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Abstract

We study decentralized learning in two-player zero-sum discounted Markov games where the goal is to
design a policy optimization algorithm for either agent satisfying two properties. First, the player does
not need to know the policy of the opponent to update its policy. Second, when both players adopt the
algorithm, their joint policy converges to a Nash equilibrium of the game. To this end, we construct a
meta algorithm, dubbed as Homotopy-P0, which provably finds a Nash equilibrium at a global linear rate.
In particular, Homotopy-P0O interweaves two base algorithms Local-Fast and Global-Slow via homotopy
continuation. Local-Fast is an algorithm that enjoys local linear convergence while Global-Slow is an
algorithm that converges globally but at a slower sublinear rate. By switching between these two base
algorithms, Global-Slow essentially serves as a “guide” which identifies a benign neighborhood where
Local-Fast enjoys fast convergence. However, since the exact size of such a neighborhood is unknown, we
apply a doubling trick to switch between these two base algorithms. The switching scheme is delicately
designed so that the aggregated performance of the algorithm is driven by Local-Fast. Furthermore,
we prove that Local-Fast and Global-Slow can both be instantiated by variants of optimistic gradient
descent/ascent (OGDA) method, which is of independent interest.

1 Introduction

Multi-agent reinforcement learning (MARL), which studies how a group of agents interact with each other
and make decisions in a shared environment Zhang et al. (2021a), has received much attention in recent years
due to its wide applications in games Lanctot et al. (2019),Silver et al. (2017),Vinyals et al. (2019), robust
reinforcement learning Pinto et al. (2017); Tessler et al. (2019); Zhang et al. (2021b), robotics Shalev-Shwartz
et al. (2016), Matignon et al. (2012), among many others. Problems in MARL are frequently formulated as
Markov Games Littman (1994); Shapley (1953). In this paper, we focus on one important class of Markov
games: two-player zero-sum Markov games. In such a game, the two players compete against each other in
an environment where state transition and reward depend on both players’ actions.

Our goal is to design efficient policy optimization methods to find Nash equilibria in zero-sum Markov
games. This task is usually formulated as a nonconvex-nonconcave minimax optimization problem. There
have been works showing that Nash equilibria in matrix games, which are a special kind of zero-sum Markov
games with convex-concave structures, can be found at a linear rate Gilpin et al. (2012); Wei et al. (2020).
However, due to the nonconvexity-nonconcavity, theoretical understanding of zero-sum Markov games is
sparser. Existing methods have either sublinear rates for finding Nash equilibria, or linear rates for finding
regularized Nash equiliria such as quantal response equilibria which are approximations for Nash equilibria
Alacaoglu et al. (2022); Cen et al. (2021); Daskalakis et al. (2020); Pattathil et al. (2022); Perolat et al.
(2015); Wei et al. (2021); Yang and Ma (2022); Zeng et al. (2022); Zhang et al. (2022); Zhao et al. (2022). A
natural question is:

Q1: Can we find Nash equilibria for two-player zero-sum Markov games at a linear rate?



Furthermore, in Markov games, it is desirable to design decentralized algorithms. That is, when a player
updates its policy, it does not need to know the policy of other agents, as such information is usually
unavailable especially when the game is competitive in nature. Meanwhile, other desiderata in MARL include
symmetric updates and rationality. Here symmetry means that the algorithm employed by each player is
the same/symmetric, and their updates differ only through using the different local information possessed
by each player. Rationality means that if other players adopt stationary policy, the algorithm will converge
to the best-response policy Sayin et al. (2021); Wei et al. (2021). In other words, the algorithm finds the
optimal policy of the player.

In decentralized learning, each player observes dynamic local information due to the changes in other
players’ policy, which makes it more challenging to design efficient algorithms Daskalakis et al. (2020);
Hernandez-Leal et al. (2017); Sayin et al. (2021). Symmetric update also poses challenges for the convergence.
Condon (1990) shows multiple variants of value iteration with symmetric updates can cycle and fail to find
NEs. Gradient descent/ascent (GDA) with symmetric update can cycle even in matrix games Daskalakis
et al. (2018); Mertikopoulos et al. (2018). Thus, an even more challenging question to pose is:

Q2: Can we further answer Q1 with a decentralized algorithm that is symmetric and rational?

In this paper, we give the first affirmative answers to )1 and Q2. In specific, we propose a meta algorithm
Homotopy-P0O which provably converges to a Nash equilibrium (NE) with two base algorithms Local-Fast and
Global-Slow. Homotopy-PO is a homotopy continuation style algorithm that switches between Local-Fast
and Global-Slow, where Global-Slow behaves as a “guide” which identifies a benign neighborhood for
Local-Fast to enjoy linear convergence. A novel switching scheme is designed to achieve global linear
convergence without knowing the size of such a neighborhood. Next, we propose the averaging independent
optimistic gradient descent/ascent (Averaging OGDA) method and the independent optimistic policy gradient
descent/ascent (OGDA) method. Then, we instantiate Homotopy-PO by proving that Averaging OGDA
and OGDA satisfy the conditions of Global-Slow and Local-Fast, respectively. This yields the first
algorithm which provably finds Nash equilibria in zero-sum Markov games at a global linear rate. In addition,
Homotopy-PO is decentralized, symmetric, rational and last-iterate convergent.

Our contribution. Our contribution is two-fold. First, we propose a meta algorithm Homotopy-P0O which is
shown to converge to Nash equilibria of two-player zero-sum Markov games with global linear convergence,
when the two base algorithms satisfy certain benign properties. Moreover, Homotopy-PO is a decentralized
algorithm and enjoys additional desiderata in MARL including symmetric update, rationality and last-iterate
convergence. Second, we instantiate Homotopy-PO by designing two base algorithms based on variants
of optimistic gradient methods, which are proved to satisfy the conditions required by Homotopy-P0O. In
particular, we prove that the example base algorithm OGDA enjoys local linear convergence to Nash equilibria,
which might be of independent interest.

1.1 Related work

Sampling-based two-player zero-sum Markov games. Finding Nash equilibria of zero-sum Markov
games in sampling-based/online setting is receiving extensive studies in recent years Zhang et al. (2020); Liu
et al. (2021); Bai et al. (2020); Bai and Jin (2020); Brafman and Tennenholtz (2002); Sidford et al. (2020);
Tian et al. (2021); Wei et al. (2017); Xie et al. (2020); Chen et al. (2022); Li et al. (2022). In this paper, we
are more concerned with known model or perfect recall settings. Specifically, our focus is on how to design
efficient policy optimization methods to solve the minimax optimization problem formulated by zero-sum
Markov games. Therefore, these works are not directly relevant to us.

Minimax optimization. Zero-sum Markov games are usually studied as minimax optimization problems.
Finding Nash equilibria/saddle points in convex-concave and nonconvex-concave problems have been exten-



sively studied Lin et al. (2020b); Tseng (1995); Mokhtari et al. (2020a,b); Thekumparampil et al. (2019); Lu
et al. (2020); Nouiehed et al. (2019); Kong and Monteiro (2021); Lin et al. (2020a).

Due to the nonconcexity-nonconcavity of zero-sum Markov games, existing tools in convex-concave
and nonconvex-concave optimization are hard to be adapted here. For nonconvex-nonconcave optimiza-
tion, Nouiehed et al. (2019); Yang et al. (2020) study two-timescale/asymmetric gradient descent/ascent
methods under the PL condition, where two-time-scale/asymmetric refers to that one-player chooses a much
smaller step than its opponent, or one-player waits until its opponent finds the best response. Daskalakis et al.
(2020) establish the two-sided gradient dominance condition for zero-sum Markov games, which can be related
to the two-sided PL condition. And they utilize this gradient dominance property to study the finite-time
performance of two-timescale gradient descent/ascent (GDA) algorithm in zero-sum Markov games and prove
the sub-linear convergence rate of the average policy. This is the first non-asymptotic convergence result of
GDA for finding Nash equilibria in Markov games. Zhao et al. (2022) consider function approximation and
propose another two-timescale method that finds a NE at O(1/t) rate.

Matrix games. Matrix games are a special kind of Markov games with single state. Since matrix games are
naturally convex-concave, global linear convergence has been achieved in finding Nash equilibria of matrix
games Gilpin et al. (2012); Wei et al. (2020). The linear convergence of their algorithms relies on the following
fact: the duality gap of one policy pair can be lower bounded by its distance to the NE set multiplied by a
matrix condition measure (see Lemma G.5 for more details). This property is also called saddle-point metric
subregularity (SP-MS) in Wei et al. (2020). Similar techniques have been extended to extensive form games
and get linear convergence Lee et al. (2021); Piliouras et al. (2022).

Averaging techniques. Averaging techniques are usually used to tame nonstationarity in approximate
Q functions, where the players utilize information from past iterations to obtain better approximations for
value functions and policy gradients. Wei et al. (2021) propose an actor-critic optimistic policy gradient
descent /ascent algorithm that is simultaneous decentralized, symmetric, rational and has O(1/+/%) last-iterate
convergence rate to the Nash equilibrium set. They use a critic which averages the approximate value functions
from past iterations to tame nonstationarity in approximate Q-functions and get better approximations for
policy gradients. A classical averaging stepsize from Jin et al. (2018) is utilized by the critic so that the errors
accumulate slowly and last-iterate convergence is obtained. Zhang et al. (2022) propose a modified OFTRL
method, where the min-player and the max-players employ a lower and upper bound for value functions
separately. The lower and upper bounds are computed from approximate Q-functions in past iterations.
Their method has O(1/t) convergence rate to the NE set for the average policy. Yang and Ma (2022) show
that the average policy of an OFTRL method whose approximate Q-functions are also averaged from past
estimates can find Nash equilibria at the rate of O(1/t) with no logarithmic factors.

Regularized Markov games. Adding regularizer can greatly refine the structures of matrix games and
Markov games and is considered a powerful tool to tackle nonconvexity-nonconcavity of zero-sum Markov
games. Cen et al. (2021) study entropy-regularized matrix games and achieve dimension-free last-iterate
linear convergence to the quantal response equilibrium which is an approximation for the Nash equilibrium.
They further connect value iteration with matrix games and use the contraction property of the Bellman
operator to prove the linear convergence to the quantal response equilibrium of the Markov games. By
choosing small regularization weights, their method can find an e-Nash equilibrium in 5(1 /€) iterations. Zeng
et al. (2022) also consider adding entropy regularization to help find Nash equilibria in zero-sum Markov
games. They prove the O(t~'/3) convergence rate of a variant of GDA by driving regularization weights
dynamically to zero.

However, to obtain Nash equilibria, the regularization weights have to be reduced to zero in the learning
process. The time complexities of existing regularized methods are usually inversely proportional to the
regularization weights. Reducing such weights to zero could possibly lead to sub-linear rates.



2 Notations and Preliminaries

For integers n < n’, we denote [n:n'] ={n,n+1,--- ,n'} and [n] = {1,--- ,n}. We use 1,0 to denote the
all-ones and all-zeros vectors, whose dimensions are determined from the context. 1; is the i-th standard
basis of the Euclidean space, i.e., the i-th entry of 1; equals one, and the others entries equal zero. Let 4 be
the indicator function of the set A. The operators >, >, <, < are overloaded for vectors and matrices in the
entry-wise sense. We use ||-|| to denote the Euclidean norm, and || - ||, denotes the £,-norm. For any vector
x € R? and closed convex set C C R?, let P¢ (z) denote the unique projection point of z onto C. In addition,
the distance between x and C is denoted by dist (,C) = || — Pc (z)]|.

Markov game. A two-player zero-sum discounted Markov game is denoted by a tuple MG = (S, A, B,P, R,~),
where S = [9] is the state space; A = [A] and B = [B] are the action spaces of the min-player and the
max-player respectively; P : S x A x B — Ag is the transition kernel, R = {R,}, g C [0, 1]** is the reward
function, and -y is the discount factor. Specifically, at state s, when the min-player takes action a and the
max-player takes action b at state s, P(s'|s, a, b) is the probability that the next state becomes s’, R;(a,b) is
the reward received by the max-player, and the min-player receives a loss —R(a,b). We assume that the
rewards are bounded in [0, 1] without loss of generality.

Let ¢ = {zs} .5 and y = {y,},.s denote the policies of the min-player and the max-player, where
zs € Ay and y, € Ap. The policy spaces of the min-player and the max-player are denoted by X = (A A)S,
Y= (AB)S. Let Z = X x Y denote the product policy space. The policy © € X (y € )) is treated as an
AS-dimensional (BS-dimensional) vector, and the policy pair z = (z, y) is treated as an (A+ B)S-dimensional
vector where z, = (x5, y,) represents an (A + B)-dimensional vector by concatenating zs and y,.

The value function under the policy pair (z, y) is defined as an S-dimensional vector with its entries
representing the expected cumulative rewards:

VEY(s) = Eq,y
t=0

+oo
Z'thst (at,bt) ‘50 = s] ,

where in E, , ], the expectation is taken over the Markovian trajectory {(s,a’,b')},~, generated with
the policy pair (z,y). More specifically, starting from s%, for each t > 0, a' ~ @4, b' ~ y and s'T! ~
P(-|st, at, bt).

Define V=1 (V19) as the value functions of & (y) with its best response, i.e.,

Vel(s) = max V¥ (s), VI¥(s) = min V=¥ (s).
(s) max (s), (s) = min (s)

For state s € S, define the Bellman target operator @, : R¥ — RA*5 guch for any vector v € R?,
Q.[v](a,b) = Ry(a,b) —|—A/Z]P’ (s'|s,a,b) v(s").
s'eS

The Q-function Q™Y = {Q7Y}, s is defined as a collection of A-by-B matrices with Q7Y = Q,[V*¥]. The
(state) visitation distribution is defined as
s0 = s] .

d®¥(s') = Z?J[Zv Tist—sry
V) = 3 sV (s). AV = Y ol (s).

For any distribution p € Ag, we abbreviate
s€S s'€S




Throughout this paper, we use pg to denote the uniform distribution on §. We remark that pg will only be
used in the analysis, and we do not have any constraints on the initial distributions of the Markov games.

From Lemma 4 of Gilpin et al. (2012), there is a problem-dependent constant ¢y > 0 such that for any
policy pair z = (z,y) € Z and s € S,

Jhax @, 1Qy, - mireugAw "Qly, > ¢y - dist(zs, 27). (1)

Nash equilibrium. The minimax game value of state s is defined as v*(s) = mingexr maxyecy V>¥(s)
= maxyecy mingexy V®¥(s). A policy pair (x,y) is called a Nash equilibirum (NE) if and only if: for any
seS,

VoT(s) = VI¥(s) = v*(s).
Define the minimax Q-functions as Q; = @Q,[v*]. Define the sets X and V¥ as

Ao = argmin max (@, Quyl), Vi = argmax min (2, Qiy.)- (2)
Then X and Y; are non-empty, closed and convex. Denote Z; = &7 x V;. Let &* = [[,.s &S, V* =
[lics Vi, 2° =lses 2% A policy pair (z*, y*) attains Nash equilibrium if and only if (z*,y*) € 2%, i.e
(zk,yt) € Z¥ for any s € S Bagar and Olsder (1998); Filar and Vrieze (2012). We denote the closure of the
NE set’s neighborhood as B(Z*,¢) = {z € Z : dist(z, Z*) < c}.

Interaction protocol. In each iteration, each player plays a policy and observes the marginal reward
function and the marginal transition kernel, i.e., in iteration ¢, the min-player plays xz! € X, while the
max-player plays y* € ). The min-player receives the marginal reward function 7%, : & x A — [0,1]
with 7%(s,a) = > ,cp5 ¥4 () Rs(a,b) and marginal transition kernel P : & x A — AS Wlth Pt (s'|s,a) =
> ven Y5 (D)P(s'[s, a,b), while the max-player receives !, and P}, which are defined analogously. Each player
is oblivious to its opponent’s policy.

Equivalently, in each iteration, the min-player receives full information of the Markov Decision Process
(MDP) M}, = (S, A,PL, rL,~), the max-player receives M’ = (S, B, P!, r ~). The value function of the
policy z in the MDP M., is defined as an S-dimensional vector containing the expected cumulative rewards
of each state, i.e.,

t
VEMa(5) = By ye Z’y]r sj a] |s

t
The g-function g=Ms = { q?’M”}seg is defined as a collection of A-dimensional vector with

t t
g M (a) =7l (s,a +'yZIP’t "|s,a) VE’M;(S/).
s'eS

M, .
The counterparts V/\/‘Z’y(s)7 qs Y for the max-player are defined similarly.

3 A Homotopy Continuation Algorithm with Global Linear Con-
vergence
We propose a decentralized algorithm with global linear convergence by (1) proposing a meta algorithm

which can achieve global linear convergence with two base algorithms, (2) providing examples for the base
algorithms. The analysis for the example base algorithms are in Section 4 and Section 5



3.1 A homotopy continutation meta algorithm

We present a homotopy continuation meta algorithm. It can achieve global linear convergence by switching
between two base algorithms: Global-Slow base algorithm (Global-Slow) and Local-Fast base algorithm
(Local-Fast). Global-Slow is globally convergent, but only attains a 6(%) rate. Local-Fast is not
necessarily globally convergent but attains a linear convergence rate in a neighborhood of the Nash equilibrium
set.

Global-Slow base algorithm: by calling Global-Slow([1} : T3], z,n’) during time interval [T} : T3] where
z = (Z, 9) is the initial policy pair, the players play policy pair 2! = (z?, y*) for each iteration t € [T} : Ty],

[T1:T5) _ (’w\[Tl:TQ]7 @[Tl:TQ]) t /Z\[leTQ]

and compute an average policy pair z at the end of iteration T5 such that z°*,

satisfy the following two properties:

e global convergence: there is a problem-dependent constant C’ > 0 such that

c’ 10g(T2 -1+ 1)
(T —Ti+1) '

dist(z77) 2%) < (3)
This property means the average policy produced by Global-Slow converges to the NE set at a sublinear
O(1/T) rate.

e geometric boundedness: there exists a problem-dependent constant Dy > 0 (possibly Dy > 1) such
that if ' <1, then for any ¢ € [T} : T3],

dist?(2%, 2*) < DE"' - dist?(z, 2%), (4)
dist?(z" "2 2%y < LT L qist?(z, 27). (5)

This property ensures that the iterate z¢ at any time ¢ € [T} : T5] and the average policy 2T g
not diverge faster than geometrically from the NE set. In Global-Slow, {zt}tem:m are the policy

pairs played during [T} : T], while 2Tl i mainly be used as the initial policy in the next switch

to Local-Fast in the meta algorithm Homotopy-PO (Algorithm 1).

Local-Fast base algorithm: by calling Local-Fast([T} : T3], Z,7n) during time interval [T} : Ty] where
z = (Z,9) is the initial policy pair, the players play policy pair 2zt = (z?, y*) for each iteration ¢ € [T} : T3]
such that 2! satisfies the local linear convergence property:

e local linear convergence: there exist problem-dependent constants ¢o € (0,1) and dg, g > 0 such
that if distz(ﬁ, Z*) < §on?, then for any t € [T} : Tb]

dist?(z!, 2%) < T - (1 — con?)t T dist?(2, 27). (6)

In other words, if initialized a neighborhood of Z* with radius /don*, Local-Fast converges to Z* at
a linear rate.

