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Refined Sample Complexity for Markov Games with

Independent Linear Function Approximation

Yan Dai ∗ Qiwen Cui † Simon S. Du ‡

Abstract

Markov Games (MG) is an important model for Multi-Agent Reinforcement Learning (MARL).
It was long believed that the “curse of multi-agents” (i.e., the algorithmic performance drops ex-
ponentially with the number of agents) is unavoidable until several recent works (Daskalakis et al.,
2023; Cui et al., 2023; Wang et al., 2023). While these works resolved the curse of multi-agents,
when the state spaces are prohibitively large and (linear) function approximations are deployed,
they either had a slower convergence rate of O(T−1/4) or brought a polynomial dependency on the
number of actions Amax – which is avoidable in single-agent cases even when the loss functions can
arbitrarily vary with time. This paper first refines the AVLPR framework by Wang et al. (2023), with
an insight of designing data-dependent (i.e., stochastic) pessimistic estimation of the sub-optimality
gap, allowing a broader choice of plug-in algorithms. When specialized to MGs with independent
linear function approximations, we propose novel action-dependent bonuses to cover occasionally
extreme estimation errors. With the help of state-of-the-art techniques from the single-agent RL
literature, we give the first algorithm that tackles the curse of multi-agents, attains the optimal
O(T−1/2) convergence rate, and avoids poly(Amax) dependency simultaneously.1

1 Introduction

Multi-Agent Reinforcement Learning (MARL) studies decision-making under uncertainty in a multi-
agent system. Many practical MARL systems demonstrate impressive performance in games like Go
(Silver et al., 2017), Poker (Brown and Sandholm, 2019), Starcraft II (Vinyals et al., 2019), Hide-and-
Seek (Baker et al., 2020), and Autonomous Driving (Shalev-Shwartz et al., 2016). While MARL ex-
hibits huge success in practice, it is still far from being understood theoretically.

A core challenge in theoretically studying MARL is the “curse of multi-agents”: When many agents
are involved in the game, the joint state and action space is prohibitively large. Thus, early algorithms
for multi-agent games (Liu et al., 2021) usually have a sample complexity (the number of samples the
algorithm requires to attain a given accuracy) exponentially depending on the number of agents m, for
example, scaling with

∏
i∈[m]|Ai| where Ai is the action space of the i-th agent.

Later, many efforts were made to resolve this issue. Jin et al. (2021) gave the first algorithm avoiding
the curse of multi-agents, and Daskalakis et al. (2023) made the output policy Markovian (i.e., non-
history-dependent, which we focus in our paper). Such results only depend on Amax , maxi∈[m]|Ai|
but not

∏
i∈[m]|Ai|. While these algorithms work well in the tabular Markov Games (Shapley, 1953),2

they cannot handle the case where the state space is prohibitively large.
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However, in many real-world applications, tabular models are insufficient. For example, Go has
3361 possible states. In single-agent RL, people use function approximation to model the state space
(Jiang et al., 2017; Wen and Van Roy, 2017). While this idea naturally generalizes to MARL (Xie et al.,
2020; Chen et al., 2022b), unfortunately, it usually induces the curse of multi-agents.

Two recent works by Cui et al. (2023) and Wang et al. (2023) investigated this issue. They con-
currently proposed that instead of the global function approximations previously used in the literature,
independent function approximations should be developed. By assuming independent linear function
approximations, they designed the first algorithms that can avoid the curse of multi-agents when the
state spaces are prohibitively large and function approximations are deployed.

While their algorithms succeeded in yielding polynomial dependencies on m, they were sub-optimal
in other terms. The sample complexity of Cui et al. (2023) was Õ(poly(m,H, d)ǫ−4), while that of
Wang et al. (2023) was Õ(poly(m,H, d)A5

maxǫ
−2).3 The former has a sub-optimal convergence rate of

ǫ−4, whereas the latter has a polynomial dependency on the number of actions. However, no polynomial
dependency on the number of actions is necessary for single-agent RL with linear function approxima-
tions, even when the losses can arbitrarily vary with time, i.e., in the so-called adversarial regime
(Dai et al., 2023).

As Linear MGs are generalizations of Linear MDPs, we aim to generalize such a property to Linear
MGs. In this paper, we propose an algorithm for multi-player general-sum Markov Games with inde-
pendent linear function approximations that i) retains a polynomial dependency on m, ii) ensures the
optimal ǫ−2 convergence rate, and iii) only has logarithmic dependency on Amax.

1.1 Key Insights and Technical Overview of This Paper

The key insight in our paper is developing data-dependent (i.e., stochastic) pessimistic sub-optimality
gap estimators instead of deterministic ones. For more context, the AVLPR framework designed and used
by Wang et al. (2023) required a deterministic gap estimation regarding the current policy π̃ during
execution – so that the agents can collaborate to further improve π̃. Unfortunately, yielding such a
deterministic estimation corresponds to an open problem called “high-probability regret bounds for
adversarial contextual linear bandits” in the literature (Olkhovskaya et al., 2023). Thus, Wang et al.
(2023) used a uniform exploration strategy to avoid proving regret bounds; however, this approach
unavoidably brings poly(A) factors. On the other hand, the framework by Cui et al. (2023) was intrin-
sically incapable of ǫ−2 convergence rate as it uses the epoching technique (i.e., fixing the policy for
many episodes so the environment is almost stationary).

Hence, existing ideas in the literature cannot give favorable sample complexities, and we thus propose
the usage of stochastic sub-optimality estimators. To fully deploy our insight, we make the following
technical contributions:

1. Based on the AVLPR framework by Wang et al. (2023) which required deterministic sub-optimality
gap estimations, we propose a refined framework capable of data-dependent (i.e., non-deterministic)
estimators in Algorithm 1. As we show in Theorem 3.2, a stochastic gap estimation with bounded
expectation already suffices for an ǫ-CCE. This innovation, as we shall see shortly, gives more flexibility
in algorithms and allowing techniques from expected-regret-minimization literature.

Slightly more formally, suppose that we would like to evaluate a joint policy π̃t. However, its actual
sub-optimality gap, denoted by Gapπ̃t

, cannot be accurately calculated during runtime since the
“optimal” policy is unknown. The original approach requires a deterministic constant Gt such that

3We use Õ to hide any logarithmic factors. Here, m is the number of agents, H is the length of each episode, d is the
dimension of the feature space, Amax = maxi∈[m]|Ai| is the largest size of action sets, and ǫ is the desired accuracy.
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Gapπ̃t
≤ Gt w.h.p. However, the approach we use to generate π̃t (which used the famous regret-

to-sample-complexity reduction and translates the problem to regret-minimization in an adversarial
contextual linear bandit; see Section 4 for more) does not allow such a deterministic G. Instead of
crafting π̃ in another way like Wang et al. (2023), we propose that calculating a random variable
Gapt such that i) Gapπ̃t

≤ Gapt w.h.p., and ii) E[Gapπ̃t
] ≤ Gt for some deterministic constant Gt.

More details can be found in Theorem 3.2.

2. Existing expected-regret-minimization algorithms cannot be directly used, as they only guarantees
the second condition of E[Gapπ̃t

] ≤ Gt – but in addition to this, we also want Gapt to be a high-
probability pessimistic estimation of Gapπ̃t

. Meanwhile, previous algorithms in high-probability RL
also do not directly work due to the open problem. Technically, this is because existing bonus-design
mechanism cannot cover estimation errors which can occasionally have extreme magnitudes albeit
with well-bounded expectations; see Section 4.2 for a more formal description.

To tackle this issue, we propose a novel technique called action-dependent bonuses which was par-
tially inspired by the Adaptive Freedman Inequality proposed by Lee et al. (2020) and improved by
Zimmert and Lattimore (2022). As we detail in Section 4.2, such a technique can be applied when
a) we want to use the bonus technique to cancel some error in the form of

∑
t vt(a

∗), where a∗ is the
optimal action in hindsight; but b) supt,a|vt(a)| can be prohibitively large so Freedman fails, while
c) Ea∼πt [supt|vt(a)|] is small where πt is the player’s policy. Going beyond this paper, we expect this
action-dependent bonuses technique to be also applicable elsewhere when high-probability bounds are
desired, but the error to be covered can sometimes be prohibitively large – though its expectation
w.r.t. the player’s policy can be well controlled.

3. Finally, because of unknown transitions and multiple agents, it is also non-trivial to attain an Õ(
√
K)-

style expected regret guarantee. Towards this, we incorporate several state-of-the-art techniques from
the recent adversarial RL literature, e.g., the Magnitude-Reduced Estimators proposed by Dai et al.
(2023), the Adaptive Freedman Inequality by Zimmert and Lattimore (2022), and a new covariance
matrix estimation technique introduced by Liu et al. (2023a).

1.2 Related Work

Tabular Markov Games. Markov Games date back to Shapley (1953). For tabular Markov Games
where the number of states and actions is finite and small, Bai and Jin (2020) gave the first sample-
efficient algorithm in two-player zero-sum games. For the harder multi-player general-sum case, the first
provably sample-efficient algorithm was developed by Liu et al. (2021), albeit depending on

∏
i∈[m]|Ai|

(i.e., the “curse of multiagents”). When non-Markovian policies were allowed, based on the V-learning al-
gorithm (Bai et al., 2020), various algorithms were proposed (Jin et al., 2021; Song et al., 2022; Mao and Başar,
2023); otherwise, the first algorithm for multi-player general-sum games avoiding the curse of multia-
gents only dates back to (Daskalakis et al., 2023), although with a sub-optimal ǫ−3 convergence rate.
Cui et al. (2023) and Wang et al. (2023) recently yielded the optimal ǫ−2 convergence rate, but their
dependencies on S remained improvable.

Markov Games with Function Approximation. When the state space can be prohibitively large,
as in the single-agent case, the state space is often modeled via function approximations. Early works
in this line (Xie et al., 2020; Chen et al., 2022b) considered global function approximations where the
function class captures the joint value functions of all the agents, making it hard to avoid the curse
of multiagents. The idea of independent function approximation, i.e., the function class of each agent
only encodes its own value function, was concurrently proposed by Cui et al. (2023) and Wang et al.
(2023). However, as mentioned, their sample complexities were sub-optimal in either ǫ or A while ours

3
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is optimal in both ǫ and A. Notably, while this paper only focuses on linear function approximations,
more general approximation schemes were already studied in the literature, both globally (see, e.g.,
(Huang et al., 2022; Jin et al., 2022; Xiong et al., 2022; Chen et al., 2022a; Ni et al., 2022; Zhan et al.,
2023)) or independently (Wang et al., 2023).

Markov Decision Processes with Linear Function Approximation. With only one agent,
Markov Games became Markov Decision Processes (MDPs), whose linear function approximation
schemes were extensively studied. When losses are fixed across episodes, the problem was solved by
Jin et al. (2020) and Yang and Wang (2020). When losses are adversarial (i.e., can arbitrarily vary with
time), some types of linear approximations were recently tackled, e.g., linear mixture MDPs (Zhao et al.,
2023) or linear-Q MDPs equipped with simulators (Dai et al., 2023). In contrast, other approximation
methods, e.g., linear MDPs, remain open. More detailed discussions can be found in recent papers like
(Dai et al., 2023; Kong et al., 2023; Sherman et al., 2023b;a; Liu et al., 2023b).

Concurrent Work by Fan et al. (2024). After the submission of this paper, we are aware of a
concurrent and independent work by Fan et al. (2024), which also studies the sample complexity of
finding a CCE in Markov Games with Independent Linear Function Approximations. Different from
the online model studied in this paper and in previous works by Cui et al. (2023) and Wang et al. (2023),
they assumed a local access model (i.e., there exists a simulator where the learner can query for samples
s′ ∼ P(· | s,a) whenever s is a previously visited state). Under this stronger assumption, Fan et al.
(2024) achieved Õ(m2d2H6ǫ−2) sample complexity, which resolving the curse of multi-agents, having
optimal dependency on ǫ, and avoiding polynomial dependency on Amax. Technically, by maintaining
core set of well-covered state-action pairs, each agent can independently perform policy learning (via a
FTRL-based subroutine) and thus avoiding the curse of multi-agents. Moreover, as core sets have sizes
independent to A (Yin et al., 2022), their approach avoids poly(Amax) factors as well. Further making
our results and that of Fan et al. (2024) completely independent of S or enjoy better dependency on
m,d,H remains a valuable direction for future research.4

2 Preliminaries

Markov Games. In (multi-agent general-sum) Markov Games, there are m agents sharing a common
state space S, but each agent i ∈ [m] has its own action space {Ai}mi=1. The game repeats for several
episodes, each with length H. Without loss of generality, assume that S is layered as S1,S2, . . . ,SH+1

such that transition only occurs from one layer to the next. At the beginning of each episode, the state
resets to an initial state s1 ∈ S1. For the h-th step, each agent i ∈ [m] observes the current state sh
and makes its action aih ∈ Ai.

Let the joint action be ah = (a1h, a
2
h, . . . , a

m
h ) ∈ A1×A2×· · ·×Am , A. The new state sh+1 ∈ Sh+1

is independently sampled from a distribution P(· | sh,ah) (hidden from the agents). Meanwhile, each
agent i ∈ [m] observes and suffers a loss ℓi(sh,ah) ∈ [0, 1].5 The objective of each agent is to minimize
the expectation of its total loss, i.e., agent i ∈ [m] minimizes E

[∑H
h=1 ℓ

i(sh,ah)
]
.

4Throughout this paper, we omit the O(log S) term (due to Lemma A.2) in the sample complexity bound as it’s
logarithmic. However, as discussed by Fan et al. (2024), it would be more favorable to have the log S factor removed.

5Adopting notations from the adversarial MDP literature, this paper focuses on losses instead of rewards (i.e., agents
minimize total loss instead of maximizing total reward). Following the convention (Cui et al., 2023; Wang et al., 2023),
we assume the loss functions ℓi are deterministic (though kept as secret from the agents).
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Policies and Value Functions. A (Markov joint) policy π is a joint strategy of each agent, formally
defined as π : S → △(A). Note that this allows the policies of different agents to be correlated. For a
Markov joint policy π, let πi be the policy induced by agent i, and let π−i be the joint policy induced
by all agents except i. Define Π = {π : S → △(A)} as the set of all Markov joint policies. Similarly,
define Πi = {πi | π ∈ Π} and Π−i = {π−i | π ∈ Π}.

Given a joint policy π ∈ Π, one can define the following state-value function (V-function in short)
induced by π for each agent i ∈ [m] and state s ∈ S (where h ∈ [H] is the layer s lies in):

V i
π(s) = E

(s1,a1,s2,a2,...,sH ,aH)∼π




H∑

h=h

ℓi(sh,ah)

∣∣∣∣∣∣
sh = s


 , ∀i ∈ [m], s ∈ Sh.

Here, (s1,a1, s2,a2, . . . , sH ,aH) ∼ π denotes a trajectory generated by following π, i.e., s1 = s1,
ah ∼ πh(· | sh), and sh+1 ∼ P(· | sh,ah). If we are only interested in the h-th state in such a trajectory,
we use s ∼h π to denote an sh ∈ Sh generated by following π.

Similar to V-function, the state-action-value function (Q-function) can be defined as follows:

Qi
π(s, a

i) = E
(s1,a1,s2,a2,...,sH ,aH)∼π




H∑

h=h

ℓi(sh,ah)

∣∣∣∣∣∣
(sh,a

i
h) = (s, ai)


 , ∀i ∈ [m], s ∈ Sh, ai ∈ Ai.

Slightly abusing the notation P, we define an operator P as [PV ](s,a) = Es′∼P(·|s,a)[V (s′)]. Then
we can simply rewrite the Q-function as Qi

π(s, a
i) = Ea−i∼π−i(s)

[
(ℓi + PV i

π)(s,a)
]
.

Coarse Correlated Equilibrium. As all agents have different objectives, we can only find an equi-
librium policy where no agent can gain much more by voluntarily deviating. In general, calculating
the well-known Nash equilibrium is intractable even in normal-form general-sum games, i.e., MGs with
H = 1 and S = 1 (Daskalakis et al., 2009). Hence, people usually consider (Markov) Coarse Correlated
Equilibrium (Daskalakis et al., 2023; Cui et al., 2023; Wang et al., 2023) instead.

Formally, for each agent i ∈ [m], we fix the strategy of all remaining agents as π−i ∈ Π−i and
consider its best-response. We define its best-response V-function against π−i as

V i
†,π−i(s) = min

πi∈Πi
V i
πi,π−i(s), ∀i ∈ [m], s ∈ S.

A Markov joint policy π is a (Markov) ǫ-CCE if max
i∈[m]

{
V i
π(s1)− V i

†,π−i(s1)
}
≤ ǫ. We measure an

algorithm’s performance by the number of samples needed for learning an ǫ-CCE, namely sample com-
plexity. When the state space S is finite and small (which we call a tabular MG), the best-known sample
complexity for finding an ǫ-CCE is Õ(H6S2Amaxǫ

−2) (Wang et al., 2023; Cui et al., 2023).

MGs with Independent Linear Function Approximation. When S is infinite, Cui et al. (2023)
and Wang et al. (2023) concurrently propose to use independent linear function approximation (though
with different Bellman completeness assumptions; see Appendix D of Wang et al. (2023)). Their results
are Õ(d4H6m2A5

maxǫ
−2) (Wang et al., 2023) and Õ(d4H10m4ǫ−4) (Cui et al., 2023).

Our paper also considers Markov Games with independent linear function approximations. Inspired
by linear MDPs in single-agent RL (Jin et al., 2020), we assume the transitions and losses to be linear.
For a detailed discussion on the connection between linear MDP and Bellman completeness, we refer
the readers to Section 5 of (Jin et al., 2020). Formally, we assume the following:

5
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Assumption 2.1. For any agent i ∈ [m], there exists a known d-dimensional feature mapping φ : S ×
Ai → Rd, such that for any state s ∈ S, action ai ∈ Ai, and any policy π ∈ Πest, 6

E
[
P(s′ | s,a)

∣∣a−i ∼ π−i(· | s),ai = ai
]
= φ(s, ai)Tµi

π−i(s
′),

E
[
ℓi(s,a)

∣∣a−i ∼ π−i(· | s),ai = ai
]
= φ(s, ai)Tνi

π−i(h),

where µi : Π−i × S → Rd and νi : Π−i × [H] → Rd are both unknown to the agent. Following the
convention (Jin et al., 2020; Luo et al., 2021), we assume ‖φ(s, ai)‖2 ≤ 1 for all s ∈ S, ai ∈ Ai,
i ∈ [m] and that max{‖µi

π−i(Sh)‖2, ‖νi
π−i(h)‖2} ≤

√
d for all h ∈ [H], π−i ∈ Π−i, and i ∈ [m].

This assumption also implies the Q-functions for all the agents are linear, i.e., there exists some
unknown d-dimensional feature mapping θi : Πest × [H]→ Rd with ‖θi

π(h)‖2 ≤
√
dH such that

Qi
π(s, a

i) = φ(s, ai)Tθi
π(h), ∀s ∈ S, ai ∈ Ai, i ∈ [m], π ∈ Π.

3 Improved AVLPR Framework

Our framework, presented in Algorithm 1, is based on the AVLPR framework proposed by Wang et al.
(2023). The main differences are marked in violet. Before introducing these differences, we first overview
the original AVLPR framework, which is almost the same as Algorithm 1 except that R = 1 — one of
the most crucial innovations of our framework which we will describe later.

Overview of the AVLPR Framework by Wang et al. (2023). The original framework starts from
an arbitrary policy π̃0 and then gradually improves it: In the t-th epoch, all agents together make the
next policy π̃t an Õ(1/

√
t)-CCE. Thus, the number of epochs for an ǫ-CCE is T = Õ(ǫ−2).

For each epoch t ∈ [T ], the agents determine their new policies π̃t layer-by-layer in the reversed order,
i.e., h = H,H−1, . . . , 1. Suppose that we are at layer h ∈ [H] and want to find {π̃t(s)}s∈Sh

(abbreviated
as π̃t(Sh) for simplicity). As {π̃t(Sh)}Hh=h+1 are already calculated, the next-layer V-functions V i

π̃t
(Sh+1)

can be estimated (denoted by V
i
t in Algorithm 1). Thus, the problem of deciding π̃i

t(Sh) becomes a
contextual bandit problem: The context s is sampled from a fixed policy πt (which only depends on
π̃1, π̃2, . . . , π̃t−1), and the loss of every (s, ai) ∈ Sh×Ai is the Q-function induced by the current policy,

namely Qi
π̃t
(s, ai), which can be estimated via ℓi(s, ai) and V

i
(Sh+1).

Hence, Wang et al. (2023) propose to deploy a contextual bandit algorithm on this layer h. This
is abstracted as a plug-in subroutine CCE-Approxh in Algorithm 1.7 As we briefly mention in the
Technical Overview, we should ensure that i) the joint policy π̃ : Sh → △(A) has a calculable sub-
optimality gap on all s ∈ Sh for all i ∈ [m] w.h.p. (see Eq. (3.2)), and ii) this sub-optimality gap
estimation Gap : Sh → Rm has a bounded expectation w.r.t. π̃t (see Eq. (3.4)).

Afterward, Wang et al. (2023) estimates the V-function for the current layer (i.e., V i
π̃(Sh)), which

is useful when we move on to the previous layer and invoke CCE-Approxh−1. This is done by another
subroutine called V-Approxh, which must ensure an “optimistic” estimation (see Eq. (3.3)).

By repeating this process for all h, the current epoch t terminates. It can be inferred from Eqs.
(3.2) to (3.4) that π̃t is an Õ(1/

√
t)-CCE. To further reduce the sample complexity, Wang et al. (2023)

propose another trick to “lazily” update the policies. Informally, if the Gap functions remain similar

6Πest refers to the set of all policies that the algorithm may give, similar to (Cui et al., 2023; Wang et al., 2023).
7In the CCE-Approx subroutine, an iterative approach is also used, which means the π̃t(Sh) is the average of a few

policies π1, π2, . . . , πK . Thus, as π−i
k is varying with k, each Q-function Qi

πk
(s, ai) is also varying with time, which means

that each agent actually faces an adversarial (i.e., non-stationary) contextual bandit problem. We shall see more details
in Section 4.

6
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Algorithm 1 Improved AVLPR Framework

Input: #epochs T , potentials {Ψi
t,h}t∈[T ],h∈[H],i∈[m], subroutines CCE-Approx and V-Approx.

1: Set policy π̃0 as the uniform policy for all i ∈ [m], i.e., π̃i
0(s)← Unif(Ai). Set t0 ← 0.

2: for t = 1, 2, . . . , T do
3: All agents play according to π̃t−1. Each agent i ∈ [m] records trajectory {(s̃t,h, ãit,h)}Hh=1.

4: Each agent i ∈ [m] calculates its potential function Ψi
t,h according to the definition.

5: if t0 6= 0 and Ψi
t,h ≤ Ψi

t0,h
+ 1 for all t ∈ [T ], h ∈ [H], and i ∈ [m] then

6: Do a “lazy” update by directly setting π̃t ← π̃t−1 and Gapt ← Gapt−1; continue.
7: end if
8: Define πt : S → △(A) as the uniform mixture of all previous policies π̃0 : S → △(A), π̃1 : S →

△(A), . . . , π̃t−1 : S → △(A), or denoted by πt ← 1
t

∑t−1
s=0 π̃s for simplicity.

9: We will then fill π̃t : S → △(A), Gap : S → Rm, and V t : S → Rm layer-by-layer, in the order of

SH ,SH−1, . . . ,S1. Before that, we first initialize V
i
t(sH+1) = 0 for all i ∈ [m].

10: for h = H,H − 1, . . . , 1 do
11: Execute subroutine CCE-Approxh(πt, V t, t) independently for R , O(log 1

δ ) times. For
the r-th execution of CCE-Approxh(πt, V t, t), record the return value (π̃r : Sh →
△(A),Gapr : Sh → Rm).

12: For each current-layer state s ∈ Sh, set (π̃t(s),Gapt(s))← (π̃r∗(s)(s),Gapr∗(s)(s)) where

r∗(s) , argmin
r∈[R]

m∑

i=1

Gap
i
r(s). (3.1)

13: Update the current-layer V-function {V t(s)}s∈Sh
(abbreviated as V (Sh+1))

from the next-layer {V t(s)}s∈Sh+1
(or simply V t(Sh+1)) by calling V t(Sh) ←

V-Approxh(πt, π̃t, V t(Sh+1),Gapt, t).
14: end for
15: Update the “last update time” t0 ← t.
16: end for
Output: The uniform mixture of all policies π̃0, π̃1, π̃2, . . . , π̃T , i.e., πout ← 1

T+1

∑T
t=0 π̃t.

(measured by the increments in the potential function Ψi
t,h, c.f. Line 5), then we directly adopt the

previous π̃t. By ensuring such updates only happen O(log T ) times by properly choosing Ψi, Õ(ǫ−2)
sample complexity is enjoyed. The main theorem of the original AVLPR framework can be summarized
as follows.

Theorem 3.1 (Main Theorem of AVLPR (Wang et al., 2023, Theorem 18); Informal). Suppose that

1. (Per-state no-regret) If we call the subroutine CCE-Approxh(π, V ,K), then the returned policy
π̃ : Sh →△(A) and gap estimation Gap : Sh → Rm shall ensure the following w.p. 1− δ:

max
πi
∗∈Πi

h

{(
E

a∼π̃
− E

a∼πi
∗×π̃−i

)[(
ℓi + Ph+1 V

i)
(s, a)

]}
≤ Gap

i(s), ∀i ∈ [m], s ∈ Sh, (3.2)

where Gap
i(s) must be a deterministic (i.e., non-stochastic) function in the form Gi

h(s, π,K, δ).

2. (Optimistic V-function) If we call the subroutine V-Approxh(π, π̃, V ,Gap,K), then the returned

7
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V-function estimation V̂ : Sh → Rm should ensure the following w.p. 1− δ:

V̂ i(s) ∈
[
min

{
E

a∼π̃

[(
ℓi + Ph+1 V

i)
(s, a)

]
+ Gap

i(s),H − h+ 1

}
,

E
a∼π̃

[(
ℓi + Ph+1 V

i)
(s, a)

]
+ 2Gap

i(s)

]
, ∀i ∈ [m], s ∈ Sh. (3.3)

3. (Pigeon-hole condition) There exists a deterministic complexity measure L such that w.p. 1− δ

T∑

t=1

E
s∼hπ̃t

[
Gi

h(s,Unif({π̃τ}τ∈[t]), t, δ)
]
≤
√

LT log2
T

δ
, ∀i ∈ [m], h ∈ [H], (3.4)

where Gi
h is the deterministic Gap function defined in Eq. (3.2). Informally, if we execute the whole

{π̃t(Sh)}h∈[H], it must have a expected sub-optimality gap of order Õ(
√

L/t) in each.

4. (Potential function) The potential functions {Ψi
t,h}t∈[T ],h∈[H],i∈[m] is chosen s.t. there exists a con-

stant dreplay ensuring that Line 5 is violated for at most dreplay log T times. Meanwhile,

Ψi
t,h ≤ Ψi

t0,h + 1 =⇒ Gi
h(s, πt0 , t0, δ) ≤ 8Gi

h(s, πt, t, δ), ∀i ∈ [m], h ∈ [H]. (3.5)

Then, by setting T = Õ(H2Lǫ−2), an ǫ-CCE can be yielded within Õ(H3Ldreplayǫ
−2) samples.

One can see that Wang et al. (2023) require the Gap function to be deterministic (highlighted in
Theorem 3.1). However, as we mentioned in Footnote 7, this corresponds to crafting high-probability re-
gret bounds for adversarial linear contextual bandits, which is still open in the literature (Olkhovskaya et al.,
2023). Hence, when facing MGs with (independent) linear function approximation, it is highly non-
trivial to construct a non-stochastic high-probability upper bound like Eq. (3.2) via deploying regret-
minimization algorithm at each state s ∈ Sh. Consequently, Wang et al. (2023) adopt a pure explo-
ration algorithm (i.e., using uniform policies in subroutine CCE-Approx), which brings undesirable
poly(Amax) dependencies.

Loosened High-Probability Bound Requirement. To bypass this situation, instead of forcing
each agent to do pure exploration like (Wang et al., 2023), our Improved AVLPR framework allows the
Gap(s) to be a stochastic (i.e., data-dependent) upper bound of the actual sub-optimality gap, as
shown in Eq. (3.6). The differences between Theorems 3.1 and 3.2 are highlighted in violet.

Theorem 3.2 (Main Theorem of Improved AVLPR; Informal). Suppose that

1. (Per-state no-regret) If we call the subroutine CCE-Approxh(π, V ,K), then the returned policy
π̃ : Sh →△(A) and gap estimation Gap : Sh → Rm shall ensure the following w.p. 1− δ:

max
πi
∗∈Πi

h

{(
E

a∼π̃
− E

a∼πi
∗×π̃−i

)[(
ℓi + Ph+1 V

i)
(s, a)

]}
≤ Gap

i(s), ∀i ∈ [m], s ∈ Sh, (3.6)

where Gap
i(s) is a random variable whose randomness comes from the environment (when gener-

ating the trajectories), the agents (when playing the policies), and internal randomness.

2. (Optimistic V-function) If we call the subroutine V-Approxh(π, π̃, V ,Gap,K), then the returned
V-function estimation V̂ : Sh → Rm should ensure Eq. (3.3) w.p. 1− δ.

8
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3. (Pigeon-hole condition & Potential Function) The potential functions {Ψi
t,h}t∈[T ],h∈[H],i∈[m] is chosen

s.t. there exists a constant dreplay ensuring that Line 5 is violated for at most dreplay log T times.
Meanwhile, there also exists a deterministic L ensuring the following w.p. 1− δ:

T∑

t=1

m∑

i=1

E
s∼hπ̃t

[
E

Gap
[Gap

i
t(s)]

]
≤ m

√
LT log2

T

δ
, ∀h ∈ [H], (3.7)

where the expectation is taken w.r.t. the randomness in calculating the random variable Gap.

Then we have a similar conclusion as Theorem 3.1 that Õ(m2H3Ldreplayǫ
−2) samples give an ǫ-CCE.

We defer the formal proof of this theorem to Appendix A and only sketch the idea here.

Proof Sketch of Theorem 3.2. The idea is to show that our picked policy-gap pair nearly satisfies the
conditions in Theorem 3.1. We can pick different r’s for different states s ∈ Sh (i.e., r∗(s)) because they
are in the same layer. However, on a single state s ∈ Sh, all agents i ∈ [m] must share the same r∗(s).
This is because the expectation in Eq. (3.6) is w.r.t. the opponents’ policies. So if any agent deviates
from the current r, all other agents will observe a different sequence of losses and thus break Eq. (3.2).

Now we focus on a single state s ∈ Sh. By Eq. (3.6), any construction r ∈ [R] ensures w.h.p. that
V i
π̃r
(s) ≥ V i

∗ (s)−Gap
i
r(s). Moreover, Eq. (3.3) ensures V̂ i

r (s) ∈ [V i
∗ (s), V

i
π̃r
(s)+ 2Gap

i
r(s)]. So we only

need to find a r whose Gap
i
r(s) is “small” for all i ∈ [m] – more preciously, we want a r∗(s) such that

m∑

i=1

Gap
i
r∗(s)(s) ≤ 2

m∑

i=1

E
Gap

[Gap
i(s)], ∀s ∈ Sh, i ∈ [m].

From Markov inequality, for each r ∈ [R], Pr
{∑m

i=1 Gap
i
r(s) > 2

∑m
i=1 EGap[Gap

i(s)]
}
≤ 1

2 . Thus,
from the choice of R = O(log 1

δ ), the r minimizing
∑m

i=1 Gap
i
r(s) (i.e., the r∗(s) defined in Eq. (3.1))

ensures that
∑m

i=1 Gap
i
r∗(s)(s) ≤ 2

∑m
i=1 EGap[Gap

i(s)] with probability 1− δ.

As states in the same layer are independent in the sense that the policy on s′ doesn’t affect the

Q-function of s if s, s′ ∈ Sh, we can combine all {(π̃r∗(s)(s),Gapr∗(s)(s))}s∈Sh
’s into (π̃, G̃ap). Eq. (3.6)

then ensures Condition 1 of Theorem 3.1, and Condition 3 is also closely related with our Eq. (3.7).
Besides the different Gap, the potential part is also slightly different from Eq. (3.5). This is because
the original version is mainly tailored for uniform exploration policies – as we will see in Section 5.2, we
design a potential function similar to that of Cui et al. (2023) as we are both using πt as the exploration
policy in CCE-Approx.

4 Improved CCE-Approx Subroutine

To improve the sample complexity for MGs with independent linear function approximation, it is
insufficient to change the framework alone. This section introduces our improved implementation of the
CCE-Approx subroutine, presented in Algorithm 2. While our framework remains mostly the same
as AVLPR, the subroutine CCE-Approx is very different from (Wang et al., 2023). Here, we briefly
overview several main technical innovations that we make in our Algorithm 2.

4.1 Magnitude-Reduction Loss Estimators

In this regret-minimization task, we deploy EXP3 on each state, similar to Cui et al. (2023). Mo-
tivated by the recent progress in linear MDPs (Dai et al., 2023), we aggressively set the regulariza-
tion parameter in covariance-estimation (the γ in Eq. (4.1)) as Õ(K−1), instead of the usual choice

9
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Algorithm 2 Improved CCE-Approx Subroutine for Independent Linear Markov Games

Input: Policy mixture π, next-layer V-function V , epoch length K, failure probability δ.
Output: A mixed policy π̃ : Sh →△(A) and a data-dependent Gapestimation Gap : Sh × Rm.
1: Set learning rate η, bonus parameters β1, β2, and regularization parameter γ = 5d

K log 6d
δ .

2: All agents play π for K times. For the i-th of them, it memorizes the state-action pair in the h-th
layer as {(scov

k , acov
k,i )}Kk=1 and calculates the estimated (inverse) covariance matrix as

Σ̂†
t,i =

(
1

K

K∑

κ=1

φ(scov
κ , acov

κ,i )φ(s
cov
κ , acov

κ,i )
T + γI

)−1

, (4.1)

3: All agents play π for K times. For the i-th of them, it memorizes the state-action pair in the h-th
layer as {(smag

k , amag
k,i )}Kk=1 and calculates the magnitude-reduced estimator (Dai et al., 2023) as

m̂i
k(s, a) =

H

K

K∑

κ=1

(
φ(s, a)TΣ̂†

t,iφ(s
mag
κ , ãmag

κ,i )
)
−
, ∀s ∈ Sh, a ∈ Ai. (4.2)

4: for k = 1, 2, . . . ,K do
5: Each agent i ∈ [m] uses EXP3 to calculate its policy πi

k(a | s) for all s ∈ Sh and a ∈ Ai:

πi
k(a | s) ∝ exp

(
−η
(

k−1∑

κ=1

(Q̂i
κ(s, a)−Bi

k(s, a))

))
, (4.3)

where Bi
k(s, a) = β1‖φ(s, a)‖2

Σ̂†
t,i

+β2
∑d

j=1φ(s, a)[j]× sup(s′,a′)∈Sh×Ai(Σ̂
†
t,iφ(s

′, a′))[j], where ·[j]

means the j-th coordinate. Roughly, η1 ≈ 1/
√
K, β1 ≈ dH√

K
, and β2 ≈ H

K .

6: for i = 1, 2, . . . ,m do
7: The i-th agent plays π and any other agent j 6= i plays π for first h − 1 steps and πj

k for the

h-th one. Agent i records its observed states, actions, and losses as (sik,h, a
i
k,h, ℓ

i
k,h)

h+1
h=1 .

8: end for
9: Each agent i ∈ [m] estimates the kernel of the Q-function induced by V

i
and πk as

θ̂i
k = Σ̂†

t,i φ(s
i
k,h, a

i
k,h)

(
ℓik,h + V

i
(sik,h+1)

)
. (4.4)

10: Each agent i ∈ [m] adopts magnitude-reduced estimators (Dai et al., 2023) to calculate

Q̂i
k(s, a) = φ(s, a)Tθ̂i

k −H
(
φ(s, a)TΣ̂†

t,iφ(s
i
k,h, a

i
k,h)
)
−
+ m̂i

k(s, a). (4.5)

11: end for
12: return (π̃,Gap) where π̃ = 1

K

∑K
k=1 πk and the data-dependent Gap is defined in Eq. (B.2).

of γ = Õ(K−1/2) (Cui et al., 2023). This is because the regret analyses shall exhibit factors like
Õ( γ

β1
K + β1

γ + β1K) – to get Õ(
√
K) regret (which is necessary for ǫ−2 sample complexity), we must

set β1 = Õ(K−1/2) and γ = Õ(K−1).
However, the downside of this aggressive tuning of γ is that the estimated Q-function, namely

10
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φ(s, a)Tθ̂i
k = φ(s, a)TΣ̂†

t,iφ(s
i
k,h, a

i
k,h)(ℓ

i
k,h+V

i
(sik,h+1)), can lie anywhere in [−γ−1, γ−1] = [−O(K),O(K)].

To comply with the EXP3 requirement that all loss estimators are at least −O(1/η) (c.f. Lemma E.10)
while still setting the learning rate η as O(1/

√
K), we adopt the Magnitude-Reduced Estimator pro-

posed by Dai et al. (2023) to “move” the Q-estimators into range [−O(
√
K),O(K)] by setting Q̂i

k(s, a) =

φ(s, a)Tθ̂i
k−H(φ(s, a)TΣ̂†

t,iφ(s
i
k,h, a

i
k,h))−+m̂i

k(s, a) (as we did in Eq. (4.5)). More details can be found
in Lemma E.1.

4.2 Action-Dependent Bonuses

As we are using θ̂i
k instead of the actual θi

k when defining Q̂i
k in Eq. (4.5), this incurs an esti-

mation error. Focusing on a single state s ∈ Sh, this estimation error occurs twice in the analysis as
Ea∼πi

k
(·|s)[Est Err(s, a)] and Ea∼πi

∗(·|s)[Est Err(s, a)]. These two terms are called Bias-1 and Bias-2 in

our analysis (see Eq. (5.2)).
The former term of Bias-1 is relatively easy to control: Because πi

k is known, as we elaborate in
Section 5.1, we can use some variants of the Freedman Inequality to have it bounded. For the latter
term (Bias-2), due to the unknown πi

∗, the aforementioned approach no longer works. One common
technique in the literature is to design bonuses: Suppose that we’d like to cover

∑K
k=1 v

i
k(s, a

i
∗) where

ai∗ is the optimal action on s in hindsight and vik is an abstract quantity (e.g., the Est Err), we then
design bonuses Bi

k(s, a) such that

K∑

k=1

Bi
k(s, a

i
∗) &

K∑

k=1

vik(s, a
i
∗) w.h.p., ∀s ∈ Sh, i ∈ [m]. (4.6)

In this way, if we feed Q̂i
k −Bi

k instead of Q̂i
k into the EXP3 algorithm deployed at s ∈ Sh, we can

roughly get (see Lemma E.10 for the original EXP3 guarantee and Theorem B.2 for this form)

K∑

k=1

∑

a∈Ai

(πi
k(a | s)− πi

∗(a | s))(Q̂i
k(s, a)−Bi

k(s, a)) .
log|Ai|

η
+

K∑

k=1

E
a∼πi

k
(·|s)

[
ηQ̂i

k(s, a)
2 +Bi

k(s, a)
]
,

and conclude that (the second term of LHS also appears in the regret decomposition in Eq. (5.2))

K∑

k=1

E
a∼πi

∗(·|s)
[vik(s, a)] +

K∑

k=1

∑

a∈Ai

(πi
k(a | s)− πi

∗(a | s))Q̂i
k(s, a)

.
K∑

k=1

E
a∼πi

k
(·|s)

[
Bi

k(s, a)
]
+

log|Ai|
η

+ η

K∑

k=1

E
a∼πi

k
(·|s)

[
Q̂i

k(s, a)
2
]
, (4.7)

which means that we replaces the unknown
∑K

k=1 v
i
k(s, a

i
∗) with the known

∑K
k=1 Ea∼πi

k
(·|s)[B

i
k(s, a)].

A tradition way of designing Bi
k(s, a) is using the classical Freedman Inequality (Freedman, 1975),

which roughly claims that if |vik(s, a)| ≤ V i a.s. for all s ∈ Sh, a ∈ Ai, k ∈ [K], we have8

K∑

k=1

vik(s, a
i
∗) .

√√√√
K∑

k=1

E[(vik(s, a
i∗))2] + V i log

1

δ
w.h.p., ∀s ∈ Sh, i ∈ [m].

In problems like linear bandits, V i is typically as small as Õ(
√
K) (see, e.g., (Zimmert and Lattimore,

2022)). Therefore, directly picking Bi
k(s, a) &

√
E[(vik(s, a))

2] can ensure Eq. (4.6) as the V i log 1
δ part

8The expectation of (vik(s, a
i
∗))

2 here should actually condition on the filtration Fk−1 as vik is a stochastic process.
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can directly go into the regret bound. However, in our case, due to the aggressive choice of γ = Õ(K−1),
V i can be as huge as Õ(K) and such an approach fails.

To tackle this, we observe that if we find a function V i : Sh ×Ai → Rd such that

|vik(s, a)| ≤ V i(s, a) a.s., ∀s ∈ Sh, a ∈ Ai, k ∈ [K], and
1

K

K∑

k=1

E
a∼πi

k
(·|s)

[V i(s, a)] is well-bounded,

we can set a action-dependent bonus of

Bi
k(s, a) &

√
E[(vik(s, a))

2 | Fk−1] +
1

K
V i(s, a), ∀s ∈ Sh, a ∈ Ai, k ∈ [K]. (4.8)

Using the Adaptive Freedman Inequality (see Lemma E.7) given by Zimmert and Lattimore (2022),

K∑

k=1

vik(s, a
i
∗) . V i(s, ai∗) +

√√√√
K∑

k=1

E[(vik(s, a
i∗))2] w.h.p.,

which infers the bonus condition of
∑K

k=1B
i
k(s, a

i
∗) ≥

∑K
k=1 v

i
k(s, a

i
∗) in Eq. (4.6). Meanwhile, the

extra cost of
∑K

k=1 Ea∼πi
k
(·|s)[B

i
k(s, a)] (see the RHS of Eq. (4.7)) is still bounded because we assume

1
K

∑K
k=1 Ea∼πi

k
(·|s)[V

i(s, a)] can be controlled. Finally, when V i(s, a) = Õ(K), we can also ensure that

the bonus function Bi
k(s, a) is small as 1

KV i(s, a) = Õ(1), which is necessary as the EXP3 regret

guarantee requires Q̂i
k −Bi

k & −O(1/η).
In a nutshell, our action-dependent bonus technique allows the estimation errors vik(s, a) to have

more extreme values on those rarely-visited state-action pairs (s, a) – compared to the classical approach
which requires |vik(s, a)| ≤ V i = Õ(

√
K) for all s ∈ Sh, a ∈ Ai, k ∈ [K] uniformly, our V i(s, a) can have

values of order Õ(K) occasionally on some state-action pairs, as long as 1
K

∑K
k=1 Ea∼πi

k
(·|s)[V

i(s, a)]
remains small. We expect this technique to be useful in other problems where high-probability bounds
are required.

4.3 Covariance Matrix Estimation

When analyzing linear regression, one critical step is to investigate the quality of “covariance ma-
trix estimation”. Typically, we would like to estimate the covariance matrix Σ of a d-dimensional
distribution D, namely Σ̂. Various approaches try to control either the additive error ‖Σ̂ − Σ‖2
(Neu and Olkhovskaya, 2020; Luo et al., 2021) or the multiplicative error ‖Σ̂(γI + Σ)−1‖2 (Dai et al.,
2023; Sherman et al., 2023b), but the convergence rate is at most Õ(n−1/4) where n is the number of
samples from D. Recently, Liu et al. (2023a) bypassed this limitation by considering Tr

(
Σ̂−1/2(Σ̂−Σ)

)

and gave an Õ(n−1/2) convergence rate; this technique is also adopted into our analysis for an Õ(
√
K)

regret. See Appendix E.2 for more details regarding this.

4.4 Main Guarantee of Algorithm 2

Incorporating all these techniques, our Algorithm 2 ensures Eqs. (3.6) and (3.7). We make the
follow claims, whose formal statements are presented in Theorems B.1 and C.1.

Theorem 4.1 (Gap is w.h.p. Pessimistic; Informal). When Algorithm 2 is configured properly, for each
execution of CCE-Approxh, the condition in Eq. (3.6) holds with probability 1− Õ(δ), i.e.,

max
πi
∗∈Πi

h

{(
E

a∼π̃
− E

a∼πi
∗×π̃−i

)[(
ℓi + Ph+1 V

i)
(s, a)

]}
≤ Gap

i(s), ∀i ∈ [m], s ∈ Sh with probability 1−Õ(δ).
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Theorem 4.2 (Algorithm 2 Allows a Potential Function; Informal). Consider the following potential:

Ψi
t,h =

(
t∑

τ=1

‖φ(s̃τ,h, ãiτ,h)‖2Σ̂†
τ,i

)/(
64 log

8mHT

δ

)
, ∀t ∈ [T ], h ∈ [H], i ∈ [m], (4.9)

where Σ̂†
t,i is defined as Eq. (4.1) if Line 5 is violated in epoch t and as Σ̂†

t,i = Σ̂†
t−1,i otherwise (which is

a recursive definition since Line 5 may not be violated in epoch (t−1) as well). Then, when Algorithm 2
is configured properly, the condition in Eq. (3.7) holds with L = Õ(d4H2), i.e.,

T∑

t=1

m∑

i=1

E
s∼hπ̃t

[
E

Gap

[Gap
i
t(s)]

]
= Õ(md2H

√
T ), with probability 1− δ.

Putting our improved CCE-Approx subroutine in Algorithm 2 and the original V-Approx subrou-
tine (Wang et al., 2023, Algorithm 3) together, we give our final algorithm for multi-player general-sum
Markov Games with independent linear function approximations. As claimed, this algorithm enjoys
only polynomial dependency on m, the optimal convergence rate ǫ−2, and avoids poly(Amax) factors.
Formally, we give the following theorem.

Theorem 4.3 (Main Theorem of the Overall Algorithm). Under proper configuration of parameters,
by picking CCE-Approxh as Algorithm 2 and V-Approxh as Algorithm 3 (Wang et al., 2023, Al-
gorithm 3), under the Markov Games with Independent Linear Function Approximation assumption
(Assumption 2.1), Algorithm 1 enjoys a sample complexity of Õ(m4d5H6ǫ−2) = Õ(poly(m,d,H)ǫ−2).

The formal proofs of Theorems 4.1 to 4.3 are in Appendices B to D, respectively. In the following
section, we give an overview of the high-level idea of proving Theorems 4.1 and 4.2.

5 Analysis Outline of the Improved CCE-Approx Subroutine

Analyzing the improved CCE-Approx subroutine is highly technical, and the full proof of Theo-
rems 4.1 and 4.2 are deferred into Appendices B and C. In this section, we highlight several key steps
when verifying Eqs. (3.6) and (3.7) in Theorems 4.1 and 4.2.

5.1 Gap is w.h.p. Pessimistic (Proof Sketch of Theorem 4.1)

In this section, we fix an agent i ∈ [m] and a state s ∈ Sh. We need to verify Eq. (3.6) for this
specific agent-state pair. By the construction of π̃ in Line 28, Eq. (3.6) is equivalent to

K∑

k=1

〈
πi
k(· | s)− πi

∗(· | s),φ(s, a)Tθi
k

〉
≤ K ·Gap

i(s), ∀πi
∗ ∈ Πi, (5.1)

where θi
k is the “true” kernel induced by πk and the next-layer V-function V

i
, i.e.,

φ(s, a)Tθi
k = E

a−i∼π−i
k

(·|s)

[
(ℓi + PV

i
)(s,a)

]
, ∀s ∈ Sh, a ∈ Ai.

By (almost) standard regret decomposition, the LHS of Eq. (5.1) can be rewritten as

K∑

k=1

〈
πi
k(· | s)− πi

∗(· | s),φ(s, a)Tθi
k

〉
=

K∑

k=1

〈
πi
k(· | s)− πi

∗(· | s), Q̂i
k(s, ·)−Bi

k(s, ·)
〉

︸ ︷︷ ︸
Reg-Term

+

13
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K∑

k=1

〈
πi
k(· | s)− πi

∗(· | s),φ(s, a)Tθ̂i
k − Q̂i

k(s, a)
〉

︸ ︷︷ ︸
Mag-Reduce

+
K∑

k=1

〈
πi
k(· | s),φ(s, ·)T(θi

k − θ̂i
k)
〉

︸ ︷︷ ︸
Bias-1

+

K∑

k=1

〈
πi
∗(· | s),φ(s, ·)T(θ̂i

k − θi
k)
〉

︸ ︷︷ ︸
Bias-2

+

K∑

k=1

〈
πi
k(· | s)− πi

∗(· | s), Bi
k(s, ·)

〉

︸ ︷︷ ︸
Bonus-1 (πi

k
) − Bonus-2 (πi

∗)

. (5.2)

In the remaining part of this section, we overview the main steps in controlling these terms.

5.1.1 Controlling Reg-Term via Magnitude-Reduced Estimator

The Reg-Term is the regret w.r.t. estimated losses fed into the EXP3 instance deployed on each
state s, stated as follows:

Reg-Term =
K∑

k=1

∑

a∈Ai

(πi
k(a | s)− πi

∗(a | s))
(
Q̂i

k(s, a)−Bi
k(s, a)

)
.

As we feed Q̂i
k(s, a) − Bi

k(s, a) into the EXP3 procedure on each s ∈ Sh (see Eq. (4.3)), this term
usually can be directly controlled using the EXP3 regret guarantee stated in Lemma E.10, which roughly
says

Reg-Term ≤ log|Ai|
η

+ η
K∑

k=1

∑

a∈Ai

πi
k(a | s)

(
Q̂i

k(s, a)−Bi
k(s, a)

)2
,

if Q̂i
k(s, a)−Bi

k(s, a) ≥ −
1

η
, ∀k ∈ [K], a ∈ Ai.

To verify Q̂i
k(s, a)−Bi

k(s, a) ≥ − 1
η , people usually control the estimated Q̂i

k via (Luo et al., 2021)

|φ(s, a)Tθ̂i
k| = φ(s, a)TΣ̂†

t,iφ(s
i
k,h, a

i
k,h)(ℓ

i
k,h + V

i
(sik,h+1)) . H‖Σ̂†

t,i‖2 ≤ Hγ−1. (5.3)

While this works when γ = Õ(K−1/2), it becomes prohibitively large when setting γ = Õ(K−1).
Fortunately, thanks to the Magnitude-Reduced Estimator by Dai et al. (2023), we can ensure that
Q̂i

k −Bi
k ≥ m̂i

k − Bi
k is bounded from below by m̂i

k ≥ −Õ(K−1/2) (Dai et al., 2023, Theorem 4.1). As

Bi
k is also small, we can apply the standard EXP3 guarantee in Lemma E.10 with η = Õ(K−1/2).

5.1.2 Controlling Bias-1 Term via Adaptive Freedman Inequality

The Bias-1 term
∑

k〈πi
k(· | s),φ(s, ·)T(θi

k− θ̂i
k)〉 corresponds to the cost of only knowing θ̂i

k instead

of θi
k when estimating Qi

k. As Σ̂†
t,i is biased because of the γI regularizer in Eq. (4.1), (θi

k − θ̂i
k) can be

further decomposed into (θi
k − E[θ̂i

k]) and (E[θ̂i
k] − θ̂i

k), namely the intrinsic bias and estimation error

of θ̂i
k:

Bias-1 =

K∑

k=1

E
a∼πi

k
(·|s)

[
φ(s, a)T

]
(θi

k − θ̂i
k) =

K∑

k=1

(
E

a∼πi
k
(·|s)

[
φ(s, a)T

]
θi
k − µk

)

︸ ︷︷ ︸
Intrinsic Bias

+

K∑

k=1

(µk −Xk)

︸ ︷︷ ︸
Estimation Error

,

14



Refined Sample Complexity for Linear Markov Games

where Xk = Ea∼πi
k
(·|s)

[
φ(s, a)T

]
θ̂i
k and µk = E[Xk | Fk−1]; here, (Fk)

K
k=0 is the natural filtration.

The intrinsic bias term is standard in analyzing (expected-)regret-minimization algorithms for linear
MDPs – see, e.g., Lemma D.2 of Luo et al. (2021) – and can thus be controlled analogously.

The estimation error term is a martingale. Consequently, regret-minimization papers in single-agent
RL usually omit it by its zero-mean nature. However, it plays an important role here since Gap must be
a high-probability upper bound. Existing high-probability results for adversarial linear bandits usually
apply the famous Freedman inequality (Freedman, 1975): Suppose that |Xk − µk| ≤ X a.s., then

K∑

k=1

(Xk − µk) .

√√√√
K∑

k=1

E[(Xk − µk)2 | Fk−1] +X log
1

δ
, with probability 1− δ.

However, as we calculated in Eq. (5.3), due to our choice of γ = Õ(K−1), X must be of order
Õ(HK). Hence, a direct application of the traditional Freedman inequality results in a factor of order
Õ(K), which is unacceptable.

Fortunately, as our strengthened Theorem 3.2 only requires a stochastic Gap with bounded expec-
tation, we are allowed to have a data-dependent variant of the X log 1

δ term. Inspired by the Adaptive
Freedman Inequality proposed by Lee et al. (2020) and improved by Zimmert and Lattimore (2022), we
prove a variant of Freedman Inequality in Lemma E.8 which roughly reads

K∑

k=1

(Xk − µk) .

√√√√
K∑

k=1

(E[X2
k | Fk−1] +X2

k) log
1

δ
, with probability 1− δ. (5.4)

As both E[X2
k | Fk−1] and X2

k is known to the learner during execution, we can directly put them into
Gap

i
k(s) and ensure Eq. (3.6). The more detailed calculation can be found in the proof of Theorem B.3.

5.1.3 Cancelling Bias-2 Using Bonus-2

While the Bias-2 term
∑

k〈πi
∗(· | s),φ(s, ·)T(θ̂i

k − θi
k)〉 looks almost the same as Bias-1, we cannot

directly put the RHS of Eq. (5.4) into Gap
i
k(s) as πi

∗ is unknown. Following the classical idea of
designing bonuses, we can make use of the Bonus-2 term, i.e., Bonus-2 = −∑K

k=1〈πi
∗(· | s), Bi

k(s, ·)〉,
to cancel Bias-2.

Although bonuses are standard in the literature, we shall remark again that our action-dependent
bonus Bi

k(s, a) is novel. Following the notations in Section 4.2, we would like to cover

vik(s, a) = φ(s, a)T(θ̂i
k − E[θ̂i

k])

using Bi
k(s, a) such that Eq. (4.7) happens. Because γ ≈ K−1, each martingale difference term vik(s, a)

can be of order O(K) – thus, directly picking V i = maxk,s,a|vik(s, a)| would make Gap too large, which
means the classical Freedman inequality approach described in Section 4.2 again fails.

To tackle this issue, as motivated in Section 4.2, we introduce an action-dependent V i(s, a) =
maxk|vik(s, a)| and average it into the K episodes, resulting in the bonus definition of (the β1-related term

corresponds to the
√

E[(vik(s, a))
2 | Fk−1] part, while the β2-related term corresponds to the 1

KV i(s, a)

part in Eq. (4.8))

Bi
k(s, a) = β1‖φ(s, a)‖2Σ̂†

t,i

+ β2

d∑

j=1

φ(s, a)[j] × sup
(s′,a′)∈Sh×Ai

(Σ̂†
t,iφ(s

′, a′))[j].
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Thus, the Bias-2 term is indeed cancelled by Bonus-2. Moreover, let us discuss a little bit why
this approach is more favorable when proving Theorem 4.2: Regarding the

∑K
k=1 Ea∼πi

k
(·|s)[B

i
k(s, a)]

term in Eq. (4.7), we no longer need to suffer from V i = Õ(K), but only 1
K

∑
k Eπi

k
[V i(s, a)] instead.

As (see Lemma C.6)

V i(s, a) =

d∑

j=1

φ(s, a)[j] × sup
(s′,a′)∈Sh×Ai

(Σ̂†
t,iφ(s

′, a′))[j] ≤ ‖φ(s, a)‖
Σ̂†

t,i

×
√
‖Σ̂†

t,i‖2,

we have 1
K

∑
k Eπi

k
[V i(s, a)] .

√
〈E 1

K

∑
k πi

k
[φφT], Σ̂†

t,i〉 × ‖Σ̂t,i‖2. Using the arguments presented shortly

in Section 5.2, we can see this term is indeed nicely bounded.
To conclude, action-dependent bonuses allow us to cancel a random variable that can exhibit extreme

values but has small expectations. We expect this technique to be of independent interest.

5.1.4 Directly Putting Bonus-1 into Gap

The Bonus-1 term is easy to handle in designing Gap
i
k as πi

k and Bi
k are both known. Still, to ensure

Eq. (3.7), we need to control 1
K

∑
k Eπi

k
[V i(s, a)] – the same arguments from the previous paragraph

then work.

5.1.5 Controlling Mag-Reduce Like Bias-1 and Bias-2

This term is a unique challenge in our paper, which is due to the Magnitude-Reduced Estimator by
Dai et al. (2023): Since the Q̂i

k in Eq. (4.5) differs from φTθ̂i
k, the following term shows up:

Mag-Reduce =

K∑

k=1

∑

a∈Ai

(
πi
k(a | s)− πi

∗(a | s)
) (

φ(s, a)Tθ̂i
k − Q̂i

k(s, a)
)
.

However, this term vanishes in the original paper because Q̂i
k is unbiased (see Lemma E.1) and

Dai et al. (2023) studied expected-regret-minimization. Fortunately, because (smag
κ , amag

κ,i ) in m̂i
k(s, a)

(see Eq. (4.2)) and (sk,h, a
i
k,h) in Q̂i

k(s, a) (see Eq. (4.5)) are i.i.d., we can decompose Mag-Reduce into
the sum of a few martingales and apply the Adaptive Freedman Inequality to each of them. Informally,
we observe that the resulting concentrations is smaller than those of Bias-1 and Bias-2, and thus
Mag-Reduce is automatically controlled – more detailed arguments are presented in the proof of
Theorem B.9.

5.2 Controlling the Sum of E[Gap]’s via Potential Function

The potential function Ψi
t,h is defined in Eq. (4.9), presented below for the ease of readers:

Ψi
t,h =

(
t∑

τ=1

‖φ(s̃τ,h, ãiτ,h)‖2Σ̂†
τ,i

)/(
64 log

8mHT

δ

)
.

Below we briefly explain why it ensures Theorem 4.2. After taking expectation to the randomness in
Gap

i
t(s), we would get (omitting all dependencies on d and H; see Theorem C.2 for formal statements

and calculations)

E
Gap

[Gap
i
t(s)] .

1√
t

E
a∼π̃i

t(s)

[
‖φ(s, a)‖2

Σ̂†
t,i

]
, ∀s ∈ Sh, i ∈ [m], t ∈ [T ].

16



Refined Sample Complexity for Linear Markov Games

Therefore, the definition of Ψi
t,h ensures that if Ψi

t,h is not so different from some Ψi
t0,h

, we can

pretend that EGap[Gap
i
t0(s)] is also similar to EGap[Gap

i
t(s)], i.e., setting Gapt ← Gapt0 will not

violate the above inequality by a lot. Hence, suppose that the “lazy” update mechanism re-uses π̃t for
nt times (i.e., Line 5 is not violated from epoch (t+ 1) until (t+ nt − 1) and the π̃t’s and Gapt’s will
be the same). We roughly have

Eq. (3.7) =

T∑

t=1

m∑

i=1

E
s∼hπt

[
E

Gap

[
Gap

i
t(s)
]]

.
√
T

m∑

i=1

T∑

t=1

E
s∼hπ̃t

[
E

a∼π̃i
t(s)

[
‖φ(s, a)‖2

Σ̂†
t,i

]]

=
√
T

m∑

i=1

T∑

t=1

〈Covih(π̃t), Σ̂
†
t,i〉 =

√
T

m∑

i=1

T∑

t=1

nt〈Covih(π̃t), Σ̂
†
t,i〉, (5.5)

where Covih(π̃t) is the covariance matrix of agent i in layer h when following π̃t, i.e.,

Covih(π̃t) = E
s∼hπ̃t

[
E

a∼π̃i
t(s)

[φ(s, a)φ(s, a)T]

]
.

By the definition of πt = 1
t

∑t−1
s=0 π̃s, we would roughly have Σ̂†

t,i ≈ (
∑t−1

s=0 nsCovih(π̃s) + γI)−1.
Therefore,

T∑

t=1

nt〈Covih(π̃t), Σ̂
†
t,i〉 ≈

T∑

t=1

〈
ntCovih(π̃t),

(
∑

s<t

nsCovih(π̃s)

)−1〉
.

Recall that the scalar version of this sum will give
∑

t xt/(
∑

s<t xs) = Õ(∑t xt) if xt is bounded,
one can imagine that this sum should also be small. Indeed, from Lemma 11 of Zanette and Wainwright
(2022), we can conclude that

T∑

t=1

nt〈Covih(π̃t), Σ̂
†
t,i〉 . Õ

(
log det

(
∑

t

ntCovih(π̃t)

))
= Õ(d),

and thus Eq. (3.7) = Eq. (5.5) . Õ(m
√
T ) (again, omitting all dependencies on d and H). Theorem 4.2

then follows.

6 Conclusion

In this paper, we consider multi-player general-sum Markov Games with independent linear func-
tion approximations. By enhancing the AVLPR framework recently proposed by Wang et al. (2023) with
a data-dependent pessimistic gap estimation, proposing novel action-dependent bonuses, and incorpo-
rating several state-of-the-art techniques from the recent advances in the adversarial RL literature
(Zimmert and Lattimore, 2022; Dai et al., 2023; Liu et al., 2023a), we give the first algorithm that i)
bypasses the curse of multi-agents, ii) attains optimal convergence rate, and iii) avoids polynomial
dependencies on the number of actions. We a) design data-dependent pessimistic sub-optimality gap
estimations (Section 3), and b) propose an action-dependent bonus technique to cover extreme estima-
tion errors (Section 4.2), which can be of independent interest.
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A Analysis of the Improved AVLPR Framework

This section proves the main theorem of our Improved AVLPR framework, restated as follows.

Theorem A.1 (Main Theorem of Improved AVLPR; Restatement of Theorem 3.2). Suppose that

1. (Per-state no-regret) (π̃,Gap) = CCE-Approxh(π, V ,K) ensures the following w.p. 1− δ:

max
πi
∗∈Πi

h

{(
E

a∼π̃
− E

a∼πi
∗×π̃−i

)[(
ℓi + Ph+1 V

i)
(s, a)

]}
≤ Gap

i(s), ∀i ∈ [m], s ∈ Sh, (A.1)

where Gap
i(s) is a random variable whose randomness comes from the environment (when gener-

ating the trajectories), the agents (when playing the policies), and internal randomness.

2. (Optimistic V-function) V̂ = V-Approxh(π, π̃, V ,Gap,K) ensures the following w.p. 1− δ:

V̂ i(s) ∈
[
min

{
E

a∼π̃

[(
ℓi + PV

i)
(s, a)

]
+ Gap

i(s),H − h+ 1

}
,

E
a∼π̃

[(
ℓi + PV

i)
(s, a)

]
+ 2Gap

i(s)

]
, ∀i ∈ [m], s ∈ Sh. (A.2)

3. (Pigeon-hole condition & Potential Function) The potential function Ψi
t,h ensures that Line 5 in

Algorithm 1 is violated for at most dreplay log T times. Moreover, there exists a deterministic L
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ensuring the following w.p. 1− δ:

T∑

t=1

m∑

i=1

E
s∼hπ̃t

[
E

Gap
[Gap

i
t(s)]

]
≤ m

√
LT log2

T

δ
, ∀h ∈ [H], (A.3)

where the expectation is taken w.r.t. the randomness in Gap.

Then with probability 1− Õ(δ), the sum of CCE-Regret over all agents satisfies

m∑

i=1

T∑

t=1

(
V i
π̃t
(s1)− V i

†,π̃−i
t

(s1)
)
= Õ(mH

√
LT ),

where π̃t is the policy for the t-th epoch (which is the policy with smallest Gap; see Eq. (3.1)).
Suppose that one call to CCE-Approxh will cost Γ1K samples (K is the last parameter to the subrou-

tine), and, similarly, one call to V-Approxh will cost Γ2 samples. Then by picking T = Õ(m2H2L/ǫ2),
the roll-out policy is an ǫ-CCE and the sample complexity is bounded by

Õ
(
max{Γ1,Γ2} ×m2H3Lǫ−2 × dreplay log T

)
.

Proof. The proof mostly inherits the proof of Theorem 18 from (Wang et al., 2023); all the main differ-
ences are sketched in the proof sketch of Theorem 3.2 (in the main text).

Let I be the iterations where Line 5 is violated. For any t ∈ I and h = H,H − 1, . . . , 1, we first

pass a “next-layer” V-function V
i
to CCE-Approxh and then calculate the “current-layer” V-function

via V-Approxh. By Eq. (A.1) of Condition 1 and Eq. (A.2) of Condition 2, for any “next-layer” V
i
,

m∑

i=1

min
πi
∗∈△(Ai)

{
E

a∼πi
∗×π̃−i

r∗(s)
(·|s)

[(
ℓi + PV

i)
(s,a)

]}

≥
m∑

i=1

E
a∼π̃r∗(s)(·|s)

[(
ℓi + PV

i)
(s,a)

]
−

m∑

i=1

Gap
i
r∗(s)(s)

≥
m∑

i=1

V̂ i(s), ∀s ∈ Sh.

Thus, by induction over all h = H,H − 1, . . . , 1, we know that for all t ∈ I and h ∈ [H],

m∑

i=1

V̂ i
t (s) ≤

m∑

i=1

V i
†,π−i

t

(s), ∀s ∈ S.

In words, this indicates that our V̂ i
t is indeed an optimistic estimation of the best-response V-function.

Again applying induction by invoking the other part of Eq. (A.2), we know for all t ∈ I ,

m∑

i=1

V̂ i
t (s) ≥

m∑

i=1

V i
π̃t
(s)− 2

m∑

i=1

H∑

h=h

E
s′∼hπ̃t|sh=s

[
Gap

i
t(s

′)
]
, ∀s ∈ S.

Putting these two inequalities together, the following holds for all t ∈ I :
m∑

i=1

(
V i
π̃t
(s)− V i

†,π̃−i
t

(s)
)
≤ 2

m∑

i=1

H∑

h=h

E
s′∼hπ̃t|sh=s

[
Gap

i
t(s

′)
]
, ∀s ∈ S.
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Hence, by denoting It ∈ I as the policy where the t-th epoch is using (i.e., the last time where
Line 5 is violated). By above calculation, we can write the sum of CCE-Regret over all agents as

m∑

i=1

T∑

t=1

(
V i
π̃t
(s1)− V i

†,π̃−i
t

(s1)
)
=

m∑

i=1

T∑

t=1

(
V i
π̃It

(s1)− V i
†,π̃−i

It

(s1)

)
≤ 2

m∑

i=1

T∑

t=1

H∑

h=1

E
s′∼hπ̃It

[
Gap

i
It(s

′)
]
.

From Lemma A.2, we conclude that the following holds w.p. 1− Õ(δTH):

m∑

i=1

Gap
i
t(s) ≤ 2 E

Gap

[
m∑

i=1

Gap
i
t

]
, ∀t ∈ I, h ∈ [H], s ∈ Sh.

Moreover, recall from Eq. (A.3) that

T∑

t=1

m∑

i=1

E
s∼hπ̃t

[
E

Gap
[Gap

i
t(s)]

]
≤ m

√
LT log2

T

δ
, ∀h ∈ [H].

We then have
m∑

i=1

T∑

t=1

(
V i
π̃t
(s1)− V i

†,π̃−i
t

(s1)
)
≤ 4mH

√
LT log2

T

δ
,

which means that our choice of T = Õ(m2H2L/ǫ2) indeed roll-outs an ǫ-CCE.
It only remains to calculate the total sample complexity. From Condition 3, |I| ≤ dreplay log T .

Thus, the total sample complexity is no more than

T + |I| ×H Õ(Γ1T + Γ2T ) = Õ(max{Γ1,Γ2} ×m2H3Lǫ−2 × dreplay log T ),

as claimed.

Lemma A.2. For any t ∈ I, w.p. 1− δ, we have
∑m

i=1 Gap
i
t(s) ≤ 2E[

∑m
i=1 Gap

i
t(s)], ∀s ∈ Sh.

Proof. Denote the R policy-Gap pairs yielded as (π̃1,Gap1), (π̃2,Gap2), . . . , (π̃R,GapR). By definition,
(π̃t(s),Gapt(s)) = (π̃r∗(s)(s),Gapr∗(s)(s)) where r∗(s) is defined as (in Eq. (3.1))

r∗(s) = argmin
r∈[R]

m∑

i=1

Gap
i
r(s).

By Markov inequality, for each r ∈ [R], Pr
{∑m

i=1 Gap
i
r(s) > 2

∑m
i=1 E[Gap

i(s)]
}
≤ 1

2 . Thus, as

R2 = log S
δ and r∗(s) defined as the r with smallest

∑m
i=1 Gap

i
r(s) in Eq. (3.1), we have

∑m
i=1 Gap

i
r∗(s)(s) ≤

2
∑m

i=1 E[Gap
i(s)] with probability 1 − δ

S . Taking a union bound over all s ∈ Sh gives our conclusion
that

∑m
i=1 Gap

i
r(s) ≤ 2

∑m
i=1 E[Gap

i(s)] for all s ∈ Sh w.p. 1− δ.

B Analysis of the Improved CCE-Approx Subroutine

Theorem B.1 (Gap is w.h.p. Pessimistic; Formal Version of Theorem 4.1). Suppose that η =

Ω(max{
√
γ

H , γ
β1+β2

}), β1 = Ω̃( dH√
K
), β2 = Ω̃(HK ), and γ = Õ( d

K ). For each execution of (π̃,Gap) =

CCE-Approxh(π, V ,K),

max
πi
∗∈Πi

h

{(
E

a∼π̃
− E

a∼πi
∗×π̃−i

)[(
ℓi + Ph+1 V

i)
(s, a)

]}
≤ Gap

i(s), ∀i ∈ [m], s ∈ Sh, (B.1)
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w.p. 1−O(δ), where Gap
i(s) is defined as (the names are in correspondence to those in Eq. (5.2))

K ·Gap
i(s) ,

log|Ai|
η

+ 2η

K∑

k=1

∑

a∈Ai

πi
k(a | s)Q̂i

k(s, a)
2

︸ ︷︷ ︸
Reg-Term

+

8
√
2

√√√√√2dH2

K∑

k=1

∥∥∥∥∥ E
a∼πi

k
(·|s)

[φ(s, a)]

∥∥∥∥∥

2

Σ̂†
t,i

+
K∑

k=1

(
E

a∼πi
k
(·|s)

[φ(s, a)T]θ̂i
k

)2

log
4KH

γδ

︸ ︷︷ ︸
Bias-1

+

O
(

d

β1
log

dK

δ

)

︸ ︷︷ ︸
Bias-2+Bonus-2

+

K∑

k=1

E
a∼πi

k
(·|s)

[Bi
k(s, a)]

︸ ︷︷ ︸
Bonus-1

, ∀i ∈ [m], s ∈ Sh. (B.2)

Proof. To make the proof easy to read, we first restate Eq. (B.1) using the notations of CCE-Approx.

Let θi
k be the Q-function kernel induced by the next-layer V-function V

i
and π−i

k , i.e.,

φ(s, ai)Tθi
k = Qi

k(s, a) , E
a−i∼π−i

k
(·|s)

[
(ℓi + PV

i
)(s,a)

]
, ∀s ∈ Sh, ai ∈ Ai. (B.3)

Then ℓik,h + V
i
(sik,h+1) is a sample with mean φ(s, ai)Tθi

k.

Let πi
∗ be the best-response policy of agent i when facing π̃−i (which is the average policy for K

episodes, i.e., π̃−i = 1
K

∑K
k=1 π

−i
k ). We need to ensure the following with probability 1− δ:

Gap
i(s) ≥

∑

a∈Ai

(π̃i(a | s)− πi
∗(a | s))

(
φ(s, a)Tθi

k

)
, ∀i ∈ [m], s ∈ Sh,

while Gap is allowed to involve data-dependent quantities that are available during run-time. By
plugging in the definition of π̃−i and decomposing the right-handed-side, this inequality becomes

K ·Gap
i(s) ≥

K∑

k=1

∑

a∈Ai

(πi
k(a | s)− πi

∗(a | s))
(
φ(s, a)Tθi

k

)

=
K∑

k=1

∑

a∈Ai

(πi
k(a | s)− πi

∗(a | s))
(
Q̂i

k(s, a)−Bi
k(s, a)

)

︸ ︷︷ ︸
Reg-Term

+

K∑

k=1

∑

a∈Ai

πi
k(a | s)φ(s, a)T(θi

k − θ̂i
k)

︸ ︷︷ ︸
Bias-1

+

K∑

k=1

∑

a∈Ai

πi
∗(a | s)φ(s, a)T(θ̂i

k − θi
k)

︸ ︷︷ ︸
Bias-2

+

K∑

k=1

∑

a∈Ai

πi
k(a | s)Bi

k(s, a)

︸ ︷︷ ︸
Bonus-1

−
K∑

k=1

∑

a∈Ai

πi
∗(a | s)Bi

k(s, a)

︸ ︷︷ ︸
Bonus-2

+

K∑

k=1

∑

a∈Ai

(πi
k(a | s)− πi

∗(a | s))
(
φ(s, a)Tθ̂i

k − Q̂i
k(s, a)

)

︸ ︷︷ ︸
Mag-Reduce

, (B.4)
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for all player i ∈ [m] and state s ∈ Sh, with probability 1− δ.
In Theorems B.2, B.3, B.6, B.8 and B.9, we control each term in the RHS of Eq. (B.4) and show

that Eq. (B.4) indeed holds with probability 1−O(δ) when Gap is defined in Eq. (B.2).

B.1 Bounding Reg-Term via EXP3 Regret Guarantee

In EXP3, one typical requirement is that the loss vector ŷk fed into EXP3 should satisfy ŷk(a) ≥
−1/η (see Lemma E.10). To comply with the condition, people usually control the Q-estimate via

|φ(s, a)Tθ̂i
k| . ‖Σ̂

†
t,i‖2 ≤ γ−1 (Luo et al., 2021) and set η ≈ γ, suffering loss of order Õ(γ−1).

However, γ−1 can be prohibitively large when setting γ = Õ(K−1), which Theorem E.5 requires.
Fortunately, thanks to the Magnitude-Reduced Estimator by Dai et al. (2023), Q̂i

k ≥ m̂i
k (defined in

Eq. (4.5)) can be bounded from below by −Õ(K−1/2) and thus we can pick the standard learning rate
of η = Õ(K−1/2). The other component in ŷk is the bonuses, which is Bi

k(s, a) , β1‖φ(s, a)‖2
Σ̂†

t,i

+

β2
∑d

j=1φ(s, a)[j] × (sup(s′,a′)∈Sh×Ai Σ̂
†
t,iφ(s

′, a′))[j] for all k.

Theorem B.2. When η = Ω(max{
√
γ

H , γ
β1+β2

}), with probability 1− δ, for all i ∈ [m] and s ∈ Sh:

Reg-Term ≤ log|Ai|
η

+ 2η

K∑

k=1

∑

a∈Ai

πi
k(a | s)Q̂i

k(s, a)
2 + 2η

K∑

k=1

∑

a∈Ai

πi
k(a | s)Bi

k(s, a)
2.

Proof. The only thing we need to verify before invoking Lemma E.10 is that Q̂i
k(s, a)−Bi

k(s, a) ≥ −1/η.
We first show Q̂i

k(s, a) ≥ −1/η. Recall the definition of Q̂i
k(s, a) in Eq. (4.5):

Q̂i
k(s, a) = φ(s, a)Tθ̂i

k −H
(
φ(s, a)TΣ̂†

t,iφ(s
i
k,h, a

i
k,h)
)
−
+ m̂i

k(s, a)

= φ(s, a)TΣ̂†
t,i φ(s

i
k,h, a

i
k,h)

(
ℓik,h + V

i
(sik,h+1)

)
−H

(
φ(s, a)TΣ̂†

t,iφ(s
i
k,h, a

i
k,h)
)
−
+ m̂i

k(s, a).

As |ℓik,h+V
i
(sik,h+1)| ≤ H, we know Q̂i

k(s, a) ≥ m̂i
k(s, a) as x− (x)− ≥ 0 holds for any x ∈ R. Thus,

to lower bound Q̂i
k(s, a), it suffices to lower bound m̂i

k(s, a). Notice that

(
m̂i

k(s, a)
)2

=

(
H

K

K∑

κ=1

(
φ(s, a)TΣ̂†

t,iφ(s
mag
κ , ãmag

κ,i )
)
−

)2

(a)

≤ H2

K

K∑

κ=1

(
φ(s, a)TΣ̂†

t,iφ(s
mag
κ , ãmag

κ,i )
)2
−

(b)

≤ H2

K

K∑

κ=1

(
φ(s, a)TΣ̂†

t,iφ(s
mag
κ , ãmag

κ,i )
)2

= H2φ(s, a)TΣ̂†
t,i

(
1

K

K∑

κ=1

φ(smag
κ , ãmag

κ,i )φ(smag
κ , ãmag

κ,i )T

)
Σ̂†
t,iφ(s, a).

where (a) used Cauchy-Schwartz inequality and (b) used Jensen inequality and the fact that (x)2− ≤ x2

for all x ∈ R. Let the true covariance of π of layer h ∈ [H], and agent i ∈ [m] be

Σt,i = E
(s,a)∼hπ

[
φ(s, a)φ(s, a)T

]
. (B.5)
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The average matrix in the middle, namely

Σ̃mag
t,i ,

1

K

K∑

κ=1

φ(smag
κ , ãmag

κ,i )φ(smag
κ , ãmag

κ,i )T

is an empirical estimation of the true covariance Σt,i. Hence, by stochastic matrix concentration results
stated as Corollary E.4 of Appendix E.2, we know

Σ̃mag
t,i �

3

2
Σt,i +

3

2

d

K
log

(
dK

δ

)
I with probability 1− δ

K
.

Meanwhile, the following matrix from Eq. (4.1) (where we defined Σ̂†
t,i) is yet another empirical

estimation of Σt,i that is independent to Σ̃mag
t,i :

Σ̃cov
t,i ,

1

K

K∑

κ=1

φ(scov
κ , ãcov

κ,i )φ(s
cov
κ , ãcov

κ,i )
T. (B.6)

By similar arguments stated as Corollary E.3 of Appendix E.2, we have

Σt,i � 2Σ̃cov
t,i + 3

d

K
log

(
dK

δ

)
I with probability 1− δ

K
.

Taking a union bound over all k ∈ [K], the following holds for all k with probability 1− 2δ:

(
m̂i

k(s, a)
)2 ≤ H2φ(s, a)TΣ̂†

t,iΣ̃
mag
t,i Σ̂†

t,iφ(s, a)

≤ 3H2φ(s, a)TΣ̂†
t,i

(
Σ̃cov
t,i + γI

)
Σ̂†
t,iφ(s, a)

= 3H2φ(s, a)TΣ̂†
t,iφ(s, a) ≤ 3H2/γ.

Therefore, we have Q̂i
k(s, a) ≥ −m̂i

k(s, a) ≥ −2H/
√
γ with probability 1− δ, which is at least −1/η

with our choice of η.
For the bonus term Bi

k, we consider the two parts related to β1 and β2 separatedly. For the β1-term,

we have the following upper bound since Σ̂†
t,i = (Σ̃cov

t,i + γI)−1 � γ−1I:

β1‖φ(s, a)‖2Σ̂†
t,i

≤ β1

∥∥∥Σ̂†
t,i

∥∥∥
2
≤ β1

γ
,

For the β2-related term, notice that for any j ∈ [d], we have

(φ(s, a))[j] × sup
(s′,a′)∈Sh×Ai

(Σ̂†
t,iφ(s

′, a′))[j] = sup
(s′,a′)∈Sh×Ai

(
(φ(s, a))Teje

T

j Σ̂
†
t,iφ(s

′, a′)
)
,

where ej ∈ Rd is the one-hot vector at the j-th coordinate. By Cauchy-Schwartz, this is further bounded
by ‖(φ(s, a))TejeTj ‖Σ̂†

t,i

× sup(s′,a′)∈Sh×Ai‖φ(s′, a′)‖Σ̂†
t,i

. We also have ‖φ(s′, a′)‖
Σ̂†

t,i

≤ ‖φ(s′, a′)‖2 ×
√
‖Σ̂†

t,i‖2 ≤
√

γ−1 for any (s′, a′) ∈ Sh ×Ai. Thus

d∑

j=1

(φ(s, a))[j] × sup
(s′,a′)∈Sh×Ai

(Σ̂†
t,iφ(s

′, a′))[j] ≤
√

γ−1

d∑

j=1

‖(φ(s, a))TejeTj ‖Σ̂†
t,i
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=
√

γ−1

∥∥∥∥∥∥

d∑

j=1

(φ(s, a))Teje
T

j

∥∥∥∥∥∥
Σ̂†

t,i

=
√

γ−1‖φ(s, a)‖
Σ̂†

t,i

. (B.7)

So the β2-related term is controlled by β2γ
−1, which means Bi

k(s, a) ≤ (β1 + β2)γ
−1.

Thus the condition that ŷk(a) ≥ −1/η holds once η−1 ≤
√

3H2

γ + β1+β2

γ , i.e., η = Ω(max{
√
γ

H , γ
β1+β2

}).
Applying the EXP3 regret bound (Lemma E.10) gives

Reg-Term ≤ log|Ai|
η

+ η

K∑

k=1

∑

a∈Ai

πi
k(a | s)

(
Q̂i

k(s, a)
2 −Bi

k(s, a)
)2

≤ log|Ai|
η

+ 2η

K∑

k=1

∑

a∈Ai

πi
k(a | s)Q̂i

k(s, a)
2 + 2η

K∑

k=1

∑

a∈Ai

πi
k(a | s)Bi

k(s, a)
2

≤ log|Ai|
η

+ 2η
K∑

k=1

∑

a∈Ai

πi
k(a | s)Q̂i

k(s, a)
2 + 2

K∑

k=1

∑

a∈Ai

πi
k(a | s)Bi

k(s, a),

where the last step uses ηBi
k(s, a) ≤ 1. All these terms are available during run-time, so the algorithm

can include them into Gap
i
t(s).

B.2 Bounding Bias-1 via Adaptive Freedman Inequality

Theorem B.3. With probability 1− 2δ, we have the following for all i ∈ [m] and s ∈ Sh:

Bias-1 ≤
K∑

k=1

β1
4

∥∥∥∥∥ E
a∼πi

k
(·|s)

[
φ(s, a)T

]∥∥∥∥∥

2

Σ̂†
t,i

+O
(

d

β1
log

dK

δ

)
+

8
√
2

√√√√√2dH2

K∑

k=1

∥∥∥∥∥ E
a∼πi

k
(·|s)

[φ(s, a)]

∥∥∥∥∥

2

Σ̂†
t,i

+
K∑

k=1

(
E

a∼πi
k
(·|s)

[φ(s, a)T]θ̂i
k

)2

log
4KH

γδ
.

Proof. Let {Xk}Kk=1 be a sequence of random variables adapted to filtration (Fk)
K
k=0 where

Xk = E
a∼πi

k
(·|s)

[
φ(s, a)T

]
θ̂i
k, ∀1 ≤ k ≤ K.

Let µk = E[Xk | Fk−1] be the conditional expectations. Then {Xk − µk}Kk=1 forms a martingale

difference sequence. We divide Bias-1 into two parts, one for the intrinsic bias of θ̂i
k (how E[θ̂i

k] differs

from θi
k) and the other for the estimation error (how θ̂i

k differs from E[θ̂i
k]). Namely,

Bias-1 =

K∑

k=1

E
a∼πi

k
(·|s)

[
φ(s, a)T

]
(θi

k − θ̂i
k)

=
K∑

k=1

(
E

a∼πi
k
(·|s)

[
φ(s, a)T

]
θi
k − µk

)
+

K∑

k=1

(µk −Xk). (B.8)

The first term is a standard term appearing in regret-minimization analyses of single-agent RL. In
Lemma B.4, we control it in analog to Lemma D.2 of Luo et al. (2021), but invoking the new covariance
estimation analyses by Liu et al. (2023a) (which we restated in Appendix E.2).
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The second term is the main obstacle stopping people from obtaining high-probability regret bounds
for adversarial contextual linear bandits. While we are also unable to provide a deterministic high-
probability upper bound, thanks to our Improved AVLPR framework (see the discussions after The-
orem 3.2), data-dependent high-probability bounds are allowed. This is yielded in Lemma B.5 by
developing a variant of the Adaptive Freedman Inequality proposed by Lee et al. (2020) and improved
by Zimmert and Lattimore (2022) (the variant can be found in Appendix E.3).

B.2.1 Controlling Intrinsic Bias

Lemma B.4. With probability 1− δ, for any i ∈ [m] and s ∈ Sh, we have

K∑

k=1

(
E

a∼πi
k
(·|s)

[
φ(s, a)T

]
θi
k − µk

)
=

K∑

k=1

β1
4

∥∥∥∥∥ E
a∼πi

k
(·|s)

[
φ(s, a)T

]∥∥∥∥∥

2

Σ̂†
t,i

+O
(

d

β1
log

dK

δ

)
.

Proof. The conditional expectation µk can be directly calculated as

µk = E
Gap

[Xk | Fk−1] = E
a∼πi

k
(·|s)

[
φ(s, a)T

]
E

Gap

[
Σ̂†
t,i φ(s

i
k,h, a

i
k,h)

(
ℓik,h + V

i
(sik,h+1)

)]

(a)
= E

a∼πi
k
(·|s)

[
φ(s, a)T

]
Σ̂†
t,i E

Gap

[
φ(sik,h, a

i
k,h)φ(s

i
k,h, a

i
k,h)

Tθi
k

]

(b)
= E

a∼πi
k
(·|s)

[
φ(s, a)T

]
Σ̂†
t,iΣt,iθ

i
k,

where (a) uses the independence between Σ̂†
t,i and the trajectory (sik,h, a

i
k,h), and (b) uses the definition

of Σt,i in Eq. (B.5).
To handle the first term of Eq. (B.8), we use Cauchy-Schwartz inequality, triangle inequality, and

AM-GM inequality (the calculation follows Lemma D.2 of Luo et al. (2021)).

E
a∼πi

k
(·|s)

[
φ(s, a)T

]
θi
k − µk = E

a∼πi
k
(·|s)

[
φ(s, a)T

]
(I − Σ̂†

t,iΣt,i)θ
i
k

= E
a∼πi

k
(·|s)

[
φ(s, a)T

]
Σ̂†
t,i(γI + Σ̃cov

t,i −Σt,i)θ
i
k

≤
∥∥∥∥∥ E
a∼πi

k
(·|s)

[
φ(s, a)T

]∥∥∥∥∥
Σ̂†

t,i

×
∥∥∥(γI + Σ̃cov

t,i − Σt,i)θ
i
k

∥∥∥
Σ̂†

t,i

≤ β1
4

∥∥∥∥∥ E
a∼πi

k
(·|s)

[
φ(s, a)T

]∥∥∥∥∥

2

Σ̂†
t,i

+
2

β1

∥∥∥(γI + Σ̃cov
t,i − Σt,i)θ

i
k

∥∥∥
2

Σ̂†
t,i

,

where Σ̃cov
t,i is defined in Eq. (B.6) such that Σ̂†

t,i = (Σ̃cov
t,i + γI)−1. The first term directly goes to

Gap as it is available during run-time. The second term can be controlled by the following inequality
(Liu et al., 2023a, Lemma 14) which we include as Theorem E.5:

2

β1

∥∥∥(γI + Σ̃cov
t,i − Σt,i)θ

i
k

∥∥∥
2

Σ̂†
t,i

= O
(

1

β1

d

K
log

dK

δ

)
, with probability 1− δ

K
, (B.9)

where we plugged in the definition of γ that γ = 5d
K log 6d

δ . Conditioning on the good events in Eq.
(B.9) and taking a union bound over all k ∈ [K], our conclusion follows.

29



Refined Sample Complexity for Linear Markov Games

B.2.2 Controlling Estimation Error

Lemma B.5. With probability 1− 2δ, for all i ∈ [m] and s ∈ Sh, we have

∣∣∣∣∣

K∑

k=1

(Xk − µk)

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ 8
√
2

√√√√√2dH2

K∑

k=1

∥∥∥∥∥ E
a∼πi

k
(·|s)

[φ(s, a)]

∥∥∥∥∥

2

Σ̂†
t,i

+

K∑

k=1

(
E

a∼πi
k
(·|s)

[φ(s, a)T]θ̂i
k

)2

log
4KH

γδ
.

Proof. From the Adaptive Freedman Inequality (Lemma E.8 in Appendix E.3), we have

∣∣∣∣∣

n∑

i=1

(Xi − µi)

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ 4
√
2

√√√√
n∑

i=1

E[X2
i | Fi−1] +

n∑

i=1

X2
i log

C

δ
, with probability 1− 2δ, (B.10)

where C = 2
√
2
√∑n

i=1 E[X
2
i | Fi−1] +

∑n
i=1 X

2
i . By definition of Xi = Ea∼πi

k
(·|s)[φ(s, a)

T]θ̂i
k,

X2
i ≤ ‖φ(s, a)‖22 × ‖θ̂i

k‖22 ≤ ‖Σ̂†
t,i‖22 × ‖φ(sik,h, aik,h)‖22 ×

∣∣∣ℓik,h + V
i
(sik,h+1)

∣∣∣
2
≤ γ−2H2,

where we used Σ̂†
t,i � γ−1I. Hence, C ≤ 4KHγ−1.

As X2
k is available during run-time, it only remains to control E[X2

k | Fk−1] to make Eq. (B.10)

calculable. By definition of Xk = Ea∼πi
k
(·|s)

[
φ(s, a)T

]
θ̂i
k, we have

E
Gap

[
X2

k | Fk−1

]
= E

Gap



(

E
a∼πi

k
(·|s)

[
φ(s, a)T

]
θ̂i
k

)2



= E
a∼πi

k
(·|s)

[
φ(s, a)T

]
E

Gap

[
θ̂i
k(θ̂

i
k)

T

]
E

a∼πi
k
(·|s)

[φ(s, a)] .

We focus on the expectation in the middle, i.e., EGap

[
θ̂i
k(θ̂

i
k)

T

]
. Plugging in the definition of θ̂i

k:

E
Gap

[
θ̂i
k(θ̂

i
k)

T

]
= Σ̂†

t,i E
Gap

[
φ(sik,h, a

i
k,h)θ

i
k(θ

i
k)

Tφ(sik,h, a
i
k,h)

T

]
Σ̂†
t,i � dH2Σ̂†

t,iΣt,iΣ̂
†
t,i.

From Corollary E.3, Σt,i � 2(Σ̃cov
t,i + γI) w.p. 1− δ

K when γ ≥ 3d
2K log

(
dK
δ

)
I. Hence,

E
Gap

[
θ̂i
k(θ̂

i
k)

T

]
� dH2Σ̂†

t,iΣt,iΣ̂
†
t,i � 2dH2Σ̂†

t,i with probability 1− δ

K
.

Putting this into EGap

[
X2

k | Fk−1

]
= Ea∼πi

k
(·|s)

[
φ(s, a)T

]
EGap

[
θ̂i
k(θ̂

i
k)

T

]
Ea∼πi

k
(·|s) [φ(s, a)] gives

E
Gap

[
X2

k | Fk−1

]
≤ 2dH2

∥∥∥∥∥ E
a∼πi

k
(·|s)

[φ(s, a)]

∥∥∥∥∥

2

Σ̂†
t,i

. (B.11)

Our conclusion follows by combining Eqs. (B.10) and (B.11).
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B.3 Cancelling Bias-2 Using Bonus-2

Bias-2 looks pretty similar to Bias-1, except that we now have Ea∼πi
∗(·|s)

[
φ(s, a)Tθ̂i

k

]
instead of

Ea∼πi
k
(·|s)

[
φ(s, a)Tθ̂i

k

]
. This subtle difference actually forbids us from handling Bias-2 analogue to

Bias-1 as πi
∗ is unknown to the agent. As we sketched in the main text, we also adopt the classical

idea of using bonuses to cancel biases. However, as the maximum among Ea∼πi
∗(·|s)[φ(s, a)

Tθ̂i
k] can be

as large as ‖Σ̂†
k,i‖2 ≤ γ−1 ≈ O(K), it can no longer be neglected like previous papers.

As mentioned in the main text, we use a state-action-wise bonus to cancel the maximum martingale
difference term induced by Adaptive Freedman Inequality. As Eq. (B.4) is linear in πi

∗, we only need to
consider the πi

∗(· | s)’s that are one-hot on some action ai∗ ∈ Ai. For notional simplicity, we abbreviate
φi
∗ = φ(s, ai∗) when s is clear from the context.

Theorem B.6. When β1 = Ω̃
(

dH√
K

)
and β2 = Ω̃(HK ), w.p. 1− 2δ, for all i ∈ [m] and s ∈ Sh,

Bias-2 + Bonus-2 = O
(

d

β1
log

dK

δ

)
.

Proof. Imitating the analysis in Appendix B.2 but applying the original Adaptive Freedman Inequality
(Lemma E.7) instead of our Lemma E.8 gives Lemma B.7, i.e.,

Bias-2 ≤ β1
4
‖φi

∗‖2Σ̂†
t,i

+O
(

d

β1
log

dK

δ

)
+ 3
√

2dH2‖φi∗‖2KΣ̂†
t,i

log
4KH

γδ
+ 2 max

k∈[K]
(φi

∗)
Tθ̂i

k log
4KH

γδ
.

(B.12)
By definition of Bonus-2, we have

Bonus-2 =
∑

a∈Ai

πi
∗(a | s)

(
K∑

k=1

β1‖φ(s, a)‖2Σ̂†
t,i

+ β2 sup
(s′,a′)∈Sh×Ai

φ(s, a)TΣ̂†
t,iφ(s

′, a′)

)

= β1‖φi
∗‖2KΣ̂†

t,i

+Kβ2

d∑

j=1

φi
∗[j]× sup

(s′,a′)∈Sh×Ai

(Σ̂†
t,iφ(s

′, a′))[j]. (B.13)

So we only need to control Eq. (B.12) using −(Eq. (B.13)). The first term in Eq. (B.12) is already
contained in Eq. (B.13), while the second term is a constant. For the third term, we would like to
control it using the remaining 3

4β1‖φi
∗‖2KΣ̂†

t,i

, i.e., we show

4
√
2
√

2dH2‖φi∗‖2KΣ̂†
t,i

log
4KH

γδ
≤ 3

4
β1‖φi

∗‖2KΣ̂†
t,i

.

In other words, we would like to control 1024
9 dH2 log2 4H

γδ ‖φi
∗‖2KΣ̂†

t,i

by β1
2‖φi

∗‖4KΣ̂†
t,i

. Equivalently,

1024

9
dH2 log2

4H

γδ
β1

−2 ≤ ‖φi
∗‖2Σ̂†

t,i

= K(φi
∗)

TΣ̂†
t,iφ

i
∗.

As Σ̂†
t,i = (Σ̃cov

t,i + γI)−1 � (1 + γ)−1I, ‖φi
∗‖2KΣ̂†

t,i

≥ K
1+γ ‖φi

∗‖22 ≥ K
1+γ

1√
d

(recall our assumption that

‖φ‖2 ≥ 1√
d
). As γ ≤ 1, this inequality is ensured so long as

1024

9
dH2 log2

4H

γδ
× 2
√
d× β1

−2 ≤ K ⇐= β1 ≥
64dH log 4KH

γδ

3
√
K

= Ω̃

(
dH√
K

)
.
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For the last term, by definition of θ̂i
k, it’s covered by the second part in Eq. (B.13) once Kβ2 ≥

2H log 4KH
γδ as (φi

∗)
Tθ̂i

k ≤ H(φi
∗)

TΣ̂†
t,iφ(sk,h, a

i
k,h) where (sk,h, a

i
k,h) ∈ Sh×Ai, which means

∑d
j=1φ

i
∗[j]×

sup(s′,a′)∈Sh×Ai(Σ̂
†
t,iφ(s

′, a′))[j] in Eq. (B.13) covers (φi
∗)

TΣ̂†
t,iφ(sk,h, a

i
k,h). Hence our conclusion follows

given that β1 = Ω̃
(

dH√
K

)
and β2 = Ω̃(HK ).

Lemma B.7. With probability 1− 2δ, for all i ∈ [m] and s ∈ Sh, we have

Bias-2 ≤ β1
4

K∑

k=1

‖φi
∗‖2Σ̂†

t,i

+O
(

d

β1
log

dK

δ

)
+

3

√√√√2dH2

K∑

k=1

‖φi∗‖2Σ̂†
t,i

log
4KH

γδ
+ 2 max

k∈[K]
(φi

∗)
Tθ̂i

k log
4KH

γδ
.

Proof. Imitating Appendix B.2, we also decompose Bias-2 into intrinsic bias and estimation error. Let
Xk = (φi

∗)
Tθ̂i

k and µk = E[Xk | Fk−1], we have

Bias-2 =

K∑

k=1

(φi
∗)

T(θ̂i
k − θi

k) =

K∑

k=1

(
µk − (φi

∗)
Tθi

k

)
+

K∑

k=1

(Xk − µk).

The first term is the same as Lemma B.4: Concluding that µk = (φi
∗)

TΣ̂†
t,iΣt,iθ

i
k and then applying

Cauchy-Schwartz inequality, triangle inequality, and AM-GM inequality gives

K∑

k=1

(
µk − (φi

∗)
Tθi

k

)
≤ β1

4

K∑

k=1

‖φi
∗‖2Σ̂†

t,i

+O
(

d

β1
log

dK

δ

)
, with probability 1− δ.

For the second term, the proof is also similar to Lemma B.5. The only difference is that instead of
our Lemma E.8, we now apply the original Adaptive Freedman Inequality (in Lemma E.7). We get

K∑

k=1

(Xk − µk) ≤ 3

√√√√
K∑

k=1

E[X2
k | Fk−1] log

C

δ
+ 2 max

k∈[K]
Xk log

C

δ
, with probability 1− δ,

where C = 2max{1,
√∑K

k=1 E[X
2
k | Fk−1],maxk∈[K]Xk}. Following the calculations in Lemma B.5, C

is bounded by 4Hγ−1 and E[X2
k | Fk−1] ≤ 2dH2‖φi

∗‖2Σ̂†
t,i

. The maximum part is directly contained in

our conclusion by noticing that Xk = (φi
∗)

Tθ̂i
k.

B.4 Putting Bonus-1 into Gap Directly

The two components in the Bonus-1 term, namely πi
k and Bi

k, are both known during run-time.
So we trivially have the following theorem:

Theorem B.8. For all i ∈ [m] and s ∈ Sh, we have

Bonus-1 ≤
K∑

k=1

∑

a∈Ai

πi
k(a | s)Bi

k(s, a).

Proof. This is the definition of Bonus-1.
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B.5 Bounding Mag-Reduce via Martingale Properties

Theorem B.9. Mag-Reduce is bounded by the sum of RHS of Lemmas B.5 and B.7 w.p. 1− Õ(δ).
Proof. By definition of Q̂i

k(s, a) in Eq. (4.5), we have

Mag-Reduce =

K∑

k=1

∑

a∈Ai

(πi
k(a | s)− πi

∗(a | s))
(
φ(s, a)Tθ̂i

k − Q̂i
k(s, a)

)

=
K∑

k=1

∑

a∈Ai

(πi
k(a | s)− πi

∗(a | s))
(
H
(
φ(s, a)TΣ̂†

t,iφ(sk,h, a
i
k,h)
)
−
− H

K

K∑

κ=1

(
φ(s, a)TΣ̂†

t,iφ(s
mag
κ , amag

κ,i )
)
−

)

As (sk,h, a
i
k,h) and (smag

κ , amag
κ,i ) are both sampled from π, all these (·)−’s are common mean. Thus,

by telescoping, we can decompose Mag-Reduce into the sum of K + 1 martingales.
It suffices to consider only one of them, for example,

K∑

k=1

∑

a∈Ai

(πi
k(a | s)− πi

∗(a | s))H
((

φ(s, a)TΣ̂†
t,iφ(sk,h, a

i
k,h)
)
−
− E

(s′,a′)∼i
h
π

[(
φ(s, a)TΣ̂†

t,iφ(s
′, a′)

)
−

])
,

(B.14)

where (s, a) ∼i
h π means the h-th layer state and the h-th layer i-th agent action sampled from π.

Again, there are two components in Eq. (B.14), one related to πi
k and the other related to πi

∗.
Fortunately, they can be handled pretty similarly to what we did in Theorem B.3 and Theorem B.6:
For the πi

k part, applying Lemma E.8 as in Appendix B.2.2, we have

K∑

k=1

∑

a∈Ai

πi
k(a | s)H

((
φ(s, a)TΣ̂†

t,iφ(sk,h, a
i
k,h)
)
−
− E

(s′,a′)∼i
h
π

[ (
φ(s, a)TΣ̂†

t,iφ(s
′, a′)

)
−

])

≤ Õ


H

√√√√√
K∑

k=1

E
Gap



(

E
a∼πi

k
(·|s)

[(
φ(s, a)TΣ̂†

t,iφ(s
i
k,h, a

i
k,h)
)
−

])2

+

H

√√√√
K∑

k=1

(
E

a∼πi
k
(·|s)

[(
φ(s, a)TΣ̂†

t,iφ(s
i
k,h, a

i
k,h)
)
−

])2

 .

Note that E[(·)−]2 ≤ E[(·)2−] ≤ E[(·)2], it becomes identical to the conclusion of Lemma B.5. Thus, this

component only causes a Õ(1) contribution to the final Gap and can be neglected.
Similarly, for πi

∗, we apply Lemma E.7 like we did in Lemma B.7. We have

−
K∑

k=1

∑

a∈Ai

πi
∗(a | s)H

((
φ(s, a)TΣ̂†

t,iφ(sk,h, a
i
k,h)
)
−
− E

(s′,a′)∼i
h
π

[(
φ(s, a)TΣ̂†

t,iφ(s
′, a′)

)
−

])

≤ Õ


H

√√√√
K∑

k=1

E
Gap

[(
E

a∼πi
∗(·|s)

[(
φ(s, a)TΣ̂†

t,iφ(s
i
k,h, a

i
k,h)
)
−

])2
]
+

H max
k∈[K]

(
− E

a∼πi
∗(·|s)

[(
φ(s, a)TΣ̂†

t,iφ(s
i
k,h, a

i
k,h)
)
−

]))
.

Again, we have E[(·)−]2 ≤ E[(·)2−] ≤ E[(·)2] and also |−E[(·)−]| ≤ E[(·)]. Thus, this part also produces
the same result as Lemma B.7.
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C Controlling the Expectation of Gap Using Potentials

In this section, we verify Eq. (A.3), i.e., prove Theorem 4.2.

Theorem C.1 (Algorithm 2 Allows a Potential Function; Formal Version of Theorem 4.2). With
probability 1 − δ, under the conditions of Theorem B.1, it is possible to give a tuning of Algorithm 2
such that

T∑

t=1

m∑

i=1

E
s∼hπ̃t

[
E

Gap
[Gap

i
t(s)]

]
= Õ(md2H

√
T ), with probability 1− Õ(δ).

In other words, Eq. (A.3) is ensured by picking L = d4H2.

Proof. The proof is divided into two parts. In Theorem C.2, we calculate Es∼hπ̃[EGap[Gap
i
t(s)]] for

any roll-in policy π̃ (although we only use π̃t as the roll-in policy, it is unknown at the point when
CCE-Approxh is executed, because we iterated h = H,H − 1, . . . , 1). Then, in Theorem C.7, we
control their summation using the definition of potential functions in Eq. (4.9) and also borrowing
techniques from (Zanette and Wainwright, 2022; Cui et al., 2023).

C.1 Calculating the Expectation of Gap w.r.t. Any π̃

Theorem C.2. Consider a single agent i ∈ [m], epoch t ∈ [T ], and layer h ∈ [H]. For any outcome of
CCE-Approxh with K set as t. Then for any “roll-in” policy π̃ (which is chosen as π̃t in Eq. (A.3)),

under the conditions in Theorem B.1, i.e., setting η = Ω(max{
√
γ

H , γ
β1+β2

}), β1 = Ω̃( dH√
K
), β2 = Ω̃(HK ),

and γ = Õ( d
K ) for the execution of CCE-Approx with K ← t, we have

E
s∼hπ̃

[
E

Gap
[t×Gap

i
t(s)]

]

= Õ
(
η−1 + ηH2t E

s∼hπ̃

[
E

a∼π̃i
t(·|s)

[
‖φ(s, a)‖2

Σ̂†
t,i

]]
+
√
dH

√√√√t E
s∼hπ̃

[
E

a∼π̃i
t(·|s)

[
‖φ(s, a)‖2

Σ̂†
t,i

]]

d

β1
+ β1t E

s∼hπ̃

[
E

a∼π̃i
t(·|s)

[
‖φ(s, a)‖2

Σ̂†
t,i

]]
+ β2

√√√√γ−1t E
s∼hπ̃

[
E

a∼π̃i
t(·|a)

[
‖φ(s, a)‖2

Σ̂†
t,i

]])
.

Note that, although in Algorithm 1 we mixed up Gap’s from different r’s, all Gap’s are i.i.d. samples
from the same distribution and thus E[Gap

i(s)] does not depend on the choice of r∗(s) in Eq. (3.1).

Proof. Recall the definition of Gap
i
t(s) from Eq. (B.2), we have the following decomposition:

E
s∼hπ̃

[
E

Gap

[
K ×Gap

i
t(s)
]]

=
log|Ai|

η
+ 2η E

s∼hπ̃


 E

Gap




K∑

k=1

∑

a∈Ai

πi
k(a | s)Q̂i

k(s, a)
2






︸ ︷︷ ︸
Reg-Term

+

8
√
2 E
s∼hπ̃


 E

Gap




√√√√√2dH2

K∑

k=1

∥∥∥∥∥ E
a∼πi

k
(·|s)

[φ(s, a)]

∥∥∥∥∥

2

Σ̂†
t,i

+

K∑

k=1

(
E

a∼πi
k
(·|s)

[φ(s, a)T]θ̂i
k

)2

log
4KH

γδ







︸ ︷︷ ︸
Bias-1

+

O
(

d

β1
log

dK

δ

)

︸ ︷︷ ︸
Bias-2+Bonus-2

+
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E
s∼hπ̃


 E

Gap




K∑

k=1

E
a∼πi

k
(·|s)


β1‖φ(s, a)‖2Σ̂†

t,i

+ β2

d∑

j=1

φ(s, a)[j] × sup
(s′,a′)∈Sh×Ai

(Σ̂†
t,iφ(s

′, a′))[j]








︸ ︷︷ ︸
Bonus-1

.

(C.1)

We then go by these terms one by one in Lemmas C.3 to C.6 and give the conclusion.

Lemma C.3. Consider the Reg-Term part in Eq. (C.1), we have

log|Ai|
η

+ 2η E
s∼hπ̃


 E

Gap




K∑

k=1

∑

a∈Ai

πi
k(a | s)Q̂i

k(s, a)
2




 ≤ Õ

(
η−1 + ηH2t E

(s,a)∼i
h
π̃

[
‖φ(s, a)‖2

Σ̂†
t,i

])
,

where ∼i
h stands for the state-action pair that agent i observes in layer h.

Proof. The first component is already a constant and only contributes Õ(η−1) to the final bound. For the
second component, we invoke the property of the Magnitude-Reduced Estimator Q̂i

k(s, a) by Dai et al.

(2023) (which we summarize as Lemma E.1) and conclude E[Q̂i
k(s, a)

2] = O(E[(φ(s, a)θ̂i
k)

2]), where the
expectation is only taken w.r.t. the randomness in Eq. (4.5). Thus

2η E
s∼hπ̃


 E

Gap




K∑

k=1

∑

a∈Ai

πi
k(a | s)Q̂i

k(s, a)
2




 = 2η E

s∼hπ̃


 E

Gap




K∑

k=1

∑

a∈Ai

πi
k(a | s)

(
φ(s, a)Tθ̂i

k

)2





≤ 2ηH2
K∑

k=1

E
s∼hπ̃

[
E

a∼πi
k
(·|s)

[
E

Gap

[
φ(sik,h, a

i
k,h)

TΣ̂†
t,iφ(s, a)φ(s, a)

TΣ̂†
t,iφ(s

i
k,h, a

i
k,h)
]]]

(a)
= 2ηH2

K∑

k=1

E
s∼hπ̃

[
E

a∼πi
k
(·|s)

[
〈Σ̂†

t,iΣt,iΣ̂
†
t,i,φ(s, a)φ(s, a)

T〉
]]

(b)

≤ 2ηH2K E
s∼hπ̃

[
E

a∼π̃i
t(·|s)

[
‖φ(s, a)‖2

Σ̂†
t,i

]]
,

where (a) uses the fact that (sik,h, a
i
k,h) are sampled from πt (recall the definition of Σ̂†

t,i in Eq. (4.1)),

and (b) uses Corollary E.3 from Liu et al. (2023a) (which gives Σt,i � (Σ̂†
t,i)

−1) together with the fact

that π̃t , 1
K

∑K
k=1 πk (for those states in Sh). Recall the configuration that K = t in CCE-Approx,

the above quantity is Õ
(
ηH2tEs∼hπ̃

[
Ea∼π̃i

t(·|s)

[
‖φ(s, a)‖2

Σ̂†
t,i

]])
.

Lemma C.4. Consider the Bias-1 part in Eq. (C.1), we have

8
√
2 E
s∼hπ̃


 E

Gap




√√√√√2dH2

K∑

k=1

∥∥∥∥∥ E
a∼πi

k
(·|s)

[φ(s, a)]

∥∥∥∥∥

2

Σ̂†
t,i

+

K∑

k=1

(
E

a∼πi
k
(·|s)

[φ(s, a)T]θ̂i
k

)2

log
4KH

γδ







= Õ


√dH

√√√√t E
s∼hπ̃

[
E

a∼π̃i
t(·|s)

[
‖φ(s, a)‖2

Σ̂†
t,i

]]
 .
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Proof. As
√
X + Y ≤

√
X +

√
Y , we can write (ignoring constants and logarithmic factors)

Bias-1 = Õ
(
√
dH E

s∼hπ̃


 E

Gap




√√√√√
K∑

k=1

∥∥∥∥∥ E
a∼πi

k
(·|s)

[φ(s, a)]

∥∥∥∥∥

2

Σ̂†
t,i





+

E
s∼hπ̃


 E

Gap




√√√√
K∑

k=1

(
E

a∼πi
k
(·|s)

[φ(s, a)]Tθ̂i
k

)2




)
.

According to the calculations in Lemma B.5 on E[X2
k | Fk−1], the second term is exactly bounded

by the first one. Utilizing the fact that E[
√
X ] ≤

√
E[X], we have

Bias-1 ≤ Õ



√
dH

√√√√√ E
s∼hπ̃


 E

Gap




K∑

k=1

∥∥∥∥∥ E
a∼πi

k
(·|s)

[φ(s, a)]

∥∥∥∥∥

2

Σ̂†
t,i









= Õ


√dH

√√√√
K∑

k=1

〈
E

s∼hπ̃

[
E

a∼πi
k
(·|s)

[φ(s, a)φ(s, a)T]

]
, Σ̂†

t,i

〉


= Õ


√dH

√√√√t E
s∼hπ̃

[
E

a∼π̃i
t(·|s)

[
‖φ(s, a)‖2

Σ̂†
t,i

]]
 ,

where the last line again uses the configuration K = t and the definition of π̃t.

Lemma C.5. The Bias-2 + Bonus-2 part in Eq. (C.1) is of order Õ(dβ1−1).

Proof. This part is already a constant in Eq. (A.3)

Lemma C.6. The Bonus-1 term in Eq. (C.1) is bounded by

E
s∼hπ̃


 E

Gap




K∑

k=1

E
a∼πi

k
(·|s)


β1‖φ(s, a)‖2Σ̂†

t,i

+ β2

d∑

j=1

φ(s, a)[j] × sup
(s′,a′)∈Sh×Ai

(Σ̂†
t,iφ(s

′, a′))[j]








≤ β1t E
s∼hπ̃

[
E

a∼π̃i
t(·|s)

[
‖φ(s, a)‖2

Σ̂†
t,i

]]
+ β2

√√√√γ−1t E
s∼hπ̃

[
E

a∼π̃i
t(·|a)

[
‖φ(s, a)‖2

Σ̂†
t,i

]]
.

Proof. For the β1-part, we have

E
s∼hπ̃

[
E

Gap

[
∑

k=1

E
a∼πi

k
(·|s)

[
β1‖φ(s, a)‖2Σ̂†

t,i

]]]

= β1 E
Gap

[
K∑

k=1

〈
E

s∼hπ̃

[
E

a∼πi
k
(·|s)

[
φ(s, a)φ(s, a)T

]
, Σ̂†

t,i

]〉]

= β1t E
s∼hπ̃

[
E

a∼π̃i
t(·|s)

[
‖φ(s, a)‖2

Σ̂†
t,i

]]
,

which directly becomes the first part in the conclusion (where, again, we used the configuration that
K = t and also the definition of π̃t).
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For the β2-part, from the calculations in Eq. (B.7), we know

d∑

j=1

(φ(s, a))[j] × sup
(s′,a′)∈Sh×Ai

(Σ̂†
t,iφ(s

′, a′))[j] ≤
√

γ−1‖φ(s, a)‖
Σ̂†

t,i

.

Utilizing Cauchy-Schwartz inequality and the fact that E[
√
X] ≤

√
E[X], we can get

E
s∼hπ̃


 E

Gap




K∑

k=1

E
a∼πi

k
(·|s)


β2

d∑

j=1

φ(s, a)[j] × sup
(s′,a′)∈Sh×Ai

(Σ̂†
t,iφ(s

′, a′))[j]








≤ β2
√

γ−1

√√√√K E
s∼hπ̃

[
E

Gap

[
K∑

k=1

E
a∼πi

k
(·|s)

[
‖φ(s, a)‖2

Σ̂†
t,i

]]]

= β2t

√√√√γ−1 E
s∼hπ̃

[
E

a∼π̃i
t(·|a)

[
‖φ(s, a)‖2

Σ̂†
t,i

]]
.

Putting two parts together gives our conclusion.

C.2 Summing Up E[Gap]’s Using Potentials

Theorem C.7. Under the conditions of Theorem B.1, i.e., setting η = Ω(max{
√
γ

H , γ
β1+β2

}), β1 =

Ω̃( dH√
K
), β2 = Ω̃(HK ), and γ = Õ( d

K ) for CCE-Approx executions with parameter K (which is set to t

in each epoch t where Line 5 is violated), we have

T∑

t=1

m∑

i=1

E
s∼hπ̃t

[
E

Gap
[Gap

i
t(s)]

]
= Õ(md2H

√
T ), with probability 1− Õ(δ).

Proof. For any t, let the last time Line 5 that was violated be It. Then π̃t = π̃It and Σ̂†
t,i = Σ̂†

It,i
by

Line 5. For any τ , we denote nτ as the number of indices such that It = τ . Throughout the proof,
we use ηt, β1,t, β2,t, γt to denote the η, β1, β2, γ used by CCE-Approx in the t-th epoch, respectively.
Recall the conclusion from Theorem C.2 (note that the LHS of Theorem C.2 is E[t×Gap

i
t(s)]),

T∑

t=1

m∑

i=1

E
s∼hπ̃t

[
E

Gap
[Gap

i
t(s)]

]
=

T∑

t=1

m∑

i=1

E
s∼hπ̃It

[
E

Gap
[Gap

i
It(s)]

]

=
T∑

t=1

m∑

i=1

Õ
(
η−1
It

It
+

dβ−1
1,It

It
+
(
ηItH

2 + β1,It
)

E
s∼hπ̃It

[
E

a∼π̃i
It
(·|s)

[
‖φ(s, a)‖2

Σ̂†
It,i

]]
+

(
H

√
d

It
+ β2,It

√
γ−1
It

)√√√√ E
s∼hπ̃It

[
E

a∼π̃i
It
(·|s)

[
‖φ(s, a)‖2

Σ̂†
It,i

]])
.

We focus on a single agent i ∈ [m]. For notational simplicity, we denote (s, a) ∼i
h π as the state-action

pair that agent i ∈ [m] observes in layer h ∈ [H]. The first two terms are bounded by Õ(
∑T

t=1(η
−1
t /t+

dβ−1
1,t /t)). For the third term, we replace the coefficients with a sup:

T∑

t=1

Õ
(
ηItH

2 + β1,It
)

E
s∼hπ̃It

[
E

a∼π̃i
It
(·|s)

[
‖φ(s, a)‖2

Σ̂†
It,i

]]
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≤ sup
t∈[T ]

(
tηtH

2 + tβ1,t
)
Õ
(

T∑

t=1

nt E
(s,a)∼i

h
π̃t

[
1

t
‖φ(s, a)‖2

Σ̂†
t,i

])
,

where, for simplicity, we define nt as zero for those t where Line 5 isn’t violated. Similarly, for the last
term, we replace the coefficients with a sup and then apply Cauchy-Schwartz. We get

T∑

t=1

Õ
(
H

√
d

It
+ β2,It

√
γ−1
It

)√√√√ E
s∼hπ̃It

[
E

a∼π̃i
It
(·|s)

[
‖φ(s, a)‖2

Σ̂†
It,i

]]

≤ sup
t∈[T ]

(√
dH + β2,t

√
γ−1
t t

) T∑

t=1

√√√√ E
s∼hπ̃It

[
E

a∼π̃i
It
(·|s)

[
‖φ(s, a)‖2

Σ̂†
It,i

]]

≤ sup
t∈[T ]

(√
dH + β2,t

√
γ−1
t t

)√
T

√√√√
T∑

t=1

nt E
(s,a)∼i

h
π̃t

[
1

t
‖φ(s, a)‖2

Σ̂†
t,i

]
.

Thus the only thing we need to do before concluding the proof is to show that

T∑

t=1

nt E
(s,a)∼i

h
π̃t

[
1

t
‖φ(s, a)‖2

Σ̂†
t,i

]
is small. (C.2)

Indeed, this quantity is of order Õ(d) for all i ∈ [m] and h ∈ [H] w.p. 1 − Õ(δ): In Lemma C.8,
we imitate Lemma 10 of Cui et al. (2023) and conclude that Eq. (C.2) is of order Õ(d) for any fixed
i ∈ [m] and h ∈ [H] w.p. 1− δ/(2mH); taking a union bound then gives the aforementioned fact.

To summarize, we have

T∑

t=1

m∑

i=1

E
s∼hπ̃t

[
E

Gap
[Gap

i
t(s)]

]

= Õ
(

T∑

t=1

(
η−1
t

t
+ d

β−1
1,t

t

)
+ sup

t∈[T ]

(
tηtH

2 + tβ1,t
)
d+ sup

t∈[T ]

(√
dH + β2,t

√
γ−1
t t

)√
dT

)
,

and we need to ensure that ηt = Ω(max{
√
γ
t

H , γt
β1,t+β2,t

}), β1,t = Ω̃(dH√
t
), β2,t = Ω̃(Ht ), and γt = Õ(dt ).

Setting ηt = Θ̃(
√
d√
tH

), β1,t = Ω̃(dH√
t
), β2,t = Ω̃(Ht ), and γt = Õ(dt ) gives

T∑

t=1

m∑

i=1

E
s∼hπ̃t

[
E

Gap

[Gap
i
t(s)]

]

≤ m× Õ
(

T∑

t=1

(
H√
dt

+
1

H
√
t

)
+ (
√
dH
√
T + dH

√
T )d+ (

√
dH +H/

√
d)
√
dT

)

= Õ(md2H
√
T ),

as claimed.

Lemma C.8. For any agent i ∈ [m] and layer h ∈ [H], w.p. 1− δ/(2mH), we have

T∑

t=1

nt E
(s,a)∼i

h
π̃t

[
1

t
‖φ(s, a)‖2

Σ̂†
t,i

]
= Õ(d).
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Proof. For a t where Line 5 is violated, recall the definition of Σ̂†
t,i in Eq. (4.1) and the definition of

Σcov
t,i in Eq. (B.6), we know Σ̂†

t,i = (Σcov
t,i + γI)−1. Also recall the choice of γ = Θ̃(dt ) in Algorithm 2

and Corollary E.3 by Liu et al. (2023a) that says Σt,i � 2Σ̃cov
t,i + Θ̃(dt )I, we have

1

t
Σ̂†
t,i =

(
tΣcov

t,i + tγI
)−1 �

(
tΣt,i + Θ̃(d)I

)−1
=

(
t−1∑

s=0

E
(s,a)∼i

h
π̃s

[φ(s, a)φ(s, a)T] + Θ̃(d)I

)−1

.

Let Covih(π) be the true covariance of π, i.e., E(s,a)∼i
h
π[φ(s, a)φ(s, a)

T]. Eq. (C.2) becomes

Eq. (C.2) ≤
T∑

t=1

〈
ntCovih(π̃t),

(
t−1∑

s=0

Covih(π̃s) + Θ̃(d)I

)−1〉
.

Note that
∑t−1

s=0 Covih(π̃s) =
∑t−1

s=0 nsCovih(π̃s) for any t where Line 5 is violated, thus Eq. (C.2) can
be viewed as a matrix version of

∑
t=It

(Xt/(
∑t−1

s=0 Xs)) where Xt = ntCovih(π̃t). We use the following
lemma by Zanette and Wainwright (2022, Lemma 11):

Lemma C.9 (Lemma 11 by Zanette and Wainwright (2022)). For a random vector φ ∈ Rd, scalar
α > 0, and PSD matrix Σ, suppose that αE[‖φ‖2Σ−1 ] ≤ L where L ≥ e− 1, then

αE[‖φ‖2Σ−1 ] ≤ L log
det(Σ + αE[φφT])

det(Σ)
≤ αLE[‖φ‖2Σ−1 ].

In our case, we apply Lemma C.9 to all t = It with α = nt, Σ =
∑t−1

s=0 Covih(π̃s) + Θ̃(d)I, and
the distribution as φ(s, a) with (s, a) ∼i

h π̃t. We first calculate αE[‖φ‖2Σ−1 ], which is bounded by our
potential construction and is in analog to Lemma 4 of Cui et al. (2023):

Lemma C.10. For any t ∈ [T ] where Line 5 is violated, we have the following w.p. 1− δ/(2mHT ):

nt〈Covih(π̃t), Σ̂†
t,i〉 = nt E

(s,a)∼i
h
π̃t

[
‖φ(s, a)‖2

Σ̂†
t,i

]
= Õ(1).

The proof of Lemma C.10 is presented shortly after.
Therefore, when defining L = maxt∈[T ] nt〈Covih(π̃t), Σ̂

†
t,i〉, we can conclude from Lemma C.9:

〈
ntCovih(π̃t),

(
t−1∑

s=0

Covih(π̃s) + Θ̃(d)I

)−1〉
≤ L log

det(
∑t−1

s=0 Covih(π̃s) + Θ̃(d)I + ntCovih(π̃t))

det(
∑t−1

s=0 Covih(π̃s) + Θ̃(d)I)
.

By telescoping and the fact that
∑t−1

s=0 Covih(π̃s) =
∑

s<t,s=Is
nsCovih(π̃s), we have

T∑

t=1

〈
ntCovih(π̃t),

(
t−1∑

s=0

Covih(π̃s) + Θ̃(d)I

)−1〉
≤ L log

det(
∑T

t=0 Covih(π̃t) + Θ̃(d)I)

det(Θ̃(d)I)
,

which is bounded by Õ(d) as L = Õ(1) from Lemma C.10, log det(
∑T

t=0 Covih(π̃t)+Θ̃(d)I) ≤ d log
Tr(

∑T
t=0 Covi

h(π̃t)+Θ̃(d)I
d

Õ(d log(d+ T
d )) = Õ(d), and log det(Θ̃(d)I) ≥ 0.
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Proof of Lemma C.10. Recall the potential function definition in Eq. (4.9), which says 64 log 8mHT
δ ·

Ψi
t,h =

∑t
τ=1‖φ(s̃τ,h, ãiτ,h)‖2Σ̂†

τ,i

. Suppose that the first time after t that Line 5 is violated again is in

epoch t1, then Ψi
t1,h

is the first potential to reach Ψi
t,h + 1, which means

t1−1∑

τ=t

‖φ(s̃τ,h, ãiτ,h)‖2Σ̂†
τ,i

≤ 64 log
8mHT 2

δ
, ∀h ∈ [H].

Fix a single h ∈ [H]. Recall that for all epochs where Line 5 is not violated, we directly adopt the

previous π̃t and Σ̂†
t,i. Hence, Σ̂†

τ,i ≡ Σ̂†
t0,i

for all τ ∈ [t, t1), and all such (s̃τ,h, ã
i
τ,h)’s are also drawn from

the same π̃t. From Lemma E.9 (which is Lemma 48 of Cui et al. (2023)), we know that

〈Covih(π̃t), Σ̂†
t,i〉 = E

(s,a)∼i
h
π̃t

[
‖φ(s, a)‖2

Σ̂†
t,i

]

≤ 2
1

t1 − t

t1−1∑

τ=t

‖φ(s̃τ,h, ãiτ,h)‖2Σ̂†
τ,i

≤ 128

t− t0
log

8mHT 2

δ
,

w.p. 1− δ/(2mHT ). Hiding all logarithmic factors gives our conclusion.

D Proof of the Resulting Sample Complexity (Theorem 4.3)

Proof of Theorem 4.3. We verify the conditions in Theorem 3.2. The first condition, i.e., Eq. (A.1), is
formalized as Theorem B.1, whose proof is in Appendix B. The second condition, i.e., Eq. (A.2), is
postponed to Appendix D.1. The third condition, i.e., Eq. (A.3), is justified in Theorem C.1.

Then we can invoke the conclusion from Theorem 3.2 to conclude a sample complexity of

Õ
(
max{Γ1,Γ2} ×m2H3Lǫ−2 × dreplay log T

)

= Õ(m×m2H3 × d4H2ǫ−2 × dmH) = Õ(m4d5H6ǫ−2),

where Γ1 = Γ2 = m (see Algorithms 2 and 3), L = d4H2 (from Theorem C.1), and dreplay = dmH
(from Section E.5 of Wang et al. (2023)).

D.1 V-Approx Procedure by Wang et al. (2023) and Its Guarantee

In this section, we introduce the V-Approx procedure by Wang et al. (2023). In Algorithm 3,
we present the algorithm for linear Markov Games (i.e., the Optimistic-Regress procedure in their
Algorithm 3 is replaced by that in Section E.1).

Similar to Section E.3 of Wang et al. (2023), we have the following lemma:

Lemma D.1. Consider using Algorithm 3 with some roll-in policy π and episode length K. Let
(π̃,Gap) = CCE-Approxh(π, V ,K). Then Algorithm 3 with parameters (π, π̃, V ,Gap,K) ensures
that it’s output V (Sh) satisfies the following with probability 1− δ:

V
i
(s) ∈

[
min

{
E

a∼π̃

[(
ℓi + Ph+1 V

i)
(s, a)

]
+ Gap

i(s),H − h+ 1

}
,

E
a∼π̃

[(
ℓi + Ph+1 V

i)
(s, a)

]
+ 2Gap

i(s)

]
, ∀i ∈ [m], s ∈ Sh.
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Algorithm 3 V-Approxh Subroutine for Independent Linear Markov Games (Wang et al., 2023)

Input: Previous-layer policy π, current-layer policy π̃, next-layer V-function V , sub-optimality gap
upper-bound Gap, epoch length K. Set regularization factor λ = O( d

K log dK
δ ).

1: for i = 1, 2, . . . ,m do
2: for k = 1, 2, . . . ,K do
3: For each agent j 6= i, execute π ◦ π̃; for agent i, execute π (i.e., the same as Algorithm 2).

Record the trajectory as {(sk,h, aik,h, ℓ̂ik,h)}Hh=1 where ℓ̂ik,h , ℓ̂ik,h + V
i
(sik,h+1).

4: Calculate θ̂i
h = argminθ

1
K

∑K
k=1(〈φ(sk,h, aik,h),θ〉 − ℓik,h) + λ‖θ‖22.

5: For each s ∈ Sh and a ∈ Ai, set Q
i
(s, a) = min{〈φ(s, a), θ̂i

h〉+ 3
2Gap

i(s),H − h+ 1}.
6: For each s ∈ Sh, set V

i
(s) =

∑
a∈Ai π̃i(a | s)Qi

(s, a).
7: end for
8: end for
9: return {V i

(Sh)}i∈[m].

Proof. Consider a fixed i ∈ [m] and h ∈ [H]. By Assumption 2.1, there exists θi
h such that

E[ℓ̂ik,h | sk,h, aik,h] = 〈φ(sk,h, aik,h),θi
h〉, ∀k ∈ [K].

Let Σ̃reg
i,h = 1

K

∑K
k=1φ(sk,h, a

i
k,h)φ(sk,h, a

i
k,h)

T+λI and ξik,h = ℓ̂ik,h−E[ℓ̂ik,h | sk,h, aik,h]. From Lemma

21 of Wang et al. (2023), we know when λ = O( d
K log dK

δ ), with probability 1− δ,

∥∥∥∥∥

K∑

k=1

φ(sk,h, a
i
k,h)ξ

i
k,h

∥∥∥∥∥
(Σi,h)−1

= Õ(
√
dH2K), (D.1)

where Σi,h = E(s,a)∼i
h
π[φ(s, a)φ(s, a)

T] (which is also the expectation of φ(sk,h, a
i
k,h)φ(sk,h, a

i
k,h)

T). We

also conclude from Lemma 22 of Wang et al. (2023) that Σ̃reg
i,h � 1

2 (Σi,h+λI). Therefore, for any s ∈ Sh
and a ∈ Ai, we have

∣∣∣φ(s, a)Tθ̂i − E[ℓ̂ik,h | s, a]
∣∣∣

=

∣∣∣∣∣φ(s, a)
T(Σ̃reg

i,h )
−1

(
1

K

K∑

k=1

φ(sk,h, a
i
k,h)φ(sk,h, a

i
k,h)

T − Σ̃reg
i,h

)
θi
k,h

∣∣∣∣∣+

1

K

∣∣∣∣∣φ(s, a)
T(Σ̃reg

i,h )
−1

K∑

k=1

φ(sk,h, a
i
k,h)ξ

i
k,h

∣∣∣∣∣

≤ ‖φ(s, a)‖(Σ̃reg
i,h

)−1 ×
(
Õ
(√

d

K

)
+ Õ

(√
dH2

K

))
,

where the last step uses both Theorem E.5 and Eq. (D.1). Noticing that Σ̂†
t,i is also an empirical covari-

ance of policy π, we can conclude that ‖φ(s, a)‖(Σ̃reg
i,h

)−1 = O(‖φ(s, a)‖(Σi,h+λI)−1) = O(‖φ(s, a)‖
Σ̂†

t,i

)

from Corollaries E.3 and E.4. Consequently, the error in V
i
(s) is no more than

∑

a∈Ai

π̃i(a | s)
∣∣∣φ(s, a)Tθ̂i − E[ℓ̂ik,h | s, a]

∣∣∣ = Õ



√

dH2

K

∑

a∈Ai

π̃i(a | s)‖φ(s, a)‖
Σ̂†

t,i




41



Refined Sample Complexity for Linear Markov Games

= Õ



√

dH2

K

1

K

K∑

k=1

√√√√√
∥∥∥∥∥ E
a∼πi

k
(·|s)

[φ(s, a)]

∥∥∥∥∥

2

Σ̂†
t,i


 ≤ Õ




1

K

√√√√√dH2

K∑

k=1

∥∥∥∥∥ E
a∼πi

k
(·|s)

[φ(s, a)]

∥∥∥∥∥

2

Σ̂†
t,i


 ,

where the last step used Cauchy-Schwartz. Recall the definition of Gap from Eq. (B.2), we can conclude
that the total estimation error of V-Approx is no more than 1

2Gap
i
t(s). Our claim then follows from

imitating the remaining arguments of Wang et al. (2023, Section E.3).

E Auxiliary Lemmas

E.1 Magnitude-Reduced Estimators

The following lemma characterizes the Magnitude-Reduced Estimator (Dai et al., 2023).

Lemma E.1 (Magnitude-Reduced Estimators (Dai et al., 2023)). For a random variable Z, its magnitude-
reduced estimator Ẑ , Z − (Z)− + E[(Z)−] where (Z)− , min{Z, 0} satisfies

E[Ẑ] = E[Z], E[(Ẑ)2] ≤ 6E[Z2], Ẑ ≥ E[(Z)−].

Proof. The first conclusion follows from E[Ẑ] = E[Z]− E[(Z)−] + E[E[(Z)−]] = E[Z].
For the second conclusion, by definition of Ẑ, E[(Ẑ)2] = E[(Z − (Z)− + E[(Z)−])2] ≤ 2(E[Z2] +

E[(Z)2−]+E[(Z)−]2). As (Z)2− = min{Z, 0}2 ≤ Z2, E[(Z)2−] ≤ E[Z2]. By Jensen’s inequality, E[(Z)−]2 ≤
E[(Z)2−] ≤ E[Z2]. Hence, we arrive at the conclusion that E[(Ẑ)2] ≤ 6E[Z2].

The last inequality follows from the fact that Z − (Z)− is 0 if Z < 0 and Z if Z ≥ 0. Therefore,
Ẑ = Z − (Z)− + E[(Z)−] ≥ E[(Z)−], as desired.

E.2 Stochastic Matrix Concentration

We then present some stochastic matrix concentration results.

Lemma E.2 (Lemma A.4 by Dai et al. (2023)). If H1,H2, . . . ,Hn are i.i.d. d-dimensional PSD ma-
trices such that for all i: i) E[Hi] = H, ii) Hi � I a.s., and iii) H � 1

dn

(
log d

δ

)
I, then

−
√

d

n
log

d

δ
H1/2 � 1

n

n∑

i=1

Hi −H �
√

d

n
log

d

δ
H1/2 with probability 1− 2δ.

The first corollary of Lemma E.2 is derived by Liu et al. (2023a, Corollary 10).

Corollary E.3. If H1,H2, . . . ,Hn are i.i.d. d-dimensional PSD matrices such that for all i: i) E[Hi] =
H, and ii) Hi � cI a.s. for some positive constant c > 0, then

H � 2

n

n∑

i=1

Hi + 3c · d
n
log

(
d

δ

)
I with probability 1− δ.

The second corollary is the opposite direction of Corollary E.3.

Corollary E.4. For H1,H2, . . . ,Hn i.i.d. PSD with expectation H such that Hi � cI a.s. for all i,

1

n

n∑

i=1

Hi �
3

2
H + 3c · d

2n
log

(
d

δ

)
I with probability 1− δ.
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Proof. The proof mostly follows from Corollary 10 of Liu et al. (2023a). Using the fact that H1/2 �
k
2H + 1

2k for any k > 0, we know from Lemma E.2 that under the same conditions of Lemma E.2,

1

n

n∑

i=1

Hi −H �
√

d

n
log

d

δ
H1/2 � 1

2
H +

d

2n

(
log

d

δ

)
I with probability 1− δ.

In other words,

1

n

n∑

i=1

Hi �
3

2
H +

d

2n

(
log

d

δ

)
I with probability 1− δ. (E.1)

Now we show Corollary E.4. For the case where d
n log d

δ ≤ 1, define H̃i =
1
2cHi +

d
2n

(
log d

δ

)
I. Then

H̃i � 1
2ccI +

d
2n

(
log d

δ

)
I � I. Moreover, H̃ = E[H̃i] =

1
2cH + d

2n

(
log d

δ

)
I also ensures H̃ � 1

dn

(
log d

δ

)
I.

Hence, applying Eq. (E.1) to H̃1, H̃2, . . . , H̃n gives

1

n

n∑

i=1

H̃i �
3

2
H̃ +

d

2n

(
log

d

δ

)
I with probability 1− δ.

By the definitions of H̃i and H̃, we further have the following, which shows our claim:

1

n

n∑

i=1

Hi �
3

2
H̃ + 3c · d

2n

(
log

d

δ

)
I with probability 1− δ.

The case of d
n log d

δ > 1 is trivial because Hi � cI � 3
2c
(
d
n log d

δ

)
I.

A key fact from the above corollaries is Lemma 14 of Liu et al. (2023a), which we include below.

Theorem E.5 (Lemma 14 of Liu et al. (2023a)). For a d-dimensional distribution D, let φ1,φ2, . . . ,φn

be i.i.d. samples from D. Define Σ = Eφ∼D[φφT] and Σ̃ = 1
n

∑n
i=1 φiφ

T

i . If Σ̂† = (Σ̃ + γI)−1 where

γ = 5 d
n log 6d

δ , then with probability 1− δ, we have

∥∥∥(γI + Σ̃− Σ)θ
∥∥∥
2

Σ̂†
= O

(
d

n
log

d

δ

)
, ∀‖θ‖2 ≤ 1.

E.3 Adaptive Freedman Inequality

In this paper, we will make use of the Adaptive Freedman Inequality proposed by Lee et al. (2020,
Theorem 2.2) and improved by Zimmert and Lattimore (2022, Theorem 9), stated as follows.

Lemma E.6 (Theorem 9 of Zimmert and Lattimore (2022)). For a sequence of martingale differences
{Xi}ni=1 adapted to the filtration (Fi)

n
i=0, suppose that E[|Xi| | Fi−1] <∞ a.s. Then

n∑

i=1

Xi ≤ 3

√√√√
n∑

i=1

E[X2
i | Fi−1] log

C

δ
+ 2 max

i=1,2,...,n
Xi log

C

δ
, with probability 1− δ,

where

C = 2max



1,

√√√√
n∑

i=1

E[X2
i | Fi−1], max

i=1,2,...,n
Xi



 .
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A direct corollary of Lemma E.6 is the following lemma:

Lemma E.7. For a sequence of random variables {Xi}ni=1 adapted to the filtration (Fi)
n
i=0, let the

conditional expectation of Xi be µi , E[Xi | Fi−1]. Suppose that E[|Xi| | Fi−1] <∞ a.s. Then

n∑

i=1

(Xi − µi) ≤ 3

√√√√
n∑

i=1

E[X2
i | Fi−1] log

C

δ
+ 2 max

i=1,2,...,n
Xi log

C

δ
, with probability 1− δ,

where

C = 2max



1,

√√√√
n∑

i=1

E[X2
i | Fi−1], max

i=1,2,...,n
Xi



 .

Proof. We apply Lemma E.6 to the martingale difference sequence {Xi − µi}ni=1, giving

n∑

i=1

(Xi − µi) ≤ 3

√√√√
n∑

i=1

E[(Xi − µ)2 | Fi−1] log
C

δ
+ 2 max

i=1,2,...,n
(Xi − µi) log

C

δ
, with probability 1− δ.

It is clear that max(Xi − µi) ≤ maxXi +
√∑n

i=1 µ
2
i . Furthermore, we know that E[(Xi − µi)

2 |
Fi−1] = E[X2

i | Fi−1]− µ2
i . Putting these two parts together gives our conclusion.

We also give the following variant of Lemma E.7:

Lemma E.8. For a sequence of random variables {Xi}ni=1 adapted to the filtration (Fi)
n
i=0, let the

conditional expectation of Xi be µi , E[Xi | Fi−1]. Suppose that E[|Xi| | Fi−1] <∞ a.s. Then

∣∣∣∣∣

n∑

i=1

(Xi − µi)

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ 8
√
2

√√√√
n∑

i=1

E[X2
i | Fi−1] +

n∑

i=1

X2
i log

C

δ
, with probability 1− δ,

where

C = 2
√
2

√√√√
n∑

i=1

E[X2
i | Fi−1] +

n∑

i=1

X2
i .

Proof. Applying Lemma E.6 to the martingale difference sequence {Xi−µi}ni=1, the following inequality
holds with probability 1− δ:

n∑

i=1

(Xi − µi) ≤ 3

√√√√
n∑

i=1

E[(Xi − µi)2 | Fi−1] log
C ′

δ
+ 2 max

i=1,2,...,n
{Xi − µi} log

C ′

δ
,

where

C ′ = 2max



1,

√√√√
n∑

i=1

E[(Xi − µi)2 | Fi−1], max
i=1,2,...,n

{Xi − µi}



 .

Utilizing the fact that (Xi − µi)
2 ≤ 2(X2

i + µ2
i ) for all i, we have

max
i=1,2,...,n

{Xi − µi} ≤

√√√√2
n∑

i=1

(X2
i + µ2

i ).
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Hence, we can write

n∑

i=1

(Xi − µi) ≤ 4
√
2

√√√√
n∑

i=1

E[(Xi − µi)2 | Fi−1] +
n∑

i=1

(X2
i + µ2

i ) log
C ′

δ

= 4
√
2

√√√√
n∑

i=1

(
E[X2

i | Fi−1]− µ2
i

)
+

n∑

i=1

(X2
i + µ2

i ) log
C ′

δ

= 4
√
2

√√√√
n∑

i=1

E[X2
i | Fi−1] +

n∑

i=1

X2
i log

C ′

δ
.

Similarly, C ′ ≤ 2
√
2
√∑n

i=1 E[X
2
i | Fi−1] +

∑n
i=1X

2
i = C. By exactly the same arguments, the same

inequality also holds for
∑n

i=1(µi −Xi). Our conclusion then follows.

E.4 Relative Concentration Bounds

Lemma E.9 (Lemma 48 by Cui et al. (2023)). Let X1,X2, . . . be i.i.d. random variables supported in
[0, 1] and let Ŝn = 1

n

∑n
i=1 Xi. Let n be the stopping time that n = minn{n |

∑n
i=1Xi ≥ 64 log(4nmax)/δ}.

Suppose that n ≤ nmax, then w.p. 1− δ, 1
2 Ŝn ≤ E[X] ≤ 3

2 Ŝn.

E.5 EXP3 Regret Guarantee

The following lemma is a classical result for the EXP3 algorithm. For completeness, we also include
the proof by Dai et al. (2023, Lemma C.1) here.

Lemma E.10. Let x0, x1, x2, . . . , xT ∈ RA be defined as

xt+1,i = (xt,i exp(−ηct,i))
/(

A∑

i′=1

xt,i′ exp(−ηct,i′)
)

, ∀0 ≤ t < T,

where ct ∈ RA is the loss corresponding to the t-th iteration. Suppose that ηct,i ≥ −1 for all t ∈ [T ] and
i ∈ [A]. Then

T∑

t=1

〈xt − y, ct〉 ≤
logA

η
+ η

T∑

t=1

A∑

i=1

xt,ic
2
t,i

holds for any distribution y ∈ △([A]) when x0 = ( 1
A ,

1
A , . . . ,

1
A).

Proof. By linearity, it suffices to prove the inequality for all one-hot y’s. Without loss of generality, let
y = 1i∗ where i∗ ∈ [A]. Define Ct,i =

∑t
t′=1 ct′,i as the prefix sum of ct,i. Let

Φt =
1

η
ln

(
A∑

i=1

exp (−ηCt,i)

)
,

then by definition of xt, we have

Φt − Φt−1 =
1

η
ln

( ∑A
i=1 exp(−ηCt,i)∑A

i=1 exp(−ηCt−1,i)

)
=

1

η
ln

(
A∑

i=1

xt,i exp(−ηct,i)
)
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(a)

≤ 1

η
ln

(
A∑

i=1

xt,i(1− ηct,i + η2c2t,i)

)
=

1

η
ln

(
1− η〈xt, ct〉+ η2

A∑

i=1

xt,ic
2
t,i

)

(b)

≤ −〈xt, ct〉+ η

A∑

i=1

xt,ic
2
t,i,

where (a) used exp(−x) ≤ 1−x+x2 for all x ≥ −1 and (b) used ln(1+x) ≤ x (again for all x ≥ −1).
Therefore, summing over t = 1, 2, . . . , T gives

T∑

t=1

〈xt, ct〉 ≤ Φ0 − ΦT + η

T∑

t=1

A∑

i=1

xt,ic
2
t,i

≤ lnN

η
− 1

η
ln (exp(−ηCT,i∗)) + η

T∑

t=1

N∑

i=1

pt(i)ℓ
2
t (i)

≤ lnA

η
+ LT (i

∗) + η

T∑

t=1

A∑

i=1

xt,ic
2
t,i.

Moving Ct,i∗ to the LHS then shows the inequality for y = 1i∗ . The result then extends to all
y ∈ △([A]) by linearity.
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