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This paper presents a general mean-field game (GMFG) framework for simultaneous learning and decision-
making in stochastic games with a large population. It first establishes the existence of a unique Nash
Equilibrium to this GMFG, and demonstrates that naively combining reinforcement learning with the fixed-
point approach in classical MFGs yields unstable algorithms. It then proposes value-based and policy-based
reinforcement learning algorithms (GMF-V and GMF-P, respectively) with smoothed policies, with analysis
of their convergence properties and computational complexities. Experiments on an equilibrium product
pricing problem demonstrate that GMF-V-Q and GMF-P-TRPO, two specific instantiations of GMF-V
and GMF-P, respectively, with Q-learning and TRPO, are both efficient and robust in the GMFG setting.
Moreover, their performance is superior in convergence speed, accuracy, and stability when compared with
existing algorithms for multi-agent reinforcement learning in the N-player setting.

1. Introduction

Motivating example. This paper is motivated by the following Ad auction problem for an
advertiser. An Ad auction is a stochastic game on an Ad exchange platform among a large number
of players, the advertisers. In between the time a web user requests a page and the time the page
is displayed, usually within a millisecond, a Vickrey-type of second-best-price auction is run to
incentivize interested advertisers to bid for an Ad slot to display advertisement. Each advertiser
has limited information before each bid: first, her own valuation for a slot depends on some random
conversion of clicks for the item; secondly, she, should she win the bid, only knows the reward after
the user’s activities on the website are finished. In addition, she has a budget constraint in this
repeated auction.

The question is, how should she bid in this online sequential repeated game when there is a
large population of bidders competing on the Ad platform, with random conversions of clicks and
rewards?

Besides Ad auctions, there are many other real-world problems involving a large number of
players and uncertain systems. Examples include massive multi-player online role-playing games
Jeong et al. [48], high frequency tradings Lehalle and Mouzouni [56], and the sharing economy
Hamari et al. [41].

* Work done prior to joining or outside of Amazon.
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Our work. Motivated by these problems, we consider a general framework of simultaneous
learning and decision-making in stochastic games with a large population. We formulate a general
mean-field-game (GMFG) with incorporation of action distributions and (randomized) relaxed
policies. This general framework can also be viewed as a generalized version of MFGs of extended
McKean-Vlasov type Acciaio et al. [1], which is a different paradigm from the classical MFG. It is
also beyond the scope of the existing reinforcement learning (RL) framework for Markov decision
processes (MDP), as MDP is technically equivalent to a single player stochastic game.

On the theory front, this general framework differs from the existing MFGs. We establish under
appropriate technical conditions the existence and uniqueness of the Nash equilibrium (NE) to this
GMFG. On the computational front, we show that naively combining reinforcement learning with
the three-step fixed-point approach in classical MFGs yields unstable algorithms. We then propose
both value based and policy based reinforcement learning algorithms with smoothed policies (GMF-
V and GMF-P, respectively), establish the convergence property and analyze the computational
complexity (see Section 7 for all proof details). Finally, we apply GMF-V-Q and GMF-P-TRPO,
which are two specific instantiations of GMF-V and GMF-P, respectively, with Q-learning and
TRPO, to an equilibrium product pricing problem'. Both algorithms have demonstrated to be
efficient and robust in the GMFG setting. Their performance is superior in terms of convergence
speed, accuracy and stability, when compared with existing algorithms for multi-agent reinforce-
ment learning in the N-player setting. Note that an earlier and preliminary version Guo et al. [38]
has been published in NeurIPS. Nevertheless, the conference version focuses only on GMF-V-Q,
whereas this paper provides a new meta framework for learning mean-field-game which combines
(1) the three-step fixed point approach, (2) the smoothing techniques, and (3) the single-agent
algorithms with sample complexity guarantees in the sub-routine. This general framework incorpo-
rates both value-based algorithms and policy-based algorithms. In addition, the policy-based RL
algorithm (GMF-P-TRPO) in this paper is the first globally convergent policy-based algorithm
for solving mean-field-games. Numerical results show that it achieves similar performance as the
Q-learning based algorithm (GMF-V-Q) in Guo et al. [38].

Related works. On learning large population games with mean-field approximations, Yang
et al. [87] focuses on inverse reinforcement learning for MFGs without decision making, with its
extension in Chen et al. [17] for agent-level inference; Yang et al. [88] studies an MARL problem
with a first-order mean-field approximation term modeling the interaction between one player and
all the other finite players, which has been generalized to the setting with partially observable states
in Subramanian et al. [76]; and Kizilkale and Caines [51] and Yin et al. [89] consider model-based
adaptive learning for MFGs in specific models (e.g., linear-quadratic and oscillator games). More
recently, Mguni et al. [60] studies the local convergence of actor-critic algorithms on finite time
horizon MFGs, and Subramanian and Mahajan [74] proposes a policy-gradient based algorithm
and analyzes the so-called local NE for reinforcement learning in infinite time horizon MFGs.
For learning large population games without mean-field approximation, see Hernandez-Leal et al.
[42], Kapoor [50] and the references therein. In the specific topic of learning auctions with a large
number of advertisers, Cai et al. [13] and Jin et al. [49] explore reinforcement learning techniques
to search for social optimal solutions with real-word data, and Iyer et al. [47] uses MFGs to model
the auction system with unknown conversion of clicks within a Bayesian framework.

However, none of these works consider the problem of simultaneous learning and decision-making
in a general MFG framework. Neither do they establish the existence and uniqueness of the (global)
NE, nor do they present model-free learning algorithms with complexity analysis and convergence
to the NE. Note that in principle, global results are harder to obtain compared to local results.

! The numerical experiments on the application of GMF-V-Q to the motivating Ad auction problem can be found in
the conference version of our paper Guo et al. [38].
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Following the conference version Guo et al. [38] of the current paper, various efforts have been
made to extend our reinforcement learning work in Guo et al. [38] to more general MFG settings.
These include linear-quadratic MFGs in both discrete-time setting Fu et al. [25], uz Zaman et al.
[78, 79] and in continuous-time setting Guo et al. [39], Wang et al. [84], Delarue and Vasileiadis [21],
MFGs with general continuous state and/or action spaces Anahtarci et al. [3], entropy regularized
MFGs in discrete time Anahtarci et al. [4], Xie et al. [85, 86], Cui and Koeppl [18] and in continuous
time Guo et al. [39], and non-stationary MFGs Mishra et al. [62]. In particular, Cui and Koeppl [18]
interprets the softmax smoothing technique proposed in Guo et al. [38] from a smoothed equilibrium
perspective. In addition, different frameworks based on monotonicity assumptions (instead of the
contractivity assumption in Guo et al. [38]) have also been proposed, and fictitious play algorithms
with policy and mean-field averaging Elie et al. [23], Perrin et al. [69] and online mirror descent
algorithms Perolat et al. [66] have been proposed to solve MFGs under such assumptions. There
are also some recent extensions to reinforcement learning of MFGs with strategic complementarity
Lee et al. [55] and multiple agent types Ghosh and Aggarwal [32], Subramanian et al. [75]. These
algorithms for reinforcement learning of MFGs have also been applied in economics Angiuli et al.
[7], in finance de Luca et al. [20], in animal behavior simulation Perrin et al. [68], and in concave
utility reinforcement learning Geist et al. [29]. In the meantime, the idea of simultaneous learning
and decision making with mean-field interaction has been used for analyzing collaborative games
with social optimal solution Carmona et al. [15, 16], Gu et al. [35], Luo et al. [58], Wang et al.
[83], Pasztor et al. [65], Gagrani et al. [27], Cui et al. [19], Angiuli et al. [6].

Notations. Let (X,dx) be a metric space and X is equipped with the Borel o-field B(X),
meaning the o-field generated by the open sets of X. Denote P(X) for the set of (Borel) probability
measures on X. W, denotes the Wasserstein distance of order p such that

W, (i, 1) = inf { (/ d’;’y(x,a:')y(dx,dx’)) :v € P(X x X) with marginals u, u' € 77(2\.’)} :
AxX

P(X) is always equipped with Wi (u,p'). The Borel o-field of P(X) is the o-field induced by the
evaluation P(X) > p — p(C) for any Borel set C C X. Note that the Borel o-field of P(X) is
generated by W;. (See e.g. Villani [81] and Lacker [52]).

Given two measurable spaces (V,B())) and (X,B(X)) , we say a measure-valued function f:
Y — P(X) is measurable if Aco f:) — [0,1] is measurable for any C € B(X), where Ac: P(X) >
w— p(C) e0,1].

2. Framework of General MFG (GMFG)

2.1. Background: classical N-player Markovian game and MFG Let us first recall
the classical N-player game. There are N players in a game. At each step t, the state of player
i (=1,2,---,N)is si €S CR? and she takes an action ai € A CR?. Here d,p are positive integers.
The state space (S,ds) and the action space (A, d4) are two compact metric spaces, including the
case of S and A being finite. Given the current state profile of N-players s, = (s},...,s") € S and
the action a}, player ¢ will receive a reward (s, a}) sampled from a distribution R'(s;,a;) and her
state will change to s}, according to a transition probability function P’(s,,a;). In particular, the
probability transition P*: S x A — P(S) and the distribution of the reward function R*: SV x A
— P([0, Rax)) are both measurable functions with some constant Ry,., > 0.

A Markovian game further restricts the admissible policy/control for player i to be of the form
al ~ mi(s;) with 7 measurable. That is, 7} : S — P(A) maps each state profile s € SV to a
randomized action.The accumulated reward (a.k.a. the value function) for player 4, given the initial
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state profile s and the policy profile sequence 7 := {m,}?°, with 7, = (7},..., 7)), is then defined
as

Vi(s,m):=E

oo
> 4 (sia))
t=0

where v € (0,1) is the discount factor, aj ~ 7} (s"), and s} , ~ P'(s;,a;). The goal of each player is
to maximize her value function over all admissible policy sequences such that (1) is finite.

In general, this type of stochastic N-player game is notoriously hard to analyze, especially when
N is large Papadimitriou and Roughgarden [64]. Mean field game (MFG), pioneered by Huang
et al. [46] and Lasry and Lions [54] in the continuous settings and later developed in Benaim and
Le Boudec [10], Gomes et al. [34], Huang and Ma [45], Lépez [57], Saldi et al. [71] for discrete
settings, provides an ingenious and tractable aggregation approach to approximate the otherwise
challenging N-player stochastic games. The basic idea for an MFG goes as follows. Assume all
players are identical, indistinguishable and interchangeable, when N — co, one can view the limit
of other players’ states s, = (s},...,si7 st ... sN) as a population state distribution p, with

A
we(s) == limy_, o %2 Due to the homogeneity of the players, one can then focus on

a single (representative) player. At time ¢, after the representative player chooses her action a;
according to some policy 7, she will receive reward r(s;,a, i) and her state will evolve under a
controlled stochastic dynamics of a mean-field type P(:|s;,aq, p¢). Here the policy 7, depends on
both the current state s; and the current population state distribution u, such that 7, : S x P(S) —
P(A). Then, in mean-field limit, one may consider instead the following optimization problem,

. ] | 1)

maximize, V(s,m,p) :=E | > y'r(se, ae, pie)|so =$
t=0
subject to sy4q ~ P(St,ataﬂt)a Qg ~ 7Tt(5tnut)7

where m:= {m; };°, denotes the policy sequence and p:= {u;};°, the distribution flow.

2.2. General MFG (GMFG) In the classical MFG setting, the reward and the dynamic for
each player are known. They depend only on the state of the player s;, the action of this particular
player a;, and the population state distribution w,. In contrast, in the motivating auction example,
the reward and the dynamic are unknown; they rely on the actions of all players, as well as on s;
and .

We therefore define the following general MFG (GMFG) framework. At time ¢, after the repre-
sentative player chooses her action a; according to some measurable policy 7: S x P(S) — P(A),
she will receive a (possibly random) reward r(s;,a;,£L;) sampled from distribution R(s,a,L;)
and her state will evolve according to P(-|s;,a, L), with £, =P, ,,inP(S x A) the joint distri-
bution of the state and the action, i.e., the population state-action pair. This joint distribution
L, has marginal distributions «; for the population action and p; for the population state. Note
the inclusion of «; allows the reward and the dynamic to depend on all players’ actions. Here
P:SxAXxP(SExA) —P(S)and R: S x AxP(S xA) = P([0,Riax]) are measurable functions
with some constant R, > 0. The objective of the player is to solve the following control problem:

‘o | St —
maximize, V(s,m,L):=E tz::o’y r(s¢,a, Lt)|so=s (GMFG)

subject to syy1 ~ P(si, a4, L), ap ~ (g, fhe)-

2 Here the indicator function I,_.=1 if s{ = s and 0 otherwise.
sl=
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Here the expectation in the objective function is always taken for all randomness in the system.
In addition, £ := {L;};°, and may be time dependent. That is, an infinite-time horizon MFG
may have time-dependent NE solutions due to the mean information process in the MFG. This
is fundamentally different from the theory of MDP where the optimal control, if exists uniquely,
would be time independent in an infinite time horizon setting.

In this paper, we will analyze the existence of NE to GMFG. For ease of exposition, we will
first focus on stationry NEs. Accordingly, for notational brevity, we abbreviate m = {7}{°, and
L={L}2, as m and L, respectively. We will show in the end how this stationary constraint can
be relaxed (cf. Section 9).

DEFINITION 1 (STATIONARY NE FOrR GMFGS). In (GMFG), a player-population profile (7*,
L*) is called a stationary NE if

1. (Single player side) For any policy 7 and any initial state s € S,

V(s,7, L) >V (s,m, L) 2)

2. (Population side) Py, ,, = £* for all t >0, where {s;,a,};°, is the dynamics under the policy
m* starting from sg ~ p*, with a; ~ 7 (s¢, %), sep1 ~ P(¢]s¢, a6, L), and p* being the population
state marginal of L£*.

The single player side condition captures the optimality of 7*, when the population side is fixed.
The population side condition ensures the “consistency” of the solution: it guarantees that the
state and action distribution flow of the single player does match the population state and action
sequence L* :={L*}7°,.

2.3. Examples of GMFG Here we provide three examples under the framework of GMFG.

A toy example. Take a two-state dynamic system with two choices of controls. The state
space S = {0,1}, the action space A = {L,R}. Here the action L means to move left and R
means to move right. The dynamic of the representative agent in the mean-field system {s;};>1
goes as follows: if the agent is in state s; and she takes action a; = L at time ¢, then s;.; = 0;
if she takes action a; = R, then s;;; = 1. At the end of each round, the agent will receive a
reward —Ws(ue, B) — Wa(B:(ss, ), B), which depends on all agents, where W is the f-Wasserstein
distance. Here p,(-) denotes the state distribution of the mean-field population at time ¢, 5;(s,-) :=
Li(s,-)/ps(s) denotes the action distribution of the population in state s (s =0,1) at time ¢ (set
Bi(s,+) :==(0.5,0.5) when p;(s) =0), and B is a given Bernoulli distribution with parameter p
(0<p<1).

As a demonstrating example, here we provide the calculation for one stationary NE solution. Note
that —W,(u, B) < 0 for any distribution p over S. Similarly, —Ws(a, B) < 0 for any distribution
a over A. Hence for each policy , given population distribution flow £ = {L,}°,,

V(0,m,L) = = > A'E[Ws(p, B) + Wa(Bi(se,-), B)lso = 0] < 0, (3)
and
V(l,ﬂ‘,[,) = *ZrytE[WﬂﬂtaB) +W2(ﬁt(st7')vB)’50 = 1] < 0. (4)

It is easy to check that pu* = (p,1—p) and 7*(s,u*) = (p,1 —p) (s =0,1). is a pair of station-
ary mean-field solution. And £* is defined with £*(s,a) = p*(s)7*(als,pu*) for any s € S, a € A,
accordingly, where 7(a|s, ) is defined as the probability of taking action a following the action
distribution (s, ). In this case, the corresponding optimal value function is defined as

V0,7, L) =V (1,7,L") =0,
which reaches the upper bound in (3) and (4).
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Repeated auction. Take a representative advertiser in the auction aforementioned in the
motivating example in Section 1. Denote s; € {0,1,2,-- , s} as the budget of this player at time
t, where sy, € NT is the maximum budget allowed on the Ad exchange with a unit bidding price.
Denote a; € {0,1,2,- -+, amax } as the bid price submitted by this player, where @,y is the maximum
bid set by the bidder, and «; as the bidding/(action) distribution of the population. At time ¢,
all advertisers are randomly divided into different groups and each group of advertisers competes
for one slot to display their ads. Assuming that there are M advertisers in each group, then the
representative advertiser competes with M — 1 other representative players whose bidding prices
are independently sampled from «;. Let w} denote whether the representative player wins the bid.
Then if she takes action a;, the probability she will win the bid is P(w =1) = F,,, (a;)™ !, where
F,, is the cumulative distribution function of a random variable X ~ «;.

If this advertiser does not win the bid, her reward r, = 0. If she wins, there are several components
in her reward: a, the second best bid in a Vickrey auction, paid by the winning advertiser; vy,
the conversion of clicks of the slot; and p, the rate of penalty for overshooting if the payment a}
exceeds her budget s;. Therefore, at each time ¢, her reward with bid a; and budget s; is

= I{wgi:u [(Ut - aiw) —(1+ P)I{st<a,{w}(aiw =50, (5)

where the first term is the profit of wining the auction and the second term is the penalty of
overshooting. And the budget dynamics s; follows,

5t7 wiM#lu
Spp1 =14 sg—aM, wM=1and aM <s, (6)
0, wM =1 and a > s,.

That is, if this player does not win the bid, the budget remains the same; if she wins and has
sufficient money to pay, her budget will decrease from s; to s; —a; however, if she wins but does
not have enough money to pay, her budget will be 0 after the payment and there will be a penalty
in the reward function.

Notice that both distributions of w} and a} depend on the population distribution £; (or more
specifically «;). In fact, the reward function r(s;,a;) = r; and the transition probability s;,4 ~
P(-|s¢,ar, L) specified by (5) and (6) are fully characterized by the probabilities P(w}M =1,aM <
||8¢,as, L¢) and P(wM = 0) (since r; =0 and s;,; = s; whenever w} =0), with

P(wM =1,a) < x|s;,a.,Li) = Fat(min{x,at})Mfl, P(wM =0)=1- Fat(at)Mfl.

Clearly the above model fits into the framework of (GMFG), with the following transition proba-
bility.

F,(a)M~! — F,(min{s,a})™"!, s'=0,
P(s'|s,a,L) =4 1—F,(a)M~, s'=s, (7)
F,(min{s —s,a})M ! — F,(min{s —s' — 1,a})M~!, 0 < s’ <s,

where « is the action marginal of £. The reward model can be explicitly written similarly.

In practice, one may modify the dynamics of s;,; with a non-negative random budget fulfillment
A(s;y1) after the auction clearing such that $;,1 = s;11 + A(s441) Andelman and Mansour [5],
Gummadi et al. [37].

Experiments of this repeated auction problem can be found in the conference version Guo et al.
[38] of this paper, and will not be repeated here.
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Equilibrium price. Another example, adapted from Guéant et al. [36, Section 3| is to con-
sider a large number (continuum) of homogeneous firms producing the same product under perfect
competition, and the price of the product is determined endogenously by the supply-demand equi-
librium Bernstein and Griffin [11]. Each firm, meanwhile, maintains a certain inventory level of the
raw materials for production.

Given the homogeneity of the firms, it is sufficient to focus on a representative firm paired
with the population distribution. In each period ¢, the representative firm decides a quantity g;
to consume the raw materials for production and a quantity h; to replenish the inventory of raw
materials. For simplicity, we assume each unit of the raw material is used to produce one unit of
the product. Both the new products and ordered raw materials will be available at the end of this
given period t. The representative agent makes decision based on her current inventory level of the
raw material, denoted as s;, which evolves according to

St41 = St — min{qt, St} + hy. (8>

Note that if the firm overproduces and exceeds her current inventory capacity (i.e., ¢; > s;), then
the firm will pay a cost for an emergency order of the raw material. Finally, the reward during this
period t is given by

re=(p:—co)qi — 1 q; — ca hy — (ca + ¢3) max{q; — 5,0} — ¢y 5. (9)

Here p; is the selling price of the product of all firms; ¢y > 0 is the manufacturing cost and labor
cost for making one unit of the product; ¢; > 0 is the quadratic cost which can be viewed as the
transient price impact associated with the production level ¢;; co > 0 is the cost of regular orders
of the raw materials; ¢z > 0 is the additional cost for the emergency order of the raw materials;
and finally, ¢4 > 0 is the inventory cost.

The price p; is determined according to the supply-demand equilibrium on the market at each
moment. On one hand, the normalized demand (per producer) on the market D(p,) follows (Guéant
et al. [36])

D(p:) :==dp,”, (10)

where d denotes some benchmark demand level and o is the elasticity of demand that can be
interpreted as the elasticity of substitution between the given product and any other good. On
the other hand, the (average) supply in this market is given by the average production of all
firms which follows E,, ., [¢:] under some policy 7. If all firms are restricted to stationary policies
(denoted as ), then this leads to a stationary equilibrium price ¢ which satisfies the supply-demand
equilibrium:

Egnrla] =dp™. (11)

To fit into the theoretical framework proposed in Section 2, we set S ={0,1,---,5} and A=
{(q,h)|q€{0,1,---,Q} and h € {0,1,--- , H}} for some positive integers S,Q and H.

3. Solution for GMFGs We now establish the existence and uniqueness of the stationary
NE to (GMFG), by generalizing the classical fixed-point approach for MFGs to this GMFG setting.
(See Huang et al. [46] and Lasry and Lions [54] for the classical case.) It consists of three steps.
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Step A. Fix L, (GMFG) becomes the classical single-player optimization problem. Indeed,
with £ fixed, the population state distribution g is also fixed, and hence the space of admissible
policies is reduced to the single-player case. Solving (GMFG) is now reduced to finding a policy
n;ell:={r|n:S—=P(A)} to maximize

V(s,me,L):=E [Z Yir(se,a, L)|so=s|,
=0
subject to Stp1~ P(stya, L),  ay~me(sy).

Notice that with £ fixed, one can safely suppress the dependency on u in the admissible policies.
Now given this fixed £ and the solution 7} to the above optimization problem, one can define a
mapping from the fixed population distribution £ to a chosen optimal randomized policy sequence.
That is,
Fl P(SXA)%H,

such that 73 =T';(£). Note that the optimal policy of an MDP in general may not be unique. To
ensure that I'; is a single-valued instead of set-valued mapping, here I'; includes a policy selection
component to select a single optimal policy from the set of optimal policies for a given £, which
is guaranteed to exist by Zermelo’s Axiom of Choice. For example, when the action space is finite,
one can utilize the argmax-e operator and set the “maximizing” actions with equal probabilities
(see Section 4.1 for the detailed definition). In addition, for non-degenerate linear-quadratic MFGs
Fu et al. [26] and general MFGs where the Bellman mappings are strongly concave in actions
Anahtarci et al. [3] and the action space is convex in the Euclidean space, the optimal policy 7}
for a given L is unique under appropriate assumptions. Hence no policy selection is needed in such
cases.
Note that this 7} satisfies the single player side condition in Definition 1 for the population
state-action pair L,
Vs, m, L) >V (s,m, L), (12)

for any policy 7 and any initial state s € S.
As in the MFG literature Huang et al. [46], a feedback regularity condition is needed for analyzing
Step A.

ASSUMPTION 1. There exists a constant dy >0, such that for any L,L' € P(S x A),

DT (L), T (L") <d Wi (L, L), (13)
where
Dim, ) i=supWi((s), 7 (5)). (14)

and Wy is the ¢,-Wasserstein distance (a.k.a. earth mover distance) between probability measures
Gibbs and Su [33], Peyré and Cuturi [70], Villani [80].

Step B. Given 7} obtained from Step A, update the initial £ to £’ following the controlled
dynamics P(-|s, a4, L).

Accordingly, for any admissible policy 7 € II and a joint population state-action pair £ € P(S x
A), define a mapping I'; : II x P(S x A) — P(S x A) as follows:

Ty(m, L) =L =P, ., (15)

where a; ~m(s1), $1~ pP(:|-,a0,L), ag ~ (o), So ~ i, and p is the population state marginal of
L.

One needs a standard assumption in this step.
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ASSUMPTION 2. There exist constants do, dz >0, such that for any admissible policies 7,71, o
and joint distributions L£,Lq, Lo,

Wi (To(m1, L), Ta(ma, L)) < doD(my,m3), (16)

Wi(Ta(m, L), Ta(m, L2)) <dsWi(Ly, Ls). (17)

Step C. Repeat Step A and Step B until £’ matches L.

This step is to ensure the population side condition. To ensure the convergence of the combined
step one and step two, it suffices if I' : P(S x A) — P(S x A) with I'(£) := Ty (I'1(£),£) is a
contractive mapping under the W; distance. Then by the Banach fixed point theorem and the

completeness of the related metric spaces (¢f. Appendix A), there exists a unique stationary NE
of the GMFG. That is,

THEOREM 1 (Existence and Uniqueness of stationary GMFG solution). Given Assu-
mptions 1 and 2, and assume dydy +ds < 1. Then there exists a unique stationary NE to (GMFG).

[Proof of Theorem 1] First by Definition 1 and the definitions of T'; (i = 1,2), (7, L) is a station-
ary NE iff L=T(L) =T3(T"1(£), L) and 7 =T (L), where I'(L) =T'5(I'1(£), £). This indicates that
for any L,L, € P(S x A),

Wi(D(£1),D(L2)) = Wi(To(T1(Ly), £1),T2(T1(L2), L2))
<W (F2(F1(£1)7£1)7 FQ(Fl (52);[:1 =+ Wl(r2(rl(£2)a £1)7F2(F1(£2)v£2)) (18)
< (didy +d3)Wh (L, Ls).

And since dyd, + ds € [0,1), by the Banach fixed-point theorem, we conclude that there exists a
unique fixed-point of I, or equivalently, a unique stationary MFG solution to (GMFG).

REMARK 1 (EXISTENCE AND UNIQUENESS OF THE GMFG sOLUTION). (1) In general, there
may multiple optimal policies in Step A under a fixed mean-field information £. In this case, the
candidate fixed point(s) are the fixed point(s) of a set-valued map as described in Lacker [53]. To
simplify the analysis, we specify a rule in Step A to select one optimal policy to ensure that T" is
an injection.

(2) In the MFG literature, the uniqueness of the MFG solution can be verified under the small
parameter condition Caines et al. [14] or the monotonicity condition Lasry and Lions [54]. Our
condition of did; + d3 < 1 extends the small parameter condition in Caines et al. [14] for strict
controls to relaxed controls.

(3) Finally, Theorem 1 can be extended to a non-stationary setting, as will be shown in Section
9.

REMARK 2. Assumptions 1 and 2 can be more explicit in specific problem settings.

For instance, when the action space is the Euclidean space or its convex subset, explicit conditions
on P and r have been described for the linear-quadratic MFG (LQ-MFG) Fu et al. [26] and later
generalized in Anahtarci et al. [3].

When the action space is finite, the following lemma explicitly characterizes Assumption 2.

LEMMA 1. Suppose that maxs ., o« P(s'|s,a,L) <c1, and that P(s'|s,a,-) is co-Lipschitz in W1,
1.€.,

|P(s'|s,a, L) — P(s'|s,a, La)| < coWi(Ly, Ls). (19)
Then in Assumption 2, dy and dz can be chosen as
&= 2diam(8S) diam(.A)|S|cy
T dmin(-A)

(20)

and diam(8S)diam(A)|S]| (%2 + m respectively. Here dpin(A) = min,soeqlla — a'l|2, which
is guaranteed to be positive when A is finite.
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When entropy regularization is introduced into the system (see e.g., Anahtarci et al. [4], Xie
et al. [85]), Assumption 1 can be reduced to boundedness and Lipschitz continuity conditions on P
and r as in Lemma 1. Moreover, Theorem 1 and all subsequent theoretical results hold whenever
the composed mapping I is contractive (in W), independent of Assumptions 1 or 2. In Section 8.2,
we numerically verify that the I' mapping is contractive for various choices of the model parameters
in our tested problems.

4. Naive algorithm and stabilization techniques In this section, we design algorithms
for the GMFG. Since the reward and transition distributions are unknown, this is simultaneously
learning the system and finding the NE of the game. We will focus on the case with finite state
and action spaces, i.e., |S|,|A| < co. We will look for stationary (time independent) NEs. This
stationarity property enables developing appropriate stationary reinforcement learning algorithms,
suitable for an infinite time horizon game. Instead of knowing the transition probability P and the
reward r explicitly, the algorithms we propose only assume access to a simulator oracle, which is
described below. This is not restrictive in practice. For instance, in the ad auction example, one
may adopt the bid recommendation perspective of the publisher, say Google, Facebook or Amazon,
who acts as the auctioneer and owns the Ad slot inventory on its own Ad exchange platform. In this
case, a high quality auction simulator is typically built and maintained by a team of the publisher.
See also Subramanian and Mahajan [74] for more examples.

Simulator oracle. For any policy 7 € II, given the current state s € S, for any popula-
tion distribution £, one can obtain a sample of the next state s’ ~ P(:|s,n(s),L), a reward r =
r(s,m(s), L), and the next population distribution £’ =Py (). For brevity, we denote the simu-
lator as (s',7, L) =G(s,m,L). This simulator oracle can be weakened to fit the N-player setting,
see Section 6.

In the following, we begin with a naive algorithm that simply combines the three-step fixed point
approach with general RL algorithms, and demonstrate that this algorithm can be unstable (Section
4.1). We then propose some smoothing and projection techniques to resolve the issue (Section 4.2).
In Section 5.1 and Section 5.2, we design general value-based and policy-based RL algorithms,
and establish the corresponding convergence and complexity results. These two algorithms include
most of the RL algorithms in the literature. We then illustrate by two concrete examples based on
Q-learning and trust-region policy optimization algorithms.

4.1. Naive algorithm and its issue We follow the three-step fixed-point approach described
in Section 3. Notice the fact that with £ fixed, Step A in Section 3 becomes a standard learn-
ing problem for an infinite horizon discounted MDP. More specifically, the MDP to be solved
is My =(S,A,P.,rz,7), where P.(s'|s,a) = P(s'|s,a,L) and r.(s,a) = r(s,a,L). In general,
for an MDP M = (S, A, P,r,v), for any policy = one can define its value functions V[ (s) =
E[> o' (se,ae)|so =s] and its Q-functions Q7,(s,a) = E[>_,~7'r(s:,ar)|so = s,a0 = a], where
S¢,a; is the trajectory under policy m. One can also define the optimal Q-function as the unique
solution of the Bellman equation:

Qj\/l(sﬂ CL) = E[T(S’a)] +'7H13X Z P(3/|87 a)Qj\/l(Slv a,)

s'eS

for all s,a and its optimal value function V3, (s) = max, Q%,(s,a) for all s. We also use the
shorthand V=V, = and Q7 = Q},, for notational brevity. Whenever the context is clear, we may
omit M, £ and M, for notational convenience.

Given the optimal Q-function @Q%, one can obtain an optimal policy 7} with 7} (s) =
argmax-e(Q%(s,-)). Here the argmax-e operator is defined so that actions with equal maximum
Q-values would have equal probabilities to be selected. Hereafter, we specify I'; as a mapping to the
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aforementioned choice of the optimal policy, i.e., the s-component I'y (L), = argmax-e(Q% (s, "))
for any s€ S.

The population update in Step B can then be directly obtained from the simulator G following
policy 77. Combining these two steps leads to the following naive algorithm (Algorithm 1).

Algorithm 1 Naive Reinforcement Learning for GMFGs

1: Input: Initial population state-action pair Lg

2: for k=0,1,--- do

3: Obtain the optimal Q-function Qx(s,a) = Q7, (s,a) of an MDP with dynamics Py, (s'|s,a) and
reward distributions R, (s,a).

4: Compute 7, € II with 7, (s) = argmax-e (Q(s,")).

5: Sample s ~ u, where p is the population state marginal of L, and obtain L;,; from
Q(s, Tk, ['k)

6: end for

Unfortunately, in practice, one cannot obtain the exact optimal Q-function Q). In fact, invoking
any commonly used RL algorithm with the simulator G leads to an approximation Q). of the actual
Q. This approximation error is then magnified by the discontinuous and sensitive argmax-e,
which eventually leads to an unstable algorithm (see Figure 4 for an example of divergence). To
see why argmax-e is not continuous, consider the following simple example. Let x = (1,1), then
argmax-e(x) = (1/2,1/2). For any € > 0, let y. = (1,1 — ¢€), then argmax-e(y.) = (1,0). Hence
lim._,oy. = x but

lin% argmax-e(y.) # argmax-e(z).
e—

This instability issue will be addressed by introducing smoothing and projection techniques.

4.2. Restoring stability

Smoothing techniques. To address the instability caused, we replace argmax-e with a
smooth function that is a good approximation to argmax-e while being Lipschitz continuous. One
such candidate is the softmax operator softmax,. : R" — R", with

exp(cx;)

ft )=
softmax.(z) ijl oxp(czy)

1=1,...,n,

for some positive constant c¢. The resulting policies are sometimes called Boltzmann policies, and
are widely used in the literature of reinforcement learning Asadi and Littman [8], Haarnoja et al.
[40].

The softmax operator can be generalized to a wide class of operators. In fact, for positive con-
stants ¢, ¢ > 0, one can consider a parametrized family F, » C {f.» : R = R"} of all “smoothed”
argmax-e’s, i.e., all f. »:R" —R" that satisfies the following two conditions:

e Condition 1: f. . is e-Lipschitz, i.e., || fe.or () — fe.o (¥)]l2 < ]|z — y]|2-

e Condition 2: f, » is a good approximation of argmax-e, i.e.,

|| fe.er (x) — argmax-e(x)|| < 2nexp(—c'd),

where 0 = T — MAX; <oy Ljy Tmax = MAXi=1,__n T and 0 := oo when all z; are equal.

.
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Notice that F,  is closed under convex combinations, i.e., if f. ., gc o € Fe o, then for any A € [0,1],
Meo + (1= N)ge. also satisfies the two conditions. Hence F, . is convex.

To have a better idea of what F. . looks like, we describe a subset B, . of F. . consisting of the
generalized softmax operator softmax; : R” — R"”, defined as

exp(h(z;))
> exp(h(z;))’

where h:R — R satisfies ¢/(z —y) < h(x) — h(y) < c¢(z —y) for any = >y. When h is continuously
differentiable, a sufficient condition is that ¢ < h/(z) < c¢. In particular, if h(z) = cx for some
constant ¢ > 0, the operator reduces to the classical softmax operator, in which case we overload
the notation to write softmax;, as softmax..

This operator is Lipschitz continuous and close to the argmax-e (see Lemmas 6 and 7 in the
Appendix), and in particular one can show that B, . C F. .. As a result, even though smoothed
(e.g., Boltzmann) policies are not optimal, the difference between the smoothed and the optimal
one can always be controlled by choosing a function h with appropriate parameters ¢, c’. Note that
other smoothing operators (e.g., Mellowmax Asadi and Littman [8], which is a softmax operator
with time-varying and problem dependent temperatures) may also be considered.

softmax; (z); = =1,...,n, (21)

Error control in updating L. Given the sub-optimality of the smoothed policy, one needs
to characterize the difference between the optimal policy and the non-optimal ones. In particular,
one can define the action gap between the best and the second best actions in terms of the Q-value
as

S *
0°(£) = max Qr(s,a’) — om0 (o Q7 (s,a)>0.
Action gap is important for approximation algorithms Bellemare et al. [9], and is closely related
to the problem-dependent bounds for regret analysis in reinforcement learning and multi-armed
bandits, and advantage learning algorithms including A3C Minh et al. [61].

The problem is: in order for the learning algorithm to converge in terms of £ (Theorems 2 and
3), one needs to ensure a definite differentiation between the optimal policy and the sub-optimal
ones. This is problematic as the infimum of §°(£) over an infinite number of £ can be 0. To address
this, the population distribution at step k, say Lj, needs to be projected to a finite grid, called
e-net. The relation between the e-net and action gaps is as follows:

For any e > 0, there exist a positive function ¢(e) and an e-net S, := {LY,... LN}
C P(S x A), with the properties that min—, _n. dry(L,LD) < e for any L € P(S x A),
and that max,ea Q% (s,a’) — sz(s,a) > ¢(e) for any i =1,...,N., s €S, and any a ¢
argmaz,e Q) (s, a).

Here the existence of e-nets is trivial due to the compactness of the probability simplex P(S x A),
and the existence of ¢(€) comes from the finiteness of the action set A.

In practice, ¢(€) often takes the form of De* with D >0 and the exponent a > 0 characterizing
the decay rate of the action gaps. In general, experiments are robust with respect to the choice of
e-net.

In the next section, we propose value based and policy based algorithms for learning GMFG.

5. RL Algorithms for (stationary) GMFGs

5.1. Value-based algorithms We start by introducing the following definition.

DEFINITION 2 (VALUE-BASED GUARANTEE). For an arbitrary MDP M, we say that an algo-
rithm has a value-based guarantee with parameters {C ag ), ozg ,oz3 ,a4 )}Z 1, if for any €, 6 >0,
after obtaining o o

i 1 1 1 2 1 3 1 4
Tr(e,0) = ZC/(\/% (€> (log 6) (5) <log 5) (22)
i=1
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samples from the simulator oracle G, with probability at least 1 — 24, it outputs an approximate
Q-function QTM(9) which satisfies [|Q™(%) — Q*||. < e. Here the norm || - || is understood
element-wisely.

5.1.1. GMF-V We now state the first main algorithm (Algorithm 2). It applies to any algo-
rithm Alg with a value-based guarantee.

Algorithm 2 GMF-V (Alg, f..)

1: Input: Initial £y, e-net S,, temperatures ¢, ¢’ > 0, tolerances €, 6, >0, k=0,1,....
2: for k=0,1,--- do

3:  Apply Alg to find the approximate Q-function Q; = Q" of the MDP M £,» Where T}, =
TMﬁk (ék, 51@)

4:  Compute mx(s) = fer (Q5(S,°))- }

5. Sample s ~ . (p is the population state marginal of L), obtain Ly, from G(s, g, Ly).

6:  Find Ly, =Projg (Ly.1)

7: end for

Here Projg (£) = argmindl)7___7£(N€)dTV(£(i),E). For computational tractability, it is sufficient
to choose S, as a truncation grid so that projection of £; onto the e-net reduces to truncating Ly,
to a certain number of digits. For instance, in experiments in Section 8, the number of digits is
chosen to be 4. Appropriate choices of the hyper-parameters ¢, ¢, € and tolerances €, d; (k> 0)
are given in Theorems 2. Our experiment shows the algorithm is robust with respect to these
hyper-parameters.

We next establish the convergence of the above GMF-V algorithm to an approximate Nash
equilibrium of (GMFG), with complexity analysis.

THEOREM 2 (Convergence and complexity of GMF-V). Assume the same assumptions
as Theorem 1, and f.. C F. . Suppose that Alg has a value-based guarantee with parameters

{3 a0y 0 a1,

For any €, § >0, set 6, =0/K.,, e, = (k+ 1)U for some n € (0,1] (k=0,...,K,
c>c > log((l/ Then with probability at least 1 — 20,

W1 (EKe,n y E*) S 006.

Here K., = [2max {(ne/c)~/" log,(e/ max{diam(S)diam(A),c}) + 1}]| is the number of outer
iterations, and the constant Cy is independent of §, € and 7.
Moreover, the total number of samples T = EK‘ ”_1TM£k (O, €x) is bounded by

N i NOMNO!
CORS (1., 1508 (log(K.,/8))™ 3 (23)

T<Z

The proof of Theorem 2 (in Section 7.4) depends on the Lipschitz continuity of the smoothing
operator f. ., the closeness between f.. and the argmax-e (Lemma 7 in Section 7.3), and the
complexity of Alg provided by the value-based guarantee.

20 “+1
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5.1.2. GMF-V-Q: GMF-V with Q-learning As an example of the GMF-V algorithm,
we describe algorithm GMF-V-Q, a Q-learning based GMF-V algorithm. For an MDP M =
(S, A, P,r,7), the synchronous Q-learning algorithm approximates the value iteration by stochastic
approximation. At each step [, with state s and action a, the system reaches state s’ according to
the controlled dynamics, and the Q-function approximation @); is updated by

Q" (s,0) = (1 - £)Q'(s5,a) + B |r(s,0) +ymaxQ'(s',a) |, Vs€S, acA, (24)

where Qo(s,a) = C for some constant C' € R for any s € S and a € A, and the step size 3, can be
chosen as (Even-Dar and Mansour [24])

Br=l+1]", (25)

with h € (1/2,1).
The corresponding synchronous Q-learning based algorithm with the standard softmax operator
is GMF-V-Q (Algorithm 3), and will be used in the experiment (Section 8).

Algorithm 3 Q-learning for GMFGs (GMF-V-Q)

1: Input: Initial £y, e-net S, tolerances €, 6, >0, k=0,1,....

2: for k=0,1,--- do

3:  Perform synchronous Q-learning with stepsizes (25) for T}, = T . (€x,0x) iterations to find
the approximate Q-function Q; = QT of the MDP M L

4:  Compute m, € IT with m,(s) = softmax,(Q% (s, -)).

5 Sample s~ . (u is the population state marginal of £;), obtain fkﬂ from G(s,ms, Ly).

6:  Find L1 =Projg (Lyi1)

7: end for

Let us first recall the following sample complexity result for synchronous Q-learning method.

LEMMA 2 (Even-Dar and Mansour [24]: sample complexity of synchronous Q-learning).
For an MDP, say M = (S, A, P,r,v), suppose that the Q-learning algorithm takes step-sizes (25).
Then, ||QTM®) — Q% |lo < € with probability at least 1 — 25. Here QT is the T-th update in the
Q-learning updates (24), Q% is the (optimal) Q-function, and

1
s (S
Tr(e,6) =9 i + <Blog Vmax) ,
€

5262

where B=(1—7)/2, Vinax = Rumax/(1 —7), and Rp.x is such that a.s. 0 <r(s,a) < Ryax.

This lemma implies immediately the value-based guarantee (as in Definition 2) and the conver-
gence for GMF-V-Q. Similar results can be established for asynchronous Q-learning method, as
shown in Appendix B.

COROLLARY 1. The synchronous @Q-learning algorithm with qumpriate_ choices of step-sizes
(cf. (25)) satisfies the value-based guarantee with parameters {Cxl,agz),ag),aéz),aff)}le, where

Cj(\l,f (1=1,2,3) are constants depending on |S|,|A|, Vinax, B and h, and
oV =2/h, oV =1/h, o) =al =0;

P =2/h, o =l =0 and oY =1/h;
ol =0, 0’ =1/(1-h), o{¥ =0 and o} =0.
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In addition, assume the same assumptions as Theorem 1, then for Algorithm 3 with synchronous
Q-learning method, with probability at least 1 — 26, Wl([,Ke ,L*) < Cye, where K., is defined as

in Theorem 2. And the total number of samples T = Zfeg’_l T, (€ 01) is bounded by

1 1
4 K. \% K. \T*h
T<O <K§1}77+1 (log g") + (log 5") ) .

5.2. Policy-based algorithms In addition to algorithms with value-based guarantees (cf.
Definition 2), there are also numerous algorithms with policy-based guarantees.

DEFINITION 3 (POLICY-BASED GUARANTEE). For an arb1trary MDP M, we say that an algo-
rithm has a policy-based guarantee with parameters {C'j(f/l,ag ), Qs , )}1 1, if for any €, § >0,

after obtaining

(@) ()

m Ot(l) « « Ot(l)
A 1 1 1 2 1 3 1 4
:§ = log ~ = log = 2

samples from the simulator oracle G, with probability at least 1 — 24, it outputs an approximate
policy 7, (c.5), which satisfies Vi (s) — VMTM(S Y(s)<e Vs€ES.

5.2.1. GMF-P Before we present policy-based RL algorithms, let us first establish a connec-
tion between policy-based and value-based guarantees.

To start, take any policy m € II, consider the following synchronous temporal difference (TD)
iterations:

Q! (s,0) = (1— B)Q4(s.0) + 5, [r(s,0) +1QL(s'a)] . Vs€S.ac A @7

where a’ ~ 7 (s'), Q?r(s,a) = C for some constant C € R and any s € S and a € A, and the step size
Bi=(+1)"" for some h € (1/2,1).
Then we have

LEMMA 3. Suppose that the algorithm Alg satisfies a policy-based guarantee with parameters
{C/(\,z,ozl ,ozg ,a3 ,a4 } . Let QL be defined by (27). Then for any 6 € (0,1) and € > 0, with
probability at least 1 — 20, s Qv N <eif

[=Q

1/h
Vinax log (LSH;EQVEmax) (1 Vmax> 1/(1-h)
+ ( 5 log e :

Bic2 518 5

(28)
where Vipax = Rmax/(1 —7) and = (1—7)/2.

Consequently, the algorithm Alg (combined with TD updates (27)) also has a value-based guar-
antee with parameters {C’j(f,l,ozg),aél),aé),044)}"”’3, where CM is some constant multiple of C

(i=1,...,m), C4*" (i=1,2,3) are constants depending on Vi, |S|, |Al, 8 and h, and we have

ol
Qg
§m+2) 2/h (m+2 (m+2 =0 and a(m+2 1/h (29)
ol =0, <m+3> 1/(1— h), o™t = (m¥9) — ),

m+1) _ 2/h, a (m+1 =1/h, a m+1) a§m+1) =0;

=0 and o,

The above lemma indicates that any algorithm with a policy-based guarantee also satisfies a
value-based guarantee with similar parameters (when combined with the TD updates). The policy-
based algorithm GMF-P (Algorithm 4) makes use of Lemma 3 to select the hyper-parameter [ so
that the resulting QﬂT (e5/2) forms a good value-based certificate.

We next present the ¢ convergence property for the GMF-P algorithm by combining the proofs of
Lemma 3 and Theorem 2.
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Algorithm 4 GMF-P(Alg, f..)
1: Input: Initial £, e-net S., temperatures ¢, ¢’ > 0, tolerances ¢, 6, >0, k=0,1,....
2: for k=0,1,--- do
3:  Apply Alg to find the approximate policy 7, = 7y, of the MDP M, := M, , where T}, =
T./Vlk (Ek, (Sk/2)
4:  Compute Ql’“ using TD updates (27) for MDP M,,, with [, satisfying (28) (with ¢ and
replaced by €, and d;/2, respectively).

5. Compute m(s) = feo (Q ( ))-

6:  Sample s~ py (pg is the population state marginal of £;,), obtain Ekﬂ from G(s,m, Ls).
7. Find L4, =Projg, (Lyi1)

8: end for

THEOREM 3 (Convergence and complexity of GMF-P). Assume the same assumptions
as in Theorem 1, and in addition that f.. C F. .. Suppose that Alg has a policy-based guarantee
with parameters

(i) m

{C/(\/27 O‘é)>043 y Qg }i=1‘

Then for any e, 6 >0, set 0, =8/K.,, e = (k+ 1)~ for some ne (0,1] (k=0,..., K., — 1),

and ¢c>c > loi((lge), with probability at least 1 — 24,

W1 (EKe,n s ﬁ*) S 006.

Here K., = [2max {(ne/c)~/" log,(e/ max{diam(S)diam(A),c}) + 1}]| is the number of outer
iterations, and the constant Cy is independent of §, € and n.
Moreover, the total number of samples T = ZkK:E‘O"*l TMﬁk (O, €x) is bounded by

m—+3 i)

a W@ o) +al)
T<22 2 R (/0 (log (/57 (30)

where the parameters {C’f&,ay),ag),aé), fj’};’jﬁ are defined in Lemma 5.

5.2.2. GMF-P-TRPO: GMF-P with TRPO A special form of the GMF-P algorithm
utilizes the trust region policy optimization (TRPO) algorithm Schulman et al. [72], Shani et al.
[73]. We call it GMF-P-TRPO.

Sample-based TRPO Shani et al. [73] assumes access to a v-restart model. That is, it can only
access sampled trajectories and restarts according to the distribution v. Here we pick v such that

N d
™ = = maX,es Ur;l(ff)( ) < 00, where d = (1—+)p(I —yP7)~" and Unifs is the uniform

distribution on set S. Sample-based TRPO samples M, trajectories per episode. The initial state
so at the beginning of each episode is sampled from v. In every trajectory m (m=1,2,---, M)
of the [-th episode, it first samples s, ~ d! and takes an action a,, ~ Unif, where Unif, is the
uniform distribution on the set A. Then, by following the current m;, it estimates Q™ (s,,, @)
using a rollout. Denote this estimate as Q™ (s, @y, m) and observe that it is (nearly) an unbiased
estimator of Q™ (s,,,a.,). We assume that each rollout runs sufficiently long so that the bias is
sufficiently small. Sample-Based TRPO updates the policy at the end of the I-th episode, by the
following proximal problem

dUme

v

Mo
1 1 .
€ Bw my T, A% ) m) m )
41 € arg r;lAalzé‘ {Mo mg_l L) (S m,m) + [m], 7(8m) —m(s )>}
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where the estimation of the gradient is
. 1 .
V] i= 1 AIQ (s ) 0 T

Given two policies m; and 7o, we denote their Bregman distance associated with a strongly convex
function w as B, (s;m,m) = B, (m1(s),m(s)), where B,(x,y) := w(z) — w(y) — (Vw(y),z — y)
and m;(s) € P(A) (i=1,2). Denote B, (m,m) € RISl as the corresponding state-wise vector. Here
we consider two common cases for w: when w(z) = ||z[|3 is the Euclidean distance, B, (z,y) =
||z —y||3; when w(z) = H(x) is the negative entropy, By, (x,y) = dki(x||y). We refer to [73, Section
6.2] for more detailed discussion on Sample-based TRPO.

The above guarantee follows from the sample complexity result below by specifying p := Unifs.
Notice that here for any pu € P(S), we define V*(pu) := > s u(s)V*(s), and similarly V7™ (u) :=

2 ses H(8)VTH(s).

The sample complexity of TRPO algorithm can be characterized as below.

LEMMA 4 (Theorem 5 in Shani et al. [73]: sample complexity of TRPO). Let {m};>0
be the sequence generated by Sample-Based TRPO, using

|AC*(|S|log | A| +1log 1/5)
(1—n)%e
(1—7)

samples in each episode, with t) = 777 Let {VA Ynso be the sequence of best achieved values,

My > Q( )

VN (1) :=maxi—g ... n V™ (1), where p € P(S). Then with probability greater than 1 —§ for every
€ >0, the following holds for all N > 1:

CunC Cﬂ%)
(1-7)2vVN  (1-7)?

Here C' > 0 is the upper bound on the reward function r, C,,; = \/W in the euclidean case and
Cyp1 =1 in the non-euclidean case, C,, > =1 for the euclidean case and C,, » = |A|* for the non-
euclidean case. Note that unlike the case of Q-learning, here we are only guaranteed to have some
iterate among iterations 0, ..., N that satisfy the desired sub-optimality bound. Note that this is a
common pattern of the theoretical results for policy optimization algorithms in the RL literature
Agarwal et al. [2], Wang et al. [82], unless the (oracle) access to exact policy gradients is assumed
Mei et al. [59]. For simplicity, hereafter we assume an oracle access to such an iterate after running
TRPO. In practice, with additional (polynomial number of) samples, one can explicitly identify a
single policy satisfying the desired bound with high probability; see e.g., the two-phase technique
in Ghadimi and Lan [31].

Note that [73, Theorem 5] has both regularized version and unregularized version of TRPO.
Here we only adopt the unregularized version which fits the framework of Algorithm 4. For more
materials on regularized MDPs and reinforcement learning, we refer the readers to Neu et al.
[63], Geist et al. [30], Derman and Mannor [22].

Based on the sample complexity in Lemma 4, the following policy-based guarantee for TRPO
algorithm and the convergence result for GMF-P-TRPO can be obtained.

V* (1) = Virge () <O <

COROLLARY 2. Let t; = e (lcj/zTN then TRPO algorithm satisfies the policy-based guaran-

tee with parameters {C’f\j,al ,ozg ,a3 ,044)}Z 1, where C/(\,z(z = 1,2) are constants depending on

IS, | A, Vinax, 8 and h, and we have:

iV =572, o\ =0 for j=2,3,4,
Y=5/2, o =1,af =af? =0.
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In addition, under same assumptions as Theorem 1, then for Algorithm 4 using TRPO method,
with probability at least 1 —20, W1(Lg, ,,L*) < Coe, where K., is defined as in Theorem 2. And
the total number of samples T = ZkK:O”*l T, (Ok, €x) is bounded by

h &
r=o0 (Kfm (log Kg") -i-Ke%,nH <10g Kg”) + <10g Kg”) ) )

6. Applications to N-player Games In this section, we discuss a potential application of
our modeling and approach to N-player settings. To this end, we consider extensions of Algorithms
2 and 4 with weaker assumptions on the simulator access. In particular, we weaken the simulator
oracle assumption in Section 4 as follows.

Weak simulator oracle. For each player i, given any policy w € I, the current state s; € S,
for any empirical population state-action distribution £y, one can obtain a sample of the next
state s} ~ P, (+|si,m(s;)) = P(:|s;,m(s;), Ln) and a reward r =rz, (s;,7(s;)) =7(8;,7(s;), Ly ). For
brevity, we denote the simulator as (s},r) = Gw(s;,m, Lx).

We say that Ly is an empirical population state-action distribution of N-players if for each
se€S, ae A, Ly(s,a) = % vazl I,,_s.4,—q for some state-action profile of {s;,a;},. Equivalently,
this holds if NLy(s,a) is a non-negative integer for each s €S, a€ A, and ),  Ln(s,a)=1. We
denote the set of empirical population state-action distributions as Emp,,. 7

RL algorithms with access only to Gy,. Compared to the original simulator oracle G, the
weak simulator Gy, only accepts empirical population state-action distributions as inputs, and does
not directly output the next (empirical) population state-action distribution.

To make use of the simulator Gy, we modify Algorithm 2 and Algorithm 4 to algorithms (Algo-
rithms 5 and 6). In particular, see Step 6 in Algorithm 5 and Step 7 in Algorithm 6 for generating
empirical distributions from simulator Gy .

Algorithm 5 GMF-VW (Alg, f..): weak simulator

1: Input: Initial £y, temperatures ¢, ¢’ > 0, tolerances €, 6, >0, k=0,1,....

2: for k=0,1,--- do

3:  Apply Alg to find the approximate Q-function Q; = QTk of the MDP M, , where T}, =
TMLk (€r,Or)-

4:  Compute mp(s) = fo.o (Q1(s,-)).
for i=1,2,---,N do

6:  Sample s; R g, then obtain s i.i.d. from Gy (s;, 7y, Ly) and a R m(sh).

?

end for
Compute L1 with L;11(s,a)= % Zfil Is;:s,a;:a-
9: end for

One can observe that Emp, already serves as an 1/N-net. So one can directly use it without
additional projections. The definition of £, also makes sure that £, € Emp, as required for the
input of the weaker simulator.

Convergence results similar to Theorems 2 and 3 can be obtained for Algorithms 5 and 6,
respectively. (See Appendix C.) Here the major difference is an additional O(1/v/N) term in the
finite step error bound. Tt is worth mentioning that O(1/v/N) is consistent with the literature on
MFG approximation errors of finite N-player games Huang et al. [46].
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Algorithm 6 GMF-PW (Alg, f..): weak simulator

1: Input: Initial £y, temperatures ¢, ¢’ > 0, tolerances €, §, >0, k=0,1,....

2: for k=0,1,--- do

3:  Apply Alg to find the approximate policy 7, = 7y, of the MDP M, := M, , where T}, =
TMﬁk (€k, 5k/2)

4:  Compute Qlk using TD updates (27) for MDP M, with [, satisfying (28) (with € and ¢
replaced by €, and d;/2, respectively).

5. Compute mg(s) = fe, CI(QMk Myl (s,4)).
fori=1,2,---,N do

7 Sample s; 5v g, then obtain s i.i.d. from Gw (s;, 7, Ly) and a Pk Tr(S5).

end for
Compute L1 with Liy1(s,a) = Zl )
10: end for

7. Proof of the main results

7.1. Proof of Lemma 1 In this section, we provide the proof of Lemma 1.
[Proof of Lemma 1] We begin by noticing that £’ =T'5(7, L) can be expanded and computed as
follows:

P =Y P s a Lnals), L) = ()@l (31)

where p is the state marginal distribution of L.
Since the Wasserstein distance W can be related to the total variation distance via the following
inequalities Gibbs and Su [33]:

Anin (X )dry (v, V") < W, (v, v') < diam(X)dry (v, V'), (32)

where dyin (X) = min, 4 cx [|[£ — yl2, we have

Wi (Do (m1, £),Ta(ms, £)) < diam(S x A)dry (Ta(1, L), Ta (2, £))
_ diam( 5 Gam(E X A) 5~ S () P($']5,a,£) (mi (als)ma(@']s”) — mo(als)ma(a]s))

s'€S,a’c A |s€S,acA

d S % A , Vi / A !
glaﬂl(?):?%}; P(s'|s,a,£) Y p(s)(mi(als) +ma(als))mi(a']s') = ma(a|s")]

' s,a,s’,a’ (33)
<BEXA) s P(!]5,0,£) Y I (@]5') ~ma(a'ls)] - (14 1)

s’,a’

=2diam(S x A) max P(s'|s,a,£) Y _ dry(mi(s'),m(s))

s,a,L,s’
2diam(S)diam(.A)|S|c;
dmin (A)

<2diam($ X A)max; o z.¢f P(s’\s,af£)|3|

dmin(A) D(my, ).

D(Tf'l,ﬂ'g) =
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Similarly, we have
Wi (Ta(m, L), Ta(m, Ly)) < diam(S x A)dry (Ta(m, L1),Ta(m, Ls))
~LanS XA S S w(als)nl@ls) (u($)P(ss.a,£0) — el s)P(s ., £2)

2 s'€S,a'cA |s€S,acA
diam(S x A - / /
S(z) Yo | D mlals)m(@]s)m(s) (P(s']s,a, £1) = P(s']s,a, L))
s’€S,a’€ A |s€S,acA

d1am S X .A /
e > | > 18") (i () — pia(5)) P(5'| 5, @, £2)
s’€S,a’ €A |s€S,acA
d SxA " , /
smg> S pn(s)m(als)r(@]s") [P('ls,a, £2) — P(s'ls, 0, £2)

¢ BAEXA) Sy (5) = pal) (el (@] P .. £2)

2
<diam(5)diam(A)’|S\’c2
- 2
<diam(8)diam(A)[S] (< 4+ — -
= ? 2 " doin(S X A)

Here 17 and ps are the state marginals of £; and Lo, respectively.
This completes the proof. Q.E.D.

diam(S)diam(.A)|S]
2
Wi(Ly, Ls).

Wi(Ly, Lo) +

2dTV (£17 £2)

7.2. Proof of Lemma 3 For notation simplicity, in the following analysis we fix the MDP
and omit the notation M.
We begin by establishing the convergence rate of the synchronous TD updates (27).

LEMMA 5. Take QL from (27). Then for any § € (0,1) and € > 0, with probability at least 14,
1@y — QP loc <€ if

[=Q

1/h
Vinse log (1457 L V) VO
+ — , (35)

Gre B log

where Vipax = Rpax /(1 —7) and B=(1—7~)/2.

The proof is adapted from that of [24, Theorem 2], with the max term in the Bellman operator
modified to actions sampled from the current policy 7. The details are omitted.
[Proof of Lemma 3] First, if V*(s') — V™T(3/2)(s") <¢, then

QT (s,0) = Q*(s,0)| =7 | D P(s'ls, a) Vs (s') = 37 Ps'|s,a)V*(s')

s'eS s'eS (36)
<7y P(s|s,a) VT (s) = V*(s')| < ye <e
s'eS

for any s € S, a € A. Since Alg is assumed to satisfying the policy-based guarantee, (36) holds with
probability at least 1 — 4.
In addition, by Lemma 5, whenever [ satisfies (28), with probability at least 1 —¢§/2>1—14,

1Qhr s~ @7 < (1= )e. (37)
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Combining (36) and (37), then for any [ satisfying (28), with probability at least 1 — 2§, we have
1@ 50— @ lloe <76+ (L—7)e=c.

The above result shows that for any § € (0,1) and € > 0, after obtaining T'(e, 6/2) 4 |S||.A|l samples
(with [ satisfying the lower bound (28)) from the simulator, with probability at least 1 — 24, it
outputs an approximate Q-function Q;T( s which satisfies HQ — Q*||oo <e. Thus Alg also

TP (e,5/2)
has a value-based guarantee with parameters

{OM’Oﬁ ,ag vas 704)}7”[3, (38)

specified in (29). Here the first m groups of parameters come from T'(e¢,d/2) while the last three
groups of parameters come from |S||.A|l (with the lower bound (28) of [ plugged in here). Q.E.D.

7.3. Proof of B, C F. o

LEMMA 6. Suppose that h:R — R satisfies h(a) — h(b) < c(a—b) for any a > b€ R. Then the
softmaz function softmax,, is c-Lipschitz, i.e., ||softmax,(x) — softmax;,(y)||. < cllz — y||2 for
any x, y € R™.

[Proof of Lemma 6] Notice that softmax;,(z) = softmax(h(z)), where

exp(z;) _
softmax(z); = =<s————(i=1,...,n)
Zj:l exp(z;)
is the standard softmax function and h(z); = h(z;) for i =1,...,n. Now since softmax is 1-

Lipschitz continuous (cf. [28, Proposition 4]), and h is c-Lipschitz continuous, we conclude that
the composition softmax o h is ¢-Lipschitz continuous. Q.E.D.

Notice that for a finite set X CR* and any two (discrete) distributions v, " over X, we have

d1am< diom(¥), Dm0 (39)

Wi (v,v') < diam(X)dry (v,v') = 5

where in computing the ¢;-norm, v, ' are viewed as vectors of length |X|.
Lemma 6 implies that for any x, y € RI*!| when softmax.(z) and softmax,(y) are viewed as
probability distributions over X, we have

diam(&X')+/|X|c < diam(&X')|X|c

Wi (softmax,.(z),softmax,.(y)) < 5 |z —yll2 < 5 |z — Y| o

LEMMA 7. Suppose that h: R — R satisfies ¢/ (a —b) < h(a) — h(b) for any a <be€R. Then for
any x € R, the distance between the softmax; and the argmax-e mapping is bounded by

||softmax; (z) — argmax-e(x)||, < 2nexp(—c'd),

where 0 = Tyax — MAXy, <rmax Ljy Tmax = MAXi=1,__n Ti, and ¢ := oo when all x; are equal.

.....

Similar to Lemma 6, Lemma 7 implies that for any z € RI*!, viewing softmax;, () as probability
distributions over X leads to

W, (softmax,,(x),argmax-e(z)) < diam(X')|X|exp(—cd).
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[Proof of Lemma 7] Without loss of generality, assume that z; = zy =+ =z, = max;—;
x* >z, for all m <j <n. Then

.....

%7 i S m,
argmax-e(z); = 0 otherwise
, .

h@") P
1 m
h(z*) n h(z;) =~ ;
Softmaxh (1})2 = me +z}5(]:3n+1 €
e\ Tq .
otherwise.

meh@) 4y L M)
Therefore

||softmax; (z) — argmax-e(z)||; < |[softmax,(z) — argmax-e(z)||;

- l B eh(ac*) + Z?:m-{-l eh(xi)
m meh(z*) + 2?:m+1 eh(xj) meh(@*) + Z;_l:m+1 eh(xj)
n T n s
2) i1 ehte) 2 iimir€ "

meM) 300 € m e

n

2 ’ 2(77, — m) / ’
<7 765i< 7C5<2 —c'é
< Z e S—_——¢ <2ne “°,
i=m-+1
with §; =2* —z'. Q.E.D.
We are now ready to present the proofs of Theorems 2 and 3.

7.4. Proof of Theorems 2 and 3
[Proof of Theorem 2] Here we prove the case when we are using GMF-V and Alg has a value-

based guarantee. Define f"f(ﬁk) = feo (Q;) In the following, 7 = f. +(Q,) is understood as the

policy m with 7(s) = f.,«(Qc(s,-)). Let L* be the population state-action pair in a stationary NE
of (GMFG). Then 7, =T'f(L},). Denoting d := d,d, + d3, we see

W, (£k+1, E*) =W (Fz(ﬂk, £k>7 F2<F1(£*)a E*))
<SWi(Ca(T1(Ly), £4), Da(T1(£7), £7)) + Wi (T (T (£4), £2), Ta (T (L), £4))
<Wi(T(Ly),D(£Y)) + d2 DT (Lk), T (L1)) )
<(dvdy + d3)Wi(Ly, L") + dp D(argmax-e(Q7, ), fe. (@)
<SAWy (L, £7) + d2 D(fo,or (QF), fer (QF,))

+dyD(argmax-e(Qz, ), fo. (QF,))

dydiam(A)|A| | -
<y (i, £) + LI 01— 1+ do Dlargmar-e(Q2, ). £ (Q2,))

Since L € S. by the projection step, by Lemma 7 and the algorithm Alg has a policy-based
guarantee, with the choice of T}, = T £ (Ok,€x)), we have, with probability at least 1 — 20y,

cdydiam(A)|A|

5 €, + dydiam(A)|Ale=). (40)

WLy, £) < AWy (Ly, L) +
Finally, with probability at least 1 — 24,
Wi (Lir1, £5) S Wi(Lig1, L) + Wi (Lig1, Projs (Li1))

< dWi(Ly, L7) + %dlar;(A)’AGk + dydiam(A)[Ale ) +e.
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This implies that with probability at least 1 —2 ZkK;Ol O,

: K—1
Wi (L, £1) <d“W (Lo, L) + CdzdlaH;WIfU 3 a5,
/ k=0 (41)
>diam e ) L e)(1 —
I dod Al A #(e) dK
1-d '

Since €, is summable, we have sup,. €, < 00,

(oo}

—~ Kk < SUPk20 €k S (k-1)/2
Z d Gk ~ ﬁd —+ Z €k
k=[(K-1)/2]

Now plugging in K = K, ,, with the choice of §; and ¢ = loi((lege), and noticing that d € [0,1), we
have with probability at least 1 — 24,

W1 (EKe,n 5 £*) SdKe’" W1 (Eo, E*)

Cdgdla.m(A) |A| Supk>() €k [(Ken—1)/2] =
+ 5 g + >
(dodiam(A)[A|+1)e
+ .

1—-d

Setting €, = (k +1)~(*" then when K., > 2(log,(e/c) + 1),

* (42)
h=[(Ken—1)/2]

SUPL20 €k 1 (K6ey-1)/2) o /€

1—d T 1-d
Similarly, when K., > 2(ne/c)~/,
Z er <¢€/c.
[

Finally, when K., > log,(¢/(diam(S)diam(A))), d¥nW;(Ly, L*) < ¢, since W1 (Lo, L£*) < diam(S x
A)= diam(S)diam(.A).

In summary, if K., = [2max{(ne/c)~*/", log,(¢/ max{diam(S)diam(A),c}) + 1}], then with
probability at least 1 — 26,

Wi(Lk,,, L) < (1 +

dodiam(A)|A|(2—d) = (dpdiam(A)|A] +1)
2(1—d) 1-d )620(6)‘
Finally, if we are using GMF- V and have assumed that Alg satisfies a value-based guarantee
with parameters {Cff,t,al),a2 ,a3 ,a4)}l 1» plugging in €, and 6, into Try, (Ox,€x), and noticing
that k<K, and 31" (k+ 1) < 2

(43)

we have

At
Ken m NO! © @

(i)
1 1 R 1 @3 1 Xy
(1) - -
rse(e) <10gek> (5) (os5)
(1)

(14nm)°2 O (k+ 1) 4 (log (k +1))°% (K., /8)* (log(K.., /)"

14 m)es’ (0 - @ (44)
o W o) g 0 g (K 1) (K f0)°S (log(Kn/8))%
1+77 )+1

|
1M
Ams

K2

\ A

>
S

which completes the proof of the value-based case.

i) 72080 41 NO MO
O (K0 (log(K )
Y 20y +1



24 Guo, Hu, Xu and Zhang: A General Framework for Learning Mean-Field Games

[Proof of Theorem 3] If we use GMF-P and assume that Alg has the policy-based guarantee,
then by Lemma 3,

P(|Qk -z,

Hence one can simply replace Qz by Qifk in the proof of Theorem 2, and obtain the same bound
on Wi(Lk.,,L*) (cf. (43)). The only difference is that in each iteration, the required number
of samples T, now has parameters {C’J(&),ozgi),ag),aéi),af)}zﬁ?’
repeating the proof of (44) leads to (30). Q.E.D.

Lo > e) <925, (45)

as defined in Lemma 3. Hence

8. Experiments In this section, we report the performance of the proposed GMF-V-Q Algo-
rithm and GMF-P-TRPO Algorithm with an equilibrium pricing model (see Section 2.3). The
objectives of the experiments include 1) testing the convergence and stability of both GMF-V-Q
and GMF-P-TRPO in the GMFG setting, 2) empirically verifying the contractive property of map-
ping I', and 3) comparing GMF-V-Q and GMF-P-TRPO with existing multi-agent reinforcement
learning algorithms, including the Independent Learner (IL) algorithm Tan [77], Hu et al. [44] and
the MF-Q® algorithm Yang et al. [88]. Another set of experiments for the repeated auction model
(see Section 2.3) is demonstrated in the short version Guo et al. [38].

8.1. Set-up and parameter configuration We introduce two testing environments in our
numerical experiments, one is the GMFG environment with a continuum of agents (i.e., infinite
number of agents) descried in Section 2.3 and the other one is an N-player environment with a
weak simulator.

Equilibrium price as an N-player game. We also consider an N-player game version
of the equilibrium price model, which is the GMFG version described above with an N-player
weak simulator oracle as described in Section 6. In particular, Take N companies. At each time
t, company ¢ decides a quantity ¢! for production and a quantity h! to replenish the inventory.
Let s denote the current inventory level of company ¢ at time ¢. Then similar to Section 2.3, the
inventory level evolves according to

i1 =s; —min{q;,s;} + hy
and the reward of company ¢ at time ¢t is given by

ri=(p—co)qi —c1(q})? — cahl — (ca + c3) max{q} — s!,0} — cys..

Here p;, the price of the product at time ¢, is determined according to the supply-demand equilib-
rium on the market. The total supply is Zf\; q!, while the total demand is assumed to be dyp; 7,
where dy = dN is supposed to be linearly growing as N grows, i.e., the number of customers grows
proportionally to the number of producers in the market. Then by equating supply and demand,

we obtain that
1L
N G=dp”,
i=1

and by taking the limit N — oo, we obtain the mean-field counterpart (11).
In this setting, accordingly, we test the performance of GMF-VW-Q, which is GMF-VW (Algo-
rithm 5) with synchronous Q-learning and the standard softmax operator (cf. Algorithm 7) and

3 Note that MF-Q is designed for global states and coupled local actions, while in our equilibrium price example we
have coupled local (private) states and decoupled local actions. To suit this setting, we adapt MF-Q by replacing the
mean-field action term with the mean-field state term.
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GMF-PW-TRPO, which is GMF-PW (Algorithm 6) with TRPO and the standard softmax oper-
ator.?

Algorithm 7 Q-learning for GMFGs (GMF-VW-Q): weak simulator

1: Input: Initial £y, e-net S, tolerances ¢, 6, >0, k=0,1,....

2: for k=0,1,--- do

3:  Perform Q-learning with hyper—paﬁrameicers in Lemma 2 for T}, =Ty, ch (€x, 0r) iterations to
find the approximate Q-function Q} = Q"* of the MDP M, .

4:  Compute 7, € II with 7 (s) =softmax.(Q}(s,-)).
for:=1,2,---,N do y

6:  Sample s; R ik, then obtain s! i.i.d. from Gy (s;, 7k, £y) and a R T (8h).

K2

end for
Compute L1 with Ly11(s,a) =+ Zf;l Ly —sal=a-
9: end for

Parameters. The model parameters are (unless otherwise specified): v = 0.2, d = 50 and
0=2.5=Q=H=10 and hence |S| =10 and |A| =100. ¢o =0.5, ¢; =0.1, ¢ =0.5, ¢ =0.2 and
[ 0.2.

The algorithm parameters are (unless otherwise specified): the temperature parameter is set as
¢ =4.0 and the learning rate is set as 7 =0.01 °. For simplicity, we set the inner iteration T}, to be
100 x |S] x |A]. The 90%-confidence intervals are calculated with 20 sample paths.

8.2. Performance evaluation in the GMFG setting. Our experiments show that GMF-
V-Q and GMF-P-TRPO Algorithms are efficient and robust.

Performance metric. We adopt the following metric to measure the difference between a
given policy 7 and an NE (here ¢, > 0 is a safeguard, and is taken as 0.1 in the experiments):

max, E,, [V (s, 7", L)]—V(s,m L)
|max, E,, [V (s, 7, L)]|+e

Cur (7T) =

Here p is the invariant distribution of the transition matrix P7, where P7™(s,s’) =
Y wea P(s'|s,a)m(als) for s,5" €S, and L(s,a) = pu(s)m(als) for s,a € S x A. Note that in the equi-
librium product pricing model we are considering here, the transition model P is independent of
the mean-field term £, and hence we write P(s'|s,a) = P(s'|s,a, L). In general, an additional mean-
field matching error term needs to be added into the definition of Cy;p(7). Clearly Cyr(m) > 0,
and Cyp(7*) =0 if and only if (7*, £*) is an NE where £* is the invariant distribution of P™ . A
similar metric without normalization has been adopted in Cui and Koeppl [18].

Contractiveness of mapping I'. As explained in Remark 1 from Section 3, the contrac-
tiveness property of I' is the key for establishing the uniqueness of MFG solution and hence the
convergence of the GMFG algorithm. To empirically verify whether this property holds for the
equilibrium price example, we plot the value of W for randomly generated state-action
distributions £; and L,. Technically speaking, I" 1s contractive and there exists a unique MFG
solution if the value of % is smaller than one for all choices of £; and L,.

4 For the sake of brevity, we omit the algorithm frame for GMF-PW-TRPO.

5 Lemma 2 indicates that the learning rate should be inverse proportional to the current visitation number of a given
state-action pair, we observe that constant learning rate works well in practice which is easier to implement.
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W observe from Figure 1 that, with various of choices of different model parameters, the quantity

W is always smaller than 0.3 indicating that I" is contractive.
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(a)Default setting (see Section 8.1). (b)y=0.1. (c)|S| =5 and | A| = 25.
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FIGURE 1. Histogram of W under various settings (£1 and L2 are randomly sampled according to the
uniform distribution).

0

Convergence and stability. Both GMF-V-Q and GMF-P-TRPO are efficient and robust.
First, both GMF-V-Q and GMF-P-TRPO converge within about 5 outer iterations; secondly, as
the number of inner iterations increases, the error decreases (Figure 2); and finally, the convergence
is robust with respect to both the change of number of states and actions (Figure 3). The perfor-
mance of GMF-V-Q is (slightly) more stable than GMF-P-TRPO with a smaller variance across
20 repeated experiments (see Figure 2(a) versus Figure 2(b) or Figure 3(a) versus Figure 3(b)).
This is due to the fact that GMF-P-TRPO uses asynchronous updates, which leads to slightly less
stable performance compared to GMF-V-Q, which uses synchronous updates.

In contrast, the Naive algorithms, i.e., GMF-V-Q without smoothing (denoted as GMF-
V-Q-nonsmoothing) and GMF-P-TRPO without smoothing (denoted as GMF-P-TRPO-
nonsmoothing), do not converge even with 50 outer iterations and 200 x |S| x |A| inner iter-
ations within each outer iteration. In particular, GMF-V-Q-nonsmoothing and GMF-P-TRPO-
nonsmoothing present different unstable behaviors (see Figure 4). The joint distribution £; from
GMF-V-Q-nonsmoothing keeps fluctuating (Figure 4(a)) whereas the joint distribution £; from
GMF-P-TRPO (without smoothing) is trapped around the initialization which is far away from
the true equilibrium distribution (Figure 4(b)).
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FIGURE 2. Convergence with different number of inner iterations (|.4| =100 and |S| = 10).
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price).
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Model verification and interpretation of equilibrium scenario. In Figures 5 and 6,
we run both algorithms for 20 outer iterations with the same number of inner iterations (100,000
= 100 x |A| x |S|) within each outer iteration. The final equilibrium inventory distribution and
production distribution from both algorithms are close to each other.
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FIGURE 5. GMF-V-Q versus GMF-P-TRPO (0 = 1.3 and one trajectory).
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FIGURE 6. GMF-V-Q versus GMF-P-TRPO (0 =2.0 and one trajectory).

Note that the demand elasticity o captures how sensitive demand for a product is compared to
the changes in other economic factors, such as price or income. When o is increased from 1.3 to
2.0 indicating that the demand is more sensitive to price rise, the equilibrium price decreases from
10.9 to 7.3 (see Figures 5(c) and 6(c)) and the distribution of the equilibrium production level is
centered towards smaller values (see Figures 5(b) and 6(b)). The equilibrium inventory level has a
huge mass at 0 when o = 1.3. This implies that producers do not keep large inventories and pay the
inventory cost in the equilibrium. On the other hand, the equilibrium inventory is more uniformly
distributed when o = 2.

8.3. Performance evaluation in the N-player setting

Performance metric. Similar to the performance metric introduced in Section 8.2 for the
GMFG setting, we adopt the following metric to measure the difference between a given policy
7 and an NE under THE N-player setting (here ¢, > 0 is a safeguard, and is taken as 0.1 in the
experiments):

1 N max: Vi(s, (r~", 7)) — Vi(s,m)
Clm) = N|S|N Zz‘:l ZsesN |max.: Vi(s, (r=", 7))+ e
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Clearly C(w) > 0, and C(n*) = 0 if and only if 7* is an NE. Policy arg max,, V;(s, (77", m;)) is called
the best response to 7%, A similar metric without normalization has been adopted in Pérolat et al.
[67].

Ezxisting algorithms for N-player games. To test the effectiveness of GMF-VW-Q for
approximating N-player games, we next compare GMF-VW-Q with the IL algorithm and the
MF-Q algorithm. The IL algorithm Tan [77] considers N independent players and each player
solves a decentralized reinforcement learning problem ignoring other players in the system. The
MF-Q algorithm Yang et al. [88] extends the NASH-Q Learning algorithm for the N-player game
introduced in Hu and Wellman [43], adds the aggregate actions (a_; = %) from the opponents,
and works for the class of games where the interactions are only through the average actions of N
players.

Results and analysis. Our experiment (Figure 7) shows that GMF-VW-Q and GMF-PW-
TRPO achieve similar performance, and both of them are superior in terms of convergence rate,
accuracy, and stability for approximating an N-player game. In general, both algorithms converge
faster than IL and MF-Q and achieve the smallest errors.

For instance, when N = 20, IL. Algorithm converges with the largest error 0.220. The error from
MF-Q is 0.101, smaller than IL but still bigger than the error from GMF-VW-Q. The GMF-VW-Q
and GMF-PW-TRPO converge with the lowest error 0.065. Moreover, as IN increases, the error
of GMF-VW-Q and GMF-PW-TRPO decease while the errors of both MF-Q and IL increase
significantly. As |S| and |A| increase, GMF-VW-Q and GMF-PW-TRPO are robust with respect
to this increase of dimensionality, while both MF-Q and IL clearly suffer from the increase of the
dimensionality with decreased convergence rate and accuracy. Therefore, GMF-VW-Q and GMF-
PW-TRPO are more scalable than IL and MF-Q, when the system is complex and the number of
players N is large.
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FIGURE 7. Learning accuracy based on C().

9. Extension: Existence and uniqueness for non-stationary NE of GMFGs In this
section, we describe the setting of non-stationary NE for GMFGs and establish the corresponding
results of existence and uniqueness.

DEerFINITION 4 (NE FOR GMFGs). In (GMFG), a player-population profile (7*,L*) :=
({7120, {Lr}2,) is called an NE if

1. (Single player side) Fix L£*, for any policy sequence 7 := {7, };°, and initial state s € S,

V (s, L) >V (s,m,L7). (46)

2. (Population side) Py, ,, = £; for all £ >0, where {s;,a;}°, is the dynamics under the policy
sequence m* starting from so ~ pg, with a, ~ 7} (se, 1), Sev1 ~ P(:|st, a4, L5), and p; being the
population state marginal of £}.
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Step A. Fix L:={L,}°,, (GMFG) becomes the classical optimization problem. Indeed, with
L fixed, the population state distribution sequence p := {u;}°, is also fixed, hence the space of
admissible policies is reduced to the single-player case. Solving (GMFG) is now reduced to finding
a policy sequence 7y, € I[I:= {7 |7:S — P(A)} over all admissible 7z = {m, £}72,, to maximize

Vis,me,L):=E [Z Yir(se, a, L4)|so = s,
t=0

subject to Spp1 ~ P(sy, a0, L),  ag~ 7Tt,£(5t)'

Notice that with £ fixed, one can safely suppress the dependency on y; in the admissible policies.
Moreover, given this fixed £ sequence and the solution 77, := {7}, }?2,, one can define a mapping
from the fixed population distribution sequence £ to an optimal randomized policy sequence. That
is,

[y :A{P(S x A) 2, — {I1}2,,

such that 77 =I';(L£). Note that this m} sequence satisfies the single player side condition in
Definition 4 for the population state-action pair sequence £. That is, V (s,7},£) >V (s,w,L), for
any policy sequence T = {m;};°, and any initial state s € S.

Accordingly, a similar feedback regularity condition is needed in this step.

ASSUMPTION 3. There exists a constant dy >0, such that for any L,L € {P(S x A)}2,,
DTy (£), T (L) < diWi (£, L), (47)

where

D(m,w") :=sup W, (m(s),n’(s)) = supsup W (m:(s), m;(s)),
, sES , se€S teN (48)
Wi (L, L") :=sup W1 (L, L),

teN
and Wy is the £1-Wasserstein distance between probability measures.

Step B. Based on the analysis in Step A and 7} = {7} . }2,, update the initial sequence £ to
L' following the controlled dynamics P(-|s,a;, L¢).

Accordingly, for any admissible policy sequence 7 € {II}{°, and a joint population state-action
pair sequence L € {P(S x A)}:2,, define a mapping I's : {II};2, x {P(S x A)}2, — {P(S x A)}:2,
as follows:

Lao(m, L) := L =Py, 0.}, (49)

where sy 11 ~ e P(+|-,a¢, L), ar ~m(s4), So ~ po, and i, is the population state marginal of L.
One also needs a similar assumption in this step.

ASSUMPTION 4. There exist constants do, ds >0, such that for any admissible policy sequences
w,wl, w2 and joint distribution sequences L£,L',L?,

Wi (Ty(m', L), Ty(w?, L)) < dy D(mt, 7%), (50)

Wi (D (m, L), To(m, L)) < dsWi (L1, L?). (51)

Similarly, Assumption 4 can be reduced to Lipschitz continuity and boundedness of the transition
dynamics P under certain conditions.
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Step C. Repeat Step A and Step B until £’ matches L.

This step is to take care of the population side condition. To ensure the convergence of the com-
bined step A and step B, it suffices if I': {P(S x A)}2, — {P(S x .A)}°, is a contractive mapping
under the W, distance, with I'(£) :=T5(I';(£),L). Then by the Banach fixed point theorem and
the completeness of the related metric spaces, there exists a unique NE to the GMFG.

In summary, we have

THEOREM 4 (Existence and Uniqueness of GMFG solution). Given Assumptions 3 and
4, and assuming that didy +ds < 1, there ezists a unique NE to (GMFG).

The proof of Theorem 4 can be established by modifying appropriately the fixed-point approach
for the stationary GMFG in Theorem 1.
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Appendix A: Distance metrics and completeness This section reviews some basic prop-
erties of the Wasserstein distance. It then proves that the metrics defined in the main text are
indeed distance functions and define complete metric spaces.

l,-Wasserstein distance and dual representation. The f; Wasserstein distance over
P(X) for X CR* is defined as

Wi(v,v'):= inf / |l —yll2d M (x,y). (52)
XXX

MeM(v,')

where M(v,v') is the set of all measures (couplings) on X x X, with marginals v and v’ on the
two components, respectively.
The Kantorovich duality theorem enables the following equivalent dual representation of Wi:

/deu—/xfdu'

where the supremum is taken over all 1-Lipschitz functions f, i.e., f satisfying |f(z) — f(y)| <
|z —y||2 for all z,y € X.

The Wasserstein distance W; can also be related to the total variation distance via the following
inequalities Gibbs and Su [33]:

Wi(v,v') = sup

llfllL <t

, (53)

i (X)dpy (v, V") < Wi (v, v") < diam(X)dpy (v, V'), (54)

where dyin (X) =min, 4 ex | — y||2, which is guaranteed to be positive when X is finite.

When S and A are compact, for any compact subset X C R¥, and for any v, € P(X), Wy (v,v') <
diam (X)dpy (v,v') < diam(X) < oo, where diam(X) =sup,, ,c ||z —yl|2 and dpy is the total varia-
tion distance. Moreover, one can verify

LEMMA 8. Both D and W, are distance functions, and they are finite for any input distribution
pairs. In addition, both ({I1}{2,, D) and ({P(S x A)}2,, W1) are complete metric spaces.

These facts enable the usage of Banach fixed-point mapping theorem for the proof of existence and
uniqueness (Theorems 4 and 1).

[Proof of Lemma 8] It is known that for any compact set X CR*, (P(X), W;) defines a complete
metric space Bolley [12]. Since Wi (v,v") < diam(X) is uniformly bounded for any v, v’ € P(X), we
know that W, (L,L’) < diam(X') and D(mw,n’') < diam(X) as well, so they are both finite for any
input distribution pairs. It is clear that they are distance functions based on the fact that W is a
distance function.

Finally, we show the completeness of the two metric spaces ({I1}2,, D) and ({P(S x A)}52,, Wh).
Take ({II}$2,, D) for example. Suppose that 7% is a Cauchy sequence in ({I1}2,, D). Then for any
€ > 0, there exists a positive integer N, such that for any m, n > N,

D(n",w™) < e == Wy(m(s),n;"(s)) < e for any s€ S, t €N, (55)

which implies that 7F(s) forms a Cauchy sequence in (P(A), W;), and hence by the completeness
of (P(A), W), mF(s) converges to some m;(s) € P(A). As a result, 7" — 7« € {II}3°, under metric
D, which shows that ({II}°,, D) is complete.

The completeness of ({P(S x A)}2,, W:) can be proved similarly. Q.E.D.

The same argument for Lemma 8 shows that both D and W; are distance functions and are
finite for any input distribution pairs, with both (II, D) and (P(S x A), W;) again complete metric
spaces.
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Appendix B: Bounds for GMF-V-Q using asynchronous Q-learning In the main text,
we have shown the results by using synchronous Q-learning algorithm. Here for the completeness,
we also show the corresponding results for asynchronous Q-learning algorithm.

For asynchronous Q-learning algorithm, at each step [ with the state s and an action a, the
system reaches state s’ according to the controlled dynamics and the Q-function approximation @,
is updated according to

Q™ (s,0) = (1 - Bi(5,)) Q' (s5,0) + fi(s,a) | (s, a) +ymaxQ'(s', @) |, (56)

where Qo(s,a) = C for some constant C' € R for any s € S and a € A, and the step size [;(s,a) can
be chosen as (Even-Dar and Mansour [24])

(5.0 = {\#(s,a,l)—i—l\h, (s,0) = (s, @), 57

0, otherwise.

with h € (1/2,1). Here #(s,a,l) is the number of times up to time [ that one visits the state-
action pair (s,a). The algorithm then proceeds to choose action a’ based on Q'+ with appropriate
exploration strategies, including the e-greedy strategy.

LEMMA 9 (Even-Dar and Mansour [24]: sample complexity of asynchronous Q-learning).
For an MDP, say M = (S, A, P,r,v), suppose that the Q-learning algorithm takes step-sizes (25).
Also suppose that the covering time of the state-action pairs is bounded by L with probability at
least 1 —p for some p € (0,1). Then ||QTM®9) — Q% |lc < € with probability at least 1 —25. Here QT
is the T-th update in the Q-learning updates (24), Q% is the (optimal) Q-function, and

1
T 1+3h S||A|Vmax 2
Llog, () Vmax> = . (Llog, ()" V2, log ( 1Sl4ltes )

Th(de) = ( 3 c B2e2 ’

where B=(1—7)/2, Vipax = Rumax/(1 —7), and Rpyax is such that a.s. 0 <r(s,a) < Ryax.

Here the covering time L of a state-action pair sequence is defined to be the number of steps
needed to visit all state-action pairs starting from any arbitrary state-action pair. Also notice that
the I, norm above is defined in an element-wise sense, i.e., for M € RIS we have || M|, =
maxses aca | M(s,a)l.

COROLLARY 3 (Value-based guarantee of asynchronous Q-learning algorithm). The asyn-
chronous Q-learning algorithm with appropriate choices of step-sizes (cf. (25)) satisfies the following
value-based guarantee, where C/(\Z,l) (1=1,2,3) are constants depending on |S|,|A|, Vinax, B and h, and
we have:

1
aél) = afll) =—" agl) = a§2) =0,
2 24+ 3h
a§2) = 7 af) =—, af) =0 forj=2,3,
2 1 1+3h
3 3 3 3
ag)——ﬁ, aé)——ﬁ, afl)——ih , ag)——O.

In addition, assume the same assumptions as Theorem 1, then for Algorithm & with asynchronous

Q-learning method, with probability at least 1 —26, Wi (L., L") < Coe, where K., is defined as
in Theorem 2. And the total number of samples T = Zf;’g_l TM% (Ox, €x) is bounded by

441 Ken 3+% Ken ﬁ
T<O|[K |log 5’ + logT’ .
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Appendix C: Weak simulator In this section, we state the counterpart of Theorems 2 and
3 for Algorithms 5 and 6, respectively. Notice that here the major difference is the additional
O(1/VN) term.

We first (re)state the relation between Emp, (which serves as a 1/N-net) and action gaps:

For any positive integer N, there exist a positive constant ¢n > 0, with the property that
maxyeq Qr(s,a’) —Qh(s,a) > ¢n for any L€ Empy, s€ S, and any a ¢ argmaz,c 4Q%(s,a).

Now we are ready to state the convergence results.

THEOREM 5 (Convergence and complexity of GMF-VW). Assume the same assump-
tions as Theorem 1. Suppose that Alg has a value-based guarantee with parameters
{C/\/Ual 7a2 >O‘:(’>1 ,OQ(;) =1
For any €, § >0, set 6, =6/K.,, e, = (k+1)~3F" for some ne (0,1] (k=0,...,K.,, —1), and

d=c= % 6 Then with probability at least 1 — 46,

diam(S) diam(A
2(1—4d)

S 1
Wi(Cx, %) < Cet ISIAL S L tog(isILALE, o /o).

Here K., = [2max {(ne/c)~/" log,(e/ max{diam(S)diam(A),c}) + 1}]| is the number of outer

iterations, and the constant C is independent of §, € and 7.
Moreover, the total number of samples T = ZKe o=l T, (Or,€r) is bounded by

T<Z

THEOREM 6 (Convergence and complexity of GMF-PW). Assume the same assump-
tions as in Theorem 1. Suppose that Alg has a policy-based guarantee with parameters

2a Ot(l) o () a()
2 “+1 CORZ (8 )4 (tog(c, . /) 4 (58)

{Cj\/??al ,042 7042(’})7&4(1) ;‘11'

Then for any €, 6 >0, set 6, =8/K.,, e, = (k+ 1)+ for some n€ (0,1] (k=0,...,K.,—1),
and ¢ =c= %,7 with probability at least 1 — 46,

diam(S) diam(A)
2(1—d)

S||A 1
Wi(Lx,o ) < et SUAL L tog(1SILAIK . /9)
Here K., = [2max {(ne/c)~/", log,(e/ max{diam(S)diam(A),c}) + 1}]| is the number of outer
iterations, and the constant C' is independent of 0, € and 7.
Moreover, the total number of samples T = Z& s 1TMck (O, €x) s bounded by

m—+1 i)

20{" 41 NO! o) +al)
T<22 g OhK S 0 (o 5 (59)

@ @ @) )}m+1

where the parameters {C’J(\;l,al , Qg Qs Oy are defined in Lemma 3.

6 Here we actually only need ¢ = Q(%) and c= O(%), and the corresponding result will differ only in some
absolute constants.

" Here again we actually only need ¢ = Q(%) and ¢ = O( %), and the corresponding result will differ only
in some absolute constants.
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The key to the proof of Theorems 5 and 6 is the following lemma, which follows from the
Hoeftding inequality.

LEMMA 10.  The expectation E[Ly (8", a")] = mu(s',a") D cs D nen br(8)P(s']s,a, Li)mi(s,a) =
Ly (my, L) In addition, we have that for any t >0, s €S and o' € A,

P(|Lit1(s',a") —E[Lyyi(s,a))]| > t) < 2exp (—2Nt?). (60)

The above lemma essentially states that the iterates L£;,; of Algorithms 5 and 6 are very close
to the “L;,,” obtained from the (strong) simulator G(s,m, L)) with s ~ ju, following line 5 in
Algorithm 2 and line 6 in Algorithm 4. This bridges the gap between the weak and the strong
simulators. In particular, by noticing that

W, (Ek+17£*) < W1(£k+171_‘2(77k7£k)) + W (F2(7Tk,£k)ur2(rl(£*)v ['*))
=Wi(Lys1, E[Lipa]) + Wi(Ta(my, L1,), T2 (T1(L£7), L£7))

diam(S)diam(A)|S||.A
< PSRN 1 B[l + Wil £0), Do (£, £)),

one can bound the first term with high probability via (60). The second term is then bounded in
exactly the same way as the proofs for Theorems 2 and 3, and hence we omit the details.
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