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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 e-robust coarse correlated equilibrium (CCE) with a sample complexity (up to log
factors) of O (H?S Y, Aimin{H,1/R} /e?), where S denotes the number of states, A; 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 e-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., 2024¢; Balaji et al.,
2019; Yeh et al., 2021; Zeng et al., 2022; Zhang et al., 2020Db).

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 (Kardeg 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 O (H®S max;<;j<n, A?/%) samples when the uncertainty level R is sufficiently small, i.e.,
R < ¢/(SH?), where S denotes the number of states, A; 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. (2024¢) proved that
robust NEs (and CCEs) can be achieved for all uncertainty levels within [0, 1] using O (HYS3 T, A2/e?)

and O (H*STI™, Ai min{H, 1/R}/e?) 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 O (H®S Y, A;min{H,1/R} /"), 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
€, 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 Owur 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, A;
represent the number of actions available to the ¢-th agent, and H denote the horizon length. We focus on
analyzing the minimal number of samples required to reach an e-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:

e We extend the Q-FTRL algorithm for standard MGs to RMGs and establish its sample complexity.
Specifically, the proposed algorithm achieves an e-robust CCE with the following sample complexity

(up to logarithmic factors):
~ (H3SY ! A; 1
© < 2‘521_1 i { 'R }>

for a full range of € € (0, H] and uncertainty level R € [0, 1]. In the special case of two-player zero-sum
RMGs, the algorithm also achieves an e-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 € and R, implying that the algorithm requires no burn-in cost, and allows for sufficient robustness.
Detailed comparisons are in Table 1.

e 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
g-robust CCE, the minimum required number of samples is at least of the order (up to logarithmic

factors):
~ H3S maxi<i;<m Ai . 1
O ( 52— = min < H, I .

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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Table 1: Our results and comparisons with prior art (up to log factors) for RMG algorithms in terms of
equilibrium type, range of ¢ and R, and the sample complexity. Here ppnin 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 & Szepesvari, 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 & Basar (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 & Basar (2023); Song et al.

(2021). The minimax-optimal sample complexity for finite-horizon settings has been established as O =5
(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 0] ((1_5;%) in the discounted

infinite-horizon setting, where « 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 Kardes et al. (2011); Zhang et al. (2020b); Blanchet et al.
(2024); Ma et al. (2023); Shi et al. (2024¢,a). In particular, Kardes 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 O (H®S max;<j< A?/¢?) when the uncertainty level
R < ¢/(SH?). This result implies that very little robustness can be tolerated when either H or S is

5 (H‘*sz;*;lm
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large. In cases of ¢/(SH 2) < R < pmin/H, where pyin represents the minimal nominal transition proba-
bility, the sample complexity is proved to be 9] (H 68 maxi<;<m A7/ (52pfnin)). The algorithm proposed in
Blanchet et al. (2024) can reach robust NE with sample complexity 0] (H*S3T];~, A?/e?). Later, Shi et al.
(2024c) achieved a better sample complexity of O (H*ST[", A; min {H,1/R} /%) for reaching a robust
NE when ¢ € (O, \/m], which implies a O(H3S [T~ A;) burn-in cost. Recent work Shi et al.

(2024a) achieved a sample complexity of O(H®S 7" | A; min{H, 1/R}/e*) for any ¢ € (O, /min {H, l/R}] ,
which implies a O(H5S >t A;max{1l, HR}) burn-in cost.

Notations and organization. The notation x = [2(s, a;)](s,0,)esx4; € R%?Y (resp. z = [2(5)]ses € R
) denotes a vector assigning values to each state-action pair for the i-th agent (resp. each state). The
Hadamard product of two vectors z and y is denoted as z oy = [2(s) - y(s)]ses or as x oy = [z(s,a;) -
Y(8,a:)](s,a:)esx4,- Notation Varp(V) = P(V o V) — (PV) o (PV) denotes the variance of V' following
the distribution of P. Notation A(S) represents the probability simplex over the set S. Moreover, with
X ={S,{A;}",H,R,1/6,1/e}. 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) 2 g(&X) indicates g(X) = O(f(X)).
Additionally, the notation 5() 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,{A;}1<i<m, H, P,r}, where S = {1,---, S} represents the
state space of the shared environment, A; = {1,--- | A;} is the action space for the i-th player, H denotes the
horizon of the Markov game, P = { P, }1<p<pm with P, : § x A — A(S) describes the transition probability
kernel for MG, and r = {r; p 1<h<m1<i<m With r; , : S X A — [0, 1] denotes the reward received by the i-th
player. Here, A is defined as the Cartesian product A := A; X -+ X A,,. Furthermore, for each i € [m], we
denote A_; :=1]] i A;, which represents the action space of all players except the i-th one. We use notation
a € Aand a_; € A_; 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’) € SXAx[H|xS, welet P,(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, r; (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
7w = {mint1<n<m, where m; p(-|s) € A(A;) denotes the probability distribution of the i-th player’s action
over space A; for state s at step h. The joint Markov policy of all players is defined as 7 = (w1, ,7) =
{mhti<h<m : S x [H] = A(A), where mp(:|s) = (m1,h, - ,Tm.n)(-]s) € A(A) specifies the joint action
distribution for all players at state s and step h. For any joint policy 7, we use m_; to denote the policies of
all players except the i-th player, and use 7m_; j, to represent the policies of all but the ¢-th player at step h.



Value functions and Q functions. For a given joint policy m and transition kernel P, the long-term
cumulative reward of agent ¢ in MG is quantified through the value function I/;”};P : S — R and Q-function

QZ’hP : S x A — R for the i-th agent, defined as follows:

H
Z +(st,at) |sh—s], V(i h,s) € [m] x [H] x S,

t=h

7'r,P
Vin (s

H
Z rit(se,ar) | sp = s, ah—a], V(i, h,s,a) € [m] x [H] x S x A.
t=h

P
th (s,a) :=E,p

where the expectation is taken over the distribution a: ~ (- | st), Se41 ~ Pi(- | s¢,a¢),t > h for Vifr,;P(s),

and a1 ~ mep1 (- | St41), Se41 ~ Pe(- | 8¢, a4),t > h for QZ’hP(s,a).

2.2 Robust Markov games

A multi-agent general-sum robust Markov game (RMGQG) in the finite-horizon setting is represented by
MGrob = {8, {Ai1<icm, U (P°),r, H},

where S, {A;}, 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 U (P°) centered around the nominal probability kernel P°. 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 ry j, = —r1 5. 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?) 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* = { PP} with P? : S x A — A(S). The uncertainty
set UT(PY), based on R-contamination model and satisfying agent-wise (s, a)-rectangularity, is mathemati-
cally defined as:

UT(PY) = QUM (P), 0), with UT(P), o) ={(1 - R)P,, .+ RP'|P' € A(S)}, (1)

where ® represents the Cartesian product, and Pf?,s,a denotes the transition probability at state-action pair
(s,a) € S x A, that is
0 ._ po s
Ph,s,a i Ph( | Sva) eR”.

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 7, the worst-case
performance of the i-th agent at time step h, over all possible transition kernels within uncertainty set
UL (PY), is quantified by the robust value function I/;”};R and the robust Q-function Qg’hR, which are defined
as follows:

H
Vii(s) = Pebi{%f(Po)Vfi{P(S) = Pebi{%f(PO)E”’P > ri(sead)|sh =],
t=h



H
R . w,P .
2 (s,a) = inf 2 (s,a)= inf E rit(St,at)|sh = s,ap =a| ,
Qz,h ( ) PeUR(po) th ( ) PeUR(PY) ,P ; z,t( t t)| h h
for all (i,h,s,a) € [m] x [H] x S x 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 m_; of all players except the i-th one, we use
VZ.*,’IL“R to represent the optimal robust value function of the i-th agent by playing an independent policy
7, which is defined as:

R 7r;><7'r,i,P

Vféxmi’ (s) = max inf V7 (s).

Vi) = ,
7S [H|—A(A;) PEUR(PO)

max
w:SX[H]—=A(A;)

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 Vifl’ﬁ’i’R(s) for all s € S and h € [H]| (see Blanchet et al.
(2024), Section A.2).

The robust value functions {Vi”,;R} of RMGs with any joint policy 7 satisfy the following robust Bellman

consistency equation: for all (i, h, s) € [m] x [H] x S,

T, R _ ) . T, R
Vi,h (S) - EaNﬂ'h('|5) [rth(s’a) + pth’agglRf(Po )Ph,s,avi,thl

h,s,a

= Farm () [ri,h(s, a)+ (1 - R)FY, V5%, + Rmin V;j,;fl} .