With these base algorithms, a naive and impractical approach is to run Global-Slow first until z¢
reaches B(Z*,4/don*), and then, run Local-Fast to achieve linear convergence. However, the problem is
we do not know the value of 6g. That is, when running the algorithm, since §y and Z* are unknown, it is
impossible to tell whether the algorithm has reached the benign neighborhood for Local-Fast to enjoy the
linear rate . Thus, we cannot decide when to switch from Global-Slow to Local-Fast.



Algorithm 1: Homotopy-PO: a meta-algorithm with global linear convergence

Input: iterations: [0 : T}, initial policy pair: 20 € Z, stepsizes: 0,1/ > 0
set k=1, =—1, 27! = 2°

Juy

2 while Z8~! < T do
s | IE =T '+ 1, I8 = min{Zk + 2" — 1, T}, If = 7% + 1, I = min{Zf + 4* — 1, T}
~ ~ Fk—1
4 | during time interval [ZF, : ZF], run Global-Slow([Z}, : Z} ], z%r ,7/) and compute an average
. ATk TR
policy z'7eses
~ ~ k Tk
during time interval [Zf; : Z], run Local-Fast([Zf : Zf], zee Tl n)
k< k+1
7 end

To overcome this problem, we propose a homotopy continuation method Homotopy-P0O which switches
between Global-Slow and Local-Fast. The pseudocode is in Algorithm 1. In Homotopy-PO, we split [0 : T
into the segments:
where [Z}, : fgs] is the time interval of the k-th call to Global-Slow and |[ZF, : fgb]’ = 2k, [Tk : T is the
time interval of the k-th call to Local-Fast and ‘[I{li : f{%” = 4%, The switching scheme of Homotopy-P0O
method can be summarized as below: starting from k£ =1,

e (Step 1) during time interval [ZF, : fgs], run Global-Slow for |[ZF : fé“s” = 2% iterations with the initial
Fk—1
policy zhir ~ (for k > 1, it is the last-iterate policy of the last call to Local-Fast)

e (Step 2) during time interval [Z}; : f{}], run Local-Fast for HI{% : flkf]’ = 4F iterations with the initial

k .7k
[k, Tk

policy z that is the average policy of the last call to Global-Slow

o (Step 3) k< k+ 1, goto Step 1.

Homotopy-PO is a homotopy continuation style method in the sense that each k corresponds to a different
switching pattern between Global-Slow and Local-Fast. The patterns corresponding to larger k’s tend
to have better convergence properties. Specifically, there is an unknown k* such that for any k > k*, the
corresponding switching pattern can exhibit linear convergence. In homotopy continuation/path-following
methods Osborne et al. (2000); Efron et al. (2004); Hastie et al. (2004); Park and Hastie (2007); Zhao and
Yu (2007); Xiao and Zhang (2013); Wang et al. (2014), there is usually a solution path parameterized by
the regularization weight A\, and the regularization weight A is decreased gradually until an unknown target
regularizer is attained. Different from the classical homotopy continuation methods, Homotopy-PO does not
have an explicit solution path parameterized by k. Actually, we use the last-iterate policy of Local-Fast
as the initial policy of the next call to Global-Slow, and we use the average policy of Global-Slow as the
initial policy of the next call to Local-Fast. Then, after k£ > k*, linear convergence begins.

Now, we elaborate on how Homotopy-PO achieves global linear convergence given a Global-Slow base
algorithm and a Local-Fast base algorithm. Specifically, there are two hidden phases which are oblivious
to the players and only used for analysis. The two phases are split by k* = max{k}, k5}, where 2k =
O(C')(v/8on?n')) and 2% = O(—L5 log(Doly)) = O(1/(con?)). The value of k* is unknown to the players.

con?

Hidden Phase I. In the beginning, Global-Slow behaves like a “guide” in the sense that its average policy
k Tk
2 e el g getting closer to the NE set as k goes. For small k, dist(z%, Z*) could possibly increase when
k .7k
running Local-Fast. However, since the average policy 2TeTes] ig the initial policy of the k-th call to



. t -+ - global linear rate
log(dist(2", 27)) — Local-Fast

===- Global-Slow

Tk+1 Tk+2 Thk+2
Ilf Igs Igs

k-th call to (k+ 1)-th call to (k+1)-th call to (k4 2)-th call to
Local-Fast Global-Slow Local-Fast Global-Slow

Figure 1: An illustration of upper bound for log(dist(z*, Z2*)) in Hidden Phase II. In Hidden Phase II, as k > k}
with 2F = 6(C'/\/507}477’2), Local-Fast exhibits linear convergence as in segments AB, CD. The segments BC,
DE correspond to the geometric boundedness of Global-Slow. More specifically, when calling Global-Slow, though
dist(z*, Z*) may increase, its increase is at most geometric. Since k > ki with 22 = O(1/(con?)), the increase of
log(dist(2*, Z*)) when running Global-Slow is much smaller than the decrease when running Local-Fast. This gives
the linear convergence as depicted by the line AC. Since Hidden Phase I has at most O(4*") = O(max{QkT ,2k2 3 =

O(C"?/(Bon™ ') + 1/(c2n")) iterations, we have the global linear convergence of Homotopy-P0.

k Tk J—
Local-Fast, by the global convergence as in (3), for k > k7, 22Tl will veach B(Z*,4/don*). Thus, after
k > k7, each time when we switch to Local-Fast, it will exhibit linear convergence during time interval

[z} : Zf).

Hidden Phase II. After k£ > k7, Local-Fast enjoys fast linear convergence and becomes the main contributor
to the convergence (see segments AB, C'D in Figure 1). Thanks to the fast convergence of Local-Fast,
in this phase, dist(z%, Z*) can be much smaller than C’/t. Note that Global-Slow could possibly cause
dist(z?, Z*) to increase in Hidden Phase II. However, instead of bounding dist(z?, Z*) by (3), now (4) can
provide a tighter bound for dist(z?, Z*) when calling Global-Slow during Hidden Phase II, since we use
2% as the initial policy of the k-th call to Global-Slow. (4) implies that dist(z?, Z*) increases at most

geometrically when running Global-Slow (see segments BC, DE in Figure 1). After 2% > 0(001'02 log(DoT'o))
(k > k%), the possible increase of dist(2?, Z*) caused by Global-Slow is much less than the decrease caused by
Local-Fast, and thus, can be “omitted”. More specifically, in AB, dist2(zt, Z*) converges at rate of 1 — con?
for |[Zf : f{%” = 4% iterations, while in BC, dist’(z*, 2*) diverges at rate of Dy for [[ZE}! : fgS“H = 2k+1

iterations. Then, since 4% /281 = 2k=1 if one step increase of Global-Slow is much smaller than 2¥~1 steps




of decrease of Local-Fast, i.e., Dg(1 — co772/2)2k71 < 1, then, we obtain the global linear convergence (see
the line AC in Figure 1).

Hidden Phase I has at most Z;" < D k< |l [Tk . I’”l || = ") steps, where O(4*") = O(max{2~1,2k2}2) =
O(C” /(6on*n'®) +1/(2n*)) is polynomial in C”, l/co, 1/60, 1/77, 1/n" and only logarithmic in Dy, Tg. Then,
it enters Hidden Phase II and linear convergence begins. This yields the global linear convergence. The
formal proof is deferred to Appendix D.

Theorem 3.1. Let {2z = (x!, yt)}tE 0:7) be the policy pairs played when running Homotopy-P0 (Algorithm 1).
Then, there exists a problem-dependent constant D < O(poly(C’ 1/c0,1/d0,1/n,1/7)) such that for any

t—D
€ [0: T, we have dist?(zt, 2*) < 25 max{Ty,1} - (1 - 9 ) , where the value of C', cy, 8y, g can be
found in the definitions of Global-Slow and Local-Fast.

As D is independent of ¢, Theorem 3.1 guarantees the global linear convergence of Homotopy-PO.

3.2 Examples of base algorithms

We introduce the averaging independent optimistic gradient descent/ascent (Averaging OGDA) method and
the independent optimistic policy gradient descent/ascent (OGDA) method which will serve as examples for
Global-Slow and Local-Fast respectively. Both Averaging OGDA and OGDA are symmetric, rational and
decentralized algorithms.

Example of Global-Slow base algorithm (Averaging OGDA). By running Averaging-0GDA([7} :
Ts], ,7') with initial policy Z = (&, §), the min-player initializes &'' = &' = & and V2 (s) = V1¥(s), the
max-player initializes §*' = y™ = § and vh (s) = V®1(s), and they update for t € [T} + 1 : T3] as follows:

t—1 t—1
t

. j—Th+1 4 37 T1+1
Vi(s)=min 3" i7" gl(a),  V(s) =max Y ol 1 gl0),
J=T1 =T
t ~t—=1 o -1 t _ ~1 I—t—1 (7)
T, =P, (Zs UK' y!l =Pas (9 +0'a),
=Pa, (® ( - n’g’;) : Us = Pay (5271 + n’ﬁi) :

where g/ = Q.Vyl, g = QS[Vj]ng7 and Q,[-] is the Bellman target operator defined in the introduction
part. The min-player and the max-player compute the average policies

/\[T1:T2 t— T1+1 2t Tl T2] t— T1+1 t
T A,y 41T O, 1Y - (8)

tTl tTl

We use the classical averaging stepsizes {o7} from Jin et al. (2018):

H+1 i
ar=——, aj] = q; H (I—ag) 1<j<t—1), at—at,
H+t k=1

with H = {12,

In Averaging OGDA, z!, y' are the policies played at iteration ¢ € [T} : Ts], and v ﬂt,vt are local
auxiliary variables help to generate such sequences of x!, y*. The min-player (max-player) maintains a lower
(upper) bound V*(s) (Vt( )) of the minimax game value v*(s). V* (Vt) is computed from an average of the

Q-functions 23 (@’) in past iterations. This helps to achieve the global convergence. However, due to the

averaging essence of V' and v , relatively large errors from past iterations also prevent Averaging OGDA



from getting linear convergence. As we will show in Section 4, Averaging OGDA has a sub-linear global
convergence rate of O(logT/T).

The decentralized implementation of Averaging OGDA is illustrated in Algorithm 2, 5. The equivalence
between (7) and Algorithm 2, 5 is shown in Appendix F.

The global convergence and geometric boundedness of Averaging OGDA are shown in Section 4. This
means that Averaging OGDA can serve as Global-Slow in the meta algorithm Homotopy-PO.

Remark 3.2. The initialization V' = viy™ and VTl = veht s only used to show the geometric
boundedness in Theorem 4.2. When Averaging OGDA is used independently rather than called in Homotopy-PO

(Algorithm 1), we can simply choose V' (s) = 0 and A ﬁ for any s € S. The global convergence rate
in Theorem /.1 still holds.

Remark 3.3. The RHS of (3) in the definition of Global-Slow can be directly extended to different convergence
rates and more algorithms such as Wei et al. (2021) with a different initialization can serve as the generalized
Global-Slow. More details are in Appendiz E.

Algorithm 2: x-Averaging-0GDA (min-player’s perspective)

Input: time interval: [T7 : T3], initial policy & € X, stepsize: n > 0
Initialize 2™ = &
fort=Ty,---,T5 do

1
2
3 play policy !
4 | receive r! and P,
5 if t == T then
6 solve the MDP M1t = (S A,PLL pTh ,v) to compute V7' (s) = ming ¢y ye M (s) for any
ses
end
compute for (s,a) € S x A, g'(a) = rh(s,a) + 7 s P (s']s,a) V! (s)
9 optimistic gradient descent
ii =Ip=my - zlt+ Liestyy - Paa (iifl - ngi)
ot =Pa, (%i — ngi)
10 update value function V! (s) = minge 4 Z] —7 ai ;Flljrrll qj(a)
11 end

Th]
12 Compute the average policy Z g1l Zt T tTQTlTTilict

Example of Local-Fast base algorithm (OGDA). By running 0GDA([T} : T3], Z,n) with initial policy

z = (Z,y), the min-player initializes z't =z = Z, the max-player initializes :T/Tl = yT' = 7, and they
update for ¢t € [T} + 1 : T5] as follows:
~t— N T
wi:PAA(szl—thlt1>v —’PAB(Zl‘FU(Qé 1) xt 1)7 o
9
- e ~ e T
3= Pa, (37 - nQlyl), gl =Pas (37 + (@) al),

where we abbreviate Q' = Q‘S”t’yt for t € [T : Tz]. In OGDA, z!, y' are the policies played at iteration
t € [Ty : Ty], while ", 3" are local auxiliary variables.

10



The decentralized implementation of OGDA is illustrated in Algorithm 3, 6. The equivalence between (9)
and Algorithm 3, 6 is shown in Appendix F.

OGDA can be considered as a natural extension of the classical optimistic gradient descent/ascent to
Markov games in the sense that when there is only one state (S = 1), OGDA reduces to the classical OGDA
method for matrix games.

The proof for local linear convergence of OGDA is of independent interest and shown in Section 5. This
means that OGDA can serve as Local-Fast in the meta algorithm Homotopy-PO.

Algorithm 3: x-0GDA (min-player’s perspective)

Input: time interval: [T} : T3], initial policy: & € X, stepsize: n > 0
1 Initialize 7' = 2
2 fort="Ty,---,15 do
3 play policy !
4 | receive rl and P!
t t
5 compute the g-function {qf ’Mw} in the MDP ML = (S, A, P, 7t )
seS ’
6 optimistic gradient descent

~ ~t— tME
Tl = L=ty - ! + Liestiy - Pay (mi ' —ngs )

t+1 ~t zt M
$s+ ="Pan (:Bs —1N4qs ‘ )

7 end

Remark 3.4. (Discussions about differences between Averaging OGDA and OGDA) In Markov games,
the main challenge of finding an NE is to estimate the minimaz game values {v*(s)}. If {v*(s)} are
already known, the players can use Q,[v*|yt and Q,[v*]"x! as policy gradients to do optimistic gradient
descent/ascent. Then finding an NE is reduced to solving S matriz games ming ca , Mmaxy ey z! Q. [v]y,
separately. Averaging OGDA uses V(s) and Vt(s) as lower and upper estimations for v*(s), thus, the players
use gi = Q,[V'y! and ¢’ = Qs[Vt]Tmi to do optimistic gradient descent/ascent. OGDA uses V= ¥ (s) to
approzimate v*(s) directly. Thus, the players use Q'y' = Q. [V="¥'|y! and (Qz)—r zl = Q. [V="v]Txt to
do optimistic gradient descent/ascent. As we can see below, in Averaging OGDA, using V' and V' which are
computed by averaging past information leads to more stable estimations for v*(s), and this is essential in the
global convergence of Averaging OGDA. However, since V' and V' are computed by taking average, relatively
large errors from past iterations also prevent Averaging OGDA from achieving linear convergence. On the
other hand, OGDA uses ve'y'ogs approzimations for v*(s) which is more accurate than Vt, V' when zt is
close to the NE set. However, Ve v varies quickly with t when 2zt is far from the NE set. This also poses
challenges in proving the global convergence of OGDA which is still an open problem.

3.3 Global linear convergence

We can instantiate the meta algorithm Homotopy-P0O by using OGDA (9) as Local-Fast and Averaging
OGDA (7) as Global-Slow. This gives global linear convergence for zero-sum discounted Markov games.

Theorem 3.5. (Global Linear Convergence) Let {zt = (x?, yt)}te[():T] be the policy pairs played when running

, . 1—y)3
Homotopy-PO (Algorithm 1), where Local-Fast uses OGDA with n < %, and Global-Slow uses

Averaging OGDA with n' < wm;;%' Then, there exist problem-dependent constants ¢ € (0,1) and M > 0

11



such that for any t € [0: T,

. Miog®(1/(nn"))

2
165 . (1 _ C772> ndn’2 , (10)

L=~
where ¢ = Q(c% /poly(S, A,B,1/(1 —~))) and M = poly(S, A, B,1/(1 —v),1/c}).

dist?(2%, 2%) <

2 ’
The term % in (10) is independent of ¢, thus, z! converges to the NE set with global linear
convergence.

Decentralized implementation. Since both OGDA and Averaging OGDA are symmetric, rational and
decentralized, our instantiation of Homotopy-P0 is naturally a symmetric, rational and decentralized algorithm.
The last-iterate convergence property is directly implied by Theorem 3.5. Pseudocodes are illustrated in
Algorithm 4, 7. More details and discussions can be found in Appendix F.

Algorithm 4: Instantiation of Homotopy-PO with Averaging OGDA and OGDA (min-player’s
perspective)

Input: iterations: [0 : 77, initial policy: 0 € X, stepsizes: 7,17/ >0
1 setkzl,Ig:—l, x !l =g0
2 while Z8~! < T do
3 I = fﬁ_l +1, fgs = min{Z} + 28 —1,T}, I = féfs +1, f{% = min{Zf} +4* - 1,T}
4 during time interval [Z}, : fgs], run x-Averaging-0GDA([Z}, : fgs], ali n') and compute an
average policy 5 e Tee] (Algorithm 2)
during time interval [Zf : f{ﬂ, run x-0GDA([Z : f{?], E[Igszfgs], 7n) (Algorithm 3)
6 k< k+1
7 end

Linear rate comparison with matrix games. Matrix games are a special kind of Markov games with
convex-concave structures. For the matrix game mingea , maxyea, z " Gy, Gilpin et al. (2012) and Wei
et al. (2020) propose centralized/decentralized methods with global linear rates of (1 — O(¢(@G)))* and
(1 — O(p(G)?))! respectively, where ¢(G) is a certain condition measure of matrix G. Their proofs rely on
the fact that in matrix game min, max, x| Gy, the suboptimality of any policy pair can be lower bounded
by the certain condition measure ¢(G) of the matrix G multiplied by the policy pair’s distance to the
Nash equilibrium set of the matrix game. Details of ¢(G) are in Lemma G.5. The constant ¢4 in (1) can
be naturally defined as ¢y = minses ¢(Q5) (see Corollary G.6). Thus, the global linear convergence rate
for zero-sum Markov games in Theorem 3.5 is comparable to solving matrix games up to polynomials in
S,A,B,1/(1— 7).

4 Global Convergence and Geometric Boundedness of Averaging
OGDA

We show that the Averaging OGDA (7) method has O(logT/T') global convergence rate and geometric
boundedness. Thus, Averaging OGDA can be serve as Global-Slow in Homotopy-PO.

Global convergence. The proof for global convergence of Averaging OGDA adapts several standard
techniques from Markov games Zhang et al. (2022); Wei et al. (2021). We attach its proof in Appendix C.1
for completeness.

12



Theorem 4.1. (Global Convergence) Let Tl = (Q[T“TQ],ﬁ[T“TQ]) be the average policy (8) generated
by running Averaging-0GDA([Ty : Tx], z,n') with ' < W{VA’B}. There is a problem-dependent constant

C = O(%) such that 272 satisfies

[Ty:T5) C/ . IOg (T2 — T1 + ].)
dist ( , 2" ) S h-Tit1) (11)

This gives the O(1/T) global convergence rate of GLobal-Slow. This property guarantees that Global-Slow
can serve as a “guide” in Hidden Phase I as described in Section 3.1.

Geometric boundedness. The proof of geometric boundedness mainly relies on the stability of projected
gradient descent /ascent with respect to the NE set (Appendix A). We will prove that the increase of dist(z?, Z*)
is at most geometric by providing mutual bounds among {dist (z*, 2*)}, {dist(Z*, 2*)}, {HVt — V'l
{max;, g% (b) — min, ¢'(a)} inductively. The formal proof is in Appendix C.2.

Theorem 4.2. (Geometric Boundedness) Let {z'},. (Ty:Ts]s 2 22 pe gpe policy pairs played and the average

policy pair generated by running A'ue'rag'z,ng UGDA([T1 To],z,7') with ' < 1, then there is a problem-

dependent constant Dy = O(%) (possibly Do > 1) such that for any t € [T} : Ty),

dist?(z%, 2*) < DE™T' - dist?(z, 2%). (12)

dist?(z! ") 24y < DT L dist? (3, 2%). (13)

This property is important in our proof for the main theorem (Theorem 3.5). It means that when running
Global-Slow in Hidden Phase II, though dist(z%, Z*) can possibly increase due to Dy > 1, dist(2?, Z*) can
only increase geometrically (see segments BC, DE in Figure 1).

5 Local Linear Convergence of OGDA

We show that OGDA (9) has local linear convergence. Thus, OGDA can be used as the base algorithm
Local-Fast in Homotopy-PO. The main difficulty in deriving the local linear convergence of OGDA is
discussed as follows.

Challenges for the local linear convergence of OGDA. The main difficulty in obtaining the local linear
convergence is the nonconvex-nonconcave essence of zero-sum Markov games. As discussed in Section 5.1
of Daskalakis et al. (2020), the failure of the Minty Variational Inequality (MVI) property in zero-sum Markov
games poses challenges for the last-iterate convergence of extragradient methods/optimistic gradient methods.
More specifically, given the objective function f(z) with z = (z,y) and F(z) = (V. f(2), =V, f(2)), the MVI
property means that there exists a point z* = (z*,y*) such that (F(z),z — z*) > 0 for any z. Proposition 2
of Daskalakis et al. (2020) proves that when setting f(z,y) = V®¥(s) for some state s € S, the MVI property
can fail in arbitrarily small neighborhoods of the NE set.
More specifically, for the OGDA method (9), it may happen that there exists some s € S such that

* ~ T
(=3 Qi) + (3 -yt (@) T att) <o, (1)

where % = Py.(z"), §"* = Py- (") are projections. We also denote 2 = Pz.(Z"). The troublesome
case (14) implies that going in the directions of policy gradients may deviate from rather than get close to

the NE set. A naive bound to evaluate how worse the policy gradients can be is: <a:§+1 ", Qi t+1> +

<f’]s -yt (QEH)T :1:';+1> > —2maX(q p)c AxB |Qi+1(a, b) — Q%(a,b)|, which is derived from (2).
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The troublesome error term in the naive bound is of order 2max(, y)c x5 IQ';H(a,b) - Qi(a,b)| =
O(dist(z%, Z*)). On the other hand, as we will show later, projected optimistic gradient descent/ascent can
only provide progress of order O(dist?(z?, Z*)). When z' is close to the NE set, the error term can be much
larger than the progress, i.e., 2max(q p)cax5 |Q§+1(a, b) — Q:(a,b)| > O(dist?(z*, Z*)). This prevents us
from even showing the local convergence of OGDA.

To overcome this problem, a novel analysis for OGDA is necessary. Our strategy for proving the local
linear convergence of OGDA in this paper is as follows.

Our strategy for the local linear convergence of OGDA. We consider a weighted sum of <a:’.;+1 -zl Q§+1yg+1>
~ T . .. . ~tx ~ .

and <yi,* —yith (QET) cc’;+1>. Let po denote the uniform distribution on S. As (2", ¥"*) attains a Nash

equilibrium,

Vzt-%—l’fyvt* (po) B Vﬂit*’ytﬁ—l (po) >0.

Thus, 0 < V=77 (pg) — V"™ (pg) = V0" (pg) — Vo™ (pg) 4+ VT (pg) — VT ().
Then, by applying performance difference lemma (Lemma G.2), we have a variant of the MVI property with
time-varying coefficients which is as follows.

e A variant of the MVI property with time-varying coefficients: for any ¢ > 0, the weighted sum of
< =z T .
<m§+1 _ gt Qz+1yi+1> and <yi* — gyt (@) q;§+1> satisfies
~t% o~k T
S (a3 Q) 0 (5 (@) e 20y
s€S

where

~(t—1)x

~(t—1)% ,t t
di(s) =dy, Y (s), dy(s)=dg Y (s), VE> T (16)
In order to utilize (15) to get local linear convergence, we still need to tackle the following two problems:

(i) whether we can find a neighborhood of the NE set such that the time-varying coefficients d’,(s), dty(s)
in (16) are “stable”?

(i) if the time-varying coefficients dy,(s), d;,(s) in (16) can be “stable” in a small neighborhood of the NE

set, will the difference between Q% and Q7 prevent the local linear convergence?
To address the above questions, we mainly use the following two geometric observations.

e Observation I (Lemma B.5) saddle-point metric subregularity (SP-MS) can be generalized to Markov
games, i.e., for any policy pair z € Z and s € S,

Vei(s) = VIY(s) > ¢, - dist(z,, Z%). (17)

Observation I guarantees the progress of projected gradient descent/ascent is substantial. This means that
the difference between Qz and Q} will not be troublesome in deriving the local linear convergence.

e Observation II (Appendix A, Lemma B.8) when running OGDA (9), the change in policy pair becomes
smaller when z?, 2" are approaching the NE set, i.e.,

25 = | 4 3 - 20V < Ofaise(E L, 2) + |5 - 21 ). )
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Observation II implies the stability of state visitation distribution. Thus, the time-varying coeflicients d’; (s),
d;(s) will be “stable” when z!, Z' are approaching the NE set. In other words, we can find a problem-
dependent neighborhood where the time-varying coefficients d’,(s), d;(s) will possess some “stability”.

Our proof of the local linear convergence of OGDA in this paper mainly uses the variant of MVI inequality
with time-varying coefficients (15) and Observations I and II above. The local linear convergence of OGDA is
formally stated in Theorem 5.1 below.

Theorem 5.1. (Local Linear Convergence) Let {zt}te[leTQ] be the policy pairs played when running OGDA([T} :
(1%
32v/S(A+B)’
that if dist® (2, 2*) < don*, then for any t > T,

T3], z,n) with stepsize n < Then, there are problem-dependent constants ¢ € (0,1), 9 > 0 such

dist?(z", 27 < =2 (1 cor ) dist?(z, 2%) (19)
b 1 _ ’)/ 48 b b

where ¢ = Q(c2 /poly(S, A, B,1/(1 —7))) and & = Q(c% /poly(S, A, B,1/(1 —))).
We provide a proof sketch below. The formal proof is in Appendix B.

Proof sketch of Theorem 5.1. Our proof for the local linear convergence of OGDA has the following
steps.

Step I: One-step analysis (Appendix B.1). One-step analysis of OGDA mainly uses the variant of the
MVT property with time-varying coeflicients in (15) and standard regret analysis for optimistic gradient
descent in normal form games. Since Q' is smooth in z*, we can adopt standard analysis for optimistic

gradient descent to bound <w’;+1 z, Q! t+1> by

<w§+1 . 5?7 Q§+1y§+l> gl (H%Z . %t*||2 . Hii—&-l gt

S S

2
2 ) 2 2 (20)
—Q(H”*1 2.+ [l=i = &) o= = =),

and <:1] —ylty (Qé‘“)T w§+1> can be bounded analogously. By combining (20) with (15), we have the

following inequality (which is equivalent to Lemma B.2)

~ Ch \~ ~
At+1 §At+ ol — ot 771\“zt7th27 (”thrl t+1||2+ ”ztizt”2) , (21)
Step III: stability of df, dz Step II: progress of projected gradient descent/ascent

where Cy = 12 ©f and ©! are weighted sums of dist?(z,, Z7), i.e

Z d (s)dist* (!, &) + d;(S)diSt2@i7 Vi),
seES

Z di (s)dist? (&%, X)) + dtﬂ( )dist® (75, V2),
seS

and A? serves as the potential function which is defined as

A = dist? (zo, Z*) ,
2

-2, t>1.

A =0"+Cy

-1 _ : ~
As d'(s) > d”® Ty (s) > ITV, to show the local linear convergence of OGDA, it suffices to show that
for the potential function At.
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Step II: Progress of projected gradient descent/ascent (Appendix B.2). We combine (17) from
Observation I and standard analysis of projected gradient descent (Lemma B.3) to show that there exists a
problem-dependent constant ¢/, = O(c3.n*/poly(S, A, B,1/(1 —v))) such that

Oa(llz" =22 + 2" = 2"|*) = ¢} - ©". (22)

Step III: Stability of visitation distribution near the NE set (Appendix B.3). Using (18) from
Observation 11 and the non-expansive property of projections onto convex sets, we will show ||z{T1 — 2¢||2 +
|z =z 12 < 0 (A*=1). Then, as d(s),d.(s) in (16) are continuous in z* and Z'*, we can find a
problem-dependent constant § = O(c% n* /poly(S, A, B,1/(1—7))) such that if A*"! <4, then ||d’, — Ao,
d;, — d;“ oo are small enough such that ©! can be bounded by

/
o' < (1+ %) .o, (23)

Step IV: Induction (Appendix B.4). By (21), (22), (23) from Steps I, II, III above, intuitively, we can
deduce that when A'~! < §, the “one-step linear convergence” is achieved

H2 2

/
e TR G |

AL <A 1 é@i _Ca
- 2 2

t 1 t ~t )2 iy at
<A"—minq —/, = (@ + Callz —Z||):( _E)A'

By a coupled induction with Step III, given the initial policy Z in the neighborhood B(Z*,v/§) of the NE
set, the policy pair z* will always stay in B(Z*,1/3). Then, A* converges linearly.
This gives the local linear convergence of OGDA as in Theorem 5.1.

6 Numerical Experiments

In this section, we evaluate the numerical performance of Homotopy-P0O where Local-Fast and Global-Slow
are instantiated with OGDA and Averaging OGDA respectively.

Markov game model. We generate a sequence of zero-sum Markov games randomly and independently
in the way described below and test the performance of Homotopy-PO on each of the games. In each
Markov game generated below, the number of states is S = 10, the min-player and max-player have
A = B = 10 actions respectively, and the discount factor v = 0.99. The reward functions { Rs(a,0)},cs aeapen
are generated from uniform distribution on [0, 1] independently. To generate the transition kernel, for
each (s,a,b), we first choose an integer is ,; uniformly at random from [S]. Then, we choose a random
subset Msqp € S with |M 5| = 4s4,. Then for each s € M4, we set HAD(S’\s,a,b) from uniform
distribution on [0,1] independently, and for s’ € S\Mj q 5, We set @(s’\s, a,b) = 0. Finally, we normalize
P(s'|s,a,b) = P(s'|s, a, b)) > sies P(s"|s,a,b) for each (s,a,b) to get the transition kernel. For the initial
policies, we first generate {us}, s with u,(a) chosen from uniform distribution on [0,1] for each s € S,
a € A. Then, we normalize ) = u,/ ||[u|, for each s € S. The initial policy {y? of the max-player is
generated independently in the same way.

}SES

Algorithm implementation. In all the experiments below, we set the stepsizes n = 0.1 in OGDA and also
17’ = 0.1 in Averaging OGDA. We find our algorithm has linear convergence in all the experiments with these
stepsizes.
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Performance metric. We measure the closeness of z! to the Nash equilibria set by the Nash gap
max,es V® T (s) — V¥ (s). By combining Lemma B.5 and Corollary G.4 with the fact that dist(z, Z2*) <
VS max,es dist(z,, ZF), we have the following relation between the Nash gap

max,es V&1 (s) — V¥(s) and the distance to the NE set dist(z, Z*): for any z = (z, y) € Z,

2A.v2B
o -dist(z, 2*) < max V®T(s) — VI¥(s) < max{v24, \2/7}
\/§ seS (1 _ 'Y)
Thus, the linear convergence of dist(zt,Z*) is equivalent to the linear convergence of the Nash gap

maXses Vﬂ”t’T(s) — VT’yt(s) up to problem-dependent constants. In the figures below, y-axis represents
the logarithmic of the Nash gap log (maxges V* T(s) — V¥ (s)), a-axis represents the iteration number.

- dist(z, 2%). (24)

Remark 6.1. As we can see, there are discontinuities when switching from Averaging OGDA to OGDA
in the figures below. This is because Averaging OGDA is an averaging style method. Recall that the y-axis

represents log (maxseg V“’t’T(s) — VT’yt(s)). However, the initial policy pair of the k-th call of OGDA is

o STRTE I t—Ty+1 . s . . STk TR Tk
the average policy zleTal = roqn Oop © zt. Since it is quite possible that 2 Pes Ll £ 2zl there

can be some discontinuities in the ﬁgg;res below when switching from Averaging OGDA to OGDA. On the
other hand, our theoretical bound in Figure 1 is continuous because by setting t = Ty in (4), theoretically
dist?(272, 2*) < DL . dist?(2, Z2*) whose bound equals the bound for dist?(Z" ™), 2*) on the RHS of (5).

kfk

We remark that in practice, it is predictable that 2T #+ 22Tl i most cases.

Numerical performance. We validate the linear convergence of our instantiation of Homotopy-P0O, where
Global-Slow and Local-Fast are instantiated by Averaging OGDA and OGDA respectively.

Figure 2 shows the performance when the min-player and max-player run Algorithm 4 and Algorithm 7,
respectively. We do 10 random and independent trials and the algorithm exhibits linear convergence in every
trial. The plot shows the average trajectory and standard deviation of the 10 random and independent trials.
The vertical dotted line is at the end of 7-th call to OGDA (iteration ¢ = 22098). As we can see, on the RHS
of the dotted line (after ¢ > 22098), the algorithm converges linearly and the Nash gap is less than 107> after
2 x 10° iterations. The standard deviation of the 10 random trials is illustrated by the shadow area. Since
the switching pattern is 2¥ iterations of Averaging OGDA followed by 4% iterations of OGDA, Averaging
OGDA is only run for 1022 iterations in the total 2 x 10° iterations. Thus, Averaging OGDA is hardly seen
in Figure 2. We magnify the trajectory of the 9-th call to Averaging OGDA as a subfigure in Figure 2. We
can find that Averaging OGDA increases in its 9-th call. This has been predicted in our theoretical bounds
(see segment BC' in Figure 1). The 8-th call to OGDA has 4% iterations, while the 9-th call to Averaging
OGDA only has 29 iterations. We have 48/29 = 128, i.e., the iterations of OGDA are hundreds of times more
than those in the successive call to Averaging OGDA. Then the increase caused by Averaging OGDA can be
naturally “omitted” compared with the decrease from OGDA. This aligns with our theoretical bounds in
Figure 1 (see the relation between the segments AB and BC in Figure 1).

To avoid the problem that the iterations of Averaging OGDA is too few to be “visible”, we do another
group of trials by generalizing the switching pattern slightly. Recall that in Algorithm 1, the k-th call to
Global-Slow has 2¥ iterations while the k-th call to Local-Fast has 4 iterations. It is worth noting that the
choices of 2% and 4% in Algorithm 1 is only for simplicity. The proofs for linear convergence of Homotopy-P0
can be directly generalized to the case when the k-th call to Global-Slow and Local-Fast has [«*] and [v*]
iterations respectively whenever u, v are real numbers satisfying v > u > 1. Then to see how Homotopy-P0
switches between Averaging OGDA and OGDA and see the performance difference between Averaging OGDA
and OGDA separately, we test the performance of Homotopy-PO where the k-th call to Global-Slow and
Local-Fast has 2% and [2.1*] iterations respectively. We do another 10 random and independent trials in
this switching pattern. The average trajectory and standard deviation are illustrated in Figure 3, where
the iterations of Averaging OGDA are drawn in red while those of OGDA are drawn in blue. We show the
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Figure 2: The numerical performance of Homotopy-P0O when Global-Slow and Local-Fast are instantiated
by Averaging OGDA and OGDA. The trajectory is the average of 10 random and independent trials. The
z-axis represents the iteration number, while the y-axis represents the logarithm of the Nash gap. The shadow
area shows the standard deviations of these trials. The vertical dotted line is drawn at the end of the 7-th call
to OGDA (iteration ¢ = 22098). On the RHS of the dotted line (equivalently, after ¢t > 22098), the algorithm
exhibits fast linear convergence. In our switching pattern, 2¥ < 4¥ when k is large. Thus, Averaging OGDA
is almost “invisible”. We magnify the 9-th call to Averaging OGDA as a subfigure. Though Averaging OGDA
can increase, its increase is negligible by the decrease from hundreds of times more steps of OGDA. This
aligns with our theoretical guarantees (see the relation between segments AB and BC in Figure 1).

trajectories of the first 15 calls of Averaging OGDA and OGDA (iterations 1 <t < 195592) in Figure 3. The
discontinuity of the trajectory is because Averaging OGDA is an averaging style method and OGDA uses the

average policy z[ISS'IsJ rather than zZe as the initial policy (see Remark 6.1). We draw a vertical dotted
line at the end of the 12-th call to OGDA (iteration ¢ = 22237). It can be observed that on the RHS of the
dotted line (after ¢ > 22237), the algorithm exhibits linear convergence. On the RHS of the dotted line, the
performance of Averaging OGDA is generally inferior to OGDA. Averaging OGDA can even increase in some
iterations. This coincides with our theoretical bounds (see the segment BC in Figure 1). Thanks to the fast
and efficient linear convergence of OGDA together with the fact that the iterations of Averaging OGDA take
up less and less proportion in the total iterations, the algorithm can exhibit linear convergence on the RHS of
the vertical dotted line. This also aligns with our theoretical bounds illustrated in Figure 1.

To see the switches between Averaging OGDA and OGDA clearly in each trial, in Figure 4 and Figure 5
below, we present the 10 random trials of the changed switching pattern (2 iterations of Averaging OGDA
followed by [2.1%] iterations of OGDA). We illustrate the trajectories of the first 15 calls of Averaging OGDA
and OGDA (iterations 1 <t < 195592) in Figure 4 and Figure 5. In each subplots, we draw a vertical dotted
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Figure 3: The numerical performance of Homotopy-P0 with a slightly generalized switching scheme. In the
new switching scheme, the k-th call to Averaging OGDA has 2" steps and the k-th call to OGDA has [2.1%]
steps. In this way, there are more iterations of Averaging OGDA so that the switches between them can be
seen more clearly. The trajectory is the average of 10 random and independent trials with this switching
pattern. The shadow area shows the standard deviation of these trials. The x-axis represents the iteration
number, while the y-axis represents the logarithm of the Nash gap. We show the trajectories of the first 15
calls of Averaging OGDA and OGDA (iterations 1 < ¢t < 195592) in this figure. The discontinuity in the
trajectory is because Averaging OGDA is an averaging style method where E[I;Igs] may not equal 2T (see
Remark 6.1). A vertical dotted line is drawn at the end of the 12-th call to OGDA (iteration ¢ = 22237).
It can be observed that on the RHS of the dotted line (iteration ¢ > 22237), the algorithm exhibits linear
convergence. This aligns with our theoretical bounds illustrated in Figure 1, where Averaging OGDA can
increase but its increase can be “omitted” compared with the decrease from the more steps of OGDA so that
the algorithm still has linear convergence.

line at the end of the 12-th call to OGDA (iteration ¢ = 22237). It can be observed that on the RHS of
the dotted line (after ¢ > 22237), the algorithm has linear convergence in each trial. In some of the trials,
Averaging OGDA can increase in some iterations. This is predicted (see segment BC in Figure 1). Since
OGDA converges linearly and Averaging OGDA takes less and less proportion in the total iterations, the
algorithm can still exhibit linear convergence on the RHS of the dotted line (¢ > 22237). This aligns with our
theoretical bounds (see the relation between segments AB and BC in Figure 1). Even in the worst case (the
8-th trial), the Nash gap is less than 1072 after 2 x 10° iterations. And in some fast cases such as the 3-rd,
4-th, 5-th, 9-th, 10-th trials, the Nash gap can be less than 107% or even 10~% in about 2 x 10° iterations.
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Figure 4: The first 4 trajectories of 10 random and independent trials with the switching pattern described for
Figure 3. The rest 6 trajectories are illustrated in Figure 5 below. In these trials, the k-th call to Averaging
OGDA and OGDA have 2% and [2.1¥] iterations respectively so that the switches between them can be
seen more clearly. The z-axis represents the iteration number, while the y-axis represents the logarithm of
the Nash gap. We show the trajectories of the first 15 calls of Averaging OGDA and OGDA (iterations
1 <t <195592) in these subfigures. The vertical dotted line is drawn at the end of the 12-th call to OGDA
(iteration ¢t = 22237). As we can see, on the RHS of the vertical dotted line (¢ > 22237), all trajectories
have linear convergence. The discontinuity is because Averaging OGDA is an averaging style method (see
Remark 6.1). The trajectories coincides with our theoretical bounds in Figure 1 where although Averaging
OGDA can cause increase, its increase can be “omitted” by the more steps of decrease from OGDA.

We also compare our algorithm with Alg. 1 in Wei et al. (2021). We choose the stepsizes of both our
Homotopy-PO and Alg. 1 in Wei et al. (2021) to be 0.1. We choose the discount factor v = 0.5, and the
rest settings are the same with those in the experiments above. The switching scheme is chosen to be the
same with that in Figure 3 above. The comparison between Homotopy-P0 and Alg. 1 in Wei et al. (2021) is
illustrated in Figure 6, where the curves are drawn by taking the average over 5 random trajectories and
connecting the points at the time points when Homotopy-P0 switches between Averaging OGDA and OGDA.
As we can see in Figure 6, Homotopy-P0 can converge to the NE set faster than Alg. 1 in Wei et al. (2021).
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Figure 5: As complement to Figure 4, this figure shows the rest 6 trajectories of the 10 random and

independent trials with the switching pattern described for Figure 3. The caption of this figure has been
integrated into that of Figure 4.

21



-
o
o

Homotopy-PO
———Alg. 1in Wei et al. (2021)

@10‘2
=
7))
(1]
Z -4
210
G
£
= 10°
[0
()]
gs}

108

1.5 2 2.5 3 35 4 4.5
iteration number «10%

0.5

-

Figure 6: Comparison between Homotopy-P0O with a slightly generalized switching scheme with Alg. 1 in Wei
et al. (2021). In the new switching scheme, the k-th call to Averaging OGDA has 2* steps and the k-th call
to OGDA has [2.1%] steps. The curves are computed from the average of 5 random and independent trials.

The curves are the segments connecting the points at the time points when Homotopy-PO switches between
Averaging OGDA and OGDA.

7 Conclusion

We propose the first algorithm that can provably find Nash equilibria in two-player zero-sum Markov
games with global linear convergence. It is constructed by a meta algorithm Homotopy-P0O with two base
algorithms Local-Fast and Global-Slow. We design a novel switching scheme in the meta algorithm so that
it can achieve global linear convergence. Then, we instantiate Homotopy-P0O by proving that the proposed
OGDA method and Averaging OGDA method can serve as Local-Fast and Global-Slow respectively. This
instantiation of Homotopy-P0 yields a decentralized algorithm that is not only globally linearly convergent to
the Nash equilibrium set but also symmetric and rational. Our proof for the local linear convergence of the
example base algorithm OGDA might be of independent interest.
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A Stability of projected gradient descent/ascent with respect to
the Nash equilibrium set

In this section, we show the stability of the distance to the Nash equilibrium set after one step of projected
gradient descent/ascent. The results in this section are important in our proofs for the local linear convergence
of OGDA and the geometric boundedness of Averaging OGDA.

The following lemma shows that projected gradient descent/ascent is very “stable” on the NE set. More

specifically, if the players have attained a Nash equilibirum, then, their policies will remain invariant by doing
projected gradient descent/ascent.

Lemma A.1. For any Nash equilibrium z = (z,y) € Z*, let ¥, yT be the variables after one step of
projected gradient descent/ascent with stepsize n > 0, i.e., for s €S

zh = Pau (@ —1Q.), yf = Pas (v, +1(Q) z.).

Let z¥ = (z %, y™), then, 27 = 2.

Proof of Lemma A.1. Let u; = QJy,. By Lemma G.1, z, € argming ca , (2}, Q;¥,) . Equivalently,
supp (z5) C argmin, u*(a), where supp(z;) is the index set of the nonzero entries in .

Next, we will show ¢ = x,. Since z is the projection onto A4 and Slater’s condition is naturally
satisfied in the simplex constraint, by the KKT conditions,

z ! (a) — @s(a) + nui(a) — Ao + A =0,
Aoz (a) =0, Va € [4],

Ao >0, Va € [A],

zl(a) >0, Va € [A4],

Z zl(a)=1.

a€[A]
Then, for a € [A], A\, > 0 only if 2 (a) = 0; otherwise, 1 (a) = zs(a) — nu(a) + Ao. Thus,
zl (a) = max {zs(a) — nui(a) + Ao, 0} .
If Ao = 7 - mingepa) u}(a), then by combining with supp (z5) C argmin, u}(a), we have
max {z,(a) — ul(a) + o, 0} = z4(a),

ie., > ,max{x.(a) —nui(a)+ Ao,0} = 1. Thus, for Ao > 7 - mingep4) u}(a) or Ao < 7 - mingepa) u;(a), we
will have ) max{zs(a) —nul(a) + Xo,0} > 1 or Y, max{xs(a) — nui(a) + Ao,0} < 1, respectively. To
meet the condition ) ¢ 4 x}(a) =1, we have to let \g = 7 - min,e4) u}(a). Now,

z7 (a) = max {zs(a) — nui(a) + X, 0} = zs(a), Ya € A.
Analogously, y = y.. O

The following lemma is a perturbed version of Lemma A.1.

Lemma A.2. For any z = (z,y) € Z, 2 = (%,¥y) € Z and matrices {QS, @S} s CRA*B let T, yt be
se
the position after one step of projected gradient descent/ascent with stepsize n > 0, i.e., for s € S

w:_ = PA_A (is - anys)7 y: = PAB (@15 +77(@5)T$s) .
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Let zt = (zt,y™), then,

+ 3% <8dist? (2, 2%) + 42 S B b) — Q*(a,b)|
Hz Z” < 1S (Z, )+ i ;S‘ (a,geaj(XB|QS(a, ) Qs(aa )|

+42 YA max  |Q,(a,b) — Q(a,0)’
sES

(a,b)e AxB
4n% max {A,B}2
(1—7)?
Proof of Lemma A.2. Denote £* = Py« (z), y* = Py« (y), 2* = (z*,y*); 5 = Px- (), ¥" = Py- (¥),
Z* _ (~*7;g*)
Let us = Q,y,, vt = QLy%, then
ul = usll < VBllul — ul

§\/J§( max Q. )~ Q2.0 .l + oy |QZ(a,b)|||ysy§||1>

(a,b)e AxB a,b)e AxB

dist® (z, 2*).

<vB max |Q (a,b) — Q:(a,b)|+1

B
dist *
(a,b)EAXB — 18 (ysvys)a

i.e.

2
luf = u® <2 (B max |Q(a,b) — Q(a,b)[” + B)gdistZ (yyy;")) : (25)

(a,b)eAxB (1 —

By Lemma C.1, (Z*,y*) is also a Nash equilibrium. Denote Z:" = Pa, (z; —nQ:y:). Then, by
Lemma A.1,

T =%l (26)
By triangle inequality, we have

ot - &) <27 - &

B e R A

= ||7)AA (Ts —nus) —Pa, (%: - nu:)H + 0+ dist (g, XY)
< His —x, | +nl|us — wl| + dist (z5, XJ)

=2dist (T, X)) +n||lus — ulll,

where the first equality is by (26) and the second inequality comes from the fact that for any a, b € R4,

[Pa (@) = Pa, (B)] < la—b.
Taking square and summing over s € S and combining with (25) yield that

|2+ — &||” <8dist? (&, )

2
+ 47]2 <B max |Qs(a’a b) - Q:((L b)|2 + LgdiStg (yvy*)> .

s (a,b)e AxB (1 77)
Analogously,

|yt — | <8dist? (g, ")

’\ 2 A2 . .2
+ 4n? (A max |Q,(a,b) — Q%(a,b)|” + ———dist (w,X*)) .
“Z (ab)eAxB (1—~)°
Then, the result follows by summing up the bounds for ||z — 5“2 and [[yT — @Hz O
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B Proof for local linear convergence of OGDA

In this section, we prove the local linear convergence of OGDA (Theorem 5.1).
For notational simplicity, we assume 77 = 0 in the analysis below. Recall the OGDA algorithm (77 = 0):
the min-player and max-player initialize

' =2"=2, 3" =¢"=7. (27)
and the min-player updates for ¢t > 1 as follows
ol =Pa, (87 =@y ) (280)
& = Pa, (30 —nQlyt), (28b)
while the max-player updates for t > 1 as follows
yi=Pa, (B 40 (@) i), (20a)
=Pau (37 0 (@) at). (29b)

Here, we denote
Q' = Q™Y vt>0
s s ) - Y-

The policy @! and y! are played by the min-player and the max-player at iteration . And &', §' are
local auxiliary variables to help generate the policies ! and y°.

Since we initialize z° = Z, y° = ¥, we drop the notation of Z, § below and directly use z°, y° to denote
the initial policies.

To prove the local linear convergence of OGDA, we first introduce some notations and auxiliary variables.

t

Additional notations and auxiliary variables. We denote the policy pairs 2zt = (zf,y'), 2" = (%t

~t
)
~t*

and denote the projections onto the Nash equilibrium sets as Z," = Px: (z), g = Py- (y!), 2z, =

Pz (2%). Since z', ﬂt, 2" are treated as concatenated vectors, we have from the elementary property of
the fo-norm that 2°* = (37,3%), & = Pa- (it) - {55’5} G = Py (gt) - {gt}  E =
seS SES
Pz (zt) - {zg*} ,and 2 = (3, 3").
seS

Let po be the uniform distribution on S. Then, we denote the state visitation distribution under the
policy pairs (2%, ) and (zt,7" V") as

FE—Dx gt

7 t ~(t—1)*
Po

di(s) = d (s), dy(s)=dg, " " (s). (30)

It follows by definition that for any s € S,

l1—v t l—v t
5 <d,(s) <1, 5 <d,(s) <1

Define weighted sums of distances

O = 37 dl(s)dist? (&1, 27 ) + d (s)dise® (7,37 )

sES

6t = 3 att (s)aise? (&, 47 ) + i ()ist? (52,37

seS
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and potential functions

A = dist® (29, 2%) = dist?(2, 2%),
Nk (32)

At =0"+ ,t> 1

We will show the linear convergence of A given dist? (zo, Z*) < §on* for some problem-dependent constant
(50 > 0.
B.1 One-step analysis

Our proof for local linear convergence starts from the following elementary lemma, which is derived by
combining a standard analysis of optimistic gradient descent/ascent with the smoothness of Q%Y with respect
to the policy pair (z, y).

Lemma B.1. Let {mt, z', yt,ﬂt} be generated from OGDA (28), (29). Then, for any t > 0, we have

77< B gt Qitly t+1>
1 . - tx 1, - 1 ~
(O G P )
16A (A + B)n? 2
+ 1|7 =
(1-"
and
0 (5 - ot (@) al)
1 ~tx ~ ~tx Ipe ~
g (I3 =50~ 1507 =37 - 13—t = Sl — 5t (34)
16B (A + B)n? 2
S OBALE e
(1-7"

Proof of Lemma B.1. We abbreviate ' = z*, %i* = ¥ in this proof. By (28b), since %?‘1 is the projection
onto A4, we have

< ,: ~Z+1’ ~z+1 Qt+1 t+1> > 0, Yt > 0.
Equivalently,
+ 1
n<335 saQt ! t+1> 9 (H

Similarly, from (28a),

I AR

P - N - ).

<5iﬂ — it gttt m " rnQlyt > >0, vt > 0.

ie.,

t+1 ~t+1 t, t
77<:'E8+ — T ’sts> <

t+1 ~t |2 ~t+1 2 ~t 112
(I3 = &L — 3 — 2t |* - (|2t - &)
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Then, we have
"7<517t+1_513:, t+1y1;+1>
_77< t+1 — t+1yé+1>+77<932+1—5Z+1,Qiy§>
+n<wt+1 G Qitiytt! Qtyt>
S S
S (e e A R A S CAEA )

~t+1
+n<wi“ J,Qt“ A Q‘;yi>

Lt gt — )_1~t+1_ )2 _ Ly o2
<5 (12 [ ZZ =2 = Slle -2l
+dn?A ||Qi+1yi+1 - QiyiHoo
By (120) of Lemma G.3, we have
HQtJrl t+1 QtytH
s§J S
< |00~ @ [y Q]

\/A+B”zt+1_zt’| \nytH_ng 2\/A+B’ 41 Zt”
(1—-7)? 1—n T (1-9)? '

Then, (33) follows by combining (35) with (36). And (34) follows by similar arguments. O

We consider weighted sum of (33) and (34) using the state visitation distribution d’(s), d;(s) defined
in (30) as the weighting coefficients.

Lemma B.2. (One-Step Analysis) Let {:13 'y y } be generated from OGDA with n < %. Then,
for anyt >0,

o+l 4 1_’7H~t+1 t+1H2
5 T L—5 (1~ -
S@’W—an -z HQ_ 5 (H t+1 t+1||2+Hzt+1_zt||2>.

Proof of Lemma B.2. Recall that pg denotes the uniform distribution on §. By Lemma G.2,

t+1

ot gt* i+
VE Y (po) =V Y (po)
1 ~tx b1

pttl gtr ptt1 gtt1 2t ytt 5
=VE ¥ (po) =V Y (po) +VE Y (po) = VE Y (po) (38)
1

=1~ 5 (d;ﬂ(s) <:1:’.;+1 ;:7 Qitly t+1> _ d7;+1( ) <yi+1 52*7 (Qgﬂ)T $§+1>> .
seS

As ™ € x*, ™ € Y*, by Lemma G.1, (it*, ﬂt*) also attains Nash equilibrium. Thus, we have

t+1 t*

V$
Vil?

" (po) = VE Y (o)

~tx ~tx ~tw ~tx ~tx ¢ (39)
T (po) — VI (pg) + VI (pg) — VT (pg) > 0,

t+1 t*
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Substituting (33), (34) into (38) yields that

pt+l gt Ftr gt+l
n(l—v)(V Y (po) =V (po)>

<33 (a3 - a7 + 4y |5 - 7))
—si;(dzﬂ e - & + a0 - 9L))
S (@ - T @ - )
sES

7%Z(d;+1(5)”m§+175‘tg||2+d;+1 )yttt - Nin)
seS

I @ )

By combining with the facts that Hth — ~f*

counterparts for the max-player, we have

| > dist (Nt“, X) d'(s) > 122, 3. o diF(s) = 1 and their

n(t =) (V=" (o) =V (o))

)
<lét ;@f-&-l 1—’7H~t+1 t+1H2 1—’7Hzt+1 ~tH

2

(A+ B)? (40)

+ (1—)4" (1= =27 + 12 - =)
-

7~t71t+1f177’y~t+17 21— t+1 ~t2 1 3t £12
At ] st P L e E

7

where the last inequality is by our condition on 7.
By combining (39) with (40) and rearranging, we have

41, L= sttt 12
e Era
~ 1—7~ 2 1=/~ 2 —t12
e e I (R IR E
This completes the proof. O

B.2 Progress of projected gradient descent/ascent

The following lemma is a standard step in the analysis of projected gradient descent.

1—v . . . .
Lemma B.3. Ifn < ma(VAVE]’ for any t > 0, let py be the uniform distribution on S, then

& g N2 365 - ~
73 (V0 V) < s (B - e - E ).

seS B FY)

Proof of Lemma B.3. Since .7 is a projection onto A4, for any @/, € Ay,

S

<5:~z+1 & _|_77Qt+1 GH gt §i+1> >0,
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ie.,

S

77<%t+1 2, Qity t+1> < <~t+1 _ %t ! it+1>.
Then, by combining with the condition on 7,

77<mi+1—a:’s, t+1yi+1><7l< t+1 —z, t+1 t+1>+n||mt+1 iHHHQiHngH

< (@0 - ata a0 ¢ A e g <oflatt g+ a2
<2[ai - | + 3= - 2

’ t+1

For any so € S and ¢’ € X, by Lemma G.2 and the fact that Y __sds ¥ (s) =1,

n (VT o) =V () = 3 (o) (7~ al QL )
bES
<Y an ) ( sup (ol — a ?“yi“>)
seS T/EAA
1 ~ ~
<o max (2]}~ &L + 3|2t — :cfle)
1—7 ses
1 ~t t+1_ ttl
< (et -t e -3
ie.,
t t t ]. ~ ~
(V7 a0) = VI a)) < T (=3 a3
-
Similarly,
1y t41 b1 1 ~ ~
(7402 2 5 e 5] o o)
By (122) and (123), we have
zttly ztt \/Z t+1  ~t
‘V (SO)-V (SO)’SW r — I s
o . VB e
VI ) = VI (s0)] € o [0~
Then, by combining (41), (42), (43) and the condition on 7, we have
t ot 2 36 ~t41 2 ~t|12
P (V1 00) = VI s0)) < s (I3 =2 - F).

The result follows by taking sum over sg € S.

(43)

O

Next, we extend Lemma 4 of Gilpin et al. (2012) and Theorem 5 of Wei et al. (2020) from matrix games
to Markov games. Firstly, we prove the following auxiliary lemma, which is used in the proof of Lemma B.5.
This lemma is straightforward from the contraction and monotonicity of the Bellman operator, we attach its

proof for completeness.
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Lemma B.4. For policies € € X and y € Y, if there is a vector v € R such that for any s € S
(xs, Q [v]ys) > v(s), then, we have that for any s € S,

V®Y(s) > v(s).
Proof of Lemma B.J. For any vector u € R®, define the mapping ® : RS — RS with
Dlu](s) = (s, Q [uly,) -
Then, for any w1, us € R, by definition,

Y Y B s a b))y, () [un(s) — ua(s)

s'€S (a,b)eAXB

|@[w1](s) — uz](s)

S’}/”ul - u2||oo :

Thus, we have
| @[u1] — lu]|| L <7 llur — uall, (44)

i.e., @ is a contraction mapping.
Define vy = ®[v] and vj1 = ®[vy], ... Then, by (44), we have

[orr1 = vklloe <7 llok = k-1l < AF o1 = 0|, -

Then, the limit of vy exists and we denote the limit v, = limg_, vi. Obviously, v, is a fixed point of ¢
because

v, = lim v, = lim ®lvg_1] = [lim 'vk_l} = Dv,].
k—o0 k—oo k—o0

As VBY(s) = (x5, Q,[V™Y]y,), we have ®[VTY] = V*Y e, V*Y is a fixed point of ®. By the contraction
property of @ as in (44), its fixed point is unique. Thus,

w! —_—
VEY = o,.

By definition, for any wu;, us € R, if u; > u, in entry-wise sense, then ®[u;] > ®[uy] in entry-wise
sense. Since the condition (g, Q [v]y,) > v(s) for any s € S is equivalent to v; > v in entry-wise sense. By
induction, we have vy (s) is non-decreasing in k. Combining with the fact that v, = limy_, o v, we have that
for any s € S,

V®Y(s) = vi(s) > v(s).

This completes the proof. O

The following lemma is an extension of Lemma 4 of Gilpin et al. (2012) and Theorem 5 of Wei et al.
(2020) for matrix games to Markov games, it plays an important role in lower bounding the progress of
gradient descent/ascent.

Lemma B.5. There exists a problem-dependent constant ¢y > 0 such that for any z = (x,y) € Z and s € S,

Vei(s) = VI¥(s) > ¢, - dist(zs, Z7).
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Proof of Lemma B.5. Recall that v*(s) is the minimax game value at state s and Q% = Q,[v*]. For any
s € S, choose

Y, € argmax (T, Qyl), T, € argmin (z), Qly,).
y;GAB EQEA‘A

Then, by Shapley’s theorem (Lemma G.1), X x V¥ is the NE set for the matrix game min, max,, o Q.
Then, we have

(s, QTY,) 2 v7(s), (@5, Qy,) <7 (s). (45)

Then, by (1) and the definitions of Zg, ¥, there exists a constant ¢y > 0 such that for any s € S, we have

(s, Q5Y,) — (Zs, QTy,) = ¢y - dist(zs, Z7). (46)

Define the policies Z = {Z,},.5 and ¥ = {y,},.5. Combining (45) with Lemma B.4 yields that for any
seS,

Then, by definition, in entry-wise sense,

QY= Q. [V > Q7).
By combining the above equations, we have for any s € S,
VET(s) = VT (s) > VoI (s) — VEY(s)
= (2., Q279,) — (2., @%y.) = (2., QV*7]5,) — (7., Q.V¥]y, )

2 <$Sv Qs[v*]@s> - </w\57 Qs[v*]ys> = <(l}5, Q:@s> - <§Sv Q:ys>
>cy - dist(zs, Z7),

where the second last inequality is by (45), the last inequality is by (46).
Then, the proof is completed. O

By combining Lemma B.3 and Lemma B.5, we provide lower bounds for the progress of projected gradient
descent (PGD).

Lemma B.6. (Progress of PGD) Let {Zt’zt}tgo be generated from OGDA with n < m, then for
any t > 0, we have
2,22
S |2 ot 2 s LT
R e i)
Proof of Lemma B.6. By Lemma B.3 and Lemma B.5, we have
St+1 t+11|2 i1 w2 (1= )0 AR gt 2
R R e N (),
€s
(1— '7)277203r s 2~ (1- 7)277201 t
> T dist Z)> 70
ZTgeg V(2D 2 g ’
where the last inequality above comes from the fact that d’(s) <1, d;(s) <1 for any s € S. O
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B.3 Stability of state visitation distribution near the Nash equilibrium set

The main motivation behind the proofs in this section is Lemma A.1, which shows that projected gradient
descent is very “stable” on the NE set.

The following lemma is a perturbed version of Lemma A.1. It is extensively used in the proof of Lemma B.8.
Its proof follows by Lemma A.2 and Lemma G.3 with a simplification of coefficients.

Lemma B.7. For any z = (z,y) € Z and z = (%,y) € Z, let £,y be the policy after one step of
projected policy gradient descent/ascent with stepsize n > 0, i.e., for s € S

~ T ~ z,y\ T
wj_ = PA.A (wS - anwys) ) yj— = PAB (ys + n (Qs7y> ws) .
Let z¥ = (z*,y™), then,

2 9
wdisﬁ (z,2%).
(t=7)"

Proof of Lemma B.7. Denote * = Py« (), y* = Py« (y) and z* = (z*,y*). By Lemma G.1, (z*, y*)
attains Nash equilibrium and Q% ¥ = Q. By (120), we have

< \/A+B|’z —z*H’

2% - Z||” < 8dist? (2, 2*) +

max | Q*¥(a,b) — Q:(a,b)

(a,b)EAXB (1—7)2
Then, by combining with Lemma A.2, we have
-~ - 8S (A+ B)?n?
|zt - sz < 8dist® (2, 2*) + (;2177&3‘52 (z,2%).
(1—=7)
This completes the proof. O
The following lemma uses Lemma B.7 to show that when Al is close to 0, Hzt‘H -2, |Et+1 - EtH will

be small, which implies the difference between O and ©* will also be small.
Lemma B.8. Consider the sequence {zt, Et} generated from OGDA with stepsize n < %' There is

5
a problem-dependent constant 61 = O (%) > 0 such that for any 7 >0 and t > 1, if A'=1 < 7261, we
have

|of - of| < .
Proof of Lemma B.8. By the condition on 7, we have % < 1. Denote ¢’ = ﬁ, ' = % and define

the problem-dependent constant

_ (1—9)* _ (1=7)°
&_S%A+mum%WJ%w)_O<%m+B)‘ (47)

We also denote § = 72§, below.

The positive constants ¢y, ca, - -+ , ¢y below are all polynomials in S, A, B, 1/(1 —7), the definition for each
of them follows from the line it first occurs.

Since d’(s), d;(s) > PT'Y = ¢/, the condition A*~! < 72§; = § implies that

dist? (Et_l,Z*> <, ||E:'t_1 - 2:’5*1”2 <c’6.
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Then,

dist® (271, 2%) < 2dist® (“ Lz ) +2 7 = 2P <2 + o

By applying Lemma B.7 with Z := 2'!, z := 2'~!, we have
PAR L < 8c +2(c + " 5d§f016. (48)
I (¢ +¢")
Thus,
dist? (2',2%) < 2dist? ( iz ) +2||2" - Et_1||2 <(2d +2¢1) 0 EC (49)
By setting 2 := 2 ', z := 2z in Lemma B.7, we have
128 = 271" < (8¢ + ¢2) 6 & 36 (50)
Therefore,
dist? (2, 27) < 2aist® (37, 2°) +2[[7' - 27" < (2 + 205)0 ¥ s, (51)
Again, utilize Lemma B.7 with Z := 2', z := 2!, we have
HZH_l - Et]|2 S (804 + CQ) 1) déf 655. (52)
Thus,
Y (e A Al W E
(53)
<3(cs+c3+c1)d def ceo.
Now we can bound
H'zvt — Et_1|’2 + Hz“‘l — th2 < (c3+cg)0 def c70. (54)
Since X is a convex set, the projection onto it is non-expansive, i.e., HEZ* — %gtil)*n = ||77X; (%i) —
P (57 1 <13 - 27" Then,
H (515* yt+1) B (5(t_1)*7yt) H2 < H%t* . %(t—l)*| 2 + HyH_l . yt||2
<5 = P g - g < B - 2 < e
Analogously,
H( t+1 t*) N (wt,g(t—l)*)HZ < Hzt _ Et_1||2 + Hthrl _ zt||2 < 0.
By (121) of Lemma G.3 and (30), for any s € S,
|dt+1(5) B t | _ |d§t*7yt+ ( ) daz(t 1) (S)|
VA+BH( "yt (B0 )H (A+B)erd (55)
1—x - 1—7 '
Similarly, we also have for any s € S,
|+ (s) — di(s)] < VAT B)erd (56)

1—7

What remains is to bound the term 7”(14;:5)676 on the RHS of (55) and (56). Using (48)-(54
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e (by (48)) c1 =10 + 2¢”

e (by (49)) co = 22¢' + 4¢”

e (by (50)) c3 = 30c + 4c”

e (by (51)) ¢y = 62" + 8"

e (by (52)) c5 = 518¢' + 68¢”

o (by (53)) co = 1674¢ + 222¢"
o (by (54)) ¢z = 1704¢ + 226¢”

By the definition of 6; in (47) and our notation § = 7281, we have

(A+ B)c7d T(l—'y).

1—7 S

Then, by combining with (55), we have |dZ(s) — dffl(s)| < 209 By combining with the fact that

.
dl(s) > 15, we have

x

L (s) — di(s)] < md (s).
Analogously, for any s € S,
‘d;(s) - d;+1(s)| < Td;(s).
Then, the result follows by the definition of © and ©7 in (31). O

B.4 Proof of Theorem 5.1

We prove the local linear convergence of OGDA. Firstly, we specify Step I and Step II of the proof sketch for
Theorem 5.1 in Section 5.1 as in (59), (57) below.
By Lemma B.6, we have

1—7 /)~ B
g (B =2 P e = 37) > eore, (57)
where
_al—? s
= Tmasr (58)

Then, combining (57) with Lemma B.2 and the definitions of A, ©!, © in (32), (31) yields that for any
t>1,

~ 11—~ 1-— ~ ~
A<+ 8 -0t 7 - S ([l - - )
85 45 (59)
~ 11—~
<At + 0! -0 - =7 ||zt — thQ — cgn* O,
85
Next, we define constants ¢y, dp which are used to characterize the linear convergence rate and the local
linear convergence neighborhood. We define

(A=) s 1
comm{ S 33 > 0. (60)
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Recall the problem-dependent constant §; > 0 defined in Lemma B.8, we define
do = 00(51 > 0. (61)

Now, we prove A1 < (1 — co) At by induction. For the case t = 0, firstly, by the definitions of A°, @0,
0% in (32), (31) and the fact that 12* < df(s) <1, 12 < dt( ) <1, we have

A0S 80 @0 > L0
S
Then, by combining with Lemma B.2, (57) and the fact that 2° = 20, we have

_ 2
A <A — gn?00 < <1 — (1:;,)0877> A% < (1 — cOnQ) A°.

If we have shown AJ+! < (1 — co)j N for j=0,- — 1, we next prove it for ¢t. By induction hypothesis,
AT < A0 < ot = (con?)26s.
By Lemma B.8,
ot < (1 + 00772) oet.
Then, by combining with (59) and the fact that co < cs/2, ¢o < 1/2 from the definition of ¢g in (60), we have
AL <A 4 eon?O! — — H~t t||2 — 226"
§At—min{con2,;} (@t '7H~t tHQ)
= (1 — 00772) A"
By induction, we have for any ¢ > 0,
At < (1 — cOnQ)t AL,

Using the fact that _7 <dl(s)<1,i2 < d;(s) < 1 and the definition of A* in (32), we have

— S
dist? (2, 2*) <2 (dist2 (zf,z*) LE - 2| ) < 7At
85 8S . )
S1o4 (1— con?) A° = i (1= con®)" dist? (2°, 2%)
85 -
=1 (1= con®) dist® (2,27),

where z = (Z, y) is the initial policy pair (27). This completes the proof for local linear convergence of
OGDA.
As for the order of ¢y and dy, by (58) and (60),

1—v)%2
wmo (U @
By Lemma B.8, §; = O 21_77)0 . Then, by (62) and (61),
S5(A+B)
(1- )8t
= A S 63
% O<S9(A—|—B) (63)
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Since we need 1 < O(%) in Theorem 5.1, by setting n = O(&), we have the linear convergence

V5(A+B) VS(A+B)
rate
(1 _ )9 2
l—eg?=1-0(>_1%
con <S4(A + B)?

and to have linear convergence, dist(z71, Z*) needs to satisfy

1—7)% 3
dist(2™, 2*) < /oot = O (H)C*>

Sz (A+ B)>2

C Proofs for global convergence and geometric boundedness of
Averaging OGDA

In this section, we prove that the Averaging OGDA method introduced in (7) of Section 3.2 can serve as
Global-Slow in the meta algorithm Homotopy-PO. The proof of global convergence (Theorem 4.1) is in
Appendix C.1. The proof of geometric boundedness (Theorem 4.2) is in Appendix C.2.

To begin with, let us recall the Averaging OGDA method: the min-player initializes

g =aT =&, VT(s) = VI(s) = VTV (o) (64)

while the max-player initializes

gl =y =g, V() = VE(s) = V(). (65)
The min-player updates for ¢t > T3 as follows:
T1 Lgi
= IaIéIJI;‘I Z at + 4’ (a), (66a)
j=T1
mi =Pa. (5?1 - ngi’l) : (66b)
= Pas (87 = na'), (66c)
where
4\ = Q,[V'yt, (67)

and Q,[] is the Bellman target operator defined in the introduction. Meanwhile, the max-player updates for
t > T as follows:

- +1
= max Z ol g (68a)
j=T1
t _ -1
Ys = Pag ( Yt ) ; (68b)
ﬂs = PAB (?71;_1 + 7@2) ) (68C)

where



At the end iteration T5, the min-player and the max-player compute the following average policies respectively

T>
~A[TTs] t=Ti+l ot T1 5] _ t—T1+1
T = « 27T1+1 ; aTg T1+1y

t=T, t=T,

The min-player plays policy ! and the max-player plays policy y* at iteration t. The variables z', vt
and ¥, V' are all local auxiliary variables to help generate the policies z* and y*.

We provide a short description of the intuition behind Averaging OGDA. As in Remark 3.4, Averaging
OGDA tackles the problem (14) by using V', 7' instead of V="' to approximate v*. The corresponding
policy gradients Q4[V. t}yé, Qs[V'] T2t are good directions in the sense that we can provide a good lower bound

for (2t — 28)TQ[V |yt + (vt — yg)TQs[Vt}Txi. More specifically, by Lemma G.1 and Fact C.2, we have

(e = )T QuV Tyl + ()" = 1) T Qa[V'] Tl 2 IV = V.
As in Appendix C.1, the term ||Vt — V| is relatively easy to control. Thus, Qs[V']yt, Qs[V] 2l are
“good” directions.

C.1 Global convergence rate of Averaging OGDA

Our task in this section is to prove the global convergence of Averaging OGDA (Theorem 4.1). To this end,
we need to bound dist? (E[Tl:Tz],Z*) by O(log(Te> — T1) /(T — T1)). Our roadmap can be depicted as follows:

Lemma C.6

dist? (2177, zx) bemipa O3 |yt e O RepTit TS O(1/(Ty — Th))

The regrets above are defined as

Reg;"(s) = min > ol 17 (2} — 2d, Q,[V]yl),
AJ=T1
t
; T o v - (69)
Reg,'"(s) = max > oq”ny (e QulVV] (. — v2)).
° j=T1

Reg"* = max (Reg,'*(s) — Regl*(s)) .

More specifically, we bound the distance dist(Z (T2:T2] , Z*) in the following steps:

1. (Lemma C.3) bounding dist(z 73T L Z%) by O HVT2+1 KTQ'HHOO)

dlst( [T1:T2) z* ) < O(||VT2+1 KT2+1||00)

2. (Lemma C.4) bounding ||V Tt ZTQHH<>o by regrets:

Ts
*T2+1 Ty+1 Ty:T 1 Tyt 711 T
—yT <Re12+0< )' Reg™ + [V =V
v | < Reg o) | 2 R ||

3. (Lemma C.6) bounding the regrets:

1
Regt < O ()
& =Y \ne-m)
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The following fact about o can be found in Section 4 of Jin et al. (2018). It will be used extensively in
our proofs below.

Fact C.1. The stepsize a{ satisfy:
(i) 2,00 =1+ 4,V j>1
(ii) Yool =1,V ¢ > 1.
(i) of <oy and oy <of ,Vt>1,1<j<t.

Firstly, we show that the local auxiliary variables V' (s), Vt(s) are lower and upper bounds for v*(s).
Then, to bound HVt — ’U*HOO and ||Kt —v* o’ it suffices to bound HVt — KtHOO.

Fact C.2. For anyt € [T :Ts) and s € S,

0 < Vis) < v(s) <V'(s) < ——

0< iréiﬁgi(a) <v*(s) < rgleaé(ﬁg(b) < ﬁ
Proof of Fact C.2. By (66a), we have

Vii(s) =V
By the definition of ¢! in (67),

CteN / b1, ¢
ming (o) = min (x, Q,1/]y,).
Recall that by Lemma G.1, v*(s) = min,, max, (zs, Q;y,) and Q; = Q[v*].
Suppose V7 (s) < v*(s) for any s € S and j € [T} : t], then we have
. 5 o . 7 i 1 . / * t
min g (a) = mip (z, Q,[V7]yl) < o (z4, Q.[v']yy)

< minmas (2, Q1)) = v (s).
S s

which leads to V! (s) < v*(s) for any s € S.

Then, it follows by induction that V'(s) < v*(s), minge4 gi(a) <wv*(s) for any t € [T1 : Tz] and s € S.
Analogously, Vt(s) > v*(s), maxpep q4(a) > v*(s) for any t € [T} : Ty] and s € S.

Tt also follows by induction directly that the value of Kt(s),vt(s), minge 4 g (a), maxpes q'(a) stays in
[0, 1-]. O

LA
The following lemma shows that to bound dist? (E[leTz‘],Z*)a it suffices to bound Hvt N Kt”‘x"
Leroma C.3. There is a problem-dependent constant 0= \C/—f > 0 such that the average policy ST _
(a[T1:T2],@\[T1:T2]) satisfies

dist (2[T11T2]7Z*> < 6 ||VT2+1 —ZT2+1HOO,
Proof of Lemma C.5. Recall that Q% = Q,[v*]. By (67) and Fact C.2,
Ty T
: t—T1+1 _t _ . t—Ty+1 , ot
min ) o, g,(a) = min ) o (2 QuVy5)
t=T, t=T,
T
3 t—T1+1 *
Szln’enilj‘ aT2—1Tl <:E/S’ stg>
s t=T,
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Analogously,

Ty T> .
t— T+1 tipy t—T1+1 7t
max )  ar, i gs(b) = max g,y <w S[V]ys>
€B ~ YLEAB &
t=T1 t=T,
T
t—T1+1 *x
> max Qa7
_y;€A5 T2 Tl < y >
t=T1
Thus,
—T5+1
VT (s) - V()
T2 T2
t— T1+1 t : t—T1+1 ¢
=1max o, b) — min « a
has q.(b) o Ty—Ty QS( )
t=T, t=T1
T2 T2
t—T1+1 . TlJrl
> max ) an_r (@, Qiy:) — min (2 QlyL)
s t=T, s t=T1
~[Ty:T: . ~[T:T:
= max <:z:[S ! 2],Q;‘y's> — min <$;, sglh 2]>.
yLEAB T EA A
By (1),

[Ty T . AT T . (AT T
max (20072 @y — min (2, Q5T > ¢ - dist (2I1TR) z¥).
; s ) Wsds ; s WsYs + s )’ s
YyLEAB T EAA

Let C = , then,

HVTQH*ZTQHH >max(max <§[T1:T2],Q:y; — min <Cl¢/97 :ﬂ[TI:T2]>>

o0 T seS \yLeAs T, €A

~ 1
>ma§(c+ dist ( [T T2]7Z;) > — - dist (z[ 1'T2],Z*) .
€

c
This completes this proof. O
The following lemma mainly uses Fact C.1 (i) and induction to show that ||VT2+1 —yhH ||OO can be
bounded by weighted sum of the regrets defined in (69).
Lemma C.4. The value functions V Tt , VT satisfies
To+1 2y (H +1) & T
VT oyt < RegTHTE 4 Reg + V' =V |-
[V VRl < R - e (2 R IV
Proof of Lemma C.4. By Fact C.2 and the definition of the operator Q,[-], we have
V(a, b vt ,b)< Vvt .
e (QuV(0,0) — @IV(a,h)) <[V - V| (70)

The following relation follows by definitions of V' in (66a) and QJ; in (67),

t t
Ti+1 j . j—T1+1 i
Vi(s)=min }_ oi-pligl(e) = min > of-p (2l QuVlyl).
j=T1 ° j=T
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Analogously,

Ti+1 j—T1+1 j T7J
() = max > ol 10 = max 3 ol 7l (21 Q1))
j=T1 ° j=T

Summing up the above two equations yields that

V() = ()

_ j—T1+1 i 77,1 . J=Ti4+1 /1 i
= max at—Tll-i—l <qu’ Q[V ]ys> - z,HellgA at—T11+1 <ws’ S[Kj]y§>
Jj=T1 s =T

< max 3" ol F (21 QUV) (v - i)
? =T

YLEAB
J=11
t
iy S T (el - Q)
z A
j=T1
£l (o (@ - @) )
j=T1

t .
<Reg}*(s) — Reg;(s) +7 Y ol IV = V||,
Jj=T

where the last inequality is by (70). Thus,
t 4 ‘
[V - v < Reg™ 4y 3 ol i [V -V (71)
j=T1

Taking sum on both sides of the above equation and combining with Fact C.1 (i) yield that

K c SR v’ /
SV v < SO RegT 4y S0 S ol BV v

t=T t=T t=Ty j=T\
> T» )

< Z Reg™ +7 3 > ol L[V -V
t=T1 j=T1 t=j

<3 Reg™ i Y (1+ ) IV v
t=T1 j=T1

<3 Regh +’y(1+ ) S 7 -V
t=T1 j=T1
i T 2y i J i

<D Reg'+—— ) [V -V,
t=T1 T4y j=T1

where the last inequality is from the fact that H = if—j{

After rearranging, we have

3T v < (3t 2 ). ™)

t=T, t=T1
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Since aTz TlTTil <ap_7 41 < % for any j € [T} : t], by setting ¢ := Ty in (71) and substituting (72),
we have
eias! H4+1 I
712 To+1 T :T:
7757 e < R e S P v
. H+1
<RegT1 T
SR Y T
1+'}/ Tyt =T Ty =T Ty
. > e —IIV —VR| )+ =R
t=T4
: 2y (H+1) Ty vh T
<RegTtT2 4 Reg™" + -V .
el ;T: 7 - v
1
The lemma is proved. O
The next lemma is used to derive Lemma C.6.
Lemma C.5. Foranyt e [I1:To — 1] and s € S,
2
Hqt _ t+1”2 <8372 (-1 41) + B? Hyt _ yt+1H2
—=s 2 2 s s
(1-9) (1-9)
2 2 2
it g2 8AY (-1 1) 2A ¢ 4112
[a.—a|" < r o] ENE
(1—=7) (1—=7)
Proof of Lemma C.5. By (67) and Fact C.2, we have
t t+1 <9B ’ Vila.b) — v+ (a, b) ‘
lai—at™" <28 max Q@ D) - Q@) ut;
2 2
+2B? max ‘ yitt ‘ T
X Q| vl — ot (73)
2 2B? 2
<om?vt - vl 2 ot - )
By Fact C.2, Hq || . Then, by the definition of V' in (66a), for any s € S,
t
Ty +1 Ty+1
V) = Vi) < || D el ni el - Z arnd]
j=T1 Jj=T1
oI+l 1 Ti+1 Ti+1
i1 LH H + Z g 1 i T11+1‘H
Jj=T1
S 5 (a-r1+1 =1 —m41))
<2at7T1+17
STio,
where the third inequality uses the facts that Z;/:l a{/ =1 and a{H < ag, a{ < ay forany 1 <j <t.
Thus,
20007y 41
Vv < =R 4
A A (74)

45



By substituting (74) into (73), we have

8B~? (o 2 2B?
I~ g2 < PP 2Pt
The bound for ||g} — g™ ||2 follows analogously. O

We bound the regrets in the following lemma. Its proof is mainly from combining standard analysis in
RVU property (see for instance Rakhlin and Sridharan (2013); Syrgkanis et al. (2015)) with Lemma C.5.

Lemma C.6. For any t € [T} : Tv], we have

U/ sfmax{A B}’

Tyt < 136 (A + B;H
n(l—7)

t+1

Proof of Lemma C.6. Choose an arbitrary point ¥ from A 4. Since x|

Reg Ty 41

is the projection onto A 4, we have

<a:* — gt gttt gt 4 nqt+1> >0, Vte [Ty :To —1).

S S S
Then, we have

e

1
~t+41 * t+1
n(@ -ang™) <3 (13

et g ).

Analogously,

77<33i+1 Fir q > <||mt+l wt|| - & - ZHHz — ettt - E'iHQ) '

Then, by combining the above two equations, we have

n (2t -l q't)
= (& — 2l g ) (@ = a0 ) 4 (el - E g - g
R A i CARRE A B A
+n<m?175?ﬂg?1*gﬁ
S% Iz — @t = 2)) + Al
where
AL = gL - et - et = g anl g - ol
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By taking sum on both sides of the above equation, we have

t—T1+1 t * t
n E :Oé T1+1< _ws’gs>

t=T1
%, g1 T OF, i1 ||~ 2
<SBG ol - a3 flal ] + B Hw
2 = 2
Tp—1 t T1+2 =T+ Ty—1
T1+1 Oy Ty 41t t—Ti4+2 At+1
+ > [E + D o AL (75)
t=T1+1 t=T,
alk T>—1 Tr—1
To—Th+1 2 t—T1+2 t T1+1 t—T1+2 t+1
< 1—~ +aq,_r 1t Z (aT2 T4l T1+1) Z ST R PAVS
t=T1+1 t=T
o To—1
T,—Ti+1 =Ti42 At
Sﬁ +20m,-mp1 + ) o Ut AL
t=T1
Analogously, for any y € Ag,
N To—1
t— T1+1 t QT —T1+1 t—Ty+2 t+1
n Z ar, T1+1 - Y5 q5> =" + 2o, 141 + Z ar T1-|-1A (76)
t=T, t=T,
where
AP+ — _1 ~t+1 t+1| 2 t+1 44 t+1 =t |2
L A Hy gal* + anllat - )"
t—Ty+2 t T +1 . . .
ince we have « < 2. Then combining wi e condition on 7 and the fac
Si H>1, h T 41/, 1y < 2. Then, by bining with th dit 1 and the fact
2
that H:B — gt §2H:L' -z H +2H:B’—wt‘ , we have
t—T142 9 t—T1+1 2
e e I e
T+2 2 p2
8at iy max {A%, B} n
+1 2
{ b & — 2] (77)

(1—=79)?
at Ty +2
To—T1+1 <2 Hthrl

2
= ool
16

2 2
I 4 |zt - o ) <0,

Then, by combining the definitions of AL and ALt with Lemma C.5, we have

To—1
T (8 4 A7)
t=T4
2 2 2
oot LS (jmiot o 4 g - )

T>—1 2
S 32 (A + B)y* (-1, +1)
+ t— T}I'+-2§-1 5 1 78
t=T ' (1_'7) ( )
32(A+ B)y? 2= H+1 2
<2 _ _— _
<20r,_7,4+1+ (1_7)2 tET T, Ty 41 Hti—T +1
=41
32(A+B)y? (H+1)
S 2+ : aT,— )
( -y )
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where the first inequality also uses (77) and the max-player’s counterpart of (77), the second inequality is by
the condition on 7 and Fact C.1.
By combining (75), (76), (78),

P Y ) 32(A+B)y* (H+1)
Ty:Ty .
s _77<1—7+6+ -y )T
136 (A+ B)H
< 2
n(l—7)

The bound of Reg™** for t € [T} : Ty] follows by similar arguments. O

ATy —Ty+1-

Now, we can prove the global convergence of Averaging OGDA (Theorem 4.1) by combining Lemma C.3,
Lemma C.4 and Lemma C.6.

Proof of Theorem 4.1. By Lemma C.4, Lemma C.6, we have

HVTTH *KT2+1||
136 (A+ B)H
<(—+gaT2—T1+1
n(l—7)

2y (H +1) <§: 136 (A+ B)H

7T1_ T
-NG-Ti+)\ & n(1-9)° -1+ ||V Vlﬂoo)'

Since E?ﬁn o1 < (H+1):,1120§(721”2+—1T1+1)7 we have
o * n(L—7)"(Ta =T +1) (1= (T2 -T1 +1)

By Lemma C.3, we have

dist (217772, 2%)

<& 408(H + 1)3(A + B)log(Ty — Ty + 1) 2v(H +1)
- n(1—=7)3(Ty =Ty +1) (1=~ (T =Ty +1)
O/ 10g(T2 — T1 + 1)
’I’}(TQ — T1 + 1) ’
where
o - 3280C(A+ B) _ 3280v/S(A + B)
(1—)° cr(l=7)°

This completes the proof for the global convergence of Averaging OGDA. O

C.2 Geometric boundedness of Averaging OGDA

In this section, we prove the geometric boundedness of Averaging OGDA (Theorem 4.2).
The geometric boundedness of averaging OGDA essentially relies on the stability of projected gradient
descent/ascent characterized in Lemma A.2. Intuitively, when { 27 }

set, {Kj (s),vJ (s) }jE[Tl:t
Then, by Lemma A.2, z!*! will not be far away from the Nash equilibrium set.

ey Are close to the Nash equilibrium

! will be close to v*(s). Thus, min, gz (a), max, g% (b) will also be close to v*(s).
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Our proofs in this section can be summarized as: providing mutual bounds among {dist (2%, Z*)},
{dist (Et, Z*) }, {||Vt -V} { max, gL (b) — min, g'(a)} by induction.
The following fact shows that ||VT1 —vh Hoo can be bounded by dist (zT1 , Z*).

Lemma C.7. The approzimate value functions V', v satisfy

max {m, \/@}
(1-7)?

Proof of Lemma C.7. By Fact C.2, V' (s) < v*(s) < vh (s). By Lemma G.1, V“’Tl*(s) = v*(s). Since the
min-player initializes V' (s) = yie™ (s), by combining with (123) of Lemma G.3, we have
\/>HyT1 — yhx \Fdlst( T Z*)

) R ¢ S )

v -

Vi < dist (271, 2*).

Ty *

v (s) = VT (s) = VIV (5) - VI (5) <

Analogously,

\/>dlst( Ty X*)
-y

The result follows by summing the above two equations and combining with the fact that dist(z?*, Z*) <

Vadist(zTh, X*) + v/2dist(y ", V*). =

The following lemma follows directly by the definition of v V' in (66a), (68a) and the fact that
22:1 ap = 1.

Lemma C.8. Foranyte [Ty :To — 1] and s € S

(s) —v*(s) <

At t+1 —j
\% -V < 7(b .
6=V < s () - iy o)

The following lemma bound the expansion of dist (2?, Z*). Its proof mainly uses Lemma A.2.
Lemma C.9. For any t € [I1 + 1:Ts — 1], we have
dist? (%', 2*) <18dist? (', 2%) + Sy S max {4, BY [V = V|2,
+8n omax {4, B}
(1-)°

dist® (241, 2*) <324dist? (2, 2*) + 15202 S max {A, B} [V - V||,

dist? (zt, Z*) ,

o ymax {4, B}
(1-7)?

+ 15 dist? (zt,Z*) )
In addition,

8n?Smax {A%, B*}  4n2max {A, B}’
(1—y)* (1—9)?

dist? (zT1+1, Z*) S(S + )dist2 (le,Z*) .
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Proof of Lemma C.9. By Fact C.2, we have HKt —v* Zo + HVt —o* io < HVt — K"‘Hio. Then,

B W Y 2 A ’—t A 2
Lma (@b - Qb + 4 max 1Q,[7')(ab) - Qia.b)]

<y max {4, B} (|[V' = o |2, + [V = v*|2) < max {4, B} |[V' - V'|’..

Then, by Lemma A.2, we have the following three inequalities:
|70 — 2 71|* <8dist?(2' !, 2%) + 4p*S max {4, B} - [|[V' - V*||°.
,max {A, B}’
(-9
|21 — 2||* <8dist?(3', 2*) + 4n*Smax {A, B} - |V’ — V*||°.

2
a? max {A, B}

+4n distQ(zt,Z*)z,

- dist? (zt, Z*)Q,

(1—7)°
|27 — 2T |* <8dist? (2", 2*) + 42 S max {A, B} - [V = V|2
2
+ 47727111&}( {4, ]g} - dist? (zT1 , Z*)Q.
(1=7)

The bound of dist?(Z*, Z*) follows by the fact that
dist? (2", 2*) < 2dist? (2", 27) + 22" — 2.
The bound of dist?(z**+!, 2*) follows by the fact that
dist? (2111, 2%) < 2dist® (2, 2%) + 2] 2"+ - 7.
The bound of dist?(z71*1, 2*) follows by combining with Lemma C.7. O

The following lemma is straightforward from the definitions of QZ and q-.

Lemma C.10. For anyt € [Ty : T and s € S,

max {m, \/@}

max g (8) — min ¢! (a) < [V~ VY| + ——

beB

dist (2%, Z7) .
Proof of Lemma C.10. For any s € S, we have

v*(s) — min g’ () =min (Q,[v"]y%") (a) — min(Q,[V']yt)(a)

<[ @11yl — @,y

* — t tx
< max [Quv (e ) — QU (@, b)| ||y

- (aygea}w!Qs[KtH |yl =yt

1

B (38, 27).

<o - V) P

Analogously,

A
+1\/>

max q-(b) — v*(s) < HVt —v* - —

beB

dist (wt X*) .

s S

Then, the proof is completed by combining the above two equations with the facts that dist(zs, Z¥) <
V2dist(x,, X*) + v/2dist(y,, V*). O
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Now, we can prove the geometric boundedness of Averaging OGDA (Theorem 4.2) by combining
Lemma C.8, Lemma C.9, Lemma C.10 inductively.

Proof of Theorem 4.2. To bound dist(z, Z*), it suffices to prove the relation (85) below by induction.
Before we prove (85), we first introduce the quantities which are used to define D in (84). The quantities we
will use in (84) involve the constants in Lemma C.7, Lemma C.8, Lemma C.9, Lemma C.10.

By Lemma C.7,

V" - v < Cudist (272, 27) (79)

where

o max{m, @}

(1—v)°
By Lemma C.10,
mag (pay 710) — minali)) < |77 V] ot (11, 20), (50)
where
max {\/ 24,/ QB}
Cy = .
L—n
By Lemma C.9 and the fact that /A1 + As + A3 < /A1 + VAs + A3, we have
dist (271!, 2%) < Dydist (2™, 2%) (81)
dist (24, 2") < Dadist (2, 27) + G [V = V| + Cudist (211, 27) (82)
dist (212, 2%) < Dadist (', 2") + G5 |[V"7 = V2| + Codist (21, 27)°, (83)
where
Dy = ]84 8125 max {Aj, B2}  4n?max {A;B}Q’
(1-7) (1=
8 A,B
Dy =18, C3 = n\/8Smax {A, B}, C,; = \Mnlwi(,{y’},
V152 A B
D3 = /324, C5 = 1\/152S max {A, B}, Cs = ”inj“;{ B}
Define
D= max {D1,C1 + C3,14 C, Dy + C5 + Cy, D3 + C5 + Cs} . (84)

Next, we prove (85) by induction

. j+1 % . ~J * 7 R 74 —j N . j
max {dlSt (221 27) ,dist (zs, ZS> V-V Hoo,gleag( <Ig1€aé( q’(b) grélﬂqs(a))}

< DITTHL dist (27, 27)

The case of j = T follows by (79), (80), (81).
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Now, suppose that we have shown (85) for j € [T} : t]. Then, by Lemma C.8 and the induction
hypothesis (85),

||—t+1 V| < DUTHL dist (271, 2%).

By combining the above equation with (80) and the induction hypothesis (85),

t4+1 b t—‘,—l V Vt Csdist t Z*

o (2270 mig a2 @) < [V~ V1) + Cotis (41, 22)
< (1+ Cy) DT+ dist (2™, 2%).

By combining the above two equations with (82), (83) and the induction hypothesis (85),

dist (241, 2%) < (D2 + Gy + 1) DT dist (274, 27),

dist (272, 2*) < (D3 + C5 + Cs) DT dist (270, 2%).
By the definition of D, we have proved (85) for t + 1. By induction, (85) holds for any t € [T} : Ty]. The
following relation is implied by (85) directly
dist (2%, 2") < D' - dist (27, 2%) = D' - dist (2, 27), (86)

where zZ = (&, ¢) is the initial policy pair (64), (65).

Then, (12) follows by setting Dy = D2.

By definition, we have Dy = O(S(A + B)?/(1 — 7)*) under the condition n < 1.

By Shapley’s theorem (Lemma G.1), Z¥ = X x V¥ is the set of Nash equilibria of a matrix game. Thus,
Z¥ is convex, then, Z* is also convex. Thus, we have

S
dist (Z at TITTilz ,Z*) < Z at TlTTildlst (zt,Z*).

t=T1 t=T1

As Dy > 1 in our definition, we have

T>
dist (277, 2 )<dlst<za; Tt 2 )szagﬂgildisuzaz*)

t=T, t=T,
T>—T: To—T:
<(VDo) " dist (27, 2) = (VDo) T dist(2,27).
This gives (13). O

D Proofs for global linear convergence

Proof of Theorem 3.1. Recall the constants cg, dg defined in the local linear convergence of Local-Fast,
Dy defined in the geometric boundedness of Global-Slow, C’ defined in the global convergence of Global-Slow
in Section 3.1.

Define
C'log(t
M :min{t> 1: 075() < \/(50774},
n
. 3
M} = max {[1ogI‘(ﬂ 0} +1,
con?

6
M; = — ([logmax {Dg,1}] +1).
Co7
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Let M* = max { (M), M3, (M;)Z}. Then, the order of M*

M <0 <0’2 log?(C"/(Sum)) |, log®(Dy + 1) + log(I' + 1)) | (&7)

Son'n’® con’*
For simplicity we denote

~k
z

k .7k
— lTeTell

k .7k
Note that 2¥ = 2%&Ze) is the initial policy pair of the k-th call to Local-Fast.

Define k£* as
k* =min{k € Z; : 2F > M7, 4" > M3, 2% > Mj )
Then, 28 1 < My, 48 1 < My, 28" —1 < My, ie.,
4F < qmax {(M7)%, My, (M3)?} = AM*. (88)
Firstly, we provide bounds for Z" after k > k*.

For any k > k*, since fgs — Ik +1=2%>2" > My, by (3) and the definition of My, the policy pair z"
satisfies

R C'log (2 )\ >
dist? (2", 2*) < (T’f’gék)> < Sont.

Since 2" is the initial policy pair of Local-Fast in time interval [Z% : Z], by (6), for ¢ € [T} : ZF],
Tk
dist? (2, 2%) <Ty - (1 — con®) ™™ dist? (2, 2*). (89)

Since 4% > 48" > M,

Since 2F > 28" > M3, we have

g 481 gy 28T (2871 -1)
1
<1 _con ) < (1 _ con ) < — (91)
3 3 max {Dg, 1}
Then, by combining (90) and (91), we have
y 3-(4%-1) g\ 41
PLIY con’? 1 con
o - (1—con® §F0'<1> <S———— 7 |1 ——%— . (92)
( ) 3 max { Dy, 1}21@4rl 3

Then, by combining (89) with (92), we have
dist? (224, 27) <To - (1 — eon?) 7 dist? (2%, 27)
=Iy - (1 - 007]2)4k_1 dist? (/zs\k7 Z*)

1 con® i k
max {Dg, 1} 3

(93)
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By (5) and the fact that 22t is the initial policy pair of the (k + 1)-th call to Global-Slow,
FhF1_gkt1

dist? ( Lz ) < Dy E dist? (z gjl,Z*) :ng“*ldistQ(zf‘kf,Z*). (94)

Then, by combining (93) and (94), we have

k
- 1 AN e
dist? (247, 2°) <D <1CO"> dist? (2", 2%)
max {Dg, 1}

. 4F—1
(1 = 0;)7) dist? (2", 2).

Next, we give a rough bound of dist® (2, Z*) for ¢ € [Zf: : I’”l].
For t € [Zf; : Zf], by (6),

dist? (24, 27) <To - (1 — con?)' ™5 dist? (2%, 2*) < Todist?(2*, 27).

For t € [ZEF! : fgjl], since 27 is the initial policy pair of the (k + 1)-th call to Global-Slow, it follows
by (4) that

dist? (zt,Z*) SDE & d st ( Ilf,Z*) < max { Dy, 1}2’c+1 distz(zilkf,Z*)

o 4% 1
< (1 - > dist? (2%, 2*) < dist?(z¥, 27),

where the first inequality is from (4); the second inequality is from the fact that |[I§S+1 : fg’;“j 1]’ = 2F+1: the
third inequality is by (93).
Thus, for any ¢ € [Zf : Z5+1],

dist? (2%, 2*) < max {Io,1} - dist? (Ek, Z*). (96)

Now, we are ready to bound dist(z*, Z*) for each ¢t € [0 : T'.
Firstly, we fix a k' > k* + 1 and a ¢’ € [Z} : Z¥+1]. Then, the time interval [0 : #'] can be divided into:

gs
0:¢)=[0:ZFJuZf I U Uk IR U Zf - v
By (95), we have

>Z’£/ki (4"-1)

dist? (2", 2°) < (1 -5 dist* (2", 27) <25 (1 _con’

By combining with (96), we have

2
dist? (2", 2*) < (28 max {Ty, 1}) - (1 _ Qo

By (88),

E*—1
IF <2¥ +Z (2% +4%) <2Z4 <

(97)

W\OO
w
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Thus,

K -1 L= = L ¥
Z (4k _ 1) 2 - Z 4k Z - Z (4k + 2]€+1) 2 7 Z (4k _|_2k‘+1)
=k~ 2= 4o 16, =
K’ TR +1 _ Tk I TR , .
_ L Sl ~k> Lt Iy U -TIg ¢ —-32M*/3
16 k;* <Igs =)= T 16 - 16

Then, for the time ¢’ we have fixed,

Sl (4h-1)
v

2
dist? (zt,,Z*) <(2Smax {Ty,1}) - (1 - o
(98)

t—32M* /3

<(2Smax {lo,1}) - (1 a 00?172)

Since the above arguments can be applied to any k' > k* + 1 and t € [Z : fgs/“], we have that (98) holds
for any t > I{?*H.
By similar arguments to (97), we have Z# *1 < 1280 /3. Then, for any t € [0 : T 1],

%1
t—Zh +

2 6
dist(2%, 2*) <25 < 2Smax {T, 1} - (1 — CO?:?)

9 t—128M* /3
16

<28 max {To, 1} - (1 - c[’g)

Then, by combining with (98), for any ¢ € [0 : T,

t—128M™* /3
16

co4 2 t * . o 00772
dist” (2%, 2*) <2Smax {Io,1} - (1 - ——

’ : (99)
cor? t—128M* /3
<28 Lo, 1} (1 — —
<2Smax {Ty, 1} < 15 )
This yields the global linear convergence. O

Proof of Theorem 3.5. By Theorem 4.1 and Theorem 4.2, Averaging OGDA can serve as the base algorithm
Global-Slow in the meta algorithm Homotopy-PO. By Theorem 5.1, OGDA can serve as the base algorithm
Local-Fast in the meta algorithm Homotopy-PO.

Then, by Theorem 3.1, we have the global linear convergence of the instantiation of Homotopy-P0 with
OGDA and Averaging OGDA.

More specifically, by Theorem 3.1 and (62), the constant ¢ in (10) satisfies ¢ > 0 and it is of order

_Co (1—7)403

By combining (87) with Theorem 4.1, Theorem 4.2, (62), (63), the constant M in (10) is of order

oS+ B) o (SAB/ (e (1 - )
oo (SRS )

This completes the proof for global linear convergence of our instantiation for Homotopy-PO. O
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Remark D.1. Theorem 3.5 requires n < 0(077) for OGDA and 7’ < O(

VS(A+B) for Averaging OGDA.

ah)

If we setn = O(%), then the linear convergence rate is

VS(A+B)
21 (1- )gci
toar=1 O<S4(A+B) '

If we setn = O(%) for OGDA and ' = O(

Phase I is of order

A+B) for Averaging OGDA, then the length of Hidden

Mlog*(SAB/(cym)) _ <512(A +B)?log®(SAB/(c (1 - 7)))) .
nin? (1— )37

Remark D.2. (Possible translation to sample-based algorithms) We remark that it is possible to translate our
algorithm into sample-based algorithms. Here, we tentatively discuss the analogues of local linear convergence
of OGDA wunder the following two cases and give an intuitive analysis for each case. The analogues of global
convergence and geometric boundedness of Averaging OGDA can be discussed similarly.

e Case 1: Assuming access to a simulator (generative model). If there is a simulator (generative
model) and the players can draw lots of samples in one iteration, then it is possible to get linear convergence
against the iteration number. More specifically, at iteration t, for each s, Ny samples are drawn from the
distributions P(-|s,a®,b%7), where 1 < j < N; and a'? ~ %, b7 ~ yt. We define a very small variable
6 = O(con?(1 — con?)t). Define the truncated simplex AYy = {x € R : z(a) > 6;,> x(a) = 1}. Ak is
defined analogously. At iteration t, we replace the projection operator Pa ,(-) and Pay(-) with PA;() and
PA%C). This guarantees that each action is taken with probability at least d;. Then by Hoeffding’s inequality,
each action a is taken by the min-player for at least O(Nyd;) times with high probability (w.h.p). Then,
the empirical marginal reward 7%, and marginal transition kernel I@; observed by the min-player satisfy the
following relation w.h.p.,

_ I _ - 1
~ .t < t. _ 1t (. < .
7=t <0 (55 ) 1B - PeCls ol 0 (1)

In this remark, 5() suppresses logarithmic terms and problem parameters such as S, A, B,1/(1 — ) for
simplicity. Thus, we have V="'~V || < O(/ 555 ), VI VT |0 <O/ 55), IV T -V <

5(,/@), Q=" (a,b) — Q=¥ (a,b)| < O(,/ 5.) for any (s,a,b). Here, we use™ overhead to indicate the

empirical quantities. And the replacement of PAA(-) by Par, (-) will add an error term whose lo-norm is

at most ;. Thus in each iteration t, new error terms of order 6( ﬁ + 0¢) are added. At iteration t, let

Tt be the ideal variable computed from {xj}Jq with exact value of the marginal information rt and PL.
Let 21 be the real variable computed in the learning process. §'+1 and y*+! are defined similarly. Then,
by Cauchy-Schwartz inequality, dist?(z'Tt, Z*) < (14 con?/2)dist?(z11, Z*) + (1 + 1/(260n2))5(ﬁ + 62).
After adding these error terms to the proof of Theorem 5.1, the bounds for the potential functions A* defined
n (32) will be

A< (1 = con?®) (1 + con? /2)At+0( ! (Nla +5§>).
t

Then by setting Ny = O(cgn®(1 — con?)?), we can show by induction that A* < O((1 — con?/3)t). This gives
the local linear convergence of OGDA when the players can draw lots of samples in one iteration.

e Case 2: Using an ergodic assumption. When no simulator is available, we consider translating our
algorithm into a sample-based algorithm under an ergodic assumption. The assumption is that there exists a
constant Lo > 0 such that for any policy pair z = (x,y), if the min-player and the maz-player play policy x
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and y respectively in Lo successive iterations t € [Ty : Ty + Lo — 1], then, for any initial state st, and state
s € S, there exists at' € [Ty : To + Lo — 1] such that sy = s. Briefly, this assumption requires that when the
players choose a stationary policy pair for successive Ly iterations, then every state must be visited at least
once in these Dy iterations. Under this assumption, our strategy is to regard successive Lo X Ny iterations as
a virtual iteration k. In this way, we divide [1 : T into

[1ZT]:[T1ZTQ]U[TgITz;]U"'U[TQk,lITQ}C}U“'

where Top, — Top—1 = Lo X Ni. Then, in the time interval [Tar—1 : Tor], each state s has been visited for at
least Ni times. This is similar to the case when we have a simulator and Ny samples are drawn for each
state s in iteration k. In this way, by applying our algorithm and analysis for the simulator case (Case 1
above), we can show the local linear convergence with respect to the virtual iteration number k.

E Natural generalization of Global-Slow with more example

In this section, we mainly (1) show the convergence results of Homotopy-P0O when Global-Slow base algorithm
has different rates on the RHS of (3), (2) provide another example of Global-Slow base algorithm with
generalized global convergence rates by proving the geometric boundedness of Algorithm 1 in Wei et al.
(2021) with a slightly modified initialization.

E.1 Convergence result of Homotopy-PO when Global-Slow has different con-
vergence rates

To avoid abuse of notations, we call the Global-Slow algorithm with more general global convergence rates
by Generalized Global-Slow base algorithm.

Generalized Global-Slow base algorithm: by calling Gen-Global-Slow([T} : T»], Z,7') during time
interval [T} : T5] where z = (&, 9) is the initial policy pair, the players play policy pair 2! = (x!, y?) for each
iteration ¢ € [T} : Ty], and compute a policy pair ZITTe] (/:I:\[T“Tﬂ,@[T“TQ])
that zt, 2I72] satisfy the following two properties:

e global convergence: there is a problem-dependent constant C’ > 0 and real numbers p1 > 0 and

p2,ps > 0 such that

at the end of iteration T5 such

C'logP (Ty — Ty + 1)
,,7/172 (T2 _ Tl + l)pl )

dist(z7 7] 2%) < (100)

)

e geometric boundedness: there exists a problem-dependent constant 150 > 0 (possibly ﬁo > 1) such
that if <1, then for any ¢ € [T} : T3],

dist?(z¢, 2*) < DT - dist?(2, 2%),
dist?(z7 ) 24 < D211 dist? (2, 27).
The main difference between Gen-Global-Slow and Global-Slow is that (1) the RHS of (100) in the

definition of Gen-Global-Slow add more flexibility in the power numbers then the condition (3) in the

definition of Global-Slow; (2) T
(Ty:T2] _ Ty

I need not to be an average policy. In the example (105) below, we can
simply set z

By similar arguments with Theorem 3.1, we have the following convergence rates for Homotopy-P0O with
generalized Global-Slow.
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Theorem E.1. Let {2t = (z¢, yt)}te[otT] be the policy pairs played when running Homotopy-PO (Algorithm 1)
where Global-Slow is replaced by Gen-Global-Slow. Then, for any t € [0:T], we have

7 (101)

o t—128M*/3
*)

dist?(2*, 2*) < 28 max {Tg, 1} - (1 U

where the value of a',co,éo,f‘o can be found in the definitions of Gen-Global-Slow and Local-Fast and

.2 . 7
N (C’) log®”* (C" /(omm')) +10g2(1370+1)

M*=0 (102)

50774,0/2102 0(2)774

Proof of Theorem E.1. Let ¢y, dy be defined in the local linear convergence of Local-Fast, Dy defined in the
geometric boundedness of Gen-Global-Slow, C’ defined in the global convergence of Gen-Global-Slow.
Define

- O logP?
M} = min {t > 1, Gos™ () 50774}, (103)

,’7/]02 tpP1

M and M3 are defined the same as in the proof of Theorem 3.1 in Appendix D.
Analogous to the proof of Theorem 3.1, we also let M* = max {(Mf)Q, M, (Mg‘)z} This gives the order

of M* in (102).

Notice that the global linear rate only depends on the local linear rate of Local-Fast and the geometric
boundedness of Global-Slow. The global convergence rate of Gen-Global-Slow is only relevant to the length
of Hidden Phase I, i.e., M7 will only affect the length of Hidden Phase I. Then the rest of this proof follows
from Theorem 3.1 directly. Analogously to (99), we also have

com? t—128M* /3
dist?(z!, 2*) < 28 max {T,1} - (1 - ZZ)

This gives the convergence result of Homotopy-P0 when equipped with Gen-Global-Slow and Local-Fast. [

E.2 Another example of Global-Slow base algorithm

Next, we show that the algorithm in Wei et al. (2021) with a slightly modified initialization can serve as
an example of Gen-Global-Slow. It is shown in Theorem 2 of Wei et al. (2021) that Algorithm 1 therein
has a sub-linear last-iterate global convergence rate which satisfies the RHS of (100) with p; = %, P2 = 2,
ps = 0. To instantiate that Algorithm 1 in Wei et al. (2021) can be an example of Gen-Global-Slow, it
suffices to prove its geometric boundedness. We remark that geometric boundedness may not hold for the
original Algorithm 1 in Wei et al. (2021) since its initialization V9(s) = 0 may cause the policy gradients in
the first step to deviate largely. However, this problem can be fixed simply by changing the initialization to
VO(s) = Ve ' (s).

When running Algorithm 1 of Wei et al. (2021) in the full-information setting (with the different
initialization discussed above) during the time interval [T; : T3], the min-player and the max-player initialize

~T ~ ~T ~
2=z =z, 9 =y =g and

VThi-l(s) = ety (s) (104)
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and update for t > T7 and any s € S
(@ - n@.ut). (105)
(7 - Q) (105b)
g =Py (@i (@) mi) : (105c)
( @i)T wi) : (105d)

Vt(s) = (1 - Bt*TrFl) t_l(s) + Bt7T1+1 <$é, @iyi> ) (1056)

~t
where Q, = Q,[V!~!] and 3; = g‘éﬁ with Hy = [%] Recall that Q@[] is the Bellman target operator
defined in the introduction.

When using the algorithm (105) with initialization (104), the output policy can be set as

/\[Tl:TQ] T /\[TliTz] o T-
T 2, =y 2.

= y

We also denote z! = (z!, y!), I TuTe] (E[T11T2],§[T13T2])’ zt* = Py (zb), yt* = Py (yh), 2t =
Pz« (z) = (z*, y"*) in the analysis below.

Next, we proceed to show the geometric boundedness of the algorithm of Wei et al. (2021) with the
slightly modified initialization in a similar way with Appendix C.2. We first provide mutual bounds among
{dist(2?, Z*)} and {||V!(s) — v*(s)|| ..} in Lemma E.2 and Lemma E.3 below.

oo

Lemma E.2. Let {z',V'} be generated from (105) with initialization (104). For any t > Ty,

VA + Bdist(27, 2¥)
X

IV =0 < ma

+ max ||V3 fv*H

JET: 1] 11— JE[T —1:t—1] oo’

Proof of Lemma E.2. Firstly, define 8/ = Billj_j 1 (1 = By) for 0 < j <t —1and Bf = B;. Since BY =0,
by (105¢), for any t > T}
¢ L
Vis) = Y B (el Q).
J=T1

By the definition of @17 we have

(106)

oo ”

max | Q(a.) — Q(a.b)| = max | Q1(a.b) — Q,[v"](a,b)] < VI — 7|

s,a,b s,a,b

By Lemma G.1, v*(s) = (2%, Q,[v*]y?*). Thus, for any ¢t > T} and s € S, by combining the above
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equations, we have

t
Vi) = v () < D2 A (2 @uwl) — (ol QU7 lwl)
j=T1
t .
<> B ||le
j—T1

+Zﬁi e LS

Q[ ](a,0)] - |yl — v,

||1 (a, b)eAxB

Q@) - Q.. b)| - |2l

. max
(a,b)e AXB

+ Z o et ==, @l

< Z BJ*T1+1 <M + HVj71 — U*H )
>~ t—T1+1 1 - o |

j=T1

Then, the proof is completed by the fact that max,es || 27— 2"
1.

. . T
|, < VA+ Bdist(27, 2*) and 3!y, B 1] =
O

Lemma E.3. Let {z',V'} be generated from (105) with initialization (104). Then, for any t > T1,

dist?(2"1!, 27) <18dist? (2", 2*) + 81°S(A + B) ||V~ — v* |2,
A, B
+ 8n ZMdlSt (zﬂZ*),
(1—7)?
dist?(2*1, 2%) <324dist?(Z', Z) + 1520°S(A+ B) [V —v* |2,

A, B

+ 1529 Qdet 2(24,27).
(1-v)°

Proof of Lemma E.3. By applying Lemma A.2 to (105) and substituting (106), we have

27 = 2" <sdist? (', 2°) + 4n?S(A+ B) [V*! = 0|2,
+4n 2Mdmt (zt Z*).
(1—v)° ’

2 = 2 |* <sdist? (2741, 2°) 4 an?S(A+ B) [V =02

o? max {A, B}?
(1-7)*
The bound of distQ(Zt'H7 Z*) follows by the fact that dist?(2"", 2*) < 2dist?(2", 2*) + 2)|2""" — Z'||2. The
bound of dist?(z!*+1, Z*) follows by the fact that dist?(z!*1, 2*) < 2dist?(2", 2*) + 2||z+! — 271 ||2 and
substituting the bound for dist?(Z'™", 2*). O

+ dist? (zt,Z*).

Next, we show the geometric boundedness of Algorithm 1 in Wei et al. (2021) with the initialization (104).

Theorem E.4. (Geometric Boundedness of Algorithm 1 in Wei et al. (2021)) Let {zt}te[leTz] be the
policy pairs played by running the algorithm (105) with initialization (104). If n < 1, then there is a

problem-dependent constant Dy = O(S((flJrB) ) (possibly Dy > 1) such that for any t € [Ty : Ty,

dist?(2*, 2*) < DL T - dist?(2, 2%). (107)
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Proof of Theorem E.J. We will show (107) by proving (113) inductively.
Firstly, we define some constants which are used in the definition of Dy. By Lemma E.2, for ¢t > T7,

vi— |’ < ¢ - dist®(27, 2*) + 2 Vi — |
IVi=vrlleo < mac, OF - disti(e, 20 42 max [V =07 (108)
where
,  2(A+B)
1= 2
(1=7)
By Lemma E.3 and the condition n < 1, for ¢ > T,
dist*(2'71, 2%) <Djdist* (2", 2%) + O VI — o712, (109)
+ Chdist? (2%, 27),
dist? (21, 2%) <Dydist* (2", 2%) + C; VI~ = o*|) 2, (110)
+ Cldist? (2%, 27),
where
8 A, BY?
D) =18, C, =8S(A+ B), C} = %’2}
(1—=7)
152 A, BY?
D), =324, O, = 1528(A + B), Cl, = 5L{2}
(1=1)
For the initialization (104), by (120),
[Vt — o)) < G - dist? (27, 2%), (111)
where
A+ B
o= A+E
(1=7)
Define
Dy = max {C} +2,C%, D} + Ch + C4, Dy + C} + CL} . (112)
By definition, ﬁo <O (S((fjf)gf ) Now, we proceed to prove (113) by induction.
max {distQ(zj,Z*),distQ(Ej,Z*), [vi-t - v*||io} < DI dist?(z, 27). (113)

The case of j = T} follows by (111) and the initialization 271 = 2™ = z.

Suppose we have shown (113) for j € [T} : t]. Then, by (108), the fact Dy > 1 and induction hypothesis,

[Vt —o*||2 < (Cf +2)DF™ - dist®(2, 2) < D5 - dist? (2, 2).

By (109) and induction hypothesis

dist>(z'!, 2%) < (D}, + Cy + C}) - D - dist?(2, 2%) < D51 - dist? (2, 2%).
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Analogously, by (110) and induction hypothesis
dist?(2*1, Z2*) < (D + C, + CL) - D1 - dist?(2, 2*) < DEHT1 - dist?(z, 2%).

Thus, we have shown (113) for j = ¢+ 1. By induction, (113) holds for any j € [T} : T3], which implies (107)
directly.

This completes the proof for the geometric boundedness of the algorithm (105) with the initialization (104).

O

Remark E.5. When the meta algorithm Homotopy-PO switches between Algorithm 1 of Wei et al. (2021)
(with the slightly modified initialization) and OGDA (9), then by Theorem E.1 and (62),

w@_ofQ -y
48 53 '

Then, if n = O(%) for OGDA, the linear rate is

VS(A+B)
9 2
48 SY{(A+B)2 )"

As in Algorithm 1 of Wei et al. (2021), the stepsize therein needs to be smaller than (1104?} By combining

Theorem 1 of Wei et al. (2021) with (101), (102), (62), (63), if n = O(%) for OGDA and 1/ =

O((1 1) ) for Algorithm 1 in Wei et al. (2021), then the length of Hidden Phase I is of order 128M*/3 =
6 (832(A+B)10)

-y

F Decentralized implementation of the algorithms

Recall that in our interaction protocol, the min-player only has access to its marginal reward function r% and
marginal transition kernel P!, while the max-player only has access to its marginal reward function r’; and
marginal transition kernel ]P’ty. The marginal rewards and transition kernels are defined as
=Y ylO)R.(ab), P(s']s,a) = Y ylO)P(s']s,a,b),
beB beB (114)
rl(s,b) = > al(a)Rs(a,b), PL(s']s,a) = Y al(a)P(s]s,a,b).
acA acA

Equivalently, in each iteration, the min-player receives full information of the Markov Decision Process
(MDP) M., = (S, A, PL, rl,v), the max-player receives M}, = (S, B,P!, !, 7).

The decentralized implementation of OGDA (9) is in Algorithm 3 (min-player’s perspective) and Algo-
rithm 6 (max-player’s perspective).

The decentralized implementation of Averaging OGDA (7) is in Algorithm 2 (min-player’s perspective)
and Algorithm 5 (max-player’s perspective).

Our instantiation of the meta algorithm Homotopy-PO which uses Averaging OGDA as Global-Slow and
OGDA as Local-Fast is naturally a decentralized algorithm. The pseudocodes are presented in Algorithm 4
(min-player’s perspective) and Algorithm 7 (max-player’s perspective).

e Equivalence between OGDA (9) and Algorithm 3, 6
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t t
To prove the equivalence between OGDA (9) and Algorithm 3, 6, it suffices to show that g Ma QLyt.

Actually, both q® M and Q' y! equals the marginal g-function of the local MDP M = {S, A, Pt vt ~}
observed by the min-player at iteration t.
By definition, we have for any s € S, V=¥ (s) = V' Ma(s) = VMY (). Then, we have

a2 M (@) =3 Roa )yl (0) + 30 ST BL(s/ s, a, b)VE M () (b)

beB beB s’eS
=Y " Ro(a.b)yt(0) + > 3 PL(s/]s,a, )V (s))yl(b)
beB beB s'eS

t t
= (1, Qg ) = (1o, @Lyt).

t T t T
Thus, ¢& Mo Q'y'. Analogously, qg My (QZ,)T x!. This gives the equivalence between OGDA (9)
and Algorithm 3, 6.

e Equivalence between Averaging OGDA (7) and Algorithm 2, 5
Firstly, it follows by definition that
VT,yt _ . Vz//’Mt Vz T _ VMt 7y/l )
(s) = min, (s), (s) = Inax V= (s) (115)
Thus, the initiation steps in Averaging OGDA (7) and Algorithm 2, 5 are equivalent. Thus, V' in Averaging

OGDA (7) equals that in Algorithm 2.
Consider the variable gi (a) defined in Algorithm 2,

gi(a) =rl(s,a)+~ Z P (s'|s,a) V! (). (116)
s’eS

By substituting (114) into (116) and combining the definition of the Bellman target operator in the introduc-
tion, we have

=Y Ry(a,b)yi(0) + Y V'(s)P(s']s, 0, b)yk(b) = (1a, Q,[V']yl), (117)

beB beB

The RHS of (117) is exactly our definition for g‘; in Averaging OGDA (7) in Section 3.2. Analogously, the
definition for g’ equals in (7) and Algorithm 5.

Then, by induction, {qt ,ﬂi,zt(s),vt(s)} I has the same value in Averaging OGDA (7) and
=5 te[Ty:Ts],s€
Algorithm 2, 5. This gives the equivalence of Averaging OGDA (7) and Algorithm 2, 5

e Symmetricity and rationality of Homotopy-PO

We make final remarks that our instantiation for Homotopy-PO is symmetric and rational. Since the
min-player and the max-player use equal stepsize n for OGDA and equal stepsize 1’ for Averaging OGDA,
the players have symmetric roles in our algorithms.

Rationality means one player can converge to the best response set when its opponent chooses a stationary
policy. This property is naturally possessed by decentralized and symmetric algorithms. Similar arguments
for rationality can also be found in some existing decentralized algorithms, see for instance Sayin et al.
(2021); Wei et al. (2021). We attach the proof for rationality here for completeness. In addition, since our
instantiation of Homotopy-P0 has linear convergence, it is not only rational but also able to guarantee the
linear convergence to the best response set.

Theorem F.1. (Rationality) If the max-player chooses a stationary policy y = {y,},cs € YV and the
min-player runs the instantiation of Homotopy-P0 (Algorithm /), then x' will converge to the best response
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set {:c eX: V‘”a(s) = VT@(S), Vs € S} at a linear rate. Analogously, if the min-player chooses a stationary
policy T = {Z;} s € X and the maz-player runs the instantiation of Homotopy-P0 (Algorithm 7), then y*
will converge at a linear rate to the best response set {y € Y : V=¥(s) = V®i(s), Vs € S}.

Proof of Theorem F.1. Since the min-player and the max-player are symmetric, without loss of generality,
we let the max-player chooses a stationary policy ¥ = {¥,},.5 € V-

Then, we define a new Markov game MG’ = (S, A, g, @, IA%,*y), where S, A, v have the same meaning
as in the original Markov game. Now, the action set of the max-player only has one action B = {1}.
P(s'|s,a,1) = > ven P(s'[s,a, b)Yy (b) represents the transition probability to state s when the min-player takes
action a and the max-player plays the stationary policy y. Similarly, define ﬁs(a, 1) = ycn Rs(a,b)y,(b)
as the marginal reward function that the min-player will receive when its opponent chooses the stationary
policy y.

Denote the one-sided NE set of the min-player in the new Markov game MG’ by X*(MG’). By definition,
the minimax game values o* of MG’ are 7*(s) = V1¥(s). Then, for any z* € X*(MG’), V= ¥(s) = V¥(s)
for any s € S. Equivalently, X*(MG") is the best response set of .

By applying Theorem 3.5 to the new Makov game MG’, we have that the policy ! played by the
min-player will converge at a global linear rate to X*(MG’) that is the best response set of 3. Similar
arguments also hold for the max-player. This gives the rationality. O

G Auxiliary lemmas

The following lemma gives a characterization of Nash equilibrium. Its proof can be found in Section 3.9
of Filar and Vrieze (2012).

Lemma G.1. Consider Markov game G = (S, A,B,r,P,v). Given the minimax game value v*(s) =
mingexy maxycy V*>¥(s). A policy pair (z*,y*) € X x Y is a Nash equilibrium if and only if it holds for any
s € S that (x%,y*) is a Nash equilibrium of the matriz game

. T A%
O max @ QY (118)

where Q7 is an A-by-B matriz with Q% (a,b) = Ry(a,b)+v> s v*(s")P(s']s,a,b). In addition, the minimaz
game value and the Nash equilibrium set of the matriz game (118) are v*(s) and Z¥ = X¥ x V¥, respectively.

Then, the Nash equilibrum set of Markov game G is Z* =[] .5 Z3.

The following lemma is known as “performance difference lemma” Kakade and Langford (2002). It is
used extensively throughout this paper.

Lemma G.2. (Performance Difference Lemma) For any policies ' € X, y € Y and state sg € S, we
have

/ 1 /
VE ¥ (sg) = V¥ (s0) = F— D dl Y (s) (@ — s, QTVy,) .
sES

The following lemma is standard. We provide its proof for completeness.

Lemma G.3. For any policies ¢, ¢’ € X, y,y' € Y and state s € S, state distribution p € Ag, action pair
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(a,b) € Ax B. Let z = (z,y) and 2’ = (', y’), then
VA+ Bz -2/

(Ve (s) — Ve (s)| < o (119)
Q¥ (a,b) — Q' (a,b)] < WA?U;{ =, (120)
0 - a5 o) < Pz e
Vot(s) = vEi(s)| < f(l”f ;)‘”/' (122)
Vi (s) - VIV (5)] < f(lf’ B g 1 (123)

Proof of Lemma G.3. By performance difference lemma (Lemma G.2),

’ 1 ! x,
(VoY (s) = VT U(s)] Sﬁ Yo diU(s) ey — 2l 1@y

s'eS
TF 2 V() ey — @l
s'eS
Similarly,
!’ /T
‘VZ ’y ViII v’ Z ||ys/ - yls’”l || Qs/ﬁy ml@”oo
s'€S
Z a2 V() gy =yl -
s'eS
Then, by triangle inequality and the fact that ES’ES dx Y(s') = 1, we have
[Ver(s) =V (o) gy 2 a7 V() llze = 24,
s'eS
VA+ Bmaxges ||z, — 2| \/A-l-BHz—z ||
- (1—7)? - (1—7)?

Then, (120) follows by combining (119) with the definition Q%Y = Q [V *Y].
To bound the difference of state visitation distribution, we fix s, s’ € S. Let P € RS*S be the transition
matrix of policy pair (z,y), i.e

P(s,s1) ZZmS P (s1]s,a,b).
acAbeB

Similarly, define P’ as the transition matrix of (z’,y’). Then, d¥¥(s;) is the (s,s1)-th entry of (1 —
V(I - P) df/’y/(sl) is the (s, s1)-th entry of (I — P’)fl. By definition, for any s,s; € S,

Z ‘P(s,sl) — P'(s,sl)’

s1ES
<N NN zla) - @ (a)] y, (0)P (s1]s,a,0)
s1€S acAbeB
+3° 53 2 (a) [9,(b) - yL(0)| P (s1]s.a,b)
s1€S ac AbeB

<|lzs — z;||1.
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Thus, we have ||P — P’H < maxzes [|25 — 2%]);-
By combining with the fact that H (I —P) 1Hoo <3Eo ||PzH we have

oo*l’y’

|a5(s1) = a2 ¥ (s0)] = (1 =) [ (L. (1 = P) (P = P') (I - P) "1, )

D=2y P =P - P)
<\/A+Bmaxs/es Iz — zll . VA+ Bz — 2|
- 1— 11—+~

Then,

\/A+B||z—z||
L—n

|45 (s) = gV (9)] < 3 plso)|d5¥ () = a3, (5)] <

S0ES

To show (122), we choose y € argmax, V¥(s), then, by performance difference lemma (Lemma G.2),

- ' 1 - o
VEd(s) = VEI(s) <o > dEV(s) e — 2, || Q5 VT,

s’eS
cmaxses |#s — a5, VA2 - 2’|
- (1—7)? T (A=)
Analogously, VZ'(s) — V&i(s) < % Thus, [V®i(s) — V=1(s)| < % The inequality (123)
follows similarly. 0

As a direct corollary of (122), (123), we can bound the Nash gap max,cs V®1(s) — V¥ (s) by dist(z, Z*).

Corollary G.4. For any z = (z,y) € Z,
V2A,V2B
max V2 (s) — VI¥(s) < max{ — !
s€S (1-7)

Proof of Corollary G.J. Denote Py« (x) = z*, Py~ (y) = y*, then z* = (z*,y*) = Pz-(z). By the
definition of Nash equilibria,

-dist(z, Z%).

VI (5) = VI (s) = VI (s).
Then, by combining with (122), (123), for any s € S,
max Val(s) = VI (s) = max VT (s) — V= i(s) + VIV (s) — V¥ (s)
s€ s€S
Smax\/Z”m_m | L VB |y —y*| max{\/ ,V2B}dist(z, Z )

€5 (1—79)? (1-7* = (1—7)?
This completes the proof. O

The following lemma is paraphrased from Lemma 4 of Gilpin et al. (2012) and is also similar to saddle-point
metric subregularity of matrix games as in Theorem 5 of Wei et al. (2020).

Lemma G.5. (Lemma 4 of Gilpin et al. (2012), Theorem 5 of Wei et al. (2020)) For any matriz G € RA*E,
let X*(G) = argming ca , (Maxyea, ' Gy') and Y*(G) = argmax, ca , (Mingrea , z'" Gy'). Then, it
holds that for any x € Ay and y € Ap that

T _ . -2 " .2 %
max 2 Qy' — min @7 Qy > p(Q)+\/dist* (2.2 (G) + dist*(y. V().

where o(Q) > 0 is a certain condition measure of the matriz Q.
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As a direct corollary of Lemma G.5, we can instantiate the value of ¢y in (1).

Corollary G.6. Let ¢y = minges ¢(Q3%), then, for any policy pair z = (z,y) € Z and s € S,

T, x’ > dist(zs, Z;
e @, . Qi - L T Qly, > oy - dist(z, 27).

H Algorithms in the max-player’s perspectives

Algorithm 5: y-Averaging-0GDA (max-player’s perspective)

Input: time interval: [T} : T5], initial policy ¢ € ), stepsize: n > 0
1 Initialize y7* = g

2 fort="Ty,---,15 do

3 play policy y!

4 receive r and P,

5 if t ==T; then

seS8
7 end

8 compute for (s,b) € S x B, q(b) = 7! (s,b) + 7> cs Pl (s']s,0) V ( )
9 optimistic gradient ascent

o = L=y - y2' + Lismyy - Pas ( '+ g, )
Yt = Pag (L +0dt)

.t
10 update value function vt (s) = maxpen Z;:Tl ai %illq (b)

11 end

12 Compute the average policy y[Tl Te] Zt T 04512 TlTJlrJlrly

6 solve the MDP /\/lT1 =(S,B, ]P’T1 ry ,7) to compute vh (s) = maxycy MY (s) for any
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Algorithm 6: y-0GDA (max-player’s perspective)

Input: time interval: [T} : T3], initial policy: y € Y, stepsize: n > 0,

Initialize y™ =g
fOI‘t:Tl,'“ ,T2 do
play policy y*
receive ! and PP}
. Myt .
compute the g-function {qS vy } in the MDP M = (S,B, P, r;,’y)
seS
optimistic gradient ascent
gt =1 Ty ~t—1 Myt
Yo =lp=ry -y + sy - Pas | ¥ +04s
t+1 ~t M.yt
Ys =Pag | Ys 145
end

Algorithm 7: Instantiation of Homotopy-PO with Averaging OGDA and OGDA (max-player’s
perspective)

[N

Input: iterations: [0 : 77, initial policy: y° €, stepsizes: n,n’ >0
set k= 1, 0 =—-1,y ' =4°
while 7' < T do

TN =ZE ' +1, I = min{Zk + 2 — 1, T}, Zf = I + 1, I} = min{Z}; + 4* — 1,T}
~ ~ Fh—1
during time interval [Z, : ZE], run y-Averaging-0GDA([ZL, : ZF], y*r , 1) and compute an
average policy Q[Igsrzgs] (Algorithm 5)
during time interval [Z} : f{}], run y-0GDA([Z : f{?], @[I;“S:I:S],n) (Algorithm 6)
k< k+1
end

68



	1 Introduction
	1.1 Related work

	2 Notations and Preliminaries 
	3 A Homotopy Continuation Algorithm with Global Linear Convergence
	3.1 A homotopy continutation meta algorithm
	3.2 Examples of base algorithms
	3.3 Global linear convergence

	4 Global Convergence and Geometric Boundedness of Averaging OGDA
	5 Local Linear Convergence of OGDA
	6 Numerical Experiments
	7 Conclusion
	A Stability of projected gradient descent/ascent with respect to the Nash equilibrium set
	B Proof for local linear convergence of OGDA 
	B.1 One-step analysis
	B.2 Progress of projected gradient descent/ascent
	B.3 Stability of state visitation distribution near the Nash equilibrium set 
	B.4 Proof of Theorem 5.1

	C Proofs for global convergence and geometric boundedness of Averaging OGDA
	C.1 Global convergence rate of Averaging OGDA
	C.2 Geometric boundedness of Averaging OGDA

	D Proofs for global linear convergence 
	E Natural generalization of Global-Slow with more example
	E.1 Convergence result of Homotopy-PO when Global-Slow has different convergence rates
	E.2 Another example of Global-Slow base algorithm

	F Decentralized implementation of the algorithms
	G Auxiliary lemmas
	H Algorithms in the max-player's perspectives

