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Abstract

Dynamic mechanism design studies how mechanism designers should allocate resources among
agents in a time-varying environment. We consider the problem where the agents interact with
the mechanism designer according to an unknown Markov Decision Process (MDP), where agent
rewards and the mechanism designer’s state evolve according to an episodic MDP with unknown
reward functions and transition kernels. We focus on the online setting with linear function
approximation and propose novel learning algorithms to recover the dynamic Vickrey-Clarke-
Grove (VCG) mechanism over multiple rounds of interaction. A key contribution of our approach
is incorporating reward-free online Reinforcement Learning (RL) to aid exploration over a rich
policy space to estimate prices in the dynamic VCG mechanism. We show that the regret of
our proposed method is upper bounded by (5(T2/ 3) and further devise a lower bound to show
that our algorithm is efficient, incurring the same 5(T2/ 3) regret as the lower bound, where T is
the total number of rounds. Our work establishes the regret guarantee for online RL in solving

dynamic mechanism design problems without prior knowledge of the underlying model.

1 Introduction

Mechanism design is a branch of economics studying the allocation of goods among rational
agents (Myerson, 1989). Its sub-field, dynamic mechanism design, focuses on the setting where the
environment, such as agents’ preferences, may vary with time (Bergemann and Valimaki, 2019).

It has attracted significant research interest from economists and computer scientists alike (Pavan
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et al., 2014; Parkes and Singh, 2003) over decades. Many real-world problems, such as Uber’s surge
pricing, the wholesale energy market, and congestion control, have all been studied under this
framework (Chen and Sheldon, 2016; Bejestani and Annaswamy, 2014; Barrera and Garcia, 2014).
However, existing work usually requires prior knowledge of key parameters or functionals in the
problem, such as the optimal policy or the agents’ valuations of goods (Parkes and Singh, 2003,;
Pavan et al., 2009). Such requirements may be unrealistic in real life.

A promising emerging research direction is learning dynamic mechanisms from repeated interac-
tions with the environment. Drawing inspiration from Bergemann and Valiméki (2010) and Parkes
and Singh (2003), we propose the first algorithm that can learn a dynamic mechanism from repeated
interactions via reinforcement learning (RL) with no prior knowledge of the problem.

As a first attempt, we focus on learning a dynamic generalization of the classic Vickrey-Clarke-
Groves (VCG) mechanism (Vickrey, 1961; Clarke, 1971; Groves, 1979). More specifically, we consider
the case where the interaction between a group of agents and a single seller is modeled as an episodic
linear Markov Decision Process (MDP) (Jin et al., 2020b; Yang and Wang, 2019; Jin et al., 2020c),
where the seller takes actions to determine the allocation of a class of scarce resources among agents.
Our task is to learn an ideal mechanism from repeated interactions via online RL (Jin et al., 2020b;
Cai et al., 2019). The mechanism we consider implements the policy that maximizes social welfare
and charges each agent according to the celebrated Clarke pivot rule (Clarke, 1971). A slight variant
of the mechanism has been discussed under known MDP dynamics in Parkes (2007), and we describe
the mechanism in full detail in Section 2.

A key challenge we resolve is estimating the VCG price without prior knowledge of the MDP.
In particular, the VCG price charged to each agent ¢ is characterized by the externality of that
agent, that is, the difference between the maximum social welfare of the whole group and that when
agent i is absent (Karlin and Peres, 2017; Groves, 1979). In other words, it is the loss that an
agent’s participation incurs on other agents’ welfare. Estimating the VCG price in our dynamic
setting requires learning the optimal policy of the fictitious problem where agent ¢ is absent. Such a
policy is never executed by the seller, and thus it is challenging to assess its uncertainty from data.
Existing methods target to estimate the optimal policy well. However, they have no guarantees on
how well they estimate the fictitious policies. Therefore it is impossible to accurately estimate VCG
prices via a direct application of prior online RL algorithms (Jin et al., 2020b; Cai et al., 2019; Zhou
et al., 2021a).

To address this challenge, our algorithm incorporates a reward-free exploration subroutine to
ensure sufficient coverage over the policy space, thereby reducing the uncertainty of all policies,
ensuring that we can even reduce the uncertainty about the fictitious policies (Jin et al., 2020a;
Wang et al., 2020; Qiu et al., 2021; Zhang et al., 2021; Kaufmann et al., 2021). However, such a

reward-free approach comes at a price—our proposed approach attains (5(T 2/ 3) regret in terms of



social welfare, agent utility, and seller utility, as opposed to the common (7)(T1/ 2) regret in online
RL (Jin et al., 2020b). Moreover, we further derive a matching lower bound for the regrets, showing
that our algorithm is minimax optimal up to multiplicative factors of problem-dependent terms.
To summarize, our contributions are threefold. First, we develop the first reinforcement learning
algorithm that can recover an optimal dynamic mechanism with no prior knowledge of the problem.
In particular, our algorithm is separated into two phases, namely, exploration and exploitation.
In the exploration phase, we propose to learn the underlying model via reward-free exploration.
Then, in the exploitation phase, the algorithm executes a data-driven policy by solving a planning
problem using the collected dataset. Moreover, our algorithm is able to handle large state spaces by
incorporating linear function approximation. Second, we prove that the proposed algorithm achieves
sublinear regret upper bounds in terms of the various regret notions, such as the welfare regret and
individual regret of the seller and buyers. Our algorithm is proven to approximately satisfy the three
key mechanism design desiderata — truthfulness, individual rationality, and efficiency. Finally, we
demonstrate that the (5(T2/ 3) regret has the minimax optimal dependency in 7' by establishing a
matching regret lower bound. To our knowledge, we seem to establish the first provably efficient

reinforcement learning algorithm for learning a dynamic mechanism.

1.1 Related Works

There is a wealth of literature on dynamic mechanism design. Parkes and Singh (2003); Parkes
et al. (2004) are two of the earliest works that analyze dynamic mechanism design from an
MDP perspective, and the proposed mechanism is applied to a real-world problem in Friedman
and Parkes (2003). Bergemann and Vélimaki (2006) generalize the VCG mechanism based on
the marginal contribution of each agent and derives a mechanism that is truth-telling in every
period. Bapna and Weber (2005) focus on the dynamic auction setting and formulate the problem as
a multi-arm bandit problem. Athey and Segal (2013) adapt the d’Aspremont-Gerard-Varet (AGV)
mechanism (d’Aspremont and Gérard-Varet, 1979) to the dynamic setting and design an efficient,
budget balanced, and Bayesian incentive compatible mechanism. Pavan et al. (2009) derive the first
order conditions of incentive compatibility in dynamic mechanisms. Cavallo (2008) devises a dynamic
allocation rule for auctions in the multi-arm bandits setting, where a single good is distributed
among agents over multiple rounds. Cavallo et al. (2009) study the truthful implementation of
efficient policies when agents have dynamic types. Pavan et al. (2014) extend the seminal work
of Myerson (1989) and characterize perfect Bayesian equilibrium-implementable allocation rules in
the dynamic regime. Cavallo (2009); Bergemann and Pavan (2015); Bergemann and Véaliméki (2019)
provide useful surveys of dynamic mechanism research. Kandasamy et al. (2020) studies online
learning of the VCG mechanism with stationary multi-arm bandits. Our work considers a more

challenging setting modeled by an episodic MDP, where the agents’ rewards are state-dependent and



may evolve over time within each episode. More importantly, Kandasamy et al. (2020) estimates the
VCG price via uniformly exploring over all arms, which cannot be directly applied to the dynamic
setting (Wang et al., 2020). Rather than uniformly bounding the uncertainty over all actions, our
approach bounds the uncertainty over all implementable policies via a variant of least-squares value
iteration and enjoys provable efficiency under the function approximation setting. Distinct from
the major focus of our work, the recent Simchowitz and Slivkins (2023) studies online mechanism
design with MDPs from a rather different angle. In their work, the mechanism designer encourages
exploration via sending specific information to the agents. More specifically, the agents initially have
beliefs or prior distributions over the MDP’s parameters. The mechanism designer can reveal to the
agents some information, such as information about the MDP’s transition and reward. The agents
then update their beliefs about the underlying MDP and execute the optimal policy according
to the updated beliefs or their posterior distribution over the MDP’s parameters. The goal is to
incentivize agents to explore by controlling the information they receive. However, our work focuses
on implementing the welfare-maximizing policy among a group of agents by controlling the price
that each agent pays. In other words, theirs focuses on adjusting information, whereas ours focuses
on adjusting price. Additionally, our work focuses on a more general linear MDP than the tabular
MDP studied in their work.

There are many recent works concerning provably efficient RL for MDPs with linear structures in
the absence of generative models (Yang and Wang, 2019; Du et al., 2019; Yang and Wang, 2020; Jin
et al., 2020b; Cai et al., 2019). Jin et al. (2020b) provides the first provably efficient RL algorithm
for linear MDPs that incorporates exploration. Zhou et al. (2021b) provides a provably efficient
algorithm for infinite-horizon discounted linear MDPs. Ayoub et al. (2020) studies a model-based
regime where the transition kernel belongs to a family of models known to the learning agent. Zhou
et al. (2021a) proposes a computationally efficient nearly minimax optimal algorithm for linear
MDPs whose transition kernel is a linear mixture model. These works require (noisy) feedback of
the reward function in the learning process.

Reward-free exploration in reinforcement learning has recently attracted a lot of attention, in
which the agents explore the environment without any feedback of the reward. Specifically, Jin
et al. (2020a) introduces the problem of reward-free exploration in RL and proposes a sample-
efficient algorithm for tabular MDPs. Ménard et al. (2021); Kaufmann et al. (2021) provide improved
algorithms and tighter rates, also for tabular MDPs. Zhang et al. (2021) further improves the analysis
and obtains nearly minimax-optimal sample complexity bounds. Wang et al. (2020); Zanette et al.
(2020); Chen et al. (2021); Wagenmaker et al. (2022) study reward-free RL algorithms for linear or
linear mixture MDPs and Qiu et al. (2021) for kernel and neural function approximations. Moreover,
Kong et al. (2021) proposes reward-free algorithms for RL with general function approximation

under the setting of bounded eluder dimension. Miryoosefi and Jin (2021) investigates the problem



of reward-free RL with constraints. Wu et al. (2021) then proposes a reward-free algorithm for the
multi-objective RL problem. In addition, Bai and Jin (2020); Liu et al. (2021); Qiu et al. (2021)
further study the reward-free RL algorithms under the multi-agent setting.

Furthermore, we would like to emphasize that directly extending the existing results on reward-
free exploration (see, e.g., Wang et al. (2020); Qiu et al. (2021)) to learning the dynamic VCG
mechanism seems infeasible. The main reason is that these works focus only on estimating the
optimal value functions corresponding to different reward functions. In contrast, in the context of
mechanism design, we have multiple desiderata, namely truthfulness, individual rationality, and
efficiency, which mathematically translates into the various regret notions, such as the welfare regret
and individual regret of the seller and the buyer. Showing the proposed algorithm approximately
satisfies these desiderata requires bounding these regrets using the properties of the dynamic VCG
mechanism as well as the results of reward-free exploration. Finally, the recent work Lyu et al.
(2022) focuses on learning the Markov VCG mechanism via offline RL from a set of collected
trajectories. Under the offline setting, exploration is out of the scope, and thus our core challenge

caused by the fictitious policy is absent in Lyu et al. (2022).

2 Problem Setup

Consider an episodic MDP defined by M(S, A, H,P,r), where S and A are state and action spaces,
H the length of each episode, P = {P),}/L | the transition kernel, and r = {Ti7h}?;ﬁh:1 the reward
functions. We use rgp, : S X A — [0, Rpax] to denote the reward function of the seller at the
step h and let 75 : S x A+ [0,1] be the reward function of agent (buyer) ¢ at the step h for
i € [n], where n is the number of agents and [n] denotes {1,2,---,n}. In addition, we assume
that the reward observation is stochastic and the underlying reward function is the expectation
of its stochastic observation, i.e., the reward observation at (s,a) € S x A can be represented by
i n(8, a;w) with 75 (s, a) = Ey[r5 4(s, a;w)], where w is an independent random variable. We further
assume that the boundedness holds for the reward observation as rop(-,;w) : S x A = [0, Rmax]
and 7 (-, sw) : S x A= [0,1],Vi € [n] at all steps h € [H]. For abbreviation, at step h of time t,
we denote Tfyh(s’;l, al) == rip(sh, ab;wh).

Let 7 = {m,}}1_, denote the seller’s policy, where for each h € [H], mj, : S — A maps a given state
to an action. For each step h € [H], reward function r = {r;,}L | and a given policy 7, we define the
value function Vi (-;7) : S+ R for all z € S as Vi (x;7) = o0 _y E [rp (zpe, wpr (zpr)) [z, = 2,7, P,
where the expectation is taken over states zp4+1 ~ Pr(:|zn, Th(r)), Thia ~ Pr(-|Tht1, The1(Tri1)),
.o.sxg ~ Pr(-|zg, g (rg)) conditioned on a starting state x;, at step h. Here we write V7 (+;7)
to highlight that the definition of the value function depends on a given reward function 7.
We also define the corresponding Q-function Q7 (-,r) : S x A — R for all (z,a) € § x A as



Qf (x,a;7) :==rp(x,a) + Zg:hﬂ E [rh/ (Tpry Th (xh/))‘(xh, ap) = (x,a),m, 77], where the expectation
is also taken over states xj41, ..., 2y sampled from the transition model P, conditioned on a starting
state-action pair (zp,ap) at step h.

We stress that while the MDP we consider contains multiple reward functions and interaction
between multiple agents, our setting differs from the Markov game setting, as we assume that the

seller is the only participant who can take actions (Littman, 1994).

Dynamic Mechanism Design. We now describe how agents interact with the mechanism designer
(seller) in our setting. At the beginning of each episode, the mechanism starts from the initial state
x1. At each step h € [H], the seller observes some state z;, € S, picks an action aj, € A, and receives
a reward 7o p(xp,ap). Each agent (buyer) receives their own reward 7; 5 (x4, ap) and report their
reward as 7 p(xp, ap), drawn from some potentially untruthful reward function 7; p(-,-). At the end
of each episode, the seller charges each customer some price p;. For any policy = and prices {p;}I" 1,

we define agent ’s utility as

H
u; = En[;n‘,h(fﬂh,ah)] —pi = Vi"(21;73) — . (1)

That is, agent ¢’s utility is equal to the difference between the expected total reward and the charged

price. The seller’s utility is then defined as

UQ 1= Vfr(acl; 7’0) + sz’. (2)
=1

The social welfare, W™, is defined as the sum of the agents and the seller’s utilities, given by

n n
W™ (1) =Y Vi (z1;mi) = V7 (561; Zﬁ), (3)
i=0 i=0
which is equivalent to the expectation of the sum of all rewards as the prices cancel out. For

convenience, we let wu;:, uge, piz be the observed values of u;, ug, p; at the t-th round, respectively.

Markov VCG Mechanism. Suppose that the transition kernel is known, all agents and the
seller know their own reward functions r; j, for all (i, h) € [n] x [H], and the agents’ reward functions
are known by the seller. The VCG mechanism demands that we choose the welfare-maximizing

policy 7, that the seller executes each episode. Each agent ¢ is subsequently charged a price p,



which is the loss her presence causes to others. Hence we have the following mechanism:

Ty := argmax Vi (213 R), m, " := argmax V{7 (21; R™°),
T B (4)
Dix = Vlﬂ-* (1171; Ril) - ‘/iﬂ* (‘Tl; Ril)7

where we define the total reward function R and the sum of reward except agent i, R, as

R:iri and R = z”: rj.
i=0

J=0,j#1

Here 7, is the welfare-maximizing policy, i.e., the optimal policy for the reward function R, while
7% is the fictitious policy that maximizes welfare when agent i is absent. Estimating the latter
and their corresponding value functions requires the algorithm to explore in directions not aligned
with the social welfare maximizing policy, 7., thus necessitating the reward-free component of our
algorithm. These prices, namely p;., can be estimated by following Equation (4) once the value
functions corresponding to policies 7., 7. ¢ and reward functions R, R~* are estimated sufficiently
well via our algorithm. As these value functions are deterministic, the resulting pricing function is
also deterministic.

The following lemma introduces the properties of the Markov VCG mechanism.

Lemma 2.1 The Markov VCG mechanism satisfies the following desiderata in mechanism design:

1. Truthfulness: A mechanism is truthful if the utility u; of agent i is maximized when, regardless
of other agents’ reported rewards, agent i reports her rewards truthfully.

2. Individual rationality: A mechanism is individually rational if the utility u; of agent i is non-
negative when agent i is truthful.

3. Efficiency: A mechanism is efficient if the mechanism mazximizes the welfare when all agents are
truthful.

An agent is truthful if she submits her reward functions truthfully.

Please see Appendix B for the proof. Our proposed pricing formula p; := Vlﬂ’:i(xl;R_i) —
Vi (x1; R7%) is not the only pricing rule that ensures Lemma 2.1. Nevertheless, our proposed
algorithm can be generalized to any pricing rule of the form p; = Vfr_i (z1; R™H) = V™ (z1; R™*), where
7" is not necessarily the 7, defined above, but can be any arbitrary policy independent of agent
1. Intuitively, as our algorithm makes use of reward-free exploration, we can sufficiently accurately
estimate the value functions for arbitrary policies, including both 7—¢ and 7, *. Consequently, our
approach can be extended to a general class of pricing function that uses different policies’ value

functions as prices.



Mechanism Design with Unknown MDP. Consider the setting where the agents’ value
functions and the MDP’s transition kernel are unknown, and the procedure is repeated for multiple
rounds. At each round, the mechanism choose a policy 7* and set prices {p;}, for the agents.

Following (1) and (2), the utilities of agent 7 and the seller at round ¢ are

n
t t
wip = Vi" (z1373) — pit and uor = Vi (x1;570) + § Dit-
i=1

We then denote their summations over 1" rounds as

T T
UiT = E Ut and UOT = E Ut -
t=1 t=1

Our goal is to design an algorithm that respects the three mechanism design desiderata over multiple
rounds even when the true reward functions and transition kernels are unknown, as well as achieving
sublinear regret for the agents, the seller, and the welfare. The following metrics are used to quantify

the algorithm’s performance:
T
T mt
Regy = TV/™ (x1; R) — Z VI (z1; R)
t=1

n
Regyr = Tup« — Uor, Reg;7 = Tuix — Usr, Regg, = Z Reg;r.
i=1
Here we let ugx = V™ (z1570) + > Pix and wi = V™ (z1;7;) — pix be the utilities of the seller and
agent ¢ respectively in the VCG mechanism. Moreover, Regjvy is the welfare regret over T' rounds,
Reggr the seller regret, and Reg;r the agent i’s regret, respectively. We let RegﬁT be the summation
of regrets over all agents.

Although the Markov VCG mechanism that we learn is welfare-maximizing, we focus on how
this mechanism can be recovered. Consequently, the learning algorithm’s objective is not welfare
maximization alone. Maximizing welfare increases the total utility by definition and, therefore,
increases the total utility that the agents and the seller share. As our learning process involves the
seller and multiple agents, we also need to ensure that it faithfully respects their utilities over T'
rounds of interaction. Otherwise, it may be unfair to either the agents or the seller. Therefore, we
measure the performance of our learning algorithm through the three terms, Reggy , RegﬁT, Regyr,
rather than any single objective by itself. We note that all three regrets are 0 under the Markov
VCG mechanism.

Due to our need to approximate the VCG price p;., the welfare regret RngW differs in scale

from both Reggf and Regyr, whereas the latter two are of the same scale. Notice that estimating



Pix involves estimating the maximum welfare that the remaining n — 1 agents achieve when agent ¢
is absent and the welfare that these agents receive under 7. Thus, the estimation error for p;, is
roughly in the same order as the instantaneous welfare regret V™ (z1; R) — V7 (213 R) at round ¢,
since both require good estimates of the summation of the value functions over all agents rather
than a single agent. Consequently, recalling Reggw is the summation of all agents’ regrets and Regyp
equals the summation of the price estimation error across all n agents, the terms RegﬁT and Regyr
are in fact in the order of n times the welfare regret Regjvy . Therefore, we add a scaling factor n in

front of the welfare regret, and our learning algorithms focus on minimizing
W 4
max{nRegr ,Reg’, Regyr}.

In addition to attaining small regret bounds, we would also like to approximately satisfy
the desiderata in Lemma 2.1 for the mechanism design. We define the approximate versions of
truthfulness, individual rationality, and efficiency with respect to the agent’s cumulative utility U;p

as follows:

1. Approximate truthfulness: Let U;p be the cumulative utility when agent ¢ is truthful and ﬁiT
that when agent 4 is untruthful. The mechanism is §-approzimately truthful if ﬁiT —Uir <6,
regardless of others’ truthfulness.

2. Approxzimate individual rationality: When agent i reports truthfully, the mechanism is d-
approzimately individually rational if Uy > —6, regardless of others’ truthfulness.

3. Approzimate efficiency: The mechanism is d-approximately efficient if RegIW < § when all agents

are truthful.

When an agent adopts an untruthful reward-reporting strategy, it means that this agent reports
her rewards under a different reward function 7;;, rather than the true reward function r;,. As the
algorithm interacts with the environment over 7" rounds, these approximate desiderata can have
a dependence on T'. Our definition generalizes the asymptotic versions of the desiderata defined
in Kandasamy et al. (2020) since the approximate desiderata naturally imply their asymptotic
counterparts when ¢ is sublinear in 7. More specifically, as long as limp_,o f(T)/T = 0, if a
mechanism is f(7")-approximate truthful, when amortized over these 7" rounds of interaction, agents’
utility gain from untruthful reports vanishes. In other words, in the long run, agents cannot
improve upon their average per-episode utility by untruthfulness, thus deterring rational agents from
attempting to alter the learning process via untruthfulness. Similarly, if f(7") is sublinear and the
mechanism is f(7)-approximately individually rational, then in the long run, agents’ average episodic
utility is lower-bounded by a number tending to zero (i.e., limz_, oo %UiT > —limy_o f(T)/T = 0),
ensuring they will not be worse-off from participating.

Since approximate truthfulness implies, for suitable f(7"), that agents will not benefit from



untruthful reporting in the long run, our definition of approximate efficiency focuses only on truthful
agents. Indeed, consider the extreme case where all agents report 1 — r; 5 (z, a) instead of r; ,(z, a)
and the seller reward is always 0. Under this extreme case of untruthful behavior, the welfare-
maximizing policy under the untruthful report is in fact the welfare-minimizing policy under truthful
reports, showing that it is in general hard to obtain efficiency guarantees without assuming truthful
behavior. Such an approach, namely, first showing that the mechanism is approximately truthful
and then providing guarantees under the assumption that the reports are truthful, is common in
existing literature at the intersection of mechanism design and learning (Nazerzadeh et al., 2008;
Kandasamy et al., 2020). We refer interested readers to Epasto et al. (2018), which justifies in
further detail why agents will behave truthfully under approximately truthful mechanisms.

To handle the potentially large state and action spaces S, A, our work focuses on the linear

function approximation setting, where the linear MDP is considered.

Linear MDP. We assume that there exist a feature map ¢ : S x A — R¢, d unknown measures
pr = (b, ,ud) over S for any h € [H], and n + 1 unknown vectors {6;,}" , with each 6;, € R?
for all h € [H|. For any (x,a,2') € S x A x S, the transition kernel and reward function can be
linearly represented as

Pu(a|z,a) = (d(z,a), pn(a’))

. (6)
rin(z,a) = (¢(z,a),0z), Vi=0,1,--- ,n.

Following standard assumptions in the prior literature (Jin et al., 2020b,c), we assume ||¢(z, a)|| <1
for all (z,a) € S x A, max{||ux(S)||, 6|} < Vd for all h € [H],0 < i < n. Recall that the linear
MDP assumption implies that the value functions and action-value functions are both linear in the
feature space defined by ¢ (Jin et al., 2020b). When the problem reduces to the tabular setting, we
have d = |S||A| with é(z,a) = e, , € RISIAI being an indicator vector.

Remark 2.2 When linear function approximation is considered, a typical assumption is that the
underlying MDP has a linear structure. Here we assume the MDP satisfies Equation (6). As
discussed above, the tabular MDP can be covered as a special case of the linear MDP. Thus, our
method for the linear MDP can also solve problems modeled by the tabular MDP. In realistic and
complex scenarios, the underlying MDP may not be strictly linear. One can still apply the linear
function approximation with introducing a misspecification error. This error can be characterized
by sup, , | Pr(-|z,a) — (¢(z,a), un()llTv < Ep and sup; , , [rin(z,a) — (B(2,a),0in)||Tv < & as
commonly discussed in prior RL literature (e.g., Jin et al. (2019)), where || - ||y denotes the total

variation. By making small changes to our current analysis, extra misspecification terms containing
Ep and &, will be added to our regret bounds. If both Ep and &, are small, the underlying MDP s

approzimately linear such that the extra terms can be considered minor.
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2.1 Motivating Examples

We provide several motivating examples for the dynamic mechanism design introduced above, which

are the potential application areas for our proposed algorithm.

Dynamic Sponsored Search Auction. We assume the state x includes information on the
agents’ remaining budgets for the episode. Let H be a fiscal year. As advertisements’ values change
within a single year (e.g., value increases around Black Friday), agents’ rewards from advertising
naturally change with time. The seller’s action would affect the agents’ budgets, which would further
affect their valuations: an agent who did not win any auction in previous rounds would have a high
remaining budget near the end of the year and, therefore, would be willing to pay more for each

advertisement slot in an effort to increase their odds of winning.

Dynamic Platform-as-a-Service (PaaS). We assume there are multiple users using the same
computing cluster and a central planner who allocates computation resources to these users. The
state = includes information on the server’s current load, and action a reflects how the central
planner allocates these resources among users. Naturally, the planner’s action affects the server load
in the next state. While a higher server load would provide users with immediate satisfaction, it
would also incur higher electricity costs for the planner. As the users’ demands may fluctuate within
a day (for instance, demands are lower during the night), it is a significant challenge for the planner
to balance electricity costs and user satisfaction in an environment with the users’ valuations and
demands constantly changing. The problem is further complicated by the fact that the service

provider only learns of user satisfaction after the resources are allocated, justifying our setup above.

Dynamic Public Service. This example is inspired by Section 9.3.5.5 in Nisan et al. (2007).
Here the seller takes the form of a government body, and the agents are the citizens. The seller
wishes to provide public services to benefit the general population, and the agents pay the seller in
the form of taxation. The state x contains information on the seller’s remaining budget for the year
as well as the agents’ satisfaction with the seller. When the seller does not provide sufficient public
service, agents will become less satisfied and have more urgent demands for public services in later
steps, exhibiting natural transition dynamics. As the seller can only learn the agents’ valuation

after the service has been provided, the problem fits naturally within the setting considered above.

Relationship to Parkes and Singh (2003). Finally, our work could address several key
problems raised by prior works on dynamic mechanism design without assuming prior knowledge
of the underlying model. Parkes and Singh (2003) studies an online mechanism design problem
by formulating the problem as an MDP and proposes Wi-Fi pricing at Starbucks as a motivating

example. Parkes and Singh (2003) assumes that the welfare-maximizing policy is known a priori.

11



However, the MDP in Parkes and Singh (2003) is an infinite-horizon, un-discounted, and non-average
reward one, and we are not aware of any existing literature that can provably learn nearly optimal
policies in this setting. We thus leave the question as a future direction of independent interest.
Nevertheless, our work takes a first step towards relaxing the assumption by requiring the mechanism

designer to recover the policy from repeated interaction in the finite horizon case.

3 Algorithm

In this section, we introduce our proposed algorithm for VCG mechanism learning on linear MDPs
(VCG-LinMDP). The general learning framework of our algorithm is summarized in Algorithm 1,
comprising two phases: the exploration phase and the exploitation phase. The exploration and

exploitation phases are summarized in Algorithms 2, 3, and 4.

3.1 Algorithmic Framework

Markov VCG with Function Approximation. In order to learn the Markov VCG mechanism,
we consider a learning framework with function approximation, in which the reward-free exploration
phase aims to efficiently explore the environment with wide coverage over the underlying policy
space. The exploitation phase targets at utilizing the collected data to update the seller’s policy
and estimate the prices charged to the agents. We remark that this learning framework is general

and can fit any linear or nonlinear function approximators. We summarize it as follows:

1. Exploration for multiple rounds to collect an initial dataset. The exploration is performed via a
reward-free least-square value iteration (LSVI) with function approximation (Jin et al., 2020a;

Wang et al., 2020; Qiu et al., 2021).
2. Exploitation with the collected data. At each round ¢ of the exploitation phase:

e Update the seller’s policy 7! via a planning subroutine implemented as optimistic LSVI with
function approximation w.r.t. the reward function R.

e Update Ft_i by the value function from a planning subroutine implemented as optimistic or
pessimistic LSVI with function approximation w.r.t. R~%.

e Update G, by the value function from a policy evaluation subroutine by optimistic or
pessimistic evaluation with function approximation at the learned policy 7 w.r.t. R~°.

o Estimate the price p; = F, " — G; " for all i € [n].

e Take actions following 7* and charge each agent i a price py for i € [n].

e Determine whether we should update the dataset with the new trajectory.

Here 7 is the learned policy aiming to estimate m,, the function Ft*i can be viewed as an

estimate of the value function under the fictitious policy, i.e., Vlﬂ“:z (z1; R7Y), and G ¢ estimates
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Vft (x1; R™%) under the policy 7. In particular, the hyperparameters (s, (3 control whether such an
estimation by Ft_i and G, ! is optimistic or pessimistic. Moreover, since 7 estimates 7, then Gy ‘
can further be considered as an approximation of V™ (z1; R™%), which implies that the price pj. is
estimated by p;; according to its definition. At a higher level, the algorithm decomposes learning
the Markov VCG mechanism into two parts: 1) learning an efficient, social welfare-maximizing
policy, and 2) estimating the suitable prices to charge the agents.

This paper focuses on a special case, i.e., Markov VCG with linear function approximation
named VCG-LinMDP, as shown in Algorithm 1. The associated exploration phase is implemented in
Algorithm 2, and the exploitation phase is implemented in Algorithms 3 and 4, where we adopt LSVI
with linear function approximation. In particular, Algorithms 3 and 4 are the planning and policy
evaluation subroutines respectively. As we can see from the overall framework, learning the price
requires both planning to learn a fictitious policy (the function F;l) and function evaluation on the
learned policy G, ?in order to estimate the price, necessitating the inclusion of both Algorithm 3
and Algorithm 4.

As shown in Algorithm 1, there are multiple hyper-parameters. Specifically, (; controls the
overall learning strategy of VCG-LinMDP with options ETC and EWC. The option ETC indicates the
explore-then-commit strategy, where we exploit using only the data generated during the exploration
phase. EWC indicates explore-while-commit strategy, where we exploit using data generated during
both the exploration phase and the exploitation phase. The options OPT and PES for the hyper-
parameters (o and (3 refer to optimistic and pessimistic exploitation approaches respectively, which
control the trade-off between the seller’s and the agents’ utilities. Finally, for Algorithms 3 and 4,

the hyper-parameter SR controls whether the input reward function is R or R~

Remark 3.1 We remark that in our proposed algorithms in Section 3, with a slight abuse of
notation, we do not require the reports of the rewards to be truthful when setting® = R or R = R™".
One can think of R and R™" as input arguments if no specific discussion on truthfulness is involved.
The reported rewards in the algorithms can be either truthful or untruthful. Whether the rewards are

needed to be truthful or not will be explicitly highlighted in our theoretical results and the associated

proofs.

Remark 3.2 Intuitively, the hyperparameters (o and (3 control whether the price favors the sellers
or the buyers. There are two extreme cases for the setting of ((2,(3), namely (PES, OPT) and
(OPT, PES). The configuration ((2,(3) = (PES, OPT) that favors agents potentially leads to a low price
it and high agent utilities, resulting in a low agent regret and a high seller regret. The configuration
(C2,(3) = (OPT, PES) will favor the seller with a high price p; and a high seller utility, which results
i a high agent regret and low seller regret. The prices charged under other configurations would

fall somewhere between the aforementioned high and low prices. Consequently, the agents’ and
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Algorithm 1 VCG-LinMDP
Require: (; € {ETC,EWC}, (2, (3 € {OPT,PES}, R € {R, R}, and K.
//Exploration Phase
1: Reward-free exploration for K rounds via Algorithm 2 and obtain D = {(zF,a})}n s U
{Tﬁh@ﬁa ag) Y-
//Exploitation Phase
2: fort=K—+1,---,T do
3:  Update policy 7 by the returned policy of Algorithm 3 with input parameters (R, (1, 0PT, D).
4:  Update Ft_i by the returned value function of Algorithm 3 with parameters (R~%, (1, (2, D)
for all i € [n].
5. Update G;* by the returned value function of Algorithm 4 with parameters (R, ¢y, (3, D, 7t)
for all i € [n].
6:  Calculate the price py = F, ' — G;* for all i € [n].
Take action af, = 7} (1), receive rewards {rf’h(xz, ay)}i, and observe z}  , ~ Pp(-|z},, af)
from h =1 to H.
Charge each agent i a price p; for all ¢ € [n].
if (; = EWC then

10: D « DU {(a}, ap) b U{ri (2, a)) i

11:  else if (; = ETC then

12: Keep D unchanged as collected in the exploration phase.
13:  end if

14: end for

the seller’s regrets would naturally be somewhere in the middle between the two representative
cases, which we will expand in depth in our theoretical results. Such flexibility can be crucial in
practice. For instance, the seller in the dynamic sponsored search auction or the dynamic PaaS
setting discussed in Section 2.1 favors a high price obtained by setting (o = OPT, (3 = PES, while
the social good provider in the dynamic public service setting may prefer a lower price when we set

(3 = PES, (3 = OPT.

Least-Square Value Iteration. With the overarching framework defined, we now introduce a key
technique heavily used by our algorithm. For any function approximation class F, at the ¢-th episode,
we have t — 1 transition tuples, {(z7,a},z}_ 1) }rep—1), and LSVI with function api)roximation (Jin
et al., 2020b; Yang et al., 2020b; Jin et al., 2020c) estimates the Q-function using f}, obtained from

the least-squares regression problem below.

t—1

ﬁb = argminz [} (xh, af,) + Vi (@h) — falar, a’T‘))P + pen(f),

fer T=1

f = truncate{f}},
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where pen(f) is some arbitrary regularizer, 7, is some reward function, truncate{-} is some truncation
operator to guarantee that the approximation function is in a correct scale such that it does not
violate the boundedness assumptions we place on the Q-function. For optimistic LSVI, we construct

optimistic Q-function as
Q} = truncate{ f} + ul},

where we again truncate the estimated Q-function, and ufl is an associated UCB bonus term

constructed using the collected trajectories. Similarly, the pessimistic Q-function is constructed as

Q! = truncate{ fi — ul}.

We update the value function by a greedy strategy as

Vi (-) = argmax @, (-, a),
acA
for optimistic Q-function or pessimistic Q-function respectively. For the linear function approximation
in our algorithm, according to our setting of linear MDPs, we let f(-,-) =w'¢(,-) for any f € F
and pen(f) be Al|w||? where w is the parameter to learn.

With the key ideas sketched out, we then proceed with fleshing out the proposed algorithms.

3.2 Exploration Phase

Our first component is the exploration phase. Recall that F; " estimates the value function of the
fictitious policy that maximizes welfare when agent ¢ is absent. Obtaining high-quality Ft_i for all n
agents then requires the algorithm to explore in the direction of multiple policies rather than only
in a single policy’s direction. This challenge necessitates reward-free reinforcement learning, where
the learning algorithm seeks to explore the environment in the directions of all possible policies as
opposed to only a single one.

Inspired by Wang et al. (2020), we design a reward-free exploration algorithm as in Algorithm
3, incorporating the linear structure of the MDP. Specifically, to handle multiple reward functions
from the seller and n agents, we propose to explore the environment without using the observed
rewards from it. Instead, we define an exploration-driven reward l,’i as a scaled bonus term uﬁ to
encourage exploration by further taking into account the uncertainty of estimating the environment.
The bonus term computed in Line 6 quantifies the uncertainty of estimation with a linear function
approximator. Based on the exploration-driven rewards I¥ = ufl /H and the bonus term uﬁ as well as
the linear function approximation, we calculate an optimistic Q-function and perform the optimistic

reward-free LSVTI to generate the exploration policy. Note that in Algorithm 2 and the subsequent
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Algorithm 2 Exploration
Require: Failure probability § > 0, K, and A > 0
B =¢(n + Rmax)dH\/log(36ndHT/5).
s fork=1,2--- K do
Set V() =0.
forh=H,H—-1---,1do
Af = 37701 élaf, af)élaf, af) " + AL
Uﬁ(’ ) = H[O,H(n—i—Rmax)] [ﬁ[ﬁb(v )(Aﬁ)_lgb(, )]1/2] :
Define an exploration-driven reward function I¥(-,-) = uf(-,-)/H.
wp = (M)~ 252 d(af, ap)ViE, (a4
Qlfz(v ) = min{H[O,H(n-i-Rmax)] [(wz)be(» )] + lﬁ() + u’fi(7 ')7 H(n + Rmax)}-
ViF(-) = maxae 4 QF (-, a).
7 (:) = argmax,c 4 Q¥ (-, a).
end for
Take action af = 7f(2F), receive rewards {rﬁh(xfl, a¥)}i, and observe the state transition

_ =
LM 29

a:’;;“ ~ Pp(:|zF,ak) from h =1 to H.
14: end for
15: return D = {(z}, aﬁ)}(h,k)e[H]x[K} U {Tﬁh(l"fu “Z)}(i,h,k)e({O}U[n])X[H]X[K]

Algorithms 3 and 4, we define a truncation operator Iljy ;[-] := max{min{-, z},0}. Distinguished
from the standard LSVI introduced above, the reward-free LSVI only considers the value function

as the regression target, i.e., we solve a least-square regression problem in the following form

k—1

aﬁ%ﬁﬁi“; [ViE(2}) — fula, a}))]” + pen(f),

where Fj, is the linear function class. Then, we obtain the coefficient vector wf{ for linear function
approximation.

Moreover, for the optimistic Q-function in Line 9, we construct it by combining not only the
linear approximation function and the exploration bonus uﬁ but also the exploration-driven reward
lfL. Meanwhile, we collect the trajectories D of visited state-action pairs and the corresponding

reward feedbacks of r;,Vi = 0,1, ..., n, for the subsequent exploitation phase in Algorithms 3 and 4.

3.3 Exploitation Phase

The exploitation phase is separated into two subroutines, namely Planning for planning in Algorithm
3 and PolicyEval for policy evaluation in Algorithm 4. The two algorithms are general subroutines
that are instantiated by the inputs.

The Planning subroutine in Algorithm 3 is an optimistic or pessimistic LSVI with linear function

approximation, which generates a greedy policy and its associated value function. Different from
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Algorithm 3 Exploitation: Planning Algorithm 4 Exploitation: PolicyEval

Require: (R,(,(,D,t). Require: (R,¢, (', D,t, 7).
1 Vi (GR) =0. 1 Vi (5R) =0.
2 for?:HQ%H—l"'v;dO/Dh 2: for h=H,H—1---,1do
S SO A A 5 Q417 = Eet-Q(R.C.C. D, A1)
40 my(-) = argmax,c 4 Q3 (-, a; R). ! .
5 Vi) = Qo mh() ). i VG = QG m ()R,
6: end for 5: end for
7. return {7} HL  Vi(z1;R) 6: return V{(z1;R)

Algorithm 5 Est-Q: One-Step Optimistic/Pessimistic Estimation of Q-Function
Require: (R,¢, (', D, h,t).
1: Set ap(R) as (7) and B = &(n + Rumax)dH+/log(36ndHT/S).
{1,2,--- K} if ( = ETC
{1,2,--- ,t—1} if ( =EWC.
3: AZ - ZTGPt (b(l’;;, a;)¢(x;;7 aE)T + AL
4 UZ(v ) H[O H(n+Rmax)] [ [ ( ) ) ( )]1/2]
5
6

2: P=

: wi = (At) ZTEPt ¢(35ha ah)[%ﬁ(fch, ah) + Vh+1(33h+1v R)].
s fhCs) = o (g Rw] [(W]) T 6C, ).
) t(o.. _ H[O,ah [(fh+u )(’ )] if CI = 0PT
SRR {H[o,ah (= uf) ()] if ¢ = PES.
8: return Q (-, R)

Algorithm 3, PolicyEval subroutine in Algorithm 4 only evaluates any input policy 7 by computing
the value function under 7 with linear function approximation. Both of the two algorithms will call
Algorithm 5, which is an optimistic or pessimistic estimation of the Q-function for a reward function
R € {R, R'} at step h. Algorithm 5 can be viewed as an instantiation of LSVI in Section 3.1 for
linear function approximation. In Line 4 of Algorithm 5, we compute a bonus uz to quantify the
uncertainty in estimation. In Lines 5 and 6, we obtain the coefficient vector wz for linear function
approximation and the approximator fﬁ. Line 7 yields optimistic and pessimistic Q-functions
respectively determined by ¢’ = OPT or PES.

The argument ¢ in these algorithms determines the composition of the data index set P; in Line
2 and thus indicates whether we will use the original exploration dataset or the updated dataset
to construct the bonus term u}, and the linear function approximator ff. More formally, only the
data collected in the exploration phase of Algorithm 1 will be used if we let { = ETC, and the data
generated in both exploration and exploitation phases is used when we let ( = EWC.

The function ap,(R) in these algorithms controls the truncation constant, which equals the
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supremum of the corresponding reward function. Precisely, we have

0 () = (n+ Rmax)(H —h+1) ifR=R )
(n—14 Rmax)(H—h+1) ifR=R""foranyic [n].

Note that Algorithm 3 and Algorithm 4 are two generic subroutines for the exploitation phase,
whose concrete implementation is contingent on the input arguments. For brevity, we denote all
the value functions and Q-functions in Algorithm 3 and Algorithm 4 calculated in step ¢ by V/(-;-)
and @} (-, ;) respectively. Specifically, in the rest of this work, we let {YA/}f*(, R), @Z*(, M)} and
{V,f’*(-; R), Z*(, s9R)} be the realization of V/(-;-) and Q! (-, ;) generated by Algorithm 3 for

. . . . VAL At .
¢/ = OPT and ¢’ = PES respectively, with different options for R; and let {V,""(;R),Q;" (-, s R)}
and {V,""(;9), Q17 (-, M)} be associated with ¢’ = OPT and ¢’ = PES respectively, which are
generated by Algorithm 4 with arbitrary input policy w. In the sequel, in Algorithm 1, we have

i V" (z1; R if ¢ = OPT i VAT (213 R7) if (3 = OPT
' V" (z1; R if ¢ = PES, t V™ (213 R7)  if (3 = PES.

These functions then in turn estimate the price that is to be charged to the agents. The exact
formulation can be found in Algorithm 1.

Our proposed algorithms have the potential of being extended to other nonlinear function
approximations following the LSVI steps in Section 3.1, such as the kernel function approximation
and neural function approximation built on the neural tangent kernel theory (Jacot et al., 2018).
This generalization is facilitated by exploring the inherent structure of specific function classes
to construct bonus terms and optimistic/pessimistic Q-functions using techniques proposed in
Zhou et al. (2020a); Yang et al. (2020a); Qiu et al. (2021). Then, one can replace the function
approximation steps in Algorithms 2 and 5 with the ones tailored for these approximators to apply
nonlinear function approximation. Such a direction of research warrants further studies in the

future.

Remark 3.3 We emphasize that VCG-LinMDP (Algorithm 1) is not a direct extension of reward-free
RL algorithms with function approzimation (e.g., Jin et al. (2020a); Wang et al. (2020); Qiu et al.
(2021)) which focus only on estimating the optimal value functions corresponding to different reward
functions. Learning the dynamic mechanism requires achieving multiple desiderata as introduced
in Section 2 and minimizing the corresponding regrets, which introduces additional challenges with
decomposing the regret terms not encountered in prior literature. In particular, we adopt reward-free
exploration to address a specific challenge encountered when learning the dynamic VCG mechanism,
namely, the need to learn the fictitious policy, i.e., the optimal policy in the absence of each agent 1,

yet reward-free exploration itself cannot ensure that the resulting mechanism is truthful or individually
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rational. Particularly, to show that the final policy output by the exploitation phase enjoys the
desired desiderata requires the particular structure of the VCG mechanism, which we exploit in our
proofs. Besides, the exploitation phase (Algorithm 3 and Algorithm /) allows for optimism and
pessimism in an online setting, inducing different price estimation strategies as discussed above.
Moreover, Algorithm 2 differs from standard reward-free RL algorithms by recording the received
rewards of different agents during exploration and utilizing these collected rewards to learn the

welfare-mazimizing policy and the agents’ prices.

4 Main Results

In this section, we discuss our main theoretical results. We first state the results corresponding to
the three desiderata in mechanism design when (; = ETC, EWC respectively. Then we present the
lower bound of our problem. In our algorithms and theoretical results, ¢ is a universal absolute
constant. We begin with the results for when (; = ETC, i.e., the proposed algorithms adopt the
explore-then-commit strategy, where the exploitation phase uses only the data generated during the

exploration phase.

Theorem 4.1 When (| = ETC, setting K = dH*/3,'/3T%/3 where 1 := log(36ndHT/5) for any
d € (0,1], defining ng := n + Ryax, with probability at least 1 — 6, for all T > K, the following
results hold after executing Algorithm 1 for T rounds:

1. Assuming all agents report truthfully, for all (2, (3 € {OPT, PES}, the welfare regret satisfies
ReglV < (1 + 28)npdH"/3}/312/3,

which indicates that the learned mechanism is (14 28)ngdH /33123 _approzimately efficient.

2. Assuming all agents report truthfully, the regret of agent i satisfies

(1 + 2eng)dHT/31/3T2/3  if ((a,(3) = (PES, OPT)

Regir <
(1 +6eng)dHT/3M3T?/3  if ((a,(3) = (OPT, PES).
3. Assuming all agents report truthfully, the regret of the seller satisfies

(1 4+ 4én)npdH"/3.M/3T%/3  if ((a, ¢3) = (PES, OPT)

Regyr <
nrdH7/3,1/372/3 if (a2, ¢3) = (OPT, PES).

4. The learned mechanism is GEanH7/3L1/3T2/3—approximately individually rational.

5. The learned mechanism s (1 + 45713) dH"/3.A3T2/3 _approzimately truthful.
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As the learning objective of our algorithm is to minimize the welfare regret together with the
agent and seller regrets, we choose K = dH*/3,1/3T2/3 that can lead to a small upper bound
of max{nRegIW,RegﬁT, Regyr}, which is O(n(n + Rumax)dH/2.1/3T?/3). Here we ignore constant
factors and emphasize K’s dependence on d, H, ¢, and T. As discussed in Remark 3.2, we use
(s and (3 to control the charged price and the seller and agent utilities, which further affect the
achieved regrets. When ({2, (3) = (OPT, PES), the charged price will be large and favor the seller,
which thus leads to a relatively low seller regret (n + Ryax)dH 7/3,1/372/3 and a high agent regret
(14 6€(n + Ruax))dHT/3.1/3T2/3. When (, = PES and (3 = OPT, there will be a lower price favoring
the agent, such that the seller regret increases to (1 4+ 4¢n)nrdH 7/3,1/372/3 and agent i’s regret
decreases to (14 26(n+ Rmax))dH"/3./3T2/3. The seller and agent regrets incurred by other options
of ({2, (3) will lie between the above regret bounds under such two settings. Since the welfare does
not depend on the price as shown in Equation (5), the choices of ({2, (3) thus have no impact on
the welfare regret.

We further present the results for (; = EWC, i.e., the algorithm adopts the explore-while-
commit strategy, where the exploitation phase uses data collected during both the exploration and

exploitation phases.

Theorem 4.2 When (| = EWC, setting K = dH*/3,1/3T%/3 where 1 := log(36ndHT/5) for any
d € (0,1], defining ng := n + Rmax, with probability at least 1 — 6, for all T > K, the following
results hold after executing Algorithm 1 for T rounds:

1. Assuming all agents report truthfully, for all (2,(s3 € {OPT, PES}, the welfare regret satisfies
Regl < npdH/3M3T%3 4 6engd3/?H?,T"/?,

which indicates that the learned mechanism is (ngdH/3,1/3T?/3 46enpd> 2 H?T"/?)-approzimately
efficient.
2. Assuming all agents report truthfully, the regret of agent i satisfies

Reg < dH"3 3723 4 6enpd®/ 2 H>TY/? if (¢2,C3) = (PES, OPT)
T =
(1 + 4eng)dHT/3M3T3 1 6engd®?H?TY? if ((2,(3) = (OPT, PES),

3. Assuming all agents report truthfully, the regret of the seller satisfies

Reg, . < (1 + 4en)ngdHT/33T%/3  if (o, (3) = (PES, OPT)
07T =
nrdHT/3,1/372/3 if (a2, ¢3) = (OPT, PES).

4. The learned mechanism is 6enrdH /31 /3T%/3 approzimately individually rational.
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Metrics Theorem 4.1 (¢; = ETC) Theorem 4.2 ({; = EWC)

Regl/ (1+ 20)npdH3(3T% npdH355T3 + 6enpd> H2T?
(14 2eng)dH33T5 ¢ dH313T3 + 6Cnpd2 H2 T2 ¢
Reg;r . 71 2 . 712 3o 1
(1+6cng)dH3.13T5 A (1+4eng)dH313T3 4+ 6cnpd2H= T2 A
(1+ 4En)anH§L%T% ¢ (1+ 4/c\n)anH§L%T% ¢
Regor 71,2 701, 2
nrdH313T3 A nrdH313T3 A
Approx. L.R. 6/C\anH%L%T% 6EanH§L%T%
Approx. Tr. (1+ 4/C\TLR)dH%L%T§ 1+ SERR)dH%L%T%

Table 1: Comparison of Theorem 4.1 and Theorem 4.2. Here “Approx. I.R.” and “Approx. Tr.”
are the abbreviations of “Approximate Individual Rationality” and “Approximate Truthfulness”.
The results in Theorem 4.1 and Theorem 4.2 hold with probability at least 1 — § respectively
for any § € (0,1]. We let ng := n + Rmax and ¢ := log(36ndHT/§). We use 4 to represent the
configuration ((2,(3) = (PES,0PT) and A to represent ((2,(3) = (OPT,PES). We further highlight
the improvements in the welfare and agent regrets in red.

5. The learned mechanism is (1 + 85nR)dH7/3L1/3T2/3—approzimately truthful.

Similar to Theorem 4.1, we choose a proper K in Theorem 4.2 that can lead to a small upper bound
of max{nReg} , Reggﬂ, Regyr} in terms of d, H, ¢, and T, which is O(n(n + Rumax)dH/3.1/3T7%/3),
Theorem 4.2 also gives the seller and agent regret bounds for the two settings ({2, (3) = (PES, OPT)
and ({2, (3) = (OPT,PES), showing that the seller and agent regret bounds vary between the ones
under these two extreme cases according to Remark 3.2. Note that when the problem reduces to
the tabular setting, we have d = [S||A| in Theorems 4.1 and 4.2. When d < |S||A|, we obtain a
better rate than that under the tabular setting.

Further Discussion on Theorem 4.1 and Theorem 4.2. We summarize the results from
the two theorems in Table 1. As shown in our proof sketch in Section 5, we obtain that Regjvy <
(n 4+ Rmax) HK + 2¢(n + Rmax) \/W(T — K) when (; = ETC in Theorem 4.1 and RegIW <
(n+ Rmax)HK +6¢(n + Rmax)\/d3H4(T — K)i? when (3 = EWC in Theorem 4.2, where both bounds

share the same term H(n+ Rpax)K that results from the exploration phase. To compare the welfare

regrets achieved in both theorems fairly, we in fact need the rounds of exploration K to be the
same, although a straightforward idea might be setting K differently as K = (5(T2/ 3) for ETC and
K = 0 for EWC to minimize the two bounds respectively. However, we note that the setting K =0
for Theorem 4.2 will lead to unboundedness in the seller and agent regrets as well as the individual
rationality and truthfulness according to our proof sketch in Section 5.2. Fortunately, our choice

of K depends on the metric of max{nReg!’, Regg_,,, Regyr}, where RegﬁT = >, Reg;p, by taking
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all three types of regrets into consideration, which can naturally resolve the aforementioned issue.
Moreover, under this metric, the choices of K for both theorems all have the same dependence on
d, H, ¢, and T as justified in our proof sketch, and thus we set the same value of K directly as
dHA/3,1/372/3

From Table 1, it is seen that the same setting of K leads to the same individual rationality
guarantee and nearly the same truthfulness guarantee that differs only by an absolute constant
scaling factor. Again referencing Epasto et al. (2018), it is even challenging for real-world agents to
capitalize on a slightly larger constant factor in the approximate truthfulness guarantees. Therefore,
although a slight increase exists in the truthfulness guarantee for {; = EWC compared to (; = ETC,
the current setting of K is justifiable and enables a fair comparison of regrets. Then, as shown in
Table 1, with K = dH*/3,2/3T2/3 the algorithm under ¢; = ETC can improve a part of the welfare
regret from O(T%/3) to O(T'/?). This improvement results from the use of all the data gathered
up to time step t in the EWC setting rather than the data collected only in the exploration phase
in the ETC setting. From Table 1, we can also observe a similar improvement in the agent regret
bound. The regret improvement also verifies the importance of using the explore-while-commit
(EWC) strategy in the learning algorithm.

Furthermore, we remark that our regret guarantees rely on the assumption that agents report
truthfully. Nevertheless, recalling our earlier discussion on our definition of §-approximate efficiency,
we note that it is in general difficult to obtain regret bounds without assuming truthfulness, and
thus obtaining performance guarantees under the truthfulness assumption is reasonable according
to existing works (Nazerzadeh et al., 2008; Epasto et al., 2018; Kandasamy et al., 2020).

Both Theorem 4.1 and Theorem 4.2 implies max{nRegl’ ,RegﬁT,RegOT} = O(n(n + Rmax) -
dHT/3,1/372/ 3). We remark that the (5(T 2/ 3) regret is necessary. If we were to focus only on welfare
regret, then it is well-known that the lower bound would be Q(v/T). However, the key challenge
of learning the proposed Markov VCG mechanism lies in the interplay between the three kinds
of regrets studied. Consider the extreme case where we set K = 0 in Theorem 4.2. According to
our proof sketch in Section 5.2, while the welfare regret upper bound in Equation (17) improves to
O(VT), we can no longer control the agent nor the seller regrets in Equations (18) and (19).

At last, we justify that the (5(T 2/3 ) bound is tight by providing the lower bound of max { nReg:,W ,
Reggf, RegOT} when all agents are truthful. Let © and Alg be the class of problems and the class of

algorithms for this setting respectively, and we obtain the lower bound as follows:

Theorem 4.3 Let Reg}/!/,Reggﬂ,RegOT be as defined in (5). Let all agents be truthful. Defining

ngr =N+ Rmax, we have:

iAr|1f sup E [max {nRngW, RegﬁT,RegOT}] >Q <n4/3H2/3T2/3 + nnrdvV HT) ,
g O
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for T > max{16(n — 1)/(H —1),64(d — 3)?H},H > 2,d >4 and n > 3.

At a high level, Theorem 4.3 indicates that the (5(T2/ 3) upper bound of max {nReg:,W ,
Reggf, RegOT} obtained by the three regrets in Theorem 4.1 and Theorem 4.2 are tight. In other
words, unlike typical single-agent RL, it is impossible to obtain (5(\/? ) regret when learning the
Markov VCG mechanism. The intuition behind the hard case used for the lower bound is that
we need to accurately learn the VCG prices to achieve a low regret. Setting the VCG prices too
high harms the agents’ utilities, whereas setting them too low harms the seller’s. Learning the
VCG prices requires learning the welfare-maximizing policy when agent i is absent, 7, . Combined
with our need to estimate the welfare-maximizing policy, any suitable learning algorithm needs to
reduce the estimation error of the value functions for all policies. Our proposed algorithm resolves
this challenge by reward-free exploration, and the procedure is crucial for efficiently learning the
Markov VCG mechanism. There is still a gap between the upper and lower bounds in terms of the
multiplicative factors n, d, and H, and we leave the derivation of exactly matching upper and lower
bounds as an open question for future work.

Our work features several prominent contributions to the existing literature in mechanism design
learning and online learning of linear MDPs. As shown in Theorem 4.1 and Theorem 4.2, our work
proposes the first algorithm capable of learning a dynamic mechanism with no prior knowledge. In
particular, we further show that the mechanism learned by Algorithm 1 simultaneously satisfies
approximate efficiency, approximate individual rationality, and approximate truthfulness. As we
will demonstrate in the sequel, the satisfaction of the approximate versions of the three mechanism
design desiderata is demonstrated through novel decomposition approaches. Moreover, Theorem 4.3

demonstrates that our achieved results are minimax optimal up to problem-dependent constants.

5 Proof Sketch

In this section, we outline the analysis of our theorems. The formal proof is deferred to Appendix
C - F. For a concise presentation, in the proof, we let Vi*(z1;7) := max, V{"(z1;r) for any reward
function r. We further provide a table of notation in Appendix A summarizing all notations used

here.

5.1 Proof Sketch of Theorem 4.1

We assume that all agents report their rewards truthfully in the proof of the upper bounds of
the welfare regret, the agent regret, and the seller regret. Since we use the explore-then-commit
algorithm when (; = ETC, we decompose all the regrets into two components: the regret incurred in
the exploration phase and the regret incurred in the exploitation phase. Additionally, for each of

these regrets, we first show its dependence on both the rounds of exploration K and the total rounds
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T. Then we determine K that can lead to a tight upper bound of max{nReg}} Reggﬂ7 Regyr} in
terms of n,d, H,t, and T.

Welfare Regret. We first decompose the welfare regret into two parts as follows:

K T
Regy = >t regy’ + doimK41 reg)’ (8)

where reg}’ = V™ (z1; R) — Vft (1; R) is the instantaneous welfare regret. Here Zfi reglV is the
welfare regret in the exploration phase and ZtT: Kl reg)” is for the exploitation phase. For the
regret incurred in the exploration phase in Equation (8), we bound the instantaneous regret reg}’ at
each time step by H(n 4+ Rmax), which is the maximum of the instantaneous regret at each round.
For the exploitation welfare regret in Equation (8), we can bound its instantaneous welfare regret
reg!V by 2¢(n + Rmax)\/m with high probability, whose proof is inspired by the regret proof
for learning linear MDPs, as the prices cancel out when calculating social welfare. Therefore, with

high probability, the following welfare regret bound holds
Reg! < H(n + Ruax) K + 26(n 4 Ruax)Vd3HS/K(T — K), (9)
where the rounds of the exploration phase K will be determined later.

Agent Regret. We have the following regret decomposition in terms of the exploration phase

and exploitation phase as follows,

K T
Reg;p = D i1 1€ + D i req1 Te8it (10)

where reg;, := u;x — u; is the instantaneous regret of agent i. As shown in Algorithm 1, we do
not charge the agents in the exploration phase. Thus, the instantaneous regret of agent ¢ in the

exploration phase can be upper bounded as
reg;; < Ujx — ngnvfr(xlﬂ"i) < e = Vi (x1515) — pis <V (z1;m) < H, 1<t<K.

For the terms in the second summation in Equation (10), i.e., the instantaneous regret of agent 4

incurred in the exploitation phase, we first decompose it to several simple terms as follows,

reg;; = [Vfr (331; R) - Vft (a:l; R)] + [Ft_i — Vfr;i (m; Rii)} + [Vft (:Ul; Rii) — Gt_’l, (11)
(i.1) (i.2) (i.3)
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where (i.1) is the suboptimality of 7!, (i.2) is the estimation error of Vfr’:i (z1; R™") by F7", and
(i.3) is the policy evaluation error. To satisfy the desiderata of the mechanism design in Lemma 2.1,
we set F-function as the optimistic (when (o = OPT) or pessimistic (when ( = PES) estimate of
Vfr*_i (xl; R_i), while the G-function is the estimate of Vft (:cl; R_i) w.r.t. the learned policy 7.
The different structures of F-function and G-function lead to different ways of bounding (i.2) and
(i.3).When we set ((a,(3) = (PES, OPT), we have that (i.2) < 0 and (i.3) < 0 since F,* and G are
the pessimistic and optimistic estimates respectively. Then, we can bound the instantaneous regret

of agent ¢ in the exploitation phase as follows
reg; < V™ (z1; R) — Vi (z1;R) < 2¢(n + Rmax) VAPHS /K, 1<t< K.

When we set ((2,(3) = (OPT,PES), we can bound (i.2) and (i.3) by 2¢(n + Rmax)/d>H%/K
respectively with high probability. Thus, we bound the instantaneous regret of agent i in the

exploitation phase as
reg;; < 6¢(n + Rmax)Vd3HS /K, K <t<T.

Combining the regrets incurred in both phases, we obtain with high probability,
Reg,; < HK + 6¢(n + Rpax)\Vd3HS /K (T — K). (12)

Seller Regret. We can decompose the seller regret into two parts as follows

K T
Regor = D41 T80 + D i— ey 1 T80t (13)

where regg, := up« — ug: is the instantaneous regret of the seller. Since the seller charges a price of

0 to all agents, the instantaneous seller regret in the exploration phase can be bounded as
regy; < Upx — l’ninVﬂ—(ZL‘l;’Fo) < ugse < H(n + Rmax)’ 1<t<K.
™

For the instantaneous seller regret in the exploitation phase (K < t < T), we have the following

decomposition

regg; = (’rl — 1) [V'l%t ($1§ R) _ Vl* (SUl;R)} _|_Z [Vl* (xl;Rfi) . Ft_i] +Z [Gt_l B V%t (xl; Rilﬂ .

(ii.1) =1 (ii.2) =1 (ii.3)

Here we have (ii.1) = —(i.3), (ii.2) = —(i.1), and (ii.3) = —(i.2) with (i.1), (i.2), (i.3) defined in
Equation (11). Notice that (ii.1) < 0 always holds regardless of the choice of ({2,(3). We can
upper bound (ii.2) and (ii.3) using the same method as bounding (i.1) and (i.2). Thus, with high
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probability, regg, in the exploitation phase (K <t < T') is upper bounded as

4en(n + Rmax) VA3 HO /K if (¢2,(3) = (PES, OPT)
if (C2,(3) = (OPT, PES).

rego; <

Combining the above results, the seller regret Regqr is bounded by

H(n + RmaX)K + 4&\”(” + Rmax) V d3H6L/K(T - K) if (C2a CS) = (PES’ OPT)
H(n + Ruax) K if (C2,C3) = (OPT, PES).

(14)

Choice of K. We determine the value of K which can give a tight bound of max{nReg},
RegﬁT,RegOT} where RegﬂT = > ", Reg;p. According to (9), (12), and (14), comparing the upper
bounds of nReg:,W , RegﬁT, and Regyr, we always have

max{nReg¥ RegﬁT, Regoyr} < H(n + Rmax)nK + 6¢(n + Ryax)n/d*HO /K (T — K).

Focusing on the factors of H, n, d, T, and ¢, we set K = dH*3,1/372/3 which can minimize the
order of these factors in the above inequality, and obtain the bounds in Theorem 4.1.

Next, we provide the proof sketches for the approximate individual rationality and truthfulness.
Note that in the following analysis, we do not assume the agents are reporting truthfully. We denote
the potentially untruthful reward function of agent 7 at step h by 7, and then 7; = {ﬁh}thl. We
further let R~ := 1 + D it i T

Individual Rationality. To prove the individual rationality, we assume that agent i reports
truthfully according to the reward function r; and other agents may report untruthfully according
to the reward function r; for j # i. Under this reward setting, let %zi be the learned seller’s policy
substituting 7* in Algorithm 1, which is generated by Algorithm 3 in the current reward setting. We
further denote the associated F' and G functions as FtT’fi and Gz’fi generated by Algorithms 3 and
4 respectively. Note that we do not charge the agents in the exploration phase (t < K), and hence
the utilities in this phase are always non-negative. Thus, we only need to consider the utilities in
the exploitation phase (t > K). Then, according to the definition of u;, under the current setting

of the reward, the instantaneous utility u;; of agent ¢ can be decomposed as

%Ti %Ti ~ . i i %Ti ~ .
wig = Vit (z157m9) _pth = [Vl ¢ (ml;ri + R Z) - FtT’ ] + [GI -Vt (ﬂ:l;R z)}, (15)

(iii.1) (iii.2)
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where pj»t = FtT’_i - GI’_i. To prove the individual rationality, we bound (iii.1) and (iii.2) from

below. Here we denote the optimistic version of Fj’_i, when (2 = OPT, by ‘71t’T (:Bl; E*Z) according
: ~ ~ . =Tt ~ .

to Algorithm 3, which implies Fg’_Z < Vlt’]L (ml; R*’). Then, we have (iii.1) > Vlﬂt (a:l; T + R’l) —

171” (:Ul; }~2_Z) This can be further decomposed as

~ti

W G+ B = P @ B = [Vt B = Vs )

(iii.1a)
~ti

+ [V{”

(w1;7s + BY) = Vi (s + Eii)] + {Vl*(ﬂ?l;éfi) ~ VM (2s R Z)] .

(iii. 1b) (iii. 1c)

Note that (iii.la) > 0 always holds since both terms in (iii.la) are optimal value functions but
V*(21; 7+ R ) has larger reward function. Here (iii.1b) is the suboptimality of policy 7" and (iii.1c)
is the estimation error of Vl*(:nl;ﬁ_i) by "}{%T (z1; é") We lower bound (iii.1b) and (iii.1c) by
—28(n + Rumax)/d®HS:/K respectively with high probability. Then (iii.2) can be lower bounded by
—4e(n+ Rmax)\/m . For (iii.2), the policy evaluation error for policy %Ii, we can lower bound
it by —28(n + Rmax)\/d3HC/K invoking Lemma C.1. Recall that we set K = dH*/3,1/3T2/3. Then
we lower bound the summation of (iii.1) and (iii.2) over T" episodes by —4¢(n + Rupax)dH7/3,1/3T%/3
and —26(n + Ruyax)dH/3.1/3T2/3 respectively. Combining these two parts, with high probability,

we have
Uit < —6¢(n + Ruax)dH /33723,

which indicates that the learned mechanism is 6¢(n+ Ruax )dH /3.1 /3T2/3-approximately individually

rational.

Truthfulness. We consider two cases: (1) agent ¢ reports truthfully and others may report
untruthfully (2) all agents may report untruthfully. Then we denote by r; the truthful reward and
7; the potentially untruthful reward for all i € [n]. For case (1), we adopt the same definitions of
FtT’_i, GI’_i, %Ii, and u; = Vlﬂl (x1;7;) — pzt as in the above proof of individual rationality. For case
(2), under the untruthful reporting of {7;};c[n), we let %z’ be the learned policy for the seller under
the reward R := ro + >, 75 in Algorithm 1, Fti’_i and GI’_i be the associated F' and G functions
generated by Algorithms 3 and 4 respectively, and u;; = fo (x1;7;) — pft with p7, = Fti’fi - G%’ﬂ'.

We then have the following decomposition

Uit — Usr = o5 (W — wit) + ZtT:KH(%t — Uj). (16)
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For the first summation, since the agents are not charged, we have
K [~ K ~ K
Do (Wit — ) < D22 Ui < Y ym g maxy V7 (w137;) < HK.

We now turn to decomposing the second summation in Equation (16). We have for ¢t > K,

. %i . . Fii . .
Ui — uig = (V] (z1575) —Fti’ Z—l—G;:’ 1= (m;ri)—FtT’ Z—i—GI’ .

Notice that when (; = ETC, we only use the data collected in the exploration phase to calculate the

F function. Thus, we have FtT’fi = Fti’fi. Then, we can show that u;; — u;; can be decomposed as

~ti

. = ~ = ~ . i
Ui —uie = [GP =V (x1; R 4+ [V (z1; RTY) = G

(iv.1) (iv.2)

+ [Vfit (z15m + ﬁ_z) — Vlﬂ (z157mi + E")] + [Vfi (z15m + ﬁ_z) - Vftﬂ (z1;mi + E‘Z)} )

(iv.3) (iv.4)

We remark that different from the bandit setting in Kandasamy et al. (2020), the estimates of
value functions are not linear w.r.t. the reward functions, i.e., YA/lt’W(xl;Rl) + Vlt’”(xl;Rg) #
W”T(azl; R+ Ry) or ‘71“(:51; Ry)+ ‘71t7”(x1; Ry) # 17175’”(:1:1; R; + Ry) for any reward functions R; and
Ry, due to the truncation of @-functions in Algorithm 3 and Algorithm 4. However, the true value
function, i.e., V{"(x1; R1) + V" (x1; R2) = V" (x1; R1 + R2), is linear w.r.t. the reward function. This
leads to a novel and more complex decomposition in the above equation. Note that (iv.3) < 0 since
Vi (z1;mi+ R™Y) = maxy Vi (2137 4+ R%). And (iv.4) is the suboptimality of policy 7. Then, with
high probability, the term (iv.4) is upper bounded by 2¢(n + Rumax)/d3HC /K. Here (iv.1) and
(iv.2) are evaluation errors depending on the setting of (3 under different reward settings. When
(3 = OPT, we have (iv.1) < 26(n + Rpmax)/d3HS:/K while (iv.2) < 0. And when (3 = PES, we
have (iv.1) < 0 and (iv.2) < 2¢(n + Rmax)\/m. Thus, regardless of the choices for (s, (3, we
always have

Uit — uit < 4¢(n + Rmax)Vd*HO /K, t> K.

Summing up the regret incurred in both the exploration and exploitation phases as in (16), and
setting K = dH*/3,1/37%/3 with high probability, we have

Uit — Uir < (14 48(n + Ruax))dH /33723,

which implies that the mechanism learned by our algorithm is (1 + 4¢(n + Rumax))dH 7/3,1/372/3.
approximately truthful.
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5.2 Proof Sketch of Theorem 4.2

We assume that all agents report their rewards truthfully in the proof of the upper bounds of the
welfare regret, the agent regret, and the seller regret. Although we use all the data generated in T’
rounds to compute our mechanism when (; = EWC, we still need to perform reward-free exploration
for individual rationality and truthfulness. Thus, we also decompose regrets into two components:

the regret incurred in the exploration phase and the regret incurred in the exploitation phase.

Welfare Regret. We adopt the same decomposition as in Equation (8) and decompose the
welfare regret as Reg)l = Zfil reg}’ + ZtT: K4l reg]V. For the first summation Zfi reglV the
welfare regret incurred in the exploration phase, we can bound it by (n + Rpax)HK as in Section
5.1. The key difference between the proofs of welfare regrets in Theorem 4.2 and Theorem 4.1
lies in the upper bound of ZtT: Kl reg)”, i.e., the regret incurred in the exploitation phase. Since
we use the information gathered up to round ¢ to do the planning in the exploitation phase when
(1 = EWC, instead of just using the K rounds’ exploration data as we do when (; = ETC. Thus, we
can bound the regret incurred in the exploitation phase by 6¢(n + Rmax)/d>*H*(T — K)i2 with

high probability, whose proof takes inspiration from the regret proof for online linear MDPs with

exploration, as the calculation of social welfare does not involve prices. Combining the regrets

incurred in both phases, with high probability, the following welfare regret bound holds

Reg < (n 4 Ruax) HK 4 6¢(n 4 Ruax)VA3H*(T — K)i2, (17)
where the rounds of the exploration phase K will be determined later.

Agent Regret. Following Equation (13), we decompose the regret of agent 7 in terms of the
exploration phase and exploitation phase as Reg;r = Zfil reg;; + ZtT: K41 reg;. For the first
summation Zfi 1 Teg;;, the agent ¢’s regret in the exploration phase, we can bound it by HK as in
Section 5.1. For the term Z?: K 41T€g;, recalling the decomposition in Equation (11), it can be

decomposed as

T T '
> W@ R) =V @R+ 3o (R =W (@ R+ VT (e R =G
t=K+1 t=K+1

(i.1) (i.2)

For term (i.1), we can bound it by 6¢(n + Rmax)y/d>H*(T — K):? with high probability leveraging
the information gathered up to round ¢ instead of K in the exploitation phase, whose proof follows the
proof for welfare regret when ¢; = EWC. For term (i.2), following the same proof in Section 5.1, we get
an upper bound 0 when ({2, (3) = (PES, OPT) and an upper bound 4¢(n + Rmax)\/d3HO/K(T — K)

29



when ({2, (3) = (OPT,PES). Combining the upper bounds of (i.1), (i.2) for ZtT:K_H reg;; and the
regret bound for the exploitation phase Zfi (reg;; < HK, with high probability, Reg;r has the
following upper bound,

(18)

HEK +6¢(n + Rumax)/&H*(T — K)? if (¢2,¢3) = (PES, OPT)
HK +2(n+ Ruax) (63/@3HYT — K)2 4+ 4\/d3HS /K(T — K))  if ((2,¢3) = (OPT, PES).

Seller Regret. Since the trajectories we collected are according to the process where all the
agents are engaged, we can not make a better estimation of the VCG prices even if we use the
information gathered in the exploitation phase. Also, note that the seller regret comes from the
estimation error of the VCG prices, we cannot improve the analysis of the seller regret. Thus, we

reuse the proof in Section 5.1, and can get the upper bound of seller regret Regyr as

H(n + Rmax)K + 4én(n + Rmax)/d*HO/K(T — K) if (¢2,(3) = (PES, OPT)
H(n + Rmax)K if ((2) C3) = (OPT7 PES)'

(19)

Choice of K. We determine the value of K which can give a tight bound of max{nRegQW ,
Reggﬂ, Regyr} where RegﬁT = > ", Reg;p. According to (17), (18), and (19), comparing the upper
bounds of nReg;,W , RegﬁT, and Regyr, we always have the upper bound of max{nRegQW , RegﬁT, Regyr}

as

n(n + Rumax) (HK + 62\/d3HYT — K)i2 + 46\/d3HS/K(T - K)).

Focusing on the factors of H, n, d, T, and ¢, we set K = dH*/3,1/37%/3 which can minimize the

order of these factors in the above inequality, and obtain the bounds in Theorem 4.2.

Individual Rationality. We assume that agent ¢ reports truthfully according to the reward
function 7; and other agents may report untruthfully according to the reward function r; for
j # 1. According to the above assumption, agent i cannot manipulate the policy used during
the exploitation phase, which implies that agent ¢ can not influence trajectories collected during
the exploitation phase. Note that the only difference between the algorithm when (; = EWC and
(1 = ETC is the trajectories collected during exploitation are used for estimating policy and VCG
prices. Thus, agent ¢ cannot affect policy and VCG prices estimates obtained during exploration.
Hence we can reuse the proof for individual rationality in Section 5.1 and get the conclusion that

the mechanism we learned is 6¢(n + Ryax)dH 7/3,1/372/3_approximately individually rational.

Truthfulness. The proof for truthfulness when ¢; = EWC significantly differs from the case when
(1 = ETC. At a high level, when (; = ETC, we use the fact that the data used to calculate F' is
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collected entirely during the exploration phase and is not affected by agent ¢ potentially reporting
untruthfully, and hence Fti’_i and FtT’_i cancel out. Unfortunately, when (; = EWC, F' depends
the untruthful behavior of agent 7. The trajectories collected during exploitation affect F'. The
policy used for collecting these trajectories is affected by the agent i’s report. Because agent
i’s untruthfulness impacts F, we need to bound the difference between FtT’fi and Fti’fi, which
is different from the proof of truthfulness in Section 5.1. Thus, we follow the decomposition in
Equation (16). For the first summation in Equation (16), which is corresponding to the exploration
phase, we can upper bound it by HK. For the second summation that relates to the exploitation
phase, regardless of other agents’ truthfulness, the amount of utility an agent gains from untruthful

reporting u;; — u; for t > K can be decomposed as

~t o o _ ~ti o
Uip —uip = [V (z1;m + R7Y) = Vi (zisms + R+ [V (s + RTY) = V) (@31 + R
(i.1) (i.2)
~ . %Ti ~

' 7] - — — —i —
# [0 es B 4 [ ) - G+ [ - B,
(i.3) (i.4) (1.5)

Following Section 5.1, regardless of the choice of (3, with high probability, we have

(i.1) + (.2) + (.3) + (1.4) < 48(n + Runax) VP HOL /K.

We next focus on the upper bound of (i.5). When (; = EWC, the trajectories collected during
the exploitation phase may differ for the computations of XA/lt’T(:Ul; ]3(1) and YV/lt’i(azl; E*"), due to
agent ¢’s untruthful reporting. Fortunately, the policy evaluation error can still be bounded. The
reward-free exploration procedure in Algorithm 2 ensures that the data collected during exploitation
cannot affect the estimated value functions too much. The estimation error surrounding estimated
value functions is already small due to the exploration phase. As a result, adding more trajectories
during exploitation cannot significantly alter our estimated values, thereby controlling the policy

evaluation error. More formally, we have

(i5) < (Vs ) = Vi i B) + (Vi@ B = VP an B,

(ii.1) (ii.2)

where (ii.1) and (ii.2) can be upper bounded by 2¢y/d®H6:/K with high probability respectively.
In summary, we have that, with high probability, for all t > K,

Uit — uit < 8¢(n + Rmax)V/d3HSL/K.
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Summing w;;—u; from ¢ = 1 to T, recalling the bound for all t € [K], and setting K = dH*/3,1/372/3,
with high probability, we get

Uit — Usr < (1 + 8¢(n + Runax))dH /313723,
which implies the mechanism we learned is (14 8¢(n + Ruax))dH /3.1 /3T2/3-approximately truthful.

5.3 Proof Sketch of Theorem 4.3

Although the previous work Kandasamy et al. (2020) studies the lower bound for mechanism design
in the bandit setting, we remark that deriving the lower bound for our problem is non-trivial which
requires different constructions and proof techniques from that of this earlier work. Our lower
bound takes into account the function approximation and the transition model within the finite
horizon, which cannot be handled by Kandasamy et al. (2020). In addition, our work invalidates
the Gaussian reward construction in Kandasamy et al. (2020) because of the bounded reward
assumption in our work. We use a different construction with the Bernoulli reward and apply a
different anti-concentration analysis.

Our lower bound is devised by considering two hard cases for the Markov VCG learning with
linear function approximation. For the first hard case, we mimic the strategy of the lower bound
design as in Kandasamy et al. (2020) with constructing two problems 6y and 6; that are hard to
distinguish. Then, the lower bound is obtained by further lower bounding specific quantities w.r.t.
0o and 8. Though we follow such a proving strategy, the model construction is specific to our MDP
setting and different from the existing work as discussed above. Specifically, we consider constructing
two linear MDPs for the two problems 6y and #; that are hard to distinguish, i.e., they share the
same linear feature mapping and deterministic transition kernel but have a small difference in the
distribution of reward functions. In addition, we let the dimension of the linear space be d = n + 2.
Note that due to the bounded reward assumption in this work, we define Bernoulli reward functions
which further leads to a different anti-concentration analysis. By bounding the specific quantities
associated with 6y and 6, we obtain a dimension-free lower bound in an order of Q(n*/3H?/3T72/3),

Moreover, to further understand the dependence on any dimension d, our second hard case
is constructed by the observation that max (nRngW , RegﬁT, RegDT) > nReng always holds. This
further inspires us to connect the lower bound to the problem of learning a d dimensional linear MDP
with n+1 reward functions. We thus prove that the lower bound of nRngW is Q(n(n—kRmax)d\/ﬁ),
where the factor n + Ruyax reflects the impact of the n agent reward functions and the seller reward
function on the lower bound. Combining the above two hard cases, we eventually obtain the lower
bound for our mechanism design problem, which is Q(n4/ SH2BT?3 4+ n(n + Ruax)dVHT ). Please
refer to Appendix E for the detailed proof.
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6 Conclusion

In this paper, we consider the problem where the agents interact with the mechanism designer
according to an unknown MDP. We focus on the online setting with linear function approximation
and attempt to recover the dynamic VCG mechanism over multiple rounds of interaction. We
propose novel algorithms to learn the mechanism and show that the regret of our proposed method
is upper bounded by (5(T 2/ 3), where T is the total number of rounds. We further devise a lower
bound, incurring the same (5(T 2/ 3) regret as the upper bound. Our work establishes the regret
guarantee for online RL in solving dynamic mechanism design problems without prior knowledge of

the underlying model.
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A Table of Not

To summarize our notat

ation

ions, we present the following table of notation.

Table 2: Table of Notation

Notation Meaning
R summation of the reward functions of the seller and the agents, i.e., >\ 7;
R~ summation of the reward functions except that of agent i, i.e., jL:O’ i T
V*(;r) max, V™ (;r) for any value function r
mt seller’s policy in Alg. 1 w.r.t. the reward function R, generated by Alg. 3

Vit (@13 R)
Vit (e )
‘V/,f* (x1; R7Y)
V™ (0 R
Vo (@13 RY)

optimistic value function generated by Alg. 3 w.r.t. R
optimistic value function generated by Alg. 3 w.r.t. R~¢
pessimistic value function generated by Alg. 3 w.r.t. R™°

optimistic value function generated by Alg. 4 w.r.t. R~% and 7

pessimistic value function generated by Alg. 4 w.r.t. R™*
Vi (213 R™7) if ¢ = OPT; V)" (w13 R™) if ¢, = PES

and 7

F
G, VF™ (w1, R if ¢ = OPT; V™ (w1, R™) if (3 = PES
L the logarithmic term log(36ndHT/J)
7 potentially untruthful reward function for agent %, i € [n]
R~ To + Z?:l,j;éi T
~Ti seller’s policy in Alg. 1 w.r.t. the reward function r; + ﬁfi, generated by Alg. 3
1% 7T(m17 ri+R- ) | optimistic value by Alg. 3 w.r.t. r; + R if agents are untruthful except agent ¢
Vt’T(xl; ]?2_1) optimistic value by Alg. 3 w.r.t. R if agents are untruthful except agent ¢
V}f M(z1; R pessimistic value by Alg. 3 w.r.t. R~ if agents are untruthful except agent i
V;’”Ii(xl, E‘l) optimistic value by Alg. 4 w.r.t. R~ %;” if agents are untruthful except agent @
V;’ﬂi(xl; E—l) pessimistic value by Alg. 4 w.r.t. ]?E_i, %Zi if agents are untruthful except agent 4
El f/f’*(xl,fé*) if ¢, = OPT; V1 (xl,fz*i) if ¢, = PES
Gh VT (o1 R7) if Gy = OPT; V™ (215 B7) if G = PES
R To+ > T
%ti seller’s policy in Alg. 1 w.r.t. the reward function E, generated by Alg. 3
175 i(xl; R) optimistic value by Alg. 3 w.r.t. R if all agents are untruthful
; optimistic value by Alg. 3 w.r.t. R if all agents are untruthful
R if all agents are untruthful

pessimistic value by Alg. 3 w.r.t. R
optimistic value by Alg. 4 w.r.t. ﬁﬂl, %f if all agents are untruthful

pessimistic value by Alg. 4 w.r.t. E‘i, 7~T,§£ if all agents are untruthful

Vtﬂ'rt (331; R_l)
E ‘Ztyi(thfi) if 2 = OPT; ‘v/lt (xl;R*i) if ¢, = PES
—1 ﬂ.i 7T L
Gi, Vlt ‘ (1'1, ) if (3 = OPT; Vt t(z1; _’) if (3 = PES
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B Proof of Lemma 2.1

Proof The detailed proof for these three properties can be found in Appendix B of Lyu et al.
(2022). We include a sketch of the proof here for completeness. The proof for the linear Markov

VCG mechanism’s properties is provided as follows:

1. Truthfulness: We begin by noting that when agent ¢ reports their rewards untruthfully, the
untruthful reporting may change the optimal policy of V" (x1; R) by altering only the reported
value of 7; and the associated value function V{"(;r;). However, agent i cannot affect the value
of V{"(z1; R7%), as R™* is independent of r;.

With the previous observation in mind, let 7; be the untruthful value function reported by
agent i and 7 = argmax, . V{" (71;7; + R~%). Under the linear Markov VCG mechanism,

agent ¢ attains the following utility

—1i

;= Vf(;vl;ri) — V™ (2 R_i) + Vl%(;vl; R_i) = Vf(ml; R) — Vfr*_l(ajl; R_i).

Similarly, we know u; = V™ (z1; R) — Vfr;l(:cl; R~%) when agent i reports truthfully. Since 7,
is the maximizer of V" (z1; R), we know u; > 1;, thus proving truthfulness.
2. Indiwidual Rationality: For any agent ¢, their utility is given by

Ui = VI (213 73) — piw = V™ (213 R) — V{™ (a1; R™Y) (20)
> Vlﬂ;i(ﬂil; R) — ‘Gﬂ;i(xl; R = Vfr*ﬂ (1373) >0,

where we use the fact that r; ,(s,a) > 0 for all (,h,s,a) € [n] x [H] x S x A.

3. Efficiency: Under truthful reporting, the chosen policy 7, is the maximizer of the value-function

of welfare V{"(x1; R) and hence is efficient.

This completes the proof. |

C Proof of Theorems 4.1 and 4.2

We begin by introducing a crucial result that will be used throughout the rest of the section. This
lemma presents the estimation errors of certain value functions by their corresponding optimistic
or pessimistic value estimates. We refer readers to the table of notation in Section A for detailed

definitions of the policies, rewards, and value functions in this lemma.

Lemma C.1 For both when (; = ETC and when (1 = EWC, let v = log(36ndHT'/§). With probability

at least 1 — §, the following statements hold true jointly for all t > K and some absolute constant c.
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1. Regardless of any agent’s truthfulness, the policy used is sufficiently close to the one that

mazimizes the value functions of the reported reward functions. More specifically, Vi*(x1;R) —
Vi (213 M) < 26\/dBHSK for all (R, 7) € {(R,7), (R, 7))} U{(ri + R, 7)Y,

2. For all i € [n], Algorithm 3 returns a sufficiently good estimate regardless of agent i’s or
other agents’ truthfulness. More specifically, 0 < YA/lt’W(:Bl; R) — V*(x1;R) < 2¢6\/d*HO/K and
72/6\\/ d3H6b/K < Vlt’ﬂ(lil; m)i‘/*(xlﬂ %) < O) fO’f’ all (mv 7T) € {(R_ia *)’ (é_ia 1-)7 (é_iv i) ?:l'

3. For all i € [n], Algorithm 4 returns a sufficiently good estimate regardless of agent i’s or
other agents’ truthfulness. More specifically, 0 < ‘Zt’ﬂ(a:l;%) — Vi (z1;R) < 2¢\/d3HS./K and
—28\/@HOJK < V™ (0 R8) Vi (a1 R), for all (R,m) € (R, 7, (R 7)), (R7, 7))}y

Please see Appendix D for the detailed proof. At the high level, the first clause ensures that the
policy executed during exploitation is always sufficiently close to the one that maximizes the sum
of the reported reward functions. The second and third clauses ensure that the price estimation
is sufficiently good. With Lemma C.1, we can obtain the proofs of Theorems 4.1 and 4.2. For a
concise presentation, we ignore presenting the probability for a certain inequality holds when calling
Lemma C.1. Overall, the results in Theorem 4.1 and Theorem 4.2 will hold with probability at least

1 — § respectively, according to the above lemma.

C.1 Proof of Theorem 4.1

Proof We prove each bound in Theorem 4.1 separately. Overall, the inequalities in Lemma C.1 for
the proof of Theorem 4.1 hold together with probability at least 1 — §. For conciseness, we ignore

the detailed description of probabilities for each of these inequalities in our proof.

Welfare Regret. Recall that in Equation (5), the social welfare regret is defined as Regjvy =
Z?:l reg}’ where reg}’ = V™ (x1; R) — Vft (z1; R). We begin by decomposing the regret into two
parts, the regret suffered in the exploration phase and the regret suffered in the exploitation phase,

as follows,
K

T
Regy’ :Zreg}t/v+ Z reg)” . (21)
t=1 t=K+1

For the first summation in Equation (21), we have
K
> “regl” < KH(n+ Ruax) = H(n + Rinax) K, (22)

t=1

recalling that reg}” < H(n 4+ Rpmax) due to the upper bound of the reward functions.
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We now turn to the second summation. By Lemma C.1, for ¢ > K we have
reg)V = V™ (215 R) — VI (215 R) < 26(n + Ruax) /@ HOLJK. (23)

Summing the above equation form t = K + 1 to T, we have

T
> regl” < 28(n + Runax)V/dHSL/K(T — K). (24)
t=K+1

Combining Equations (21), (22), and (24), we have
Regfv < H(n + Rpmax) K + 2¢(n + Ruax)V/d3HS /K (T — K), (25)

where the value of K will be determined by jointly considering the upper bounds of nRegQW , Reggw,
and Reggr.

Agent Regret. Recall that in Equation (5), the agent regret is defined as Reg;; = Zthl reg;;,
where reg;, = u; — u;. Similar to our proof for welfare regret, we decompose the regret to that

incurred during exploration and exploitation,

K T
Reg;r = Z reg;, + Z reg;;. (26)
t=1 t=K+1

For the first summation in Equation (26), we begin by upper bounding the instantaneous regret
of agent ¢ during the exploration phase. As the price charged to the agents is set to 0 during the

exploration phase, for any ¢t € [K], we have

regy < i — min ViT(21;73) < win = Vi (21;73) = Pis,s
where we recall p;, = Vlﬂ*jz(:cl; R™%) — V™ (z1; R™") and use the fact that r; > 0. By definition of
77", we know that p;, > 0 and V™ (x1;7) < H, using the fact that r; < 1. We then have

K

K
Zregit < ZV{“‘ (x1;7m) < HK.
t=1 t=1

Bounding the instantaneous agent regret during the exploitation phase is more complicated, as it
depends on not only the suboptimality of the learned policy 7 itself, but also the suboptimality
incurred by estimation of the VCG price, p; = F;i -Gy ¢, To handle this challenge, we propose
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the following decomposition for ¢t > K,

regit = Uix — Ut
= [V (z13m) — Vi (s R 4 Vi (z1; R = [V (z13m3) — F' + Gy (27)
= [V{™(21; R) = VI (213 R)] + [F; T = V™ (20; R)] + [V (e1; RY) — Gy 7],

~~

(i) (i) (iii)

where the second equation uses the fact that V" (1:1; 7“1-) + Vi (z1; R™Y) = V{"(21; R) for any 7. The

above decomposition allows us to bound the agent regret in terms of (i) suboptimality of 7, (ii)

estimation error of F, ™, and (iii) policy evaluation error of G; .
For term (i), by the result already obtained in Equation (23) for the welfare regret, we have for
allt > K,

V™ (21: R) — V" (213 R) < 26(n + Runax) /@ HOL/K.

We now bound term (ii). Let 7, ‘ be the fictitious policy generated by Algorithm 3 when calculating
F7'. Fort > K, when (, = PES, F ' = ‘v/lt’ﬂt (x1; R7Y) , we have

(i) = V7™ (@i R) = V™ (2 RT) <0,
where the inequality is by Lemma C.1. When (, = OPT, Ft_i = XA/lt’%;l(xl; R™%), we have

(i) = V7™ (@ R = V™ (213 B™) < 28(n + Runax) V/PHOUK,

where the inequality also stems from Lemma C.1.
Term (iii) is controlled in a similar way. By Lemma C.1, for t > K, when (3 = OPT, G; " =

‘A/lt’%t (z1; R™%), we have
(iii) = V7 (21; R — V™ (2, ™) <0,
and when (3 = PES, G; ' = XV/lt’%t (r1; R™%), we have
(ifi) = Vi (213 R ) = V{7 (213 R ™) < 28(n + Rinax) v/ BHO K.

Combining the regrets incurred in both phases, by Reg;r = Zthl reg;,;, we obtain

HEK + 26(n + R )/BHJE(T — ) if (Ca, C3) = (PES, OPT)
Reg;r < (28)

HEK + 6¢(n + Rpax)/d*HS/K(T — K) if (¢2,(3) = (OPT, PES).
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Seller Regret. Recall that in Equation (5), the seller regret is defined as Regyp = Zthl rego,

where regy, = uo« — ug:. Thus, we have the following decomposition

K T
Regor = 3 rezo+ 3 et 29
t=1 t=K+1
We begin with bounding the first summation. Recall that regy, = up«—uo:. During exploration, as the
seller charges a price of 0 to all agents, their utility is lower bounded by wg; = min, V™ (z1;7r9) +0 =
ming V™ (x1;79). As r9 > 0, we know that for all ¢ € [K],

K

K
Zreggt < Zu()* < Kugsx.

t=1 t=1

Recall that

uor = Vi (z1570) + Zpi* = V"™ (x1;70) + Z (V”;i(:cl; R — V™ (xy; R*i))
i=1

i=1

—(n -0V (z1; R) + ZV“* . z1;R7Y).
Since r; >0, R=R™"+r; > R, we have

ups < —(n—1)V{™ (213 R +ZV“* z1; R) < —(n—1)V{™(x1; R —I—ZV“* x1; R
=V™(z1; R) < H(n + Rpax),

according to the definitions of m, and 7. *. We then have the following upper bound for the first

summation in Equation (29) as

K

ZregOt < Kups < (n+ Rmax) HK.
t=1

We now bound the second summation in Equation (29). The seller’s instantaneous regret during
exploration can be decomposed as

rego; = Uox — Uot
n
_ [ (213 70) + zpl*} [vl 23i70) + zpn}
=1
n n

[vl smo) + 32 [V (o R =V o )| = [V i+ 3 (- 6|

=1

44



which further leads to
reggy; = { (n—1)V{™(z1; R +ZV (x1; R }
- |- = W +Z Gti+vft<m1;R—i>ﬂ

= (n—1) [V (213 R) — V" (21; R)] + Z W e R - B+ Y 67 - VE @ R
(i) (ii) = (i)
For term (i), we have (i) < 0 due to the optimality of V;*. For term (ii), when (o = OPT, by the

construction of F; *, we have

(i) = Vfr’:i(:vl; R —F "= Vlﬂ’:i (x1; R7Y) — Vlt’%tﬂ (x1;R™%) <0,
where we invoke Lemma C.1 for the inequality. When (» = PES, we obtain that
(i) = V™ e R~ F = Vi e R — VIR (213 ™) < 28(n + Runa) VB HOUJE,

where the last inequality also uses Lemma C.1.

For term (iii), invoking Lemma C.1, when (3 = PES, (iii) < 0, and when (3 = OPT, we have

(iii) = V™ (w1 R = Vi (w13 R™7) < 26(n + Ruax) /P HOL/K.
Combining the bounds for terms (i), (ii), and (iii) above, we have
ZT: - 4én(n + Rumax)\/dBHSL/K(T — K) if (¢, (3) = (PES, OPT)
regot
t=K+1 0 lf (CQa C3) = (OPT7 PES)v

where ¢ is some absolute constant. By adding the regret incurred in the exploration phase, this

result further gives the upper bound of the seller regret Regyr as

H(n 4 Rmax)K + 4¢n(n + Ruyax) V@ HS /K (T — K) if ((2,(3) = (PES, OPT)
Regyr < (30)
H(n + Rmax) K if (¢2,¢3) = (OPT, PES).

Choice of K. Now we determine the value of K that can lead to a tight bound of max{nReg:,W ,
RegﬁT, Regyr}, where Regh = > 7" | Reg;p as defined in Equation (5). According to Equations (25),
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(28), and (30), comparing the upper bounds of nRegl, RegﬁT, and Regyr, we always have
max{nRegy Regg‘p, Regyr}t < H(n + Rmax)nK 4 6¢(n + Ryax)n/d*HS /K (T — K).

Focusing on the factors of H, n, d, T, and ¢, we set K = dH*/3,1/37%/3 which can minimize the

order of these factors in the above inequality, and obtain the bound
max{nRegy Reggp, Regyr} = O(n(n + Rmax)dH7/3L1/3T2/3).
Thus, plugging K = dH*/3.}/3T2/3 into (25), we have
ReglV < (14 28)(n + Rupax)dH/2,M3T%/3,
Plugging the value of K into (28), we have

(1 +28(n + Runax))dHT/3M3T2/3 if (o, (3) = (PES, OPT)

Reg;r <
(14 66(n + Rumax))dH/31/3T%/3 if (¢y,(3) = (OPT, PES).

Plugging the value of K into (30), we obtain

(1 +4en)(n + Rumax)dHT/3,1/3T%/3 if (¢y,¢3) = (PES, OPT)

RegOT §
(n + Rmax)dH7/3L1/3T2/3 if (CZa CS) = (DPT7 PES)'

This completes the proof of the upper bounds of the welfare regret, the agent regret, and the seller

regret.

Individual Rationality. We note that for the proof of individual rationality, we do not require
the truthfulness of agents other than agent i. Recall that if we do not charge the agents in the
exploration phase, for any agent 7, we always have utility u;; > 0 during exploration because r; > 0.
Thus, we only need to bound from below agent ¢’s utility during the exploitation phase. When
agent ¢ reports according to the reward function r; but other agents report rewards potentially
untruthfully according to 7; for j # i, we define R =1+ Zje[n],z' £ r; and let %Z * substitute 7t
in Algorithm 1, which is generated by Algorithm 3 in the current reward setting. We further define
the associated F' and G generated by Algorithms 3 and 4 respectively as follows

~ ~ . ~ %Ti ~ .
Vit (e R if ¢ = OPT . VT (w1 RTY)f G = OPT (31)
t — ~ti ~

Fhmi= - 5
' VT (x1; R if ¢ = PES, V'™ (x1; R) if (3 = PES.
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For all ¢ > K, according to the definition of u;, under the current reward setting, we have

~ti
ui = V" (z1575) — pZTt
— ‘/'1%;” (%1; ’1”7;) - FtT’_i + GI’_i
~ti ~ti ~ . : ; 7 ~_
= o)+ V) B 6 ) @
~ti

& = —i —i N e
= 0 i B~ B G )
(i) (i)

where pj.t — F"" — GI'™". For term (i) in Equation (32), by the definition of V;*(zy,7) :=
max, V" (x1,r) for any r, we have

() > V7 (s + R = V2T (s BY)
= [Wesri+ B = Vi (@i R + [iji (wismi+ B = Vi (erir+ R
(i.a) (i.b)
+ Vi (s R = VPP (e R,
(i-c)

where the first inequality stems from the fact that FtT’fi is always at most 171” (xl; é‘z) regardless
of the choice of (3 shown in Equation (31). For (i.a), we have that

(i-a) = max V{7 (y;r + B™) — max Vi (zy; R™).

Note that for any m, we have V" (x1;7; + ]A?:_Z) > Yﬂ”(wl;ﬁ_i) since r; > 0, which implies that
max, V" (157 + }é_l) > Vi (xy; INT’) holds for any 7. Taking maximum on the right-hand side
further gives max, V" (z1;7r; + R™%) > max, Vi (x1; R™%). We then have that (i.a) > 0. Moreover,
(i.b) is the suboptimality of policy ﬂi and (i.c) is the estimation error of V;*(z1; R~%) by ‘/}f’T (z1; E*i),
which can be bounded below by —28(n + Rumax)+/d*HSt/K respectively invoking Lemma C.1. We
can then bound term (i) from below by —4¢(n + Ryax)/d>HS /K.

For term (ii) in Equation (32), observe that GI’_i is always at least f/f’ﬁl (z1; fiﬂ) regardless of
the choice of (3 shown in Equation (31) and thus we have by Lemma C.1 that

~ 4 =Ti ~ ~fi ~

(11) Z Vlt’ﬂt (LL‘l; R_Z) — ‘/Ylﬂt (11317 R_Z) Z —Q/C\(TL + Rmax) \/m,

for some absolute constant ¢. Summing (i) and (ii) from ¢ = 1 to T, we get

T
Ur > Y tig > —68(n + Rinax)y/d3HOL/K,

t=K+1
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Setting K = dH*/3,1/3T2/3 in the above inequality, we further get,
Uir > —68(n + Rupax)dH/3,1/37%/3

which implies the mechanism we learned is 6¢(n + Ryax)dH 7/3,1/372/3_approximately individually

rational.

Truthfulness. We consider two cases for our proof of truthfulness: (1) agent i reports truthfully,
and others may report untruthfully (2) all agents may report untruthfully. Then we denote by
r; the truthful reward and 7; the potentially untruthful reward. For case (1), we adopt the same
notations FtT’_i, GI ’_i, %t“, and u;; = szl (x1315) — pj»t as in the above proof of individual rationality.
For case (2), we let %f be the learned policy for the seller under the reward R := ro + ST
in Algorithm 1, Fti’_i and G%’_i be the associated F' and G functions, and wu;; = Vl%it (z1;715) — pft
with p;, = Fti’_i — Gf’_i generated by Algorithms 3 and 4 respectively. Let Uir = Zthl u;: and
Uir = Zle uje. The surplus in utility the agent gains from untruthful reporting is then

T
Ur —Uir =Y (Wi — uir). (33)
t=1
We decompose the summation in terms of the exploration and exploitation phases. When ¢t < K,
the agents are not charged any price, and then r; > 0 ensures u;; > 0. We then have

wit — ug < uyp < max Vi (z1;7) < H,
™

where the second inequality uses the fact that the price is 0.

We now consider the case when ¢t > K. We explicitly define Fti’_i and Gf’_i as follows

ot 7F

Fii Vi (x1; R if ¢ = OPT Ghi o v " (z1;R™%) if ¢ = OPT a4
Vi*(x1; R if ¢ = PES, v (z1; R™%) if 3 = PES,

where the value functions are generated by Algorithms 3 and 4 respectively based on the untruthfully
reported rewards by all agents.

For any t > K, we have

. %i . o %Tz o .
Uiy —wir = [V (@isri) = BT 4GP = (WY () — YT R GET.
We first show that FtT’_i = Fti’_i. Recall that when (; = ETC, both FtT’_i and Fti’_i are calculated

using only data collected during the exploration phase. As the data collection policy is given
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by a reward-free exploration algorithm, namely Algorithm 2, the trajectories collected remain
the same whether agent ¢ is truthful or not. Additionally, both Fj’_i and Fti’_i are given by
Algorithm 3, which only uses the rewards reported by other agents. In other words, the input data
used to calculate FtT’_i and Fti’_i are exactly the same, irregardless of the truthfulness of agent 1.
Conditionally on the K trajectories collected during the exploration phase, the two functions FtT’fi

and Fti’_i equal to each other and cancel out. We then obtain that for all ¢t > K,

Uit — Ut

- » =t »
= V" (z15m) + Gy = VT (znsmi) =GP
= [V (it B9 = Vi (@i + B+ [V (e + B) =V (s B9)]
) (i)
. %i ~ 7~rTi ~_; i
+[GF =V (s R+ W (a3 R =GP

(iif) (iv)

Here, term (i) < 0 is due to the definition of V;*(z1;7; + R~) = max,; Vi (z1;7; + R~%). Term (ii)

is the suboptimality of policy %t“, term (iii) and term (iv) are policy evaluation errors for policy

7} and 7", Using Lemma C.1, term (ii) is upper bounded by 2¢(n + Rmax)/d>H%¢/K. We then
consider terms (iii) and (iv). When (3 = OPT, we have (iii) < 2¢(n + Rpax)/d>H% /K while (iv)
< 0. Similarly, we have (iii) < 0 and (iv) < 2¢y/d>H%./K when (3 = PES. In summary, regardless

of the choices for (o, (3, we always have for all i, ¢

H if t € [K]

4¢(n 4 Rpax)/@PHO /K ift > K.

Ui — Uit <
Now we have obtained the upper bounds of % — ul;* for both when t € [K] and when t > K.
Summing u;; — ug from ¢ = 1 to T, we get
Uir — Usp < HK + 42(n + Rupax) /P HOU/K (T — K).
Setting K = dH*/31/3T2/3 in the above inequality, we further obtain
Ui — Uip < dHT3 BT 4 48(n + Ruax)dHT/3M3T%/3,

which implies that the learned mechanism is (1 +4e(n+ Rmax))dH 7/3,1/372/3_approximately truth-
ful. This completes the proof. |
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C.2 Proof of Theorem 4.2

Proof We now prove each result separately in Theorem 4.2. The concentration inequalities for the
proof of Theorem 4.2 jointly hold with probability at least 1 — §. We ignore the detailed description

of probabilities in our proof for conciseness.

Welfare Regret. When setting (; = EWC, we can decompose the regret into two parts, the regret

incurred in the exploration phase and the regret incurred in the exploitation phase as
K T
W 1% w
Regr = Z reg; + Z reg;’ .
t=1 t=K+1

Then we can bound the first summation as Zfi (reglV < H(n + Rmax) K using the same technique

for obtaining Equation (22). For the second part, we have

T T
Z regfv = Z [Vf*(:pl;R) - Vft (ml;R)].
t=K+1 t=K-+1

Notice that during the exploitation phase, the welfare regret of Algorithm 1 when {; = EWC is the
well-studied regret bound for LSVI-UCB, derived in Jin et al. (2020b). For integrity, we sketch out
the proof below and refer interested readers to the detailed proofs in Jin et al. (2020Db).

Following standard decomposition (see Lemmas B.5 and B.6 in Jin et al. (2020b), for instance),

we have
T T » T ~
> sl = 30 VPR -V @R £ 3 [Vwsk) - VT e )
t=K+1 t=K+1 Kl
T H
< Y Y (Elg | v ah] — &)
t=K+1 h=1 (35)

Rk

i)
d ul T 1
128 37 S/ (elah,at) T (AL) T (olat at),

t=K+1h=1

where & = V/(a2}; R) —V}ZA” (2; R) . Then, we bound terms (i) and (ii) in Equation (35) respectively.
For term (i), since the computation of 17,3 does not use the new observation z} at rounds ¢, the
terms in term (i) is a martingale difference sequence bounded by 2(n + Ryu4.)H. Then we can

bound it by Azuma-Hoeffding inequality and get an O((n + Rupax ) H(TY 2) upper bound for term
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(i) in Equation (35). We provide the details as follows: for any v > 0, we have

t=K+1 h=1

Hence, with high probability, we have

T

T
> > (BlEh | #horaha] = &) < V20 + Ruax)*H2(T — K) log(2/5)

t=K-+1h=1 (36)
2(n 4 Rmax)VH?*(T — K),

where ¢ = log(36ndHT'/). For term (ii), we can bound it using Lemma F.2 and Cauchy-Schwarz

inequality,

T H - T H

S S V6l al) (A (e b)) < S S\ (latal) (R T (ol af)

t=K+1 h=1 t=K+1 h=1
H T 1/2
z[ S oat, al) T (RL)Lo(a ab)
h=1 “t=K+1

< 2y/2dH%(T — K)1, (37)

where /N\';L = Zt;:lK_H qS(:c,TL,a,Tl)gb(:cz,ag)T + Al is the design matrix only using the data in the
exploitation phase. The first step is due to A} < Af, the second step is by Cauchy-Schwartz inequality,
and the last step uses the elliptical potential lemma in Abbasi-Yadkori et al. (2011). Combining
Equations (35), (36) and (37), with the setting of 5 = ¢(n+ Rmax)dH/t where ¢ = log(36ndHT'/9d),

we have the following upper bound

T

> regl” < 2(n 4 Runax) VHX(T — K)o+ 28y/2dH*(T — K):

t=K+1

< 2(n + Rmax) VH2(T — K)t + 48(n + Rupax) VBHYT — K)2
< 66(n + Ruax) VB HYT — K)i2.

Combining the above inequality with the upper bound for Zfi 1 reg”, we have the upper bound of

the welfare regret as

Reg < (n+4 Ruax) HK 4 6¢(n 4 Ruax)VA3H*(T — K)i2, (38)

where the value of K will be determined jointly by the bounds of nRngW , RegﬁT, and Reggr.
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Agent Regret. For agent i’s regret incurred during the exploration phase, we know from
Section C.1 that it is bounded as Efi 1reg;; < HK. We now focus on when ¢ > K. According
Equation (27), we have that

reg;; = Uix — Uit

= [V{™(x1;R) — VI (z1;R)] + [F, = V™ (1 R™)] + [Vf* (z1; R - G (39)

) (i) (i)

Term (i) is the welfare regret, term (ii) is the function evaluation and policy estimation errors for
F', and term (iii) is the function evaluation error for G; . Recalling that the welfare regret bound

above, we know that the summation of (i) from t = K + 1 to T' can be bounded as

T
S W (@ R) = Vi (213 R)] < 66(n + Ruax) VB HA(T — K).2.
t=K+1

Our bounds for terms (ii) and (iii) use similar techniques for the case when ¢; = ETC. Let 7, * be

the fictitious policy returned by Algorithm 3 when we compute Ft_i. We obtain that

(i) = 7Y™~V (21, R ) < 280 + Runad) VP HOE,

when (o = OPT, using Lemma C.1. Similarly, we know (ii) < 0 when (3 = PES.

Finally, by Lemma C.1, we know (iii) < 26(n 4+ Ruax)/d3>H5:/K when (3 = PES and (iii) < 0
when (3 = OPT. Combining the bounds for terms (i), (ii), and (iii) in both phases, we have the
upper bound of the agent regret Reg;r as follows:

If (Cz,(3) = (PES, OPT), then

Reg;p < HK + 68(n + Rupax)V/BHY(T — K)i2. (40)

If (o, ¢3) = (OPT,PES), then

Reg;p < HK + 62(n + Riax) VB HNT — K)i® + 42(n + Ruax) VB HO/K (T — K).  (41)

Seller Regret. Similar to our proof of agent regret, from Section C.1, we first have

K

Z regy; < H(n + Rpax) K.
t=1
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In addition, the exploration regret can be decomposed as

rego; = U0« — U0t

=(n-— 1)[V1%t(331;R) (v R +Z 951, ) - F

+ Z V™ (21 R7)]

<S W @ R - F+ Y (60 -V (s R,

1 i=1

(i) (i1)

where the second equation directly follows the decomposition proven in Section C.1 and the inequality

n n

7

comes from the definition of 7, which is then used to eliminate the first term.

Similar to our proof for agent regret, invoking Lemma C.1 we immediately know that (i) <
2¢(n + Ruax)/d3HS:/K when (» = PES, and (i) < 0 when (3 = OPT. Also by Lemma C.1, we have
(i) < 0 when (3 = PES, and (ii) < 28(n + Riax)/d3HO% /K when (3 = OPT. Summing both (i) and
(

ii) over 7 € [n] and then summing the regrets incurred in both exploration and exploitation phases,
we have the upper bound of the seller regret Regq as

(n + Rmax) HK + 4¢n(n + Rmax) /&> HS /K (T — K)  if ((2,(3) = (PES,OPT)
(n + Rmax)HK if (C27 C3) = (OPTv PES)'

(42)

Choice of K. We determine the value of K that can lead to a tight bound of max{nRegQW,
Reggﬂ,RegOT}, where Reggﬂ = > »  Reg;p. According to Equations (38), (40), (41), and (42),

comparing the upper bounds of nRegQW , ReguT, and Regyr, we always have

max{nReg} , RegﬁT, Regyr} < n(n + Rmax) HK + 66n(n 4 Ruax) VA3HH(T — K).2

+4en(n + Rmax)VA3HS/K(T — K)
< n(n+ Rmax) HK + 6¢n(n + Rumax) VA3H*T12 + 4én(n + Rpmax)VA3HS/KT.

Focusing on the factors of H, n, d, T, and ¢, we set K = dH*3,1/37%/3 which can minimize the

order of these factors in the above inequality, and obtain the bound
max{nRegV RegﬁT, Regyr} = O(n(n + Rmax)dH7/3L1/3T2/3).
Thus, plugging K = dH*/3.Y/3T2/3 into (38), we have
ReglV < (n + Ruax) (dHT/3M3T%3 4 6ed®/? H?,TY/?).
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Plugging the value of K into (40) and (41), we have that Reg;r can be bounded by

dH3M3T2/3 4 68(n + Rumax)d*2H?(TY/? if (C2,(3) = (PES,OPT)
(14 48(n + Ruay) ) dHT/3/3T2/3 4 66(n + Ruay)d*2H*TY? if (¢3,(3) = (OPT, PES).

Plugging the value of K into (42), we obtain

(1 + 4¢én)(n + Rmax)dH/3/3T%/3 if (¢, ¢3) = (PES, OPT)

Regor <
(n + Runax)dH/3,1/3T%/3 if (¢2, (3) = (OPT, PES).

This completes the proof of the upper bounds of the welfare regret, the agent regret, and the seller

regret.

Individual Rationality. We assume that agent i reports truthfully according to the reward
function r; and other agents may report untruthfully according to the reward function 7 for j # 7.
Then, we adopt the same definitions of %;ri, ]A-E_i, FtT’_i, and GI’_i as in the proof of individual
rationality in Section C.1.

Here the agents are not charged during the exploration phase, and r; > 0 ensures that u; > 0

for all t € [K]. Recalling Equation (32), we have the following decomposition for ¢ > K,
~Ti ~ . . . ~ti - .
Uit = [Vfrt (zi;mi + R7Y) — FtT’fl] + [Gz’fZ -V (zi;R7Y)] .

~~

(i) (i)

Moreover, in the proof of individual rationality in Section C.1, we have shown that

~ti o o o ~ .
) > [V (wsri+ R = Vi(@nri+ RO) + V(e R = VY (a1 RT)]

and
[3

(i) > V7 (o )~ W (a0 B,

according to the definitions of FtT’_i and GI’_i. Applying Lemma C.1, we have that

(i) > —4¢(n + Ruax) V@ HS /K, (i) > —2¢(n + Rupax) VA3 HOL /K.

Summing (i) and (ii) from ¢ =1 to T, we get

T
Uir > Z wit > —6¢(n + Rmax)V/d3HS /K,

t=K+1
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Setting K = dH*/3,1/3T2/3 in the above inequality, we further get,
Uir > —62(n + Runax)dH"/31 377/

which implies the mechanism we learned is 6¢(n + Ryax)dH 7/3,1/372/3_approximately individually

rational.

Truthfulness: The proof for truthfulness when (; = EWC significantly differs from the case when
(1 = ETC. At a high level, when (; = ETC, we use the fact that the data used to calculate F' is
collected entirely during the exploration phase and is not affected by agent ¢ potentially reporting
untruthfully, and hence Fti’_i and FtT’_i cancel out. Unfortunately, when {; = EWC, F’s computation
is dependent on the untruthful behavior of agent ¢. The trajectories collected during exploitation
are used for computing F. The policy used for collecting these trajectories is learned using the agent
i’s report and thus is affected by the agent’s untruthfulness. In this way, different from the proof
of truthfulness in Section C.1 where FtT’_i = Fti’_i, the following proof also bounds the difference
between FtT’_i and Fti’_i. We adopt the same notations as in the proof of truthfulness in Section
C.1.

We first decompose Equation (33) in terms of the exploration and exploitation phases. When

t < K, the agents are not charged any price, and then r; > 0 ensures u;; > 0. We thus have
Ui — wip < Uy < max Vi"(x1;75) < H,
T

where the second inequality uses the fact that the price is 0.
For t > K, the utility an agent gains from untruthful reporting, regardless of other agents’

truthfulness, can be decomposed as follows

Uit — Ust

i f,—i t i Fli - ‘i
=Vit(eyr) = B2+ Gp = Vit (agm) + B = G
_t . o o » o
= W (mairi + BT = Vi (@i + RT)] o+ [V (@i + BT =V (@i + R
5 R
~ . ~ti "

i T - 7 —i —i —i —i
+ (G =V (@ B+ W (e B) =GP+ [FPT —FP
(iii) (iv) (v)

By Lemma C.1, we know that regardless of the choice of (3, we have

(i) + (ii) =+ (iii) + (iv) < 48(n + Runax) /B HO/K.
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We focus on studying the upper bound of (v). By the definitions of F' function in Equations (31)
and (34), we know

i Vit (2; R if ¢ = OPT phi Vi (a; R7Y)if ¢ = OPT

Vi (x1; R77)  if ¢ = PES, Vi *(z1; R7) if ¢ = PES.

Recall that F} 1= are generated by Algorithm 3 using dataset D collected with untruthful report
from all the agents except agent 7. On the other hand, F} b1 are generated by Algorithm 3 with
dataset D collected with untruthful report from all the agents. Then, regardless of the choice of (s

when generating F' function, we have

since it can be easily verify that KA/t’T (xl' ]A%_Z) > ‘v/lt’T (3:1' E") and KA/t’i (xl' ]A%_Z) > ‘v/lt’i (371; E‘i),
which thus implies that F} =% is at most V1 (xl; ﬁﬂ) and Fy b= is at least V1 (:Ul; E*Z) regardless
of the choices of (s, (3.

When (3 = EWC, the trajectories collected during the exploitation phase may differ for the
computations of XA/lt’T(xl; é") and ‘v/lt’i(xl; E‘i), due to agent i’s untruthful reporting. Fortunately,
as we can see from Lemma C.1, the policy evaluation error can still be bounded: the reward-free
exploration procedure in Algorithm 2 ensures that even when agent i is not truthful and (3 = EWC,
data collected during the exploration phase ensures a sufficient value function estimation.With

adding and subtracting V;*(z1; R™), we have

FI = B < (U s B = Ve B+ (W B = V(s B9

J/

-~

(i) (i)
< 20(n + Runax) VAP HOL/K + 26(n + Rpax)\/PHS /K
= 42(n + Rmax)\/d‘gHGL/K,

by apply Lemma C.1 to term (i) and (ii) and get 2¢\/d3H%:/K upper bounds on both terms

respectively. In summary, we have that for all ¢ > K,

Uit — uit < 8¢(n + Rmax)\V/d*HS /K.

Summing w;; — ui from ¢ = 1 to T', recalling the bound for all ¢t € [K], we get

Uir — Uir < HEK + 82(n + Runax) VB HOU/K.
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Setting K = dH*/3.Y/3T2/3 in the above inequality, we further get
ﬁiT - Uz'T S (1 + 8/6\(71 + Rmax))dH7/3L1/3T2/3,

implying the learned mechanism is (1 4 8¢(n 4 Ruax)))dH/3.1/3T%/3-approximately truthful. M

D Proof of Lemma C.1

In this section, we present the detailed proof of Lemma C.1.We first introduce several important
notions e.g., Bellman operator and model evaluation error, and a supporting lemma with its proof
in D.1.Then we provide the proof of Lemma C.1 in Section D.2.

We note that bounding the errors in our setting is significantly different from the results in earlier
works on reward-free exploration. Note that the planning subroutines described in Algorithms 3
and 4 use the collected rewards, rather than an arbitrary given reward function, to calculate the
functions F' and G. As a result, the concentration analysis required to prove Lemma C.1, as well as
the decomposition used for the lemma, are all designed to cater to the dynamic mechanism design

regime.

D.1 Preliminaries for Proofs

We first define two operators to help characterize the estimation errors. For any function f(;%R) :

S — R with reward function ‘R,

(Prf)(x,a;R) = E[f (vp11)|zh = 2,0 = 4, (43)

and the Bellman operator at step h € [H]| as

Brf)(z,a;R) = E[Ru(x,a) + f(zh1)lzn = 2,0 = a

(44)
= E[Ry(z,a)|zp = z,an, = a] + (Prf)(x,a).

For estimated value functions fo’” and corresponding action-value functions QZ’”. We define the

model evaluation error with policy 7 in episode ¢ at each step h € [H]| as

Al (x,a5) = BLVIT) (@, a3) — Q4 (2, a;),

T Tt At (45)
Ay (z,03) = BV, () (@ ;) — Q7 (2, a5),

for (3 = OPT and PES respectively. In other words, A is the error in estimating the Bellman
operator defined in Equation (44), based on the dataset D collected in Algorithm 2.
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For clarity, we define the following events to quantify the uncertainty of the estimation of the

Bellman operator By, in Algorithm 3 and Algorithm 4 with different hyperparameters.

Definition D.1 We define for allt > K the event & by requiring the following inequalities hold for
all (¢,a) € Sx A h € [H], and (R, ) € {(R,7), (R &) }U{(ri+ B 7]"), (R, %), (R, 1), (R, 1),
(R, 7, (R, NTZ) (R~ ~i)}Z 1, for each pair’s associated w’s

|6(x,a) "B, (R) — BLV, T, (w, 0; R)
|6(x, a) T, (R) — BRV, T, (w, a; R)

I/\
;w* m“

|
|

| /\

where the associated w’s are the learned pammeters generated by Algorithm 3 if (R, 7) € {(R,7),
(R TI't)} U{(r; + R, Nh) (R7Y, ),( ,T),( 1)}, and the associated w’s are learned param-
eters generated by Algorithm / if (R, 7) € {(R™4,7t), (ﬁfi,%gi), (R, Ni) 21

Intuitively, the event defined here ensures that we attain sufficiently good policy estimates and
sufficiently good value function estimates for these policies. Moreover, we highlight that the event
allows for untruthfulness in the agents’ behavior, thanks to our choices of Ji, and the “good”
properties remain valid even when agents are untruthful. Examining the pairs of (R, 7) included
in £, we can see that the good event & directly implies that the clauses in Lemma C.1 hold for a
specific value of t > K.

Across this paper, we let £ denote the intersection of all the event {Et}f:KH defined in D.1,
which is

€= i (46)

The following lemma shows that under the appropriate choice of regularization parameter \ and
scaling parameter (8, event £ is guaranteed to happen with high probability.

Lemma D.2 (Adaptation of Lemma 5.2 from Jin et al. (2020c)) Under the setting in Sec-
tion 2, we set
A=1, B=¢(n+ Rua)dH+/t, where.=1log(36ndHT/S).

Here § € (0,1) is the confidence parameter. It holds that
Prp(&) >1-6/2.

where Prp denotes the probability under the data-generating distribution.

Proof Note that by union bound, we only need to show that for an arbitrary and fixed t > K, the
event & holds with probability at least 1 — /7. We note that we can obtain a tighter bound for
ETC, as the value functions and the policies do not change during exploitation. Here we slightly

loosen our bound (by a multiplicative factor of logT") for brevity of the proof.
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Additionally, let us examine the possible choices of (R, 7) and w for any ¢ > K. We know that
for any ¢, the concentration bound needs to hold for 2 - (2 + 7n) < 18n distinct reward-policy pairs.
As such, we only need to show that for an arbitrary and fixed pair of (R, 7), the concentration
bounds on ﬁ)\Z’W and MZ’W hold simultaneously for all h with probability at least 1 —¢/36nT. Without
loss of generality, we consider only the pair (R,7!) and the associated optimistic linear weight, as
the proof for all other pairs of (R, 7) and choices of weight w remain largely the same.

Moreover, note that 7 is simply the policy outputted by Algorithm 3 with respect to R when
all agents are truthful. For simplicity, we then let {EZ* denote the weight associated with the pair
(R, 7). As we focus on the pair (R, 7) and the weight ’L/OZ’*, for the rest of the proof, we let f} and
u! denote the terms used by Algorithm 3.

Recall the definition of the transition operator P and the Bellman operator By, in Equation
(43) and Equation (44). We first show that for any function f, (P, f)(,; R) and (Bpy1f)(,; R) are
linear in the feature map ¢. By Equation (6),

(Buf) (.0 B) = (6lz,a), [ £ n(a'a')

(B (o 1) = (60, 0),00) + {62, 0), [ Fa)n (')
i=0
where we recall 8;;, parameterizes r;;. Crucially, the fact that both equations hold for a generic f
shows that (IP’hYA/,ffl)(, ; R) and (IB%h‘A/,ffl)(, ; R) are both linear.
The objective is then to obtain a high probability bound over \(IB%hXA/fffl)(, ' R) — ¢ @,
all h € [H],(z,a) € S x A. Let wy, be the vector such that (Bh‘/}}ffl)(,;R) = ¢(,) "wp, which is
guaranteed to exist by the term’s linearity. When (; = EWC, for all t > K, we have

for

BrVi ) (@, a; R) — ¢(x,0) T dy* = ¢(x,a) " (wy, — )

K
= 6(w, ) Twn — o.a) (M)~ (D élaf af) (B + Vi (@705 )
T=1

K

= 6(,0) T — 6(x, ) (M)~ (3 6laf, o) (BT, ) (o s ) -
T=1

(i)
K

= olw, ) (AT ot an) (Rp + Vi (a7gas B) = (BiVi) (@ a7 R))),

=1

(i)
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where the second equality follows from the construction of @Z* Therefore we have
(BRVy ) (@, a) — bz, a) @, | < |()] + (1)

We now bound the two terms separately. Note that V}f:l('R) € [0,(n + Rmax)(H — h)| by
truncation and [|0y] = || X1y 0l < (n + 1)Vd. Applying Lemma F.4, we then know that
|wa|| < (n+ Ruax)(H —h)Vd < (n—l—Rmax)H\f for all h. Hence, term (i) in Equation (47) satisfies

K

0)] = |6(z,0) wn — oz @) (M) (D oah, ap)(e, af) Twn )
T=1

= }¢($7 a)Twh - ¢(x7 a)T(AZ)_l(A% - )‘I)wh‘ = )\‘(ﬁ(l’, a)T(AI;L)_lwh‘
< Muwnlag) 1196, @)y + < (0 + Runax) HV/ATA/0(,0)T(A) 6 (x,a),

where the second equality is by definition of A} and the last by the fact that A! = L.

It remains to upper bound term (ii) in Equation (47) . For simplicity, we defined the random

variable
en(ViR) = R + V(why1; R) — (BrV) (@}, ap; R). (49)
We then have
K
(i) = ¢>(:c,a)T(A}Z)—1(Z¢(xg,a;)eg(x7;fl;3))‘
«
< ];qﬁ(xz,aﬁ)e;(v,ffl)“(%)1\\¢<x,a)u(m1 o
K
= | X oth a@izim] ., votmaT@h) ot o)

~~

(ii)
Define the function class for any L > 0,B >0, h € [H

Vh(L, B, A) = {Vi(2;0,8,%): S = [0, (n + Rmax)H] with [|6]| < L, € [0, B],X = Al'},

. i T Ty—-1 (51)
where Vi, (z;0,5,%) = rgleaﬁc{mln{qﬁ(a:, a) 0+ B\/gb(x, a)' X7 tp(z,a), (n + Rmax)H}}.

and let Np(e; L, B, \) be the e-cover of Vj,(L, B, \) with respect to the distance dist(V,V’) =
sup,es ||V (z) — V’(az)H By Lemma F.4, we have Hwh+1H < (n 4 Rmax)H+/Kd/\, and therefore

Vi € Vi1 (Lo, Bo,N),  where Lo = (n+ Ruax) H/Kd/A, By = 28.
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Here A > 0 is the regularization parameter, and 8 > 0 is the scaling parameter specified in Algorithm
3. For simplicity, we use Vy11 and Npy1(e) to denote Vi1 1(Lo, Bo, A) and Njy1(g; Lo, Bo, ),
respectively. There then exists a function VhT +1(x; R) € N(g) where

sup ‘V,ffl(x; R) — Vhoﬂ(x; R)| <&, (52)
z€eS
By definition of the transition operator P, and Jensen’s inequality,

|(PAV) (2, a; R) — (PRVF ) (2,0 R)| = ‘E[Vl?+1(xh+l3 R) — V¥ (213 R) | s =z, ap = GH

< ]EUV;?H(%H; R) — f/}ffl(gth;R)‘ ‘ Sp = T,ap = a] <e
We then know that |(BhV}?+1)(:U, a; R) — (Bhr/,ffl)(x, a; R)’ < g, and by triangle inequality,

(Rl ) + U5, (5 R) — (BT}, 0: ) 53)
- (RZ(x,a) + Vi?+1($/§R) - (Bhvi?ﬂ)(xa@; R))‘ <2

for all h € [H] and all (z,a,2") € S x A x S. Setting (z,a,2") = (z},a}, v} ) in Equation (53)
ensures

en (Vi R) — (Vs R)| < 26, Vr € [K], Vhe [H].

We then have the following bound for term (iii) in Equation (50).

K
(i) |2 g2H Z S(ah, ap)en (Viys R)H?At)l
" (54)
2

+ 2” Z¢ ok, ap) ( Vh+1? R) = & (Vis1; R)) H(A;)—l

By direct expansion, the second term on the right-hand side of Equation (54) can be controlled as

follows.

2

2| i Blaf af) (Vi B) — (Vs R) |
=1

(At

K K
=2 " o(af,a7) T (M) (T, af)
T=1 T’:l (55)
x (Vs R) — (Vi R)) (6 (Vs R) — € (V2iy; R))

< 8522 Z‘gb(l‘haah) (A7)~ Yoz ;—L aﬁ')\ < 8K?/A,
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where the last step follows from the fact that ||¢(z,a)|| < 1 and A} > AI. Combining Equations
(54) and (55) shows

|(ii)2 <2 sup
VENh+1(E)

Z¢ z, ab)el(V; R)H( iy TEEKN (56)

We then upperbound the term supy, ¢ N1 (e by uniform concen-

T= 1¢(xh’ah)€h(v R) ’(At)
tration over the covering Ny 1(e). Applymg Lemma F.6 and taking union bound over N, 11(¢), for
any fixed h € [H], with probability at least 1 — p|Np11(g)],

2
sup (h ap)(ViR)|

< (n+ Runax)?H? (210g(1/p) + dlog(1 + K/\)).
VE/\/h+1(E) =1 ( h)_1

For all § € (0,1) and all € > 0, we set p = §/[(36n)H|Np+1(g)]]. Hence, for all fixed h € [H], it
holds that

sup o(x},, ap)en )H
VGNh+1 6) Z 4 h h (At) L

< (1 + Runax) 2H? (210g((36n) H|Nj1(2)]/6) + dlog(1 + K /X))

(57)

with probability at least 1 — 0/(36nH), taken with respect to process that generates the dataset D.
Then, combining Equations (56) and (57), for all h € [H], with probability at least 1 — §/(18nH),

Hthaah G|, =P

(ARt

< (1 + Runax)2H?(210g((36n) H|Np11(2)|/6) + dlog(1 + K/X)) + 8 K?/\.

Since 17;_:1 € Via1((n + Rumax)HA/Td/ )\, 283, \) we can upperbound [Njy1(g)| via Lemma F.5. As
term (iii) is controlled, we can then ensure that term (ii) of Equation (47) can be bounded, which
when combined with Equation (48) yields a bound for ‘(Ehv}ffl)(x,a) - gb(w,a)—r@z’*’ under a
specific choice of €, 8, and .

All that remains is then to set the hyperparameters to ensure that the error can be bounded.
Letting ¢ = log(36ndHT/¢), we set

B=2¢(n+ Ryax)dHv1, e=dH/K, X=1,

where ¢ > 0 is an absolute constant that ensures

()] < @/2)ndHViy/6(x,a)T (M)~ 6(x,a) = B/2\/6(x,a)T(A})Vb(x.a)  (58)
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with probability at least 1 —§/(36nT"). By Equations (47), (48) and (58), for all h € [H] and all
(z,a) € § x A, it holds that

’(Bhi}h_l’_l)(:ﬂ, a) — ¢(z, a)T@Z’*‘ < ((n+ Rumax)HVd + 8/2) \/qb(a:, a)T(AL)1o(z, a),

with probability at least 1 — §/(36n), taking the union bound over h € [H].

Extending the result to when {3 = EWC is straightforward. Observe that Equation (47) consists
of bounding K random variables whose randomness is due to only the stochasticity inherent in the
transition kernel. Moving from the ETC to EWC setting simply requires bounding 7', rather than K,
such variables. However, as our choice for 5 and ¢ accommodates the move from K to T, the bound
in Equations (58) and (48) remain valid.

Then combining Equation (58) and (48), we obtain

B35 () = 6(e.0) 7| < By/o(r.0)T (A)) ol o).

As there are only 18n such combinations of R, 7 and w, obtaining the individual upper bound
with probability at least 1 — d/(36n) ensures that the union bound over all these triplets is satisfied
with probability at least 1 — 6/2. Therefore, we conclude the proof of Lemma D.2. |

D.2 Proof of Lemma C.1

With event £ defined, we proceed with the proof of Lemma C.1. The proof is organized as follows.
We first directly control the model evaluation errors conditioned on the event £, then relate these
model evaluation errors to uncertainty bonuses u!, followed by a reward-free style analysis that
ensures sufficiently small model evaluation error across all policies. Combining these three ingredients
yields Lemma C.1 directly.

In the first step of the proof, we upper and lower bound the model evaluation error A, defined

in Equation (45), in the following lemma.

Lemma D.3 (Adaptation of Lemma 5.1 from Jin et al. (2020c)) With A\, set according
to Lemma D.2, which ensures Prp(£) > 1—4§/2, we have

0> 32’”(:17,&; R) > —2ul,(z,a), 0< E;L’W(x,a;iﬁ) < 2u} (v, a) (59)

forallt > K, (z,a) € S x A, h € [H], and (R,7) € {(R,7), (R, 7))} U{(r; + R~ 7", (R, ),
(]Bl_i, 1), (ﬁ_i,i), (R4, 71, (ﬁ_i,ﬂi), (]:'E_i,%ti) " ., regardless of the choice of (1.

Proof The results in Lemma D.3 can be split into two parts: the upper and lower bounds of {Ah}
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and {ﬁh} For brevity, we take 32*(1‘, a; R7%) and Ezﬁ (x,a; R7%) as examples for optimistic and

pessimistic versions for an arbitrary i, because the techniques used are largely the same.

Bounding ﬁz*(:ﬁ, a; R7"). We first show that conditioned on the event £, as defined in Defini-
tion D.1 and Equation (46), the model evaluation errors 32’*(95,@; R™%) <0 for all h € [H]. We
assume that &£ holds for the rest of the proof. Recalling the construction of @2* from Algorithm 3,
for all h € [H] and all (z,a) € S x A, we have

Q\l;;*(':v’ a; R_Z) - mln{(fltz =+ UZ)(.CI?, a)v (H —h+ 1)(77, -1+ Rmax)}-

Throughout the rest of the paragraph, we use f} and u} to denote the components that Algorithm 3
uses in order to construct @2*(33, a; R™"). We first focus on when f} + uf (z,a) < (H —h+1)(n—
1+ Rpax). Here we have @2*(33, a; R7%) = fl 4+ u} (x,a). By definition of ﬁz*(:z;, a; R7%) in Equation
(45),

A (z,a; R = (BRV ) (2,as BT — @ (w,a; R = (BRV ) (woas ™) — fi —ufy, <0,

and the desired bound on &};*(x, a; R™) inequality follows from Lemma D.2.
If fi+ul(x,a) > (H —h+1)(n+ Rmax), we have @2’*@,@;}?4) = (H —h+1)(n+ Rmax),

which implies
AL (2,0 R7) = BV )@, a3 R) — (H — h+ 1)(n + Bimax)) <0,

where the inequality follows from the definition of the Bellman operator in Equation (44) and the
construction of 17,5:1 in Algorithm 3.
It remains to establish the lower bound of 32* (z,a; R~%). Combining the definition of 3}1* (z,a; R
and @2*(:1:, a; R7%), we have
Ay (a0 R = BVl (@ a: R = Q) (w,a; R
> (BTt o R) = i — > 20,

where the first inequality follows from the definition of @2*(36, a; R7%) and the second inequality

follows from Lemma D.2. In summary, we conclude that when conditioned on &,

0> 32’*(33,(1; R™Y > —2ul (2, a), V(z,a) € S x A, Yh € [H].
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Bounding AZ*(x, a; R7%).  We now show that the model evaluation errors for the pessimistic

version is also bounded. Recalling the construction of éz*, we have

Q) (2, a; R = g (14 Ry (s 1] [(Fh — ) (2, )]

For the rest of the paragraph, we instead let f,tl and UZ denote the components Algorithm 3 uses
to construct éz*(a}, a; R7%) instead. We first show that the term is bounded below by zero. When
(ff —ub)(z,a) <0, we trivially have

Ay (z,a; R = BV ) (z,a; R — 0> 0.
When (ff —ul)(z,a) € (0,(n — 14 Rmax)(H —h + 1)), we have
AR (w0 R™) = (BRV, 7)) (0 BT = ff + uj, 2 0,

where the inequality direct follows from Lemma D.2. Finally, when (ff — u})(z,a) > (n — 1+
Ruax)(H — h+ 1), we have

Al (w,a; R0 > BV (@, a: R — fi 4l > 0,

where the inequality is again by Lemma D.2.
We then bound the term from above. When (ff — u})(z,a) € (0,(n — 1+ Rmax)(H — h + 1))

Ay (z,a; R < (BRVF ) (2oas R — fL 4+ uby, < 2uf,

by Lemma D.2. When (f} — u})(z,a) € (0,(n — 1 4+ Rmax)(H — h + 1)), the same bound holds as
well for the same reason. We then focus on when (ff — u})(z,a) > (n — 1 + Ruax)(H —h+ 1), in

which case

A (z,a; R = BV ) (2,03 B — (n— 1+ Ruax) (H — h+ 1)
<=1+ Rmax)(H—h+1)—(n—1+ Ruax)(H—h+1) =0.

The last inequality comes from the fact that ‘V/,f:l(, R~%) and R™" are bounded above.

As the proofs for the remaining reward functions remain largely the same, we can apply the

same analysis, only changing the reward function being used, thus completing the proof. |

With Lemma D.3 in mind, we relate the value function estimation errors to the uncertainty

bonus u} .
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Lemma D.4 With A\, 8 set according to Lemma D.2, which ensures Prp(E) > 1—0/2, regardless of

the choice of (1, the following statements hold true jointly for all t > K and some absolute constant

2. Foralli € [n], 0 < Vlt’ﬂ(m;i)‘i)—v*(:cl; R) < QZhHZI Er[u}] and 0 < V*(ml;%)—‘v/lt’ﬂ(xl;f)%) <
2max, {1 Ev[ub]}, for all (R, m) € {(R7,%), (R, 1), (R™, 1)},

3. For all i € [n], 0 < V{™(z1;R) = V7 (ei;R) < 2550 Erful] and 0 < Vi(z;0) —
VI (213 R) < 25000 Blul), for all (R, 7) € {(R7,7), (R™ "), (R™, 7).

where the bonuses {ufl} are the exploration bonuses calculated by either Algorithm 3 or Algorithm /.

Proof For brevity, we only upper bound V{*(z1; R) — Vft (z1; R) in this section, as the proof of the
remaining terms is similar.

Adding and subtracting \//\'f’* into the difference, we can decompose the difference into two terms

Vies B) =V (a0 B) = (Vi (@i B) = V)" (@i ) + (V" (i B) = Vi @i B)) . (60)

(i) (if)

where we recall ‘//\'f’*(wl; R) is the value function estimates constructed by Algorithm 3. Term (i)
in Equation (60) is the difference between the estimated value function 171t’*(; R) and the optimal
value function V*(; R), while term (ii) is the difference between ‘A/lt’*(; R) and the value function of
7, Vlﬁt G R).

For term (i), we invoke Lