1

i,h

(
˜̂
V i,h+1 ◦ ˜̂V i,h+1

)
−
(
P̂
π̂,V̂i,h+1

i,h
˜̂
V i,h+1

)
◦
(
P̂
π̂,V̂i,h+1

i,h
˜̂
V i,h+1

)

= P̂
π̂,V̂i,h+1

i,h

(
˜̂
V i,h+1 ◦ ˜̂V i,h+1

)
−
(
˜̂
V i,h − ϑ̂i,h

)
◦
(
˜̂
V i,h − ϑ̂i,h

)

≤ P̂
π̂,V̂i,h+1

i,h

(
˜̂
V i,h+1 ◦ ˜̂V i,h+1

)
− ˜̂
V i,h ◦ ˜̂V i,h + 2ϑ̂i,h ◦ ˜̂V i,h

(i)

≤ (1−R)P̂ π̂i,h

(
˜̂
V i,h+1 ◦ ˜̂V i,h+1

)
− ˜̂
V i,h ◦ ˜̂V i,h + 2(1 + βi,h) ◦ ˜̂V i,h,

where (i) uses the definition of P̂ π̂i,h and (68). Inserting it into (67), we have

K∑

k=1

αKk Varπk
i,h,s

(
qki,h,s − rki,h,s

)

≤ (1 −R)P̂ π̂i,h

(
˜̂
V i,h+1 ◦ ˜̂V i,h+1

)
− ˜̂
V i,h ◦ ˜̂V i,h + 2(1 + βi,h) ◦ ˜̂V i,h. (69)

Inserting (69) into (63), and noticing that
˜̂
V i,h ≤ 3min{H, 1

R}, we have

βi,h ≤ 2ρ0

(
(1 −R)P̂ π̂i,h

(
˜̂
V i,h+1 ◦ ˜̂V i,h+1

)
− ˜̂
V i,h ◦ ˜̂V i,h + 2

)

+ 6ρ0βi,hmin

{
H,

1

R

}
+ 2ρ0 + ρ1.

Recalling that for K satisfying (15), we have 6ρ0min
{
H, 1

R

}
≤ 1

2 . Thus we have

βi,h ≤ 4ρ0

(
(1−R)P̂ π̂i,h

(
˜̂
V i,h+1 ◦ ˜̂V i,h+1

)
− ˜̂
V i,h ◦ ˜̂V i,h

)
+ 12ρ0 + 2ρ1

≤ 4ρ0

(
(1−R)P̂ π̂i,h

(
˜̂
V i,h+1 ◦ ˜̂V i,h+1

)
− ˜̂
V i,h ◦ ˜̂V i,h

)
+ 14ρ1.

Then we complete the proof of (41).
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A.5 Proof of Lemma 4

We shall prove Lemma 4 by mathematical induction. For h = H+1, it is obviously that V̂i,H+1 = V
⋆,π̂−i,R

i,H+1 =

0. Assume that (43) holds for h+ 1, that is, V̂i,h+1 ≥ V
⋆,π̂−i,R

i,h+1 . It suffices to prove that (43) holds for h.

According to the definition of V
⋆,π̂−i,R

i,h , we have

V
⋆,π̂−i,R

i,h (s) = max
ai∈Ai

K∑

k=1

αKk

[
rki,h(s, ai) + (1 −R)P ki,h(s, ai)V

⋆,π̂−i,R

i,h +RminV
⋆,π̂−i,R

i,h

]

≤ max
ai∈Ai

K∑

k=1

αKk

[
rki,h(s, ai) + (1 −R)P ki,h(s, ai)V̂i,h+1 +Rmin V̂i,h+1

]

= max
ai∈Ai

K∑

k=1

αKk q
k
i,h,s = max

ai∈Ai

QKi,h,s, (70)

where QKi,h,s = QKi,h(s, ·) ∈ R
Ai , and the last equality uses the fact that QKi,h,s =

∑K
k=1 α

K
k q

k
i,h,s because of

Q0
i,h,s = 0 for all i, h, s.

Below we intend to find the upper bound of Qki,h,s. Towards this, we introduce the following auxiliary
lemma (c.f. Theorem 3 in Li et al. (2022)).

Lemma 8. Suppose that 0 < α1 ≤ 1 and η1 = η2(1 − α1). Also assume that 0 < αk < 1 and 0 <
ηk+1(1− αk) ≤ ηk for all k ≥ 2. In addition, define η̂1 = η2 and η̂k = ηk

1−αk
for k ≥ 2. Then we have

QKi,h,s ≤
K∑

k=1

αKk Eπk
i,h,s

qki,h,s +
5

3

K∑

k=1

αKk η̂kαkVarπk
i,h,s

(qki,h,s)

+
logAi
ηK+1

+ 3

K∑

k=1

αKk η̂
2
kα

2
k

∥∥qki,h,s −min qki,h,s
∥∥3
∞

1

(
η̂kαk

∥∥qki,h,s −min qki,h,s
∥∥
∞
>

1

3

)
.

Proof. Careful readers may find that this lemma is slightly different from Theorem 3 in Li et al. (2022) by

replacing
∥∥∥qki,h,s

∥∥∥
∞

with
∥∥∥qki,h,s −min qki,h,s

∥∥∥
∞

. This can be easily verified by replacing all ℓk with ℓk−min ℓk

when bounding
〈
πk − π−

k+1, ℓk
〉

in the proof of Li et al. (2022).

To verify that the condition in Lemma 8 holds true, it suffices to prove that

ηk
ηk+1

=

√
αk+1

αk
=

√
k − 1 + cα logK

k + cα logK
=

√
1− 1

k + cα logK

(i)

≥
√
1− αk ≥ 1− αk,

where (i) holds as long as cα ≥ 1 and K ≥ 3. Then applying Lemma 8, we have

QKi,h,s ≤
K∑

k=1

αKk Eπk
i,h,s

qki,h,s + ξ1 + ξ2 + ξ3,

where

ξ1 =
5

3

K∑

k=1

αKk η̂kαkVarπk
i,h,s

(qki,h,s), ξ2 =
logAi
ηK+1

,

ξ3 = 3

K∑

k=1

αKk η̂
2
kα

2
k

∥∥qki,h,s −min qki,h,s
∥∥3
∞

1

(
η̂kαk

∥∥qki,h,s −min qki,h,s
∥∥
∞
>

1

3

)
.

Below we shall bound ξ1, ξ2, and ξ3 separately.
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• For ξ1, we have

ξ1 =
5

3
αK1 α1η2Varπ1

i,h,s
(q1i,h,s) +

5

3

K∑

k=2

αKk
αkηk
1− αk

Varπk
i,h,s

(qki,h,s)

(i)

.
min

{
H, 1

R

}2

K6
+

K/2∑

k=2

(min{H, 1
R} logK)

3
2

K6
+

K∑

k=K/2+1

√
log2K

Kmin{H, 1
R}

αKk Varπk
i,h,s

(qki,h,s)

(ii)

.

√
log2K

Kmin{H, 1
R}

K∑

k=1

αKk Varπk
i,h,s

(qki,h,s) +
1

K3
, (71)

where (i) holds since αKk ≤ 1
K6 according to Lemma 5, and Varπk

i,h,s
(qki,h,s) . min{H, 1

R}, and

1

1− αk
≤ 1

1− α2
= 1 + cα logK . logK, k ≥ 2,

1

1− αk
≤ 1

1− αK/2
≤ 2, k ≥ K

2
,

ηkαk
1− αk

=

√
αk

1− αk

√
logK

min{H, 1
R}

≤ 2

√
log2K

kmin{H, 1
R}

. (72)

as long as K ≥ 2cα logK + 2, and (ii) uses the fact that K & logKmin{H, 1
R} for any ε ∈ (0, H ].

• For ξ2, we have

ξ2 =
logAi
ηK+1

= logAi

√
min{H, 1

R}
logK

√
cα logK

K + cα logK
≤ logAi

√
cαmin{H, 1

R}
K

. (73)

• For term ξ3, we have

ξ3 ≤ 3

K∑

k=2

αKk η̂
2
kα

2
k

∥∥qki,h,s −min qki,h,s
∥∥3
∞

1

(
η̂kαk

∥∥qki,h,s −min qki,h,s
∥∥
∞
>

1

3

)

+ 3αK1 η
2
2α

2
1

∥∥q1i,h,s −min q1i,h,s
∥∥3
∞
. (74)

Here by using Lemma 6, the second term in the right-hand-side of (74) satisfy

3αK1 η
2
2α

2
1

∥∥q1i,h,s −min q1i,h,s
∥∥3
∞

.
min

{
H, 1

R

}3

K6
≤ 1

K3
. (75)

To bound the first term, notice (72), we have

η̂kαk
∥∥qki,h,s −min qki,h,s

∥∥
∞

=
ηkαk
1− αk

∥∥qki,h,s −min qki,h,s
∥∥
∞

≤ c logK

√
min{H, 1

R}
k

≤ 1

3
, k ≥ 9c2 log2Kmin{H, 1

R
},

where c is a constant. Then the first term is bound by

3
K∑

k=2

αKk η̂
2
kα

2
k

∥∥qki,h,s −min qki,h,s
∥∥3
∞

1

(
η̂kαk

∥∥qki,h,s −min qki,h,s
∥∥
∞
>

1

3

)

≤ 3

9c2 log2Kmin{H, 1
R
}∑

k=2

αKk η̂
2
kα

2
k

∥∥qki,h,s −min qki,h,s
∥∥3
∞

25



(i)

.
log2Kmin{H, 1

R}4
K6

(i)

.
1

K2
, (76)

where (i) holds because αKk ≤ 1
K6 for K/2 ≥ 9c2 log2Kmin{H, 1

R}, and (ii) holds because K &

logKmin{H, 1
R} for any ε ∈ (0, H ]. Inserting (75) and (76) into (74), we have

ξ3 .
1

K2
. (77)

Combining (71), (73), and (77), and notice that K & min{H, 1
R}, we have

QKi,h,s ≤
K∑

k=1

αKk Eπk
i,h,s

qki,h,s + c

√
log2K

Kmin{H, 1
R}

K∑

k=1

αKk Varπk
i,h,s

(qki,h,s) + logAi

√
(cα + 1)min{H, 1

R}
K

.

According to the definition of V̂i,h in (13), if V̂i,h = H−h+1, then (43) holds obviously. Otherwise, we have

V̂i,h(s) =

K∑

k=1

αKk Eai∼πk
i,h,s

qi,h,s + βi,h(s)

≥ maxQKi,h,s − c

√
log2K

Kmin{H, 1
R}

K∑

k=1

αKk Varπk
i,h,s

(qki,h,s)

− logAi

√
(cα + 1)min{H, 1

R}
K

+ βi,h(s)

(i)

≥ maxQKi,h,s
(ii)

≥ V
⋆,π̂−i,R

i,h ,

where (i) holds as long as cb ≥ c +
√
cα + 1, and (ii) arises from V

⋆,π̂−i,R

i,h ≤ maxai Q
k
i,h,s as shown in (70).

Thus we complete the proof.

B Proof of Corollary 1

In a two-player zero-sum RMG, it is evident that π̂−1 = π̂2 and π̂−2 = π̂1, where the subscript 1 and 2
indicates the index of agent. Then the conclusion in Theorem 1 can be restated as

gap(π̂; s) = max
{
V
⋆,π̂−1,R
1,1 (s)− V π̂,R1,1 (s), V

⋆,π̂−2,R
2,1 (s)− V π̂,R2,1 (s)

}

= max
{
V ⋆,π̂2,R
1,1 (s)− V π̂,R1,1 (s), V ⋆,π̂1,R

2,1 (s)− V π̂,R2,1 (s)
}
≤ ε, ∀s ∈ S. (78)

Noticing that r1,h = −r2,h, we have V π1,1 = −V π2,1 for any policy π. Thus for any state s ∈ S, we have

V ⋆,π̂2,R
1,1 (s)− V π̂1×π̂2,R

1,1 (s) = V ⋆,π̂2,R
1,1 (s) + V π̂1×π̂2,R

2,1 (s) ≤ V ⋆,π̂2,R
1,1 (s) + V ⋆,π̂1,R

2,1 (s)

(i)
= V ⋆,π̂2,R

1,1 (s)− V π̂,R1,1 (s) + V ⋆,π̂1,R
2,1 (s)− V π̂,R2,1 (s)

(ii)

≤ ε+ ε = 2ε,

where (i) arises from V π̂,R1,1 (s) = −V π̂,R2,1 (s), and (ii) uses (78). Similarly, we can prove that V ⋆,π̂1,R
2,1 (s) −

V π̂1×π̂2,R
2,1 (s) ≤ 2ε for all s ∈ S. By replacing ε with ε/2, we could prove Corollary 1.

C Proof of Theorem 2

According to the proof of Theorem 2 in Shi et al. (2024c), we could construct a collection of robust Markov
games, such that finding a robust NE/CE/CCE of these RMGs degrades to finding the optimal policy of the
first agent over a corresponding robust Markov Decision Processes. Thus the proof of Theorem 2 degrades to
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prove that: one can construct a collection of robust Markov Decision Processes {Mθ|θ ∈ Θ} with S states,
A actions, horizon H ≥ 16, and the uncertanty level R ∈ [0, 1− c0), such that

inf
π

max
θ∈Θ

Pθ

(
max
s

[
V ⋆,R1 (s)− V π̂,R1 (s)

]
≥ ε
)
≥ 1

4
,

provided that the sample size for each state-action pair over the nominal transition kernel obeys

N ≤ cH3

ε2
min

{
H,

1

R

}

for some sufficiently small constant c > 0. Here, the infimum is over all policy estimators π̂, and Pθ denotes
the probability when the RMDP is Mθ. Below we shall construct a hard instance.

C.1 Construction of the hard problem instances

Construction of the hard MDPs. To begin with, define the state space and the action space as S =
{0, 1, · · · , S − 1} and A = {0, 1, · · · , A − 1}, respectively. To construct the nominal transition probability
matrix, for any integer H ≥ 16, let us consider a set Θ ⊂ {0, 1}H of H-dimensional vectors, which we shall
construct shortly. We then generate a collection of MDPs

MDP(Θ) =
{
Mθ =

(
S,A, P θ = {P θh}Hh=1, {rh}Hh=1, H

)
|θ = [θh]1≤h≤H ∈ Θ

}
.

Given any state s ∈ {2, · · · , S − 1}, the corresponding action space is A = {0, · · · , A − 1}. While for state
s = 0, the action space is A′ = {0, 1}. For any θ = {θh}Hh=1 ∈ {0, 1}H, the nominal transition kernel P θ of
the constructed robust MDP Mφ is defined as

P θh (sh+1|sh, ah) =





p1(sh+1 = 1) + (1− p)1(sh+1 = 0), if (sh, ah) = (0, θh),
q1(sh+1 = 1) + (1− q)1(sh+1 = 0), if (sh, ah) = (0, 1− θh),
1(sh+1 = 1), if sh ≥ 1,

where 0 < q < p < 3
4 are defined as

p = cmax

{
1

H
,R

}
, q = p−∆,

where

∆ :=
c1ε

H min
{
H, 1

R

} , (79)

and c ≤ 3/4. Moreover, we assume that ε ≤ c0H . Here c1 is a sufficiently large constant, c0 is a sufficiently
small constant, and meanwhile c0c1 ≤ c/2. With this definition, one can easily check that q ≥ p− c1c0

c ≥ p
2

for any ε ∈ (0, H ].
Then, we define the reward function as

rh(s, a) =

{
1, if s = 1,
0, otherwise.

Finally, let us choose the set Θ ⊂ {0, 1}H. By virtue of the Gilbert-Varshamov lemma (Gilbert, 1952),
one can construct Θ ⊂ {0, 1}H in a way that

|Θ| ≥ eH/8 and
∥∥∥θ − θ̃

∥∥∥
1
≥ H

8
for any θ, θ̃ ∈ Θ obeying θ 6= θ̃. (80)
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Uncertainty set of the transition kernels. Recalling the uncertainty set assumed is

UR(P θh ) = ⊗UR(P θh (·|s, a)), UR(P θh (·|s, a)) :=
{
(1−R)P θh (·|s, a) +RP ′|P ′ ∈ ∆(S)

}
.

For any policy π = {πh}Hh=1, its corresponding transition probability matrix is

P θ,πh (sh+1|sh) =
{
zπh1(sh+1 = 1) + (1− zπh )1(sh+1 = 0), if sh = 0,
1(sh+1 = 1), if sh ≥ 1,

where
zπh = πh(θh|0)p+ πh(1− θh|0)q.

We pause to show by mathematical induction that for any policy π, we always have

V π,Rh (0) = min
s
V π,Rh (s), ∀1 ≤ h ≤ H. (81)

It is obvious that V π,RH+1(0) = mins V
π,R
H+1(s) = 0. Suppose that V π,Rh+1 (0) = mins V

π,R
h+1 (s). Then we have

V π,Rh (0) = (1−R)zπhV
π,R
h+1 (1) + (1−R)(1− zπh )V

π,R
h+1 (0) +RV π,Rh+1 (0)

≤ (1−R)V π,Rh+1 (1) +RV π,Rh+1 (0)

≤ (1−R)V π,Rh+1 (1) +RV π,Rh+1 (0) = min
s≥1

V π,Rh (s)

≤ 1 + (1−R)V π,Rh+1 (1) +RV π,Rh+1 (0) = V π,Rh (1).

Thus we complete the proof.
Therefore, for any policy π, the perturbed transition kernel that minimizes the expected reward is

P
θ,π,V π,R

h+1

h (·|sh) = arg min
P∈UR

h
(P θ,π

h
(·|sh))

PV π,Rh+1

=

{
(1−R)zπh1(sh+1 = 1) + (1− (1 −R)zπh)1(sh+1 = 0), if sh = 0,
(1−R)1(sh+1 = 1) +R1(sh+1 = 0), if sh ≥ 1.

Optimal robust policy and value function. To proceed, we are ready to identify the the optimal robust
policies, and derive the corresponding robust value functions. According to (81), the optimal robust policy

π⋆,θ = {π⋆,θh }Hh=1 for Mθ is

π⋆,θh (θh|0) = 1, π⋆,θh (1− θh|0) = 0. (82)

According to robust Bellman equation, the corresponding value function is

V ⋆,Rh (0) =
p̃

R+ p̃

(
H − h+ 1− 1− (1−R− p̃)H−h+1

R+ p̃

)

V ⋆,Rh (1) =
1

R+ p̃

(
p̃(H − h+ 1) +R

1− (1−R− p̃)H−h+1

R+ p̃

)
, (83)

where

p̃ = (1−R)p. (84)

The derivation is deferred to the end of this section. Here we remark that for all θ, RMPDs Mθ share the
same optimal value function. Thus we omit the superscript θ in V ⋆,Rh .

C.2 Establishing the minimax lower bound

We are now positioned to establish our sample complexity lower bounds. It suffices to prove that

inf
π̂

max
θ∈Θ

Pθ

(
V ⋆,R1 (0)− V π̂,R1 (0) > ε

)
≥ 1

4
, (85)

where π̂ is any policy estimator computed based on the independent samples.
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Step 1: converting the goal to estimate θ. For any policy estimator π̂ = {π̂h}Hh=1, We can construct

a corresponding estimator θ̂ = {θ̂h}Hh=1 for θ as

θ̂ := argmin
θ̄∈Θ

H∑

h=1

∥∥∥π̂h(·|0)− π⋆,θ̄h (·|0)
∥∥∥
1
, (86)

where π⋆,θ̄h is defined in (82). According to the construction of Θ in (80), a good policy estimator π̂ implies

a correct estimator θ̂. Mathematically, with samples from Mθ for θ ∈ Θ, we have

Pθ

(
V ⋆,R1 (0)− V π̂,R1 (0) < ε

)
≤ Pθ

(
θ̂ = θ

)
, (87)

where Pθ denotes the probability distribution when the MDP is Mθ. The proof of this claim is postponed
to the end of this section.

Step 2: probability of error in testing multiple hypotheses. Next, we turn attention to the hypoth-
esis testing problem on Θ. Specifically, we focus on the minimax probability of error defined as follows:

pe := inf
ψ

max
θ∈Θ

Pθ(ψ 6= θ), (88)

where the infimum is taken over all possible tests ψ constructed based on the samples from Mθ.
Let µθh represent the distribution of a sample tuple (sh, ah, sh+1) for step h under the nominal transition

kernel P θh associated with Mθ for 1 ≤ h ≤ H . Assume that we collect N independent samples for each state-
action pair and each time step H . Combined with Fano’s inequality from Tsybakov (2009) (c.f.Theorem 2.2)
and the additivity of the KL divergence (cf. Tsybakov (2009), Page 85), we have

pe ≥ 1−
N maxθ,θ̃∈Θ

∑H
h=1 KL(µ

θ
h||µθ̃h) + log 2

log |Θ|

≥ 1

2
−

8N maxθ,θ̃∈Θ

∑H
h=1 KL(µ

θ
h||µθ̃h)

H
, (89)

where we use the assumption that H ≥ 16 log 2 and |Θ| ≥ eH/8. Notice that

KL(µθh||µθ̃h) =
∑

a={0,1}

KL
(
P θh (·|0, a)||P θ̃h (·|0, a)

)

=

(
p log

p

q
+ (1− p) log

1− p

1− q
+ q log

q

p
+ (1− q) log

1− q

1− p

)
1(θh 6= θ̃h)

≤
(
p2

q
− p+

(1 − p)2

1− q
− 1 + p+

q2

p
− 1 +

(1− q)2

1− p
− 1 + q

)
1(θh 6= θ̃h)

=

(
(p− q)2

p(1− p)
+

(p− q)2

q(1− q)

)
1(θh 6= θ̃h)

(i)

≤ 8(p− q)2

q
1(θh 6= θ̃h),

where (i) uses the fact that p(1− p) ≥ p
4 and q(1− q) ≥ q

4 for q < p < 3
4 . Inserting into (89), we have

pe ≥
1

2
−

8N maxθ,θ̃∈Θ

∥∥∥θ − θ̃
∥∥∥
1

H

8(p− q)2

q
(i)

≥ 1

2
− 64N(p− q)2

q

(ii)

≥ 1

2
− 128Nc21ε

2

cH2 min
{
H, 1

R

} ,
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where (i) uses the value of p − q in (79), and the fact that maxθ,θ̃∈Θ

∥∥∥θ − θ̃
∥∥∥
1
≤ H , (ii) uses the fact that

q ≥ p
2 . Provided that the total number of samples

NHSA ≤ cH3SA

512c21ε
2
min

{
H,

1

R

}
,

we have

pe ≥
1

2
− 1

4
=

1

4
. (90)

Step 3: combining the above results. Combining (88) and (90), we have that for any estimator ψ for
θ, the error probability

max
θ∈Θ

Pθ(ψ 6= θ) ≥ 1

4
.

Then for the estimator θ̂ constructed in (86), we have

max
θ∈Θ

Pθ(θ̂ 6= θ) ≥ 1

4
.

According to (87), we have for any policy estimator π̂,

max
θ∈Θ

Pθ

(
V ⋆,R1 (0)− V π̂,R1 (0) ≥ ε

)
≥ max

θ∈Θ
Pθ

(
θ̂ 6= θ

)
≥ 1

4
.

Considering that this holds for arbitrary policy estimator π̂, we could prove that (85) holds true, and
complete the proof.

Calculation of (83). Considering that we only consider about the value of V ⋆,Rh (0) and V ⋆,Rh (1), we rewrite

vector V ⋆,Rh = [V ⋆,Rh (0), V ⋆,Rh (1)]⊤ for convenience. According to robust Bellman’s equation, we have

V ⋆,Rh =

[
0
1

]
+

[
1− p̃ p̃
R 1−R

]
V ⋆,Rh+1 =: r + P ⋆,RV ⋆,Rh+1, (91)

with V ⋆,RH+1 = 0, where we redefine

P ⋆,R = P
⋆,V ⋆,R

h+1

h , r = rh.

By eigenvalue decomposition, P ⋆,R can be decomposed as

[
1− p̃ p̃
R 1−R

]
=

[
1 p̃
1 −R

] [
1 0
0 1−R − p̃

] [
1 p̃
1 −R

]−1

=
1

R+ p̃

[
1 p̃
1 −R

] [
1 0
0 1−R− p̃

] [
R p̃
1 −1

]
. (92)

Thus we have

V ⋆,Rh =

H∑

h′=h

(P ⋆,R)h
′−hr =

1

R+ p̃

[
1 p̃
1 −R

] [ ∑H
h′=h 1 0

0
∑H

h′=h(1−R− p̃)h
′−h

][
R p̃
1 −1

]
r

=
1

R+ p̃


 p̃

(
H − h+ 1− 1−(1−R−p̃)H−h+1

R+p̃

)

p̃(H − h+ 1) +R 1−(1−R−p̃)H−h+1

R+p̃


 .
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Proof of (87). It suffices to prove that for policy estimation π̂ obtained from samples of Mθ, if V ⋆,R1 (0)−
V π̂,R1 (0) ≤ ε, then we have θ̂ = θ, where θ̂ is defined by (86).

Towards this, we assume that θ̂ 6= θ. Then according to the definition of Θ in (80), and recalling θ̂ ∈ Θ,

we have
∥∥∥θ − θ̂

∥∥∥
1
≥ H/8, and

H∑

h=1

∥∥∥π̂h(·|0)− π⋆,θh (·|0)
∥∥∥
1
≥

H∑

h=1

∥∥∥π⋆,θh (·|0)− π⋆,θ̂h (·|0)
∥∥∥
1
−

H∑

h=1

∥∥∥π̂h(·|0)− π⋆,θ̂h (·|0)
∥∥∥
1

= 2
∥∥∥θ − θ̂

∥∥∥
1
−

H∑

h=1

∥∥∥π̂h(·|0)− π⋆,θ̂h (·|0)
∥∥∥
1

≥ H

4
−

H∑

h=1

∥∥∥π̂h(·|0)− π⋆,θ̂h (·|0)
∥∥∥
1
. (93)

To proceed, we claim that V ⋆,R1 (0)− V π̂,R1 (0) < ε implies

H∑

h=1

∥∥∥π̂h(·|0)− π⋆,θh (·|0)
∥∥∥
1
<
H

8
. (94)

Then according to (93), we have

H∑

h=1

∥∥∥π̂h(·|0)− π⋆,θh (·|0)
∥∥∥
1
>
H

4
− H

8
=
H

8
,

which contradicts (94). Thus we prove that θ̂ = θ.
Now it suffices to prove that the claim (94) holds true. Specifically, we intend to prove that if

H∑

h=1

∥∥∥π̂h(·|0)− π⋆,θh (·|0)
∥∥∥
1
≥ H

8
,

then one has

V ⋆,R1 (0)− V π̂,R1 (0) ≥ ε.

Towards this, for any policy π̂, notice that V π̂,R1 = [V π̂,R1 (0), V π̂,R1 (1)]⊤ is computed as

V π̂,R1 =

H∑

h=1

h−1∏

j=1

Aπ̂j r,

where Aπ̂j is defined as

Aπ̂j =

[
1− z̃π̂j z̃π̂j
R 1−R

]
, r =

[
0
1

]

with

z̃π̂j = (1−R) (π̂j(θj |0)p+ π̂j(1− θj |0)q) . (95)

It is obvious that (1−R)q ≤ z̃π̂j ≤ (1−R)p. Recall that the optimal value function V ⋆,R1 = [V ⋆,R1 (0), V ⋆,R1 (1)]⊤

is calculated as (cf. (91))

V ⋆,R1 =
H∑

h=1

h−1∏

j=1

A⋆jr,

31



where

A⋆j =

[
1− p̃ p̃
R 1−R

]
,

and p̃ is defined in (84). To decompose the difference between V ⋆,R1 and V π̂,R1 , we introduce a sequence of

vectors Ṽ0, Ṽ1, · · · , ṼH defined as

Ṽh =

h+1∑

h′=1

h′−1∏

j=1

A⋆jr +

H∑

h′=h+2

h∏

j=1

A⋆j

h′−1∏

j=h+1

Aπ̂j r,

We remark that Ṽh is actually the value function at step 1 for the policy π̃ = {π̃h}Hh=1 satisfying π̃j = π⋆,θj
for j ≤ h and π̃j = π̂j for j > h. Moreover, we have ṼH = V ⋆,R1 and Ṽ0 = V π̂,R1 . Now we can decompose the

difference between V ⋆,R1 and V π̂,R1 as

V ⋆,R1 − V π̂,R1 =
H∑

h=1

(
Ṽh − Ṽh−1

)
. (96)

For the h-th term, we have

Ṽh − Ṽh−1 =

h+1∑

h′=1

h′−1∏

j=1

A⋆jr +

H∑

h′=h+2

h∏

j=1

A⋆j

h′−1∏

j=h+1

Aπ̂j r −
h∑

h′=1

h′−1∏

j=1

A⋆jr −
H∑

h′=h+1

h−1∏

j=1

A⋆j

h′−1∏

j=h

Aπ̂j r

=

h−1∏

j=1

A⋆j

(
A⋆h −Aπ̂h

)



H∑

h′=h+1

h′−1∏

j=h+1

Aπ̂j r


 ,

where
∏h
j=h+1 A

π̂
j r is defined as r. We claim that

Ṽh − Ṽh−1 ≥
h−1∏

j=1

A⋆j

(
A⋆h −Aπ̂h

)



H∑

h′=h+1

h′−1∏

j=h+1

A⋆j r


 (97)

(i)
= (A⋆)

h−1
(
A⋆h −Aπ̂h

)H−h−1∑

h′=0

(A⋆)
h′

r,

where in (i) we rewrite A⋆j as A⋆ since it does not vary with j. The proof of (97) is postponed to the end of
this section. According to the decomposition in (92), we have

H−h−1∑

h′=0

(A⋆)
h′

r =
1

R+ p̃


 p̃

(
H − h− 1−(1−R−p̃)H−h

R+p̃

)

p̃(H − h) +R 1−(1−R−p̃)H−h

R+p̃


 ,

(A⋆)h−1 =
1

R+ p̃

[
1 p̃
1 −R

] [
1 0

0 (1−R− p̃)h−1

] [
R p̃
1 −1

]
.

by inserting them, we have

Ṽh(0)− Ṽh−1(0) =
p̃− z̃π̂h
(R + p̃)2

(
R + p̃ (1− R− p̃)

h−1
)(

1− (1−R− p̃)
H−h

)

(i)
=

(1−R)(p− q)

2(R+ p̃)2

(
R+ p̃ (1−R− p̃)

h−1
)(

1− (1−R− p̃)
H−h

)∥∥∥π̂h(·|0)− π⋆,θh (·|0)
∥∥∥
1

≥ 0, (98)
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where (i) uses the definition of p̃ and z̃π̂h in (84) and (95). Below we consider the case of h ≤ 31H/32, which
gives

(1 −R− p̃)H−h ≤ (1−R− p̃)
H
32 ≤ (1− p)

H
32

(i)

≤ 1− c

32
,

where (i) holds because p ≥ c
H ≥ 1− (1 − c

32 )
32
H for c ≤ 3/4. Thus we have

Ṽh(0)− Ṽh−1(0) ≥
c(1 −R)(p− q)

64(R+ p̃)2

(
R+ p̃ (1−R− p̃)h−1

) ∥∥∥π̂h(·|0)− π⋆,θh (·|0)
∥∥∥
1
. (99)

We shall proceed with a case-by-case analysis as below.

• Consider the case R+ p̃ ≥ 7
8(h−1) . Notice that if R ≤ 1

H , then we have

R + p̃ = R+ c(1−R)max

{
1

H
,R

}
= R+

c(1−R)

H

(i)

≤ R+
3

4H
,

where (i) uses the fact that c ≤ 3/4. This can be rewritten as

R ≥ R + p̃− 3

4H
≥ 7

8H
− 3

4H
=

1

8H
. (100)

While if R > 1
H , then R ≥ 1

8H obviously. Inserting into the definition of p, we have

p = cmax

{
1

H
,R

}
≤ cmax {8R,R} = 8cR.

This upper bound on p implies an upper bound on the following term.

(1−R)(p− q)

(R+ p̃)2

(
R+ p̃ (1−R− p̃)

h−1
)

≥ (1 −R)(p− q)R

(R + p̃)2
≥ (1−R)(p− q)R

(R+ 8c(1−R)R)2

=
(1 −R)(p− q)

(1 + 8c(1−R))2R
≥ (1−R)(p− q)

49R
≥ (1−R)(p− q)

49max{ 1
H , R}

.

• Consider the case R+ p̃ < 7
8(h−1) . In this case, we have

(1−R − p̃)
h−1 ≥ 1− (R + p̃)(h− 1) ≥ 1− 7

8
=

1

8
.

We further have

(1 −R)(p− q)

(R+ p̃)2

(
R+ p̃ (1−R− p̃)

h−1
)

≥ (1−R)(p− q)

(R + p̃)2

(
R+

p̃

8

)
≥ (1−R)(p− q)(R + p̃)

8(R+ p̃)2

=
(1−R)(p− q)

8(R+ p̃)
≥ (1−R)(p− q)

8(1 + c)max{ 1
H , R}

≥ (1−R)(p− q)

14max{ 1
H , R}

.

Summarizing the two cases above, we obtain the following inequality:

(1−R)(p− q)

(R + p̃)2

(
R + p̃ (1−R − p̃)

h−1
)
≥ (1−R)(p− q)

50
min

{
H,

1

R

}
.
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Inserting into (99), we have

Ṽh(0)− Ṽh−1(0) ≥
c(1−R)(p− q)

3200
min

{
H,

1

R

}∥∥∥π̂h(·|0)− π⋆,θh (·|0)
∥∥∥
1
, h ≤ 31H

32
.

Combining with (96), we have

V ⋆,R1 (0)− V π̂,R1 (0)
(i)

≥
31H
32∑

h=1

(
Ṽh − Ṽh−1

)
≥ c(1 −R)(p− q)

3200
min

{
H,

1

R

} 31H
32∑

h=1

∥∥∥π̂h(·|0)− π⋆,θh (·|0)
∥∥∥
1

(ii)

≥ c(1 −R)(p− q)H

51200
min

{
H,

1

R

}
(ii)

≥ ε. (101)

where (i) holds because Ṽh− Ṽh−1 ≥ 0 for any h (c.f. (98)), (ii) holds because
∑ 31H

32

h=1

∥∥∥π̂h(·|0)− π⋆,θh (·|0)
∥∥∥
1
≥

∥∥∥π̂h(·|0)− π⋆,θh (·|0)
∥∥∥
1
− H

16 ≥ H
16 , and (iii) holds as long as c1 ≥ 51200

c(1−cR) .

Proof of (97). It suffices to prove that

h−1∏

j=1

A⋆j

(
A⋆h −Aπ̂h

)



H∑

h′=h+1

h′−1∏

j=h+1

Aπ̂j r


 ≥

h−1∏

j=1

A⋆j

(
A⋆h −Aπ̂h

)



H∑

h′=h+1

h′−1∏

j=h+1

A⋆jr


 .

We remind that all entries in matrix A⋆j is positive. Thus it suffices to prove that

(
A⋆h −Aπ̂h

)



H∑

h′=h+1

h′−1∏

j=h+1

Aπ̂j r


 ≥

(
A⋆h −Aπ̂h

)



H∑

h′=h+1

h′−1∏

j=h+1

A⋆jr


 . (102)

To proceed, we remind that

A⋆h −Aπ̂h = (p̃− z̃π̂h )

[
−1 1
0 0

]
. (103)

For convenience, we introduce two new notations:

xk =

H∑

h′=k

h′−1∏

j=k

A⋆jr, x̂k =

H∑

h′=k

h′−1∏

j=k

Aπ̂j r, h+ 1 ≤ k ≤ H.

One can easily check that xk and x̂k satisfy the following recursive formula:

xk = r +A⋆kxk+1, x̂k = r +Aπ̂k x̂k+1, xH = r, x̂H = r. (104)

Combining with (103), proving (102) is equivalent to showing that

x̂k(1)− x̂k(0) ≥ xk(1)− xk(0) ≥ 0, ∀h+ 1 ≤ k ≤ H. (105)

We shall establish this by mathematical induction. Notice that (105) holds for k = H due to (104). Assume
that x̂k+1(1)− x̂k+1(0) ≥ xk+1(1)− xk+1(0). According to (104), we have

x̂k(1)− x̂k(0) = 1 +Rx̂k+1(0) + (1−R)x̂k+1(1)− (1− z̃π̂k )x̂k+1(0)− z̃π̂k x̂k+1(1)

= 1 + (1 −R− z̃π̂k )(x̂k+1(1)− x̂k+1(0))

≥ 1 + (1 −R− p̃)(xk+1(1)− xk+1(0)).

Moreover, by using (105), we have

xk(1)− xk(0) = 1 +Rxk+1(0) + (1 −R)xk+1(1)− (1− p̃)xk+1(0)− p̃xk+1(1)

= 1 + (1−R− p̃)(xk+1(1)− xk+1(0)) ≥ 0.

In comparison, it is obvious that x̂k(1)− x̂k(0) ≥ xk(1)− xk(0). Thus we complete the proof.
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