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).

e Robust NE. A product policy m = 71 X g X - -+ X 7y, is a robust NE if
- us ,ﬂfi,R
Vi, s) € [m] xS VT (s) =V (s). (2)

A robust NE implies that, given the strategies of the other players w_;, no player can improve its
worst-case performance over the uncertainty set 2/%(PY) by unilaterally deviating from its current
strategy.

e Robust CCE. A (possibly correlated) joint policy m € S x [H] — A(A) is a robust CCE if
V(i,5) € [m] x S+ V() 2 Vi), (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 e-robust
NE. A product policy m = 71 X - -+ X 7, is said to be an e-robust NE if

gapye(m) = max gap(m;s) <e, with gap(m;s):= max {Vll (s) — Vfl’R(s)} . (4)
sE <i<m ’ ’

Similarly, a slight relaxation of the definition in (3) introduces the concept of e-robust CCE. A possibly
correlated joint policy m € & x [H] — A(A) is said to be an e-robust CCE if

gapcce(m) = maxgap(mis) <, with gap(mis) i= max {VT () - V(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).



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?, as follows:

s' ~ P(-]s,a),

for any pair (s,a,h) € S x A x [H] selected by the learners. The objective of this paper is to compute an
e-robust equilibrium for the game MG, 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 samples K times from nominal transition probability for each state-action pair (s, a;) € S X 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 %f_?;l, 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 V; gy1 =0 € RS for all agents 1 < i < m. It then iterates over each step h,
utilizing the value function estimates {@7h+1}§11 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 {ax} and {ng41}.
1: Initialize: for any (s, ai, h,i) € S x A; x [H] x [m], set Vi m41(s) = QY (s, a:) = 0 and =}, (ai|s) = 1/A.
2: forh=H,---,1do
3: fork=1,--- K do

4: fori=1,---,m do

5: Draw independent samples from generative model according to (7) for all (s,a;) € S x A;, and construct
the model estimation r};,, PF), using (8) and (9).

6: Compute QY according to (10).

7 Update ¥ *(-|s) according to (11) for all s € S.

8: end for 7

9: end for

10:  Compute V;  according to (13).

11: end for

12: if M@ is a two-player zero-sum robust Markov game then

13:  Output: 71 X T2, where for any ¢ = 1,2, 7; = {7 n hi<h<m with 7, = Zszl afﬁﬁh.

14: end if

15: if MG is a multi-player general-sum robust Markov game then
16:  Output: T = {7 }1<h<n where T, = Zi{:l af(wfh X o X Wﬁl’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, a;) € Sx.A; for all i € [m], using these samples to update policies. Specifically, in



the k-th round of sampling, a tuple of samples {af (s, a;) = {a;h(s, ai)}iiy, rﬁh(s, a;), 5?,h+1 (8,00)} (s,a:)eSx As
is drawn for each agent ¢ according to the following rules:

a;ﬁh(s,ai) ~ wfyh(-|s), (j #1i) and aﬁh(s,ai) = a;; (6)
rﬁh(svai) :Tﬁh(svaﬁ(svai)); Si’g,h-i-l(svai) ~ P}g("SvaZ(svai))v (7)

where wfyh(-|s) is initialized as 7}, (a;]s) = 1/A; for all (s, a;,j) € S x A; x [m]. For convenience, we collect

samples for all state-action pairs into a reward vector Tf n € RS54 and an empirical transition probability
matrix Pi’fh € R54ixS given by
SA;
=[r i, h(S al)](s a;)ESxA; € R=, (8)
( |, al) 1, for s’ = s}, (s,a;), and Pfh(s’|s,ai) = 0, otherwise. (9)

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

;‘C,h =(1- Oék)Qiﬁl + aka,ha (10)

where 0 < o < 1 is the learning rate, Qﬁh € R%4 is initialized as Q?)h =0, and ql’fh is computed as
ko=¢F, + (1 - R)PFV RminV
qz,h rz,h +( ) i,h Vih+1 + msln i,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:

e (hn@he)
ZaEAi €Xp (77k+1QZh(S, a))

, VseS, (11)

where 7,411 > 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

7 S = A(A) as

3

where

Moreover, we estimate the value function Vi,h € R* for step h under 7. To obtain an optimistic estimation,
we introduce a bonus term 3; j, € R® with the s-th entry given by

Jog? KSZ KSY 7 A K . 1
Bin(s) = cp Krnln{H, R} Zak {Var kL (Qi,h7s) —l—min{H, E}}, (12)

where ¢f), = qF, () € R4 and 7F, s =7 (|s) € A(Ai). The value function Vin is then estimated as

K
Vin(s) = min {Z%KEaMkh s+ Bin(s), H—h+ 1} , Vsed. (13)

k=1



Equipped with 75, and 171»7;“ the algorithm proceeds to step h — 1 and repeats the aforementioned operations.

Finally, we remark that the output policy 7 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 T = 71 X 7,
where

K

~ ~ . ~ K _k .

T = {Wi,h}lghSHa with Tih = E Qg T g Vi=1,2.
k=1

The entire procedure is summarized in Algorithm 1, with the total number of samples being KHS Y .~ | A;.

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 U defined in (1)
and uncertainty level R. Suppose that the step-size

Colog K log K (14)
o = — = - -
k k—14+cylogK’ 1M akmin{H,%}’

where ¢, > 0 is a constant. For any e € (0,H], 0 < R <1, and 0 < § < 1, with probability at least 1 — 9,
the joint policy T returned by Algorithm 1 achieves an e-robust CCE (cf. (5))

gapcce(T) <¢

as long as the total number of samples

- CH3SY " A . 1 5 (KSY " A,
KHSZ;AZ- > Tlmm{H,E}log <f1) (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 e-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 UT defined in (1)
and uncertainty level R. Suppose that the step-size is taken as (14). For any e € (0,H], 0 < R < 1, and
any 0 < 6 < 1, with probability at least 1 — &, the product policy ™1 X 7o outputted by Algorithm 1 achieves
an e-robust NE (cf. (4))

gape(T) < ¢
as long as the total number of samples

3
KHS(A; + Ap) > cH S(:;l +A2) i {H %} log® (M) :

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.



Theorem 2. Consider any m > 2, H > 16, 0 < ¢ < ¢oH, and any R € [0,cg), where ¢y > 0 is a small
enough constant and cg is a constant within (0,1). We can construct a collection of m-player general-sum
robust Markov games — denoted by { MGy }oco, such that for any dataset comprising N independent samples
generated from the nominal environment for each state-action pairs (s,a;) € S x A;, 1 < i < m, one has

NH

inf max Py (gapcce(T) > ¢) 2

provided that

3 . .
NHS max 4, < 2 Smaflgﬁm Ai min{H, i}.
1<i<m € R

Here, Cy is some small enough constant, the infimum is taken over all estimators 7, and Py denotes the
probability when the game is MGy for all 6 € ©.

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

~(H3SY A 1
O(Tlmln{H,}—%})

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 ¢ € (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 (r¥ Tins P ) Specifically, define
n K
i _ K k . _ k TR
V’L h (S) - Zak Ea"Nﬂ-z,h,s [Ti,h(sa al) + (1 R)R,h(sa aZ)V’L Jh+1 + len V’L h+1:| ) (16)
k=1
Vin () = max 3 aff |rby(s,a) + (1= RP(s,a) Vi ™ + Rmin V00" (17)
' ai€A; ' ’ '
=1
where P h(s a;) = ( |s,a;) € R® and VZ HJr1 = V:;jrlR = 0. Moreover, define
A= {FHl =arg_ max VTR (18)

mi:SX[H]—=A(A;)

iR T—i R

and the corresponding value function estimation Vl h TR Gith Vl w1 =0as

—TIXT_;, TEXT_i,R =7 xw,l,R}
b

K
R 7
Vin (s) = ZakKan%;h,s Tf,h(sa a;) + (1 — R)Pi],ch(sv ai)Vihi1 + RminV,} (19)

where 77, . =77, (-|s) € A(A;). Define the expected reward and the nominal transition probability matrix
under policy 7 as

rfh(s) = Eq zrin(s, a) Za kh’sn,h(&a) (20)

10



k=1

P;LT,S =K Nﬂ'Ph s,a Z ay a]Nﬂ';h’ySP}?,S,a (22)
K

= Zo‘kK}Eaiwﬂf’h’s [Eajwﬂ;?,h’s,j;éi [P}?,s,a|ai]:| . (23)
k=1

Similarly, the expected reward and the nominal transition probability matrix under policy 7} X 7_; is denoted
as

a~T} x7_;Ti,n(8; @), (24)

E
;X (8) — anﬁ;X%—iP}gvg?a' (25)

RSXS

In addition, we define an empirical probability transition matrix ]th € whose s-th row is

K
g s — ZagEaiwrr’?h ‘Pilj:h(‘s?ai)' (26)
k=1 o

Finally, define Pfj’v € RS (resp. P:i AV ﬁf,’lv) as the matrix with the s-th row

7 . TIXT 4,V .
P,f’sv :=arg min PV, P;;ZS TV = arg min PV,
5 =~ s Sk m L
'PGZ/{R(P’?S) 'PeuR(P}ﬂi XW*l)
) 1,8

]%ﬁhvs c=arg min PV,
Peur(Pr, )
which represents the probability transition kernel in the uncertainty set U%(P7T ) (resp. PTr X7 ‘ ]317?}1 2)
that leads to the worst-case value for vector V' € R¥. It is obvious that the above definitions are equivalent
to

PPV = (1= R)P] + Reagminv, Pr, " = (1= R)P " + Reagminv, (27)
ﬁ’f};‘; (1 - R)ﬁfhys + ReargminV; (28)

. . . . S —m,R .
where e; € R¥ denotes the i-th standard basis vector. Then the estimation V; 5 in (13) and the Vzh in (16)
can be rewritten as

K
Vi.n(s) = min {Z O Eyomr, TEn(s,00) + Py Vi Y e 4 Bin(s), H — b + 1} , (29)
7,R K R
V:h (s) = Z akKIanwﬁ}hsrk (s,a;) + P n, ; h“VZth (30)
k=1

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

Lemma 1. For anyi € [m], 1 <h<H,se S and1 <k < K, assume that K satisfies (15). We have

H
~ ~ / 1
Vin —minV;, <35 (1—R)h_h§3min{Hv_}' (31)
hi=h R

11



4.2 Proof of Theorem 1
According to the definition of gapccg(7) in (5), it suffices to prove that for all i € [m],

Vi s) — Vi (s) <, Wses.
Towards this, we make the following decomposition:

V*yﬁ—iyR Vﬁ7R
i h -V

T,

=T XT_i,R =", XT_i,R = £ —7,R

+Vin —Vin+ Vi — Vm—Hch viE, (32)

_ yRiXT_i,R
= V g

ih

where we use the fact that V*hﬂ’ = fh XAk (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.

TEXT_4 =T, XT_i,R

Step 1. boundlng Vin —Vin

term Vi,h — thR. According to the definition of Vf};R and policy 7, we have

R 7 . .
and VZ h o~ VWAR. We start from decomposing the difference

/L7

K
VEEs) = Y 0By o, [run(s,a) + (1= RIPY GVE, + Rmin V2]

= Tzh(s) + (1 - R)P;z?,svz ht1 T Rmsz h+1
— ( )+Ph zh+1vh+l,

where rzh and P,’:’)S are defined in (20) and (22), respectively, and Pj, V' is defined in (27).
For convenience, we introduce an error term as

T, R R T V? 1—71' R
Ci,h = Vi,h —Tih — Ph Vi Jht1° (33)

. o —7,R
According to the definition of VZ n » we have

mR 2R
V Vh —Czh —|—7°lh—|—P 1’L+1Vi7h+1 Vh

3 3

_ 7R ”vVi,}z,Jrl_%xR ¢h+1
=Cih T B, Viht1 — Ph Vi h+1

) - H h'-1

(Z<) 7, R P/Thvif,r}’t}il V%)R PA 1J+1

= Ci,h + h i,h+1 z h+1 z h’ ’
h'=h j=h

where (i) uses the fact that P;ZT Yy < P;ZT V'V for any pair of value functions V' and V’. Similarly, the term

TIXT_i,R w57 XT—i,R . .
Vi =V can be decomposed by introducing the error term
REXF_i, R 57 XT—i, R REXT_, ﬂ*X%—uvfiifﬁ’R—?ZX?ﬂ,R
¢ =Vin —Tih - P, iht1 ) (34)
TEXT_4 T XT3,V . TEXT 3,V . .
where 75" """ and P,* """ are defined in (24) and (25), respectively, and P, """ is defined in (27).
TEXT_i, R =T X7T_;,R
The the term V) Y=V is decomposed as
Vﬁfxw,l, Vﬂ X7, R REXT_iR Vﬂ*xﬁ,i,R REXT_, %2xﬂi,Vf}Lif”’RV%:x%mR
ih - = —Gin +Vin —Tin — 4 i,h+1
e~ RIXT_4 PR ~ REXF_i R,
_ W;(Xﬂ' iR Pﬂ— X7 1"/1 h+1 VW:Xﬂ'wa PT( ><71'7»“V1 h+1 Vﬂ—i X7, R
=—Gin + i b1 -1, i b+l

12



ﬁ*xﬁ iR

~% ~ kv —1 ~% ~
TIXT i, R 7'" XT Vl h41 TEXT_i,R 7, XT—i,R
< - i,h + Ph Vz Jh+1 - Vi,h+1
H h' -1 % *XF_;R ~rsx R
_ 77 T—i,V 7,]+1 Ty XT—i,
-2 1w G
=h j=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 — §, we have

H h—1 3KSE¢
SIIF | <n \/Imn{H’R}log = (35)

h=1 j=1 IS K
H h-1 —#¥X7_..R . 1 3 KSEm: A
REXR_ Vol T e s min{ H, &} log" —=i="—
Z H P X ,V11J+1 C ;1>< _i, R 5 H\/ { R} g F) ) (36)
= J i, . K
According to Lemma 2, we have
min{ H, L1 log® M
Vzl _‘/1W1R<H\/ { R} l? ’ (37)
. KSYm A
FIx7_i, R R XT_i,R min{H, £} log® ===t
Vi VIS H\/ I (38)

~ ﬁ /\% . ~ 7TV

V Vl S i)7 z,h+1‘/i.’h+1 Plh zh+lvl il “F/Bth
. —7,R H h'—1
<P (Vinn zh+1) + Bin < Z II P,g ”“ﬂz W (39)
=h j=h

where PTr v is defined in (28).
The followmg lemma shows how to decompose f3; . Its proof is deferred to Appendix A.4.

Lemma 3. Define 171-7;#1 = 171-_,h+1 — min @7h+1. For B; , defined in (12), we have

~ =~ = 3 . 1
(P Vint (Vi,h-i-l OVi,h-i-l) + 5mln{H, E}) . (40)

Moreover, if ‘A/l-_,thl < 3min{H, %}, then we have

Kmln{H, R}

1 g3 M PR ~ ~ ~ ~
Bin < Ao | ————F <(1 R)P[, <Vz‘,h+1 o Vz‘,h+1) —Vino Vi,h>
K min {H, R}
L H L o3 KS T A
+ 14cb\/mm{ ¥ ;’(g — (41)

By using Lemma 1, we have (41) holds. Recalling the definition of P h , for any V,V’ € R®, we have
ﬁf ,’LVV < ]3;’1‘/,1/. Thus we have

13



Inserting it into (39), we have

3 Kszm A H W-1 _ ., — _ _
~ —#R log SEV wV h/+ = 5
Vion — Vi,h < 4cyp —K I E H P i 1h i, Viwt10Vingi
mln{ ,R} iy

= = min { H, £} log® Ky A
- Vi,h' o V“ﬂ) + 14CbH\/ { R} & 9

K
3 : 3 KSym A
%H\/mln{H,%}lzg fl’

(42)

where (i) holds because

h'—1 _ . _ _
~T, V , =~ = = =
Z H PJ Vs ( i W <Vz‘,h'+1 o Vi,h'+1> —Vinp o Vi,h/>

=h j=h
H n TR - - H h'—l AT
— P IJ+1 ‘7 ‘7 z]+1V V
= i,h/4+1 O Vi h'+1 ih! © Vi h
h'= hg h =h j=h
= _Vi,h o Vi,h <0.

=T, XT_i,R

Step 3. bounding V,}, — 17 e This step uses the following lemma, which states that ‘A/Lh is an

optimism estimation of V . Its proof is deferred to Appendix A.5.

Lemma 4. For V:,TLL defined in (17), and K satisfying (15), with probability at least 1 — &, we have for
allie[m] and1 <h < H,

i TR R—i, R
- R kv 7A*i7R > .. .
According to definition of VZThX7T , V; " and V; 5, and combining with Lemma 4, we have
—R*x7_s,R ~ —%7_i,R —~
Vi Vi <V T = Vi <0, (44)

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

- - in (H, 1] 3 KSY™, A
n{rl,R_VZr};RSCH\/mm{ R} ;{g 5 <e, (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 e-robust CCE with
a sample complexity of H*S Y " A;min{H,1/R}/e* (up to log factors), where S denotes the number of
states, A; is the number of actions for the i-th player, and H represents the horizon length. In addition, an
e-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 aj, which is proved in Lemma 1 in Li et al.
(2022).

Lemma 5. Assume that co, > 24, and K > cqlog K + 1. For any k > 1, we have

K
2¢q log K 1
K K o K
ap =1 max o < ——— max o < —.
]; k ’ 1<k<k k= K ’ 1<k<rk/2 * = K6

The following lemma restates the properties of \A/l r from Lemma 1, and adds some properties about qf) hs-
Its proof is deferred to Appendix A.2.

Lemma 6. For anyi € [m], 1 <h<H,seS and1 <k < K, assume that K satisfies (15). We have

H
o~ A~ 7 1
Vi —minV; p, < 3};}1(1 - R < 3min{H,§},

2
1 1
Varwk} (qf),w) < (min {H, E}) , qﬁh)s — min qﬁh)s < min {H, E} . (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 A" > h+ 1. Now we intend to prove that (31) holds for h. To this end, we
make the following observation.

Vi,h = ‘Z‘,h — min Vi,h <1+(1- R)ﬁfhr/i,hﬂ + Rmin ‘Z‘,h+1 — min ‘Z‘,h + Bin
(1) . =
<1+ (A =R)PVint1 + Bin

h'—1
(1-R" " H P (1+ Binr)
j=h

M=

h'=h
H H h'—1 N
=> -R" "+ > (=R [T P, (47)
h’=h h’=h j=h

where (i) uses the fact that
min Vi,h > min {(1 — R) min 1//\;7h+1 + Rmin 1//\;7h+1 + Bin, H—h—+ 1}

> min {min\z};ﬁl + Bin, H—h+ 1} > min‘Z—y;HL
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Define

log
Kmin{H7 %} '

3KSY A
)

Po = Cb

According to Lemma 3, we have

~7 V. = = . 1
Bin < 2p0Pi7;LVz,h+1 <Vi,h+1 o Vi7h+1) + 3pp min {H, E}

~

o~ = 1
=2po(1 - R)P], (Vi,thl o Vi,h+1> + 3po min {H, E} )

Recalling our assumption that ‘7i,h/ < 3min{H, %} for K’ > h+1, and by using (41), we have

~ =

~n = = 1
Bi,h’ < 4p0 ((1 - R)‘PzTh’ (Vi,h’-i-l o Vi,h’-l—l) — Vi,h’ o Vi,h’) + 14p0 min {H, E} N h/ > h+ 1,

Collecting the above inequalities, we have

H h'—1 .
Z (1-R)"" H Pl Biw
h'=h j=h
A W1 ~ ~— = = = =
<dpy > Q-R" "] P ((1 — R)PT, (vi,hlﬂ o vz—,ml) —Vin o Vz-,hf>
h/=h+1 j=h
~ ~ H
S= ~ =~ . 1 h!'—h . 1
+2po(1 — R)PT, <Vi7h+1 o Vi7h+1) + 14pp min {H E} > (1= R)" " +3pymin {H E}
h/=h+1

. =

(%) = = —~— =
< —4po(1 = R)P",Vint10Ving1 +2p0(1 — R)P], (Vi,h+1 o Vi,h-i—l)

H

- 1 W —h
+ 14p0m1n{H, }—%} Z (1-R)
h=h
1z
< 14po min {H E} S a-rMr
h'=h
where (i) uses the fact that
H W-1 ~ ~ - -
Z (1-R" " H P ((1 —R)P[y, (Vz‘,h/+1 o Vz',h/+1) —Vino Vz‘,h/)
h'=h+1 j=h
H R ~ H -1 _
= > Q=-R" "] P VinnoVingi— >, Q=R " [ PIViwoVin
R/ =h+1 j=h h'=h+1 j=h
H+1 = ~ H W-1 ~
S SN0 | PR VD DRI | RA T
h'=h+2 j=h h'=h+1 j=h

A~

= —(1 — R)PTh-i-l‘/}i,thl O ‘7i,h+1-

Inserting (48) into (47), we have

H H H
i [ . 1 r_ ’_
Vin < h/—h(l — R)" " + 14po min {H E} ;«_h(l -R" M < 3;/—;1: (1—R)W~",

as long as 14pomin { H, 5} < 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 qf),w,
we have

min ql hs = min ql h> (1= R)Pthi,hJﬂ + RminV; 41 > minV; p41.
Thus we have

k ok k ok k(5 S
Qins—ming, , < g, —ming’, <1+ (1-R)P, (Vi,h+1 — min Vi,h+1>

~ H
=1+(1- R)ﬂ’fh‘A/i,h+1 <143(1-R) Z (1— R)¥ =
h'=h+1

H
, 1
<3§ l—th<3min{H,—}.
a h/:h( ) a R

Moreover, it is obviously that Var,rgch \(qfh s) < 9min {H, %}2 . Thus we complete the proof.

A.3 Proof of Lemma 2
—7,R
Before refined analysis, we first demonstrate that due to the introduction of robustness, the Vzrh 41 and

—ﬁ: Xﬁfi

R .

Viht1 has an upper bound related to R. Notice that
—7,R —7,R . —=®R  —#,R
Vih (s) — man h <14(1- E a awwh SPilfh(s, a;)Vip1 + RminV, 0 =V,

—m,R . R
<1+(1- ZafEa ok P-]fh(s,ai) (V;thl - rmnVZthl) , (49)
where the last inequality holds because
AR e 7R 7R 7R
min V5, > Y af By o (1= R)PE,(s,a)Vi 0 + Rmin V0 > min V75 (50)
k=1

Recalling the definition of P ", i (26), inequality (49) can be rewritten as

H

Vi - min Vi) <1+ (- R)PF, (Vf’hH minVZ’,ﬁl) <> @a-rr" (51)
W=h

Similarly, by replacing 7 with 7} x 7_;, we have

—T X7T_;, R STIXT

Vo T e min VT <14 (1 - R)PTT

K2

H
< S a-rr (52)
h'=h

where the s-th row of matrix ]%T,ixw’i € R5%S ig defined as

. K

DX _; k

chs ZCM Ear"“ﬂ' h zh(s a’l)
k=1

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

o K & kVE 7R =
_ . AN N S »Vih
= E A ]anwfh . |:ri,h(87 a;) + Pi,h (s, aZ)Vi,h+1:| Tin Ph,s Vi,h+1
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T, R
i,

. K
(:Z) Z ai(EaiNWf,h’s [Tﬁh(sa ai) - EkflTﬁh(Sa ai) =+ (1 - R) (le?h - Ekflpi]?h) (Sa aZ)V h+1 (53)
k=1

where Pf,’lv(s, a;) € RY is defined as
P (5:0i) = (1= R)Pl(5,05) + Reargmin v

(i) uses the definition of r;’fh and PT in (21) and (23), and Eg_1[-] denotes the expectation with history
policies ﬂ'f p, 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 Y, =Y ,_, X € R, where {X}} is a real-valued scalar sequence obeying
| Xk| <R, and E[Xi{X;};<k]=0 VE>1
for some quantity R > 0. Define

W= Ep1[X7],
k=1

where Ex_1[] stands for the expectation conditional on {X;}j<r. Consider any arbitrary quantity £ > 0.
With probability at least 1 — 9, one has

3 3 2 3
|Ya| < \/SWnlong +5R10g7n < KWy, + (— +5R> long.
K

To apply Freedman’s inequality, we define

—7.R
Xk :O‘kKanw;ihvs [Tf,h(sv ai) — Ek—lrf,h(sa ai) + (1 - R) (Pil,ch - ]Ek—lpilfh) (s, ai)Vi,h-i-l}
7 ~7,R
(:)OékKanwk |:Tf,h(57 ai) — Ekfle,h(Sa a;) +(1—-R) (Pi]fh - Ekflpfh) (s, ai>vi,h+1] )

i,h,s

where

~7,R - _
=" —7,R . —m,R
Vi,h-i—l = Vi,h-i—l — min Vz',h+1a

and (i) holds because (P-’fh - Ek,lPZ-’fh) min Vi’,il = 0. It is obvious that

K2

Xl < off (14 (1= B) (Vi35 —min V1) )

17 @ 2¢c,logK 1
< K i Vo aPe —
_mliixak mln{H,R} < mln{H,R},
Er—1[Xx] = 0.

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

K K
WK = ZEkile = Z(a§)2Vark,1((§f’hys)
k=1 k=1
K 2¢cq log K K
K K ~% K ~
< max oy, ; ay Varg—1(q;'p 5) < QT ; o Varg_1(q; p, s);

where Vark,l@ﬁ h)s) denotes the variance of random variable Jf n,s conditioned on wf p with j < k, and

~7,R
Zﬁ,hd = Eai’\'ﬂ',ﬁh s [Tﬁh(sv ai) + (1 - R)Pi]fh(sv ai)Vi,h-i-l] .
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KSYm | A
According to Freedman’s inequality (c.f. Lemma 7), by taking k = %T%}’ we have

min{H,%} +10camin{H,%}logK ) 3KSY " A;
0g

Klog KSoim 4 Zg’tl A K g
KS A K KS
< 2 M Za Var,_1(G%, ) + C\/mln{H, R}IOg Zl = (54)
- Kmln{H,R} kYR b K ’
where c is a constant.
Now we focus on the term Eszl oszVark,l(’qvffhﬁ). According to its definition, we have
K K K
Zakvark 1Q1hs S Z Vark 1 zhs +2Zakvark 1(qzhs_ri€hs)
k=1 k=1
© . K ~ k
<2+2 Z g Vare—1(q; ps — Tins) (55)
k=1
where Tf,h,s = Eq onk, rf)h(s,ai), and (i) holds because rﬁh)s is bounded with |rf)h7s| < 1. Moreover, we
have .
K
Z akaarkfl(qz h,s Tz,h,s)
k=1
K K )
K ~& E\2 K ~k k
= Z e93 ]Ek_l(Q’L',h,S - ri,h,s) - Zak (Ek—l(qz',h,s - Ti,h,s)) . (56)
k=1 k=1
For the expectation of square, we have
K K =R 112
K ~% k K k 7
Z A ]Ekfl(ql',h,s - Ti,h,s)2 = Z ap Ep— {anw{.ﬁh’s [(1 - R)Pi,h(sv ai)vi,hH”
k=1 k=1
K AR 12
K k 7
< Z A Ek—l,aiwﬂf’h’ys [(1 - R)Pi,h(sa ai)Vi,hH]
k=1
©) 9 7 ~7,R ~7m,R
< (1= R)"Fy, (Vi ht1 0V h+1>
/ﬁvvj}ﬁ1 ~7,R ~m,R
< Ph,s ' Vine1°Vine1 ) (57)

where (i) uses the fact that each row of Pi]fh (s,a;) has only a non-zero value, and the vector P,’Z LERS s
defined in (22). For square of the expectation, we have

K K ~ 2
2 ~mR

>l (Bra(dfne — )’ 2 (1= RPN of (Busuent, PlalsadVii )
k=1 k=1

() K 7R 2

> (1 - R)2 ZO& Ek 1,a;~mk R h(Sv al)vz h+1

k=1
) _ ~®R \?2 ~pTR ~®R O\ 2
T Vi h+1T 7
= (1 - R) (Ph,svz h+1> = (Ph s * Vz,h—i—l) ) (58)



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

K ~ 77,R ~7,R ~7,R ~ R ~7R 2
K ~k k Vit (77 S Vi ht17r
E o Var—1(Gin,s — Tins) < Py (Vi,thl © Vz‘,h+1> - (Ph Viner) - (59)
k=1
Define the error term
~7,R v R ~T7T,R
T T 7 Vihtt
in =Vip — P, Viht1- (60)

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

= %)
2y
=
<

I i, h+1 . —m,R . —m,R
i,h Ph VZ h+1 min Vi,h + min Vi,thl

where (i) arises from the fact that min Vj’hR > min V?’hﬁl as shown in (50), and (ii) arises from the definition
7R . ' ’

of ¢; ;" in (33).
By applying the definition (60), we have

/ﬁv%}il ~7TR ~7TR * llﬁ,R %V?Aﬂhillﬁ,R
»Y ik 1 »VoiLh
P, Vi 41 © Vz 1 Vi,h+1 o| P, Vi,h+1

~m,R ~7,R 1
i1 ©Viner ) = Vin o Vi, +2min{Ha§} (1+

~7,R ~7,R ~7,R ~7,R
Vini1°Vinea ) = Vin Vi +2min{H,}—%}(1+

—_

*W}Iil ~7rR ~7,R ~7,R N ~7,R ~
*Y 1, h s s
= P V; h41© V, ht1 ) T Vi,h —Vin]© Vi,h - ﬁi,h

7'r Vﬂ-hil ~7T R ~7,R ~7,R ~7,R = ~7,R

Vins1oVipg1 | = Vip oVip 207,00V,
o7, R ~7.R ~7,R
7r VI
v ( ) V

”hRD . (61)

Inserting (61) into (59) and (55), we have
K K e VAR ~7,R ~7,R ~7,R ~7,R
Z oy Varg_1(q;p, s) < 2P, 0" <Vi,h+1 ° Vi,h-i—l) —2Vin oVin
k=1

1 21~ n
ndH (142 ’*’
+6m1n{ ’R}< +3 Cz)h >

Combining with (54), we have

3 KSYm A - L~ - - A

2R <4 log — Pﬁ A h’il VW,R VW,R Vﬂ',R VW,R

h| < 4cq —Kmin{H i} ih+1CVint1 ] = Vin ©Vin
'R

m <(3+ i) min{H ;}

it 5})

log KSXZ A/ ymr (~FR ~FR \ =RR =R
*"i,h
Sdean| 07— | B, Ving1oVingr | = Vin oVin

Kmin{H, £}
n \/mm{H, R}log3M N 1 %,R‘
¢ K 3 [Cin |
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m .
3 Kszizl Ay

where ¢/ = 12¢, + ¢, and the last inequality holds because 4ca\/ min{H’%}loi 4 < % as long as K
satisfying (15). Thus we have

Ly A FVEE (SRR =ER ~#,R ~#R
k3
P, Vi,h+1 © Vi,h+1 - Vi,h © Vi,h

H 1 3KSZ1 1

S 7 v.*,;ﬁl ~7,R ~7,R ~7%,R ~%,R
S R P T V. oV, —V., oV,
K min{H, %} bht1 i,h+1 ih i,h

N \/mln{H, R}10g3 M)

K

10g3 KSZI 1Ai H h— % 70 ﬁ‘/f,R ~F, ~#R ~#%,R
Sy L (L (TP )
h j—

T, R ~7,R

A

. KSS™m . A;
N H\/mm{H, %} 1og3 725“1
K

31{32:11
SH\/mm{H’R}k;? ,

where the last inequality holds because

H h—1 R R ~ ~ ~ _
7,V R zvoR [(~TR ~7,R ~m,R ~7,R
P, +1 Vi h+1
E : | | Pj <Ph Vi,thl © Vi,h+1 - Vi,h © Vi,h

h=1 j=1
H h FVIR (=R AR H h—l "R
— 7 1”1
=> 117 Vint1° Vit E:HP V h onh
h=1j=1 h=1j=1
H+1h-1 - V%’fl ~%R ~7R H h—-1 /ﬂ\_ ﬁf ~7,R ~7,R
_ Vi
=> 117 Vin oVin ) =2 1T 27" Vin oV
h=2 j=1 h=1j=1
~7,R ~7,R

Now we complete the proof. The proof of (36) is similar by replacing 71'1’?7 , With 77, and is omitted here.

A.4 Proof of Lemma 3

In the definition of 8; 5, (c.f. (12)), for convenience, we denote
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By using these new notations, we could rewrite the definition of 3; 5, as

ﬂi,h = Po Z o‘é(varfrf,h’s (qgc,h,s) +p
k=1

(i)
< 2pg Zak Var, kL (Qf,h,s — rf’hys) + 2p0 + p1,

k=1

where (i) uses the fact that

Varﬂ'f’h,s (qgc,h,s) S 2var7rf,h’s (Tﬁh,s) + 2var7rf,h’s (qf,h,s z h s) < 2+ 2Var " s (qﬁh,s - Tﬁh,s%

and Eszl af = 1. The variance is further decomposed as

K

K k k
E o9 Varfrﬁhws (Qi,h,s - ri,h,s)
k=1

K ) K 5
_ K k k K k k
= E O wah . (Qi,h,s - Ti,h,s) - E Qg (Eﬂfh . (qi,h,s - Ti,h,s)) .
k=1

K K
~ ~ 2
> kB (@ =75 )? <D ol B ((1 — R)PE Vi + Rmin Vz‘,h+1)

777‘7}+1
= P (Vw0 Vi)

and the square of the expectation is bounded by

2
k k
k i - Ti,h,s))
k=1

2
((1 — R)Pf Vi + Rmin ‘/}i,h+1)>

2 (i

K
§ K k k

g (Eﬂ'fh . (qi,h,s - Ti,h,s)) >
k=1

-~
(]~
)
X
&=
:\
>
—
=2
>
V)

shis

vV
N
[~]>
)
X
!
“:‘R‘

57V 1 7, Vit
= (Pi,h ' Vi,h+1) °© (P o Vlh+1

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

k
E O‘kvarky qzhs_rzhs)
DT Vz h41 A%;Ai,h+l/\ DT Vi ht177
< B (Va0 Vi) = (PR Vi) o (B Vi

=7, Ving1 5 B7,Vint1 7> 57Vint15r
=P, < i,h+1 O Vithrl) =\ Fn T Vingr ) o\ By Vi )

where

~

17 =Vin manl -

Inserting it into (63), we have

57,V; > >
Bin < 2p0 P, " (Vi,h—i-l o Vi,h+1) +2po + p1
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(64)

(65)

(66)



< 2001331%”1“ (‘71}th1 o ‘7i,h+1) +3p1.
Recalling the definition of py and p;, we could complete the proof of (40).
Next, we shall prove (41). Define

= 5T 3
P Vi

fo>
<

Noticing that
min Vi,h > min {(1 — R) min 1//\;7;14_1 + Rmin 1//\;7h+1 + Bin, H—h+ 1}
> min {min ‘A/z-,h_H + Bin, H—h+ 1} (21) min ‘Z,h+1,
where (i) uses 1//\;7h+1 <H-h<H-—h+1, we have
Din = Vin — fh“ " —min Vi +min Vi < Vi — ”,LVl "D < 1+ B (68)

By using this, we have

A%J/}i,thl 5 5 ’\A,AI h+1 A%J/}i,thl S
Py (Vi,h+1 ° Vi,h+1> (P h Vz ht | o | Py Vi

_ ﬁf];%,h+1 (‘71 hil O Vl h+1) ( ) (vi,h — giﬁ)

< 13;77?&%,;#1 (‘Z‘,hﬂ ° Vz,h+1) - Vz h© Vz n+ 20550 Vz h
(@) ~ (= = = N =
SA-R)P \VintroVipgr ) =VinoVin+2(1+Bin) o Vin,

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

K
ZaKVar k ths _r'ﬁh,s)
k=1 "
<(1-R)P], (Vi,h+l ° Vi,h+1> —VinoVin+2(1+Bin)oVin. (69)
Inserting (69) into (63), and noticing that ‘7“1 < 3min{H, £}, we have
Bin < 2po ((1 - R)ﬁfh (Vi,h—i-l °© Vi,h—i—l) - IA/M ° ‘7i,h + 2)
. 1
+ 6p03;,» min {H E} +2p0 + p1.

Recalling that for K satisfying (15), we have 6po min { H % < % Thus we have

Bin < 4po ((1 - R)ﬁfh (Vi,h—i-l o ‘7i,h+1) ‘7i,h o ‘71-,;1) +12p9 + 2p1

< 4po ((1 - R)ﬁfh (Vi,hﬂ ° ‘7i,h+1 Vi,h ° ‘71',;1) + 14p1.

Then we complete the proof of (41).
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A.5 Proof of Lemma 4
—*x,T_i,R

We shall prove Lemma 4 by mathematical induction. For h = H+1, it is obviously that \A/l a1 =V,pggy =

—x,7_i,R

0. Assume that (43) holds for h + 1, that is, Vi he1 > Vi . Tt suffices to prove that (43) holds for h.

iR
According to the definition of V“L , we have

K
—,7_i,R —%, Ty, _
Vin () = max 3" aff [rhy(s,a) + (1= R)PS,(s,a) Vi7" + Rmin V"]
T 7 k:l
K
< max > aff [, (s.ai) + (1 = R)PS (5,0 Vinsa + Romin Vi
a; €EA; 1 ’
K
= max Z afqﬁhys = max Q;Y, . (70)
a; € ik:l

where QZ hs = QK (s,-) € R4 and the last equality uses the fact that QZ hs Zszl akgk,  because of
”lS—Oforallz h,s.

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

Lemma 8. Suppose that 0 < a1 < 1 and m1 = n2(1 — aq). Also assume that 0 < ap < 1 and 0 <
Mey1(1 — o) <my for all k> 2. In addition, define i = no and iy = 7=

K k
7, h s = Z Qe E Z h qu h,s +3 Z Qe nkakvar k s (qi,h,s)
k 1

1 A; . . 1
;}gﬂl + 3;0% Mok qu h,s mlnql h SH (Wkak quk,h,s - mlnqlk,h,snoo > g) .

Proof. Careful readers may find that this lemma is slightly different from Theorem 3 in Li et al. (2022) by
ql’fh)s with qf),w — min qf),w
when bounding (7 — 7, ¢x) in the proof of Li et al. (2022). O

replacing

. This can be easily verified by replacing all £, with ¢; —min ¢y,

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

Nk Qkt1 k—1+cqlogK 1
=,/ = _he— Y Y i
Nit1 o \/ k+cqlogK k+ cq logK = a O

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

s < ZO‘?E T qﬁh,s + &+ & + &,

where
log A;
Zak MkokNars, (Qf,h,s), &= =2
,P NK+1
us 3 1
=3 oo [k, —ming, [ 1 (ﬁkak gt o —mingfy |, > §) :
k=1

Below we shall bound &7, &, and &3 separately.
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e For &1, we have

K
5 5 ak k
&= ga{(alﬁzvarﬂl (@in.s) T3 E : . Var Tihs (45n.s)
k=2
(Z) . H 1 2 K/2 . H 1 1 3 1 2K
S mln{ ? R} + Z (mln{ ’ R} Og 2 C.)gilakl(varﬁ’? (qzkh s)
K6 £ K6 Z K min{H, +} fohoe T
- k=K /2+1 R

@) [ log® K 1
< V — 1
Kmln{H,R}Zak ary K q’LhS) K3’ (7 )

where (i) holds since aff < 7% according to Lemma 5, and Var . (¢F),,) Smin{H, £}, and

1 1
< =1+cylogK <logK, k>2,
1— oy 1— oy
L o1 o gt
1—ak_1—aK/2_ 2
ok \/Qk log K _ log? K )
l—ar  1—oap\| min{H, £} =~ "\ kmin{H, £}
as long as K > 2c,log K + 2, and (ii) uses the fact that K > log K min{H, %} for any ¢ € (0, H].
e For &, we have
log A; min{H, & o log K comin{H, L
g = OB g g, [P R} [ calog Ky [CamintH ) (73)
NK+1 log K K+ cylogK
e For term &3, we have
S 3 1
& <3) afiia |lafn, —mingf, [ 1 (ﬁkak 1a2h,s = minggy o, > §>
k=2
. 3
+3ai' 50 ||aip,, —mingdy, |- (74)
Here by using Lemma 6, the second term in the right-hand-side of (74) satisfy
. 113
K 2 2|1 o3 o min{H, 5}
3ay" nyag ||Qi,h,s — mnin Qi,h,sHOO S — K6 < K3 (75)
To bound the first term, notice (72), we have
~ . Nk .
Nk quk,h,s - mlnqzih,s||oo = 1— qu h,s — qﬁh,sHOO

H, 1 1
SclogKﬂw 3 k290210g2Kmin{H,§},

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

e . ~ . 1
33" affifad abs, — min |, 1 (o o - minddi o> 5 )
k=2

9¢? log? K min{H, %}

S 3 Z afﬁlzai ||q§7h,s — min qﬁhSHio
k=2
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(1) log K min{H, £}* Z) 1
K¢ S K2’

(76)
where (i) holds because aff <
0

for K/2 > 9c?log” K min{H, %}, and (i) holds because K >
log K min{H, £} for any € € (0,

] Inserting (75) and (76) into (74), we have

1

&S = (77)

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

K / K : 1
log (co + 1)min{H, %}

E ko 4e § 'R
ms_k fh,SqZ'7h,s K mi {H, } ol Var_ 5 qzhs)+10gA \/ '

According to the definition of 171-,;1 in (13), if Vi,h = H — h+1, then (43) holds obviously. Otherwise, we have

Za ]:E(],/\/Trk} q1h5+/31h()

/ 1og K
K
ZmaXQi,h,S_ Kmln{H, R} Zak Var s q’h5>

; 1
S RTINS

(i) @) 7 R
> maXths 2 Vi,h ’

where (i) holds as long as ¢, > ¢+ v/cq + 1, and (ii) arises from V;’:ﬂ"R < maxg, QF, , 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 71 = 7 and T_o = 71, where the subscript 1 and 2
indicates the index of agent. Then the conclusion in Theorem 1 can be restated as

gap(7: 5) = max { V() = VT (5), vy () = 1 ()}
= max { V7 (s) = Vi), Vo) - Vi) f <2, Wses. (78)
Noticing that r1 , = —ran, we have V'; = =V for any policy 7. Thus for any state s € S, we have

VTR (s) = VTR (s) = VT B (s) + VT R (s) < VR (s) + Ve R (s)

; ~ - NG
D yrFeR (5) — VIEF(s) + Vo TR (s) — ViR (s) < e 42 = 2,

where (i) arises from VﬁR(s) = —X/QiR(s), and (ii) uses (78). Similarly, we can prove that ‘/2*7’1%1"1%(5)

VQEX%’R(S) < 2¢ for all s € S. By replacing € with £/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 {My|0 € ©} with S states,
A actions, horizon H > 16, and the uncertanty level R € [0,1 — ¢g), such that

~ 1
. * R 7,R

> ’ > > —
1171rf reneax Py (mgx [[/1 (s) =V, (s)} E) 1

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

cH? 1
N < —minq H, =
<o 5}
for some sufficiently small constant ¢ > 0. Here, the infimum is over all policy estimators 7, and Py denotes
the probability when the RMDP is My. 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 § =
{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 © C {0,1} of H-dimensional vectors, which we shall
construct shortly. We then generate a collection of MDPs

MDP(©) = {My = (S, A, P’ = {P};_1, {rn}i=1, H) |0 = [Bn]1<n<n € O} .

Given any state s € {2,---,5 — 1}, the corresponding action space is A = {0,--- , A — 1}. While for state
s = 0, the action space is A" = {0,1}. For any 6 = {6}/, € {0,1}| the nominal transition kernel P? of
the constructed robust MDP M, is defined as

pL(sptr =1)+ (1 = p)L(sp41 =0), if (sn,an) = (0,6h),
P;‘?(Sh+1|sh, ah) = qll(sh+1 = 1) + (1 — q)ﬂ(Sthl = O), if (Sh, ah) = (0, 1-— Qh),
ﬂ(Sthl = 1), if Sh Z 1,

where 0 < ¢ < p < % are defined as

1
p cmaX{H, }a q=Pp )

where
Cc1€

A Hmim {H, L}

(79)

and ¢ < 3/4. Moreover, we assume that ¢ < ¢coH. Here ¢; is a sufficiently large constant, ¢ is a sufficiently
small constant, and meanwhile cyc; < ¢/2. With this definition, one can easily check that ¢ > p — % > g
for any € € (0, H].

Then, we define the reward function as

m(say—d b s=1
hZ%)=Y 0, otherwise.

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

|©] > /8 and H6‘ - 9~H1 > g for any 6,0 € © obeying 6 # 6. (80)
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Uncertainty set of the transition kernels. Recalling the uncertainty set assumed is
Ut (P)) = aU (P (|s,a)),  UT(PL(]s,a)) = {(1 = R)P;(|s,a) + RP'|P" € A(S)} .
For any policy m = {m, }fL_,, its corresponding transition probability matrix is

0.x | ZFA(spy1=1)+ (1 — 2f) L(sp41 =0), if s =0,
B (snalsn) = { I(spi1 =1), if s > 1,

where
2 = 7h(0n]0)p + mr (1 — 04]0)g.

We pause to show by mathematical induction that for any policy 7, we always have

VR (0) = min V7 (s), V1<h<H. (81)

It is obvious that ngl (0) = ming V;{Tfl(s) = 0. Suppose that VhﬂJ’rIf(O) = min, Vh”jr}f(s). Then we have

ViER(0) = (1= R)FVET (L) + (1 - R)(1 — 2f)V, Y (0) + RV, (0)
< (1-R)VT(1) +RV;5T(0)
< (L= RV (1) + RV (0) = min V" (s)
<1+ (1- RV + RV 0) = ViR ().

Thus we complete the proof.

Therefore, for any policy 7, the perturbed transition kernel that minimizes the expected reward is
O,W,VZ"R . R
P (sp) = arg min PV,
PeUlt (P " (-|sn))

_J A=R)zfl(spy1 =1)+ (1= (1= R)z}) L(sp1 = 0), if sp =0,
(1 — R)ﬂ(Sthl = 1) + R]l(sh+1 = O), if s, > 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
750 = {7 for My is

70(0,10) =1, a(1—6,]0) = 0. (82)

According to robust Bellman equation, the corresponding value function is

~ 1_(1_R_ﬁ')H—h+l
vER0) = pN(H—h 1— -
n () R+p + R+p
~ 1_(1_R_f)’)H—h+l
Vo) = ~< H—-h+1)+R = , 83
) = o (# ) o (8)
where
p=(1-R)p. (84)

The derivation is deferred to the end of this section. Here we remark that for all 6, RMPDs My share the
. . . . . * R
same optimal value function. Thus we omit the superscript 6 in V.

C.2 Establishing the minimax lower bound

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

. * R 7R 1
‘/‘ E ‘/‘ ) > —
H%lf %16%(?9 ( 1O =MT0) > E) 4’ (85)

where 7 is any policy estimator computed based on the independent samples.
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Step 1: converting the goal to estimate 6. For any policy estimator 7 = {%h}thl, We can construct
a corresponding estimator § = {0}, for 0 as

6:= gmg}i 10y =m0 (6)

where w,*l’é is defined in (82). According to the construction of © in (80), a good policy estimator 7 implies
a correct estimator #. Mathematically, with samples from My for § € O, we have

P, (Vl*’R(O) —VPR(0) < a) <Py (5 - 9) , (87)

where Py denotes the probability distribution when the MDP is My. 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 ©. Specifically, we focus on the minimax probability of error defined as follows:

Pe = inf rnea(); Po(yp # 6), (88)

where the infimum is taken over all possible tests 1 constructed based on the samples from My.

Let ,uz represent the distribution of a sample tuple (s, an, sp+1) for step h under the nominal transition
kernel P,f associated with My 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

o )
 Nmaxy geg p—1 KL(uhllp7) + log2

e > 1
Pe = log |©
P _
N 1 8Nmaxy g >t KL(u 1|17
> - = , (89)

where we use the assumption that H > 161log?2 and |©| > ef/8. Notice that

KLl = > KL(PICI0,a)lP(10,0))

a={0,1}

(plog +(1- )log1 +qlog +(1—q)10g1 Z)]l(@h;ééh)

<(p_2_ 0-p° 1+p+—2—1+M—1+q)]l(9h7é6‘~h)
q —q P I—p

(=9 (-9 i

a (p(l q(1— q)) 1 # 0n)

() 8

< (p Q) 1(0y, # 0,

where (i) uses the fact that p(1 —p) > £ and ¢(1 — ¢q) > 4 for ¢ < p < 2. Inserting into (89), we have

- 1 8N maxy 5o H6‘ — 9H1 8(p — q)?

Pe =73 H q
©1 6IN(p—g)? @)1 128Ncje
2 q T2 cH?min{H, £}’
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where (i) uses the value of p — ¢ in (79), and the fact that max, ;.¢ H9 - 9“ < H, (ii) uses the fact that
’ 1
q > %. Provided that the total number of samples

3
NHsA< 54 {H l},

=512a2 TR
we have

1
7 (90)

N =
RN

De =

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

] =

>
max Po(y # 0) >
Then for the estimator § constructed in (86), we have

Py (6 # 6) >
heg b7 0=

W~ =

According to (87), we have for any policy estimator 7,
max P (V*’R(O) — v ®(0) > 5) > max P (575 9) > 1
geo  \'1 1 - = beo ! 4

Considering that this holds for arbitrary policy estimator 7, we could prove that (85) holds true, and
complete the proof.

Calculation of (83). Considering that we only consider about the value of V,* (0) and 7% (1), we rewrite
vector Vo = [V25(0), ;7% (1)]T for convenience. According to robust Bellman’s equation, we have

*R 0 1_5 p R __. Ry %R
Vh —[1]4-{ R 1_R]Vh+1—.T+P* Vh+17 (91)

with Vﬁ’fl = 0, where we redefine

*, R
*,R * Vi
P>t =P, , =T

By eigenvalue decomposition, P*'f* can be decomposed as

I-p p |_|1 p 1 0 1oy 1
R 1-R| |1 —-R 0 1-R—p 1 —-R
1 1 p 1 0 R p
“wrr 1w lo ks [T 4] )
Thus we have
1 1 [1 § SH 0 R
V*,R _ P*’R h'—h,. _ _ h!=h ,
" h/Z:h( S R+pl 1l -R 0 Zg:h(l—R—@h_h 1"
o 5(H_h+1_%)
- 7  ~ - (1_p_~\H—h+1
RAD | p(H —h+1)+ R0
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Proof of (87). It suffices to prove that for policy estimation 7 obtained from samples of My, if Vl*’R(O) —
Vf’R(O) < ¢, then we have § = 6, where 0 is defined by (86).

Towards this, we assume that ) # 6. Then according to the definition of © in (80), and recalling fe O,
0 — éHl > H/8, and

we have

H & 5
*,0
> - ZHM 10) = (o) (93)

To proceed, we claim that V;"(0) — Vf’R(O) < ¢ implies
Then according to (93), we have

which contradicts (94). Thus we prove that 6=0.
Now it suffices to prove that the claim (94) holds true. Specifically, we intend to prove that if

H
H
~ 0
> [Facio) - mi o, = 5
then one has
Vi) = Vi) > e

Towards this, for any policy 7, notice that Vl7T R [Vfr R (0), Vf’R(l)]—r is computed as

H h-—1

NI

h=1 j=1

where A}F is defined as

with
= (1= R)(7;(0]0)p + 7;(1 — 0;]0)q) - (95)

It is obvious that (1—R)q < Z7 < (1—R)p. Recall that the optimal value function vl = R 0), vt )] T
is calculated as (cf. (91))

H h—1

Vl*R ZHA*

h=1 j=1
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where

*x 1_5 5
AJ‘_[ R 1—R]’

and p is defined in (84). To decompose the difference between Vl*’R and Vf’R, we introduce a sequence of
vectors Vp, Vi, -+, Vg defined as

_ h+1 h'—1 h'—1
SO IETR ol | ETR T
h'=1 j=1 =h+2j=1 j=h+1

We remark that Vj, is actually the value function at step 1 for the policy 7 = {7, }}_, satisfying 77; = w]*-’e
for j < h and 7; = 7, for j > h. Moreover, we have Vi = Vl*’R and Vp = Vf’R. Now we can decompose the
difference between V;f and V" as

H
Vl*,R _ Vlﬁ,R — Z (f/h _ ‘N/h—1> ) (96)
h=1
For the h-th term, we have
_ _ h+1 h'—1 h'—1 h h'—1 h—1 h'—1
Vi=Vier =3 [T 45+ Z [14 T1 47— > T 4 Z 1145 11 45
h=1 j=1 —h+2j=1  j=h+1 h=1 j=1 —h+1 j=1
h—1 ~ H h'-1
=114 (4= ) | 30 I 4 ).
j=1 =h+1 j=h+1
where HJ htl A?T is defined as r. We claim that
L h—1 - H  h'-1
Vi — Vi = [T 43 (A; - A;;) S 1 4 (97)
j=1 h'=h+1j=h+1
@ H—h-1
? x\h—1 * 7 *\h'
LA (A - A7) > @)
h'=0

where in (i) we rewrite A% 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 ~ 1—-(1—R—p) ="
SRS Gl o N
o C R | p(H - )+ REUZADTD

<A*)“:RL+55“ Tllo acaly [T AT

by inserting them, we have

7

Vi (0) — Vh_1(0) = (Z:ri)Q (R+p(1 _ _@h—l) (1 - R_@H_h)
@ —(12‘(51%‘2 ) (R450-R-9"") (1= =R=p"")|7n10) - ﬁ;;ﬂ(.p)”l
>0, (98)
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where (i) uses the definition of p and z7 in (84) and (95). Below we consider the case of h < 31H/32, which
gives

7

—~
=

Q-R-p" " <Q-R-p*<1-p¥<1- 2,
where (i) holds because p > 7 > 1 — (1 — —) # for ¢ < 3/4. Thus we have
= = c(l-R)(p—q) ~ h-1 H H
—Vp(0) > —— T 1— - :
Th(0) = Vi (0) 2 S s (R 50— R=5)" ) [710) = (10 (99)

We shall proceed with a case-by-case analysis as below.
e Consider the case R+ p > (h - Notice that if R < %, then we have

1-R) ® 3

- 1
= - J— = < -
R+p=R+c(1 R)max{H,R} R+ 7 < +4H’

where (i) uses the fact that ¢ < 3/4. This can be rewritten as
3 7 3 1

R>R+4+p——> —

4H = 8H 4H 8H' (100)

While if R > %, then R > ﬁ obviously. Inserting into the definition of p, we have
1
p= cmax{E,R} < c¢max{8R, R} = 8cR.

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

(1 ERR}L(%Q q) (R+5(1 _R_ﬁ)hfl)
SU-Rp-gR_ (A-R)p-9R
(R+p)? ~ (R+8c(l — R)R)?
_ _(U=-Rp-q9 (A-Rp-9 1A-R)p-q)
~ (1+8¢(1—-R))2R — 49R ~ 49max{%, R}

e Consider the case R+ p < (h Ty In this case, we have

|~
|
|

1I-R-p)"'>1—(R+p)(h—1)>1-
We further have

(1 LQRJ)F(Q)2 )(R+p(1_ _@H)

(1-R)(p—q) (1-R)(p—q)(R+D)
> gt (74) = e
_0=Rp-9 (-Rbp-9 (1-Rb-q

8(R+p) ~ 8(1+c)max{4, R} ~ l4max{4, R}

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

(1-R)(p—q) ~ 1y O=R)p—q) 1
e (RHPO-R-D" )ZTM{H’E}'

33



Inserting into (99), we have

7 7 c1-R)p-q . 1 HA ~6 H 31H
—V_ > AT U TE) — 10) = 720 <22
Vi(0) = Vi—1(0) > 3200 min H,R 7h(-|0) — 7,77 (-]0) E h < o
Combining with (96), we have
@ e 2.
* R 7, R g X7 17 C(l - R)(p - q) . 1 ~ *,0
VR0 = VER0) 2 Y (V= Vo) 2 S8 —Lmin B 2 03 ||7a10) = (o)
h=1 h=1
@ c(1-R)(p—q)H . 1] @
> H =7 > ¢ 101
= 51200 R S (101)
where (i) holds because Vj, — Vi,_1 > 0 for any h (c.f. (98)), (ii) holds because Z;:’fl H%h(~|0) - 71';’9(-|O)H >
1
H%h(~|0) - 7rh (-10) H — £ > H and (iii) holds as long as ¢; > 0(51132?%).

Proof of (97). It suffices to prove that

h—1 H  h-1 h—1 H  h-1
[T4(4-47) | X I 47 ) =14 (a-40) | > I 4
Jj=1 h!=h+1j=h+1 Jj=1 h'=h+1 j=h+1
We remind that all entries in matrix A} is positive. Thus it suffices to prove that
R'—1 h'—1
(A; - A;;) Z 1 4ir ( A;;) Z 1 47| (102)
=h+1j=h+1 =h+1j=h+1
To proceed, we remind that
A — AT = (p—27) L (103)
h h h 0 0
For convenience, we introduce two new notations:
H h'—1 H h'—1
:EkzznA;r, %zZHA}TT, h+1<k<H.
h'=k j=k '=k j=k

One can easily check that z; and I} satisfy the following recursive formula:
xp =1+ AfjTEy1, Tp=r+ Affkﬂ, rg =71, Tg=r. (104)
Combining with (103), proving (102) is equivalent to showing that
Tp(1) — Tk (0) > zk(1) —2x(0) >0, Vh+1<k<H. (105)

We shall establish this by mathematical induction. Notice that (105) holds for &k = H due to (104). Assume
that T41(1) — Zx+1(0) > 2k41(1) — z41(0). According to (104), we have

F4(1) = #1(0) = 1+ Ris1(0) + (1 = R)Fur1(1) = (1 = 5)8011(0) — 5 (1)
— 1+ (1= R= )@ (1) = F41(0))
21+ (1= R=p)(@p41(1) — 2x41(0)).
Moreover, by using (105), we have
zk(1) = 2£(0) = 1+ Rapy1(0) + (1 — R)zks1(1) = (1 = P)ak+1(0) — prrsa(1)
=1+ (1= R=p)(@r1(1) — 241(0)) 2 0.

In comparison, it is obvious that Zx(1) — Z;(0) > zx(1) — x5(0). Thus we complete the proof.
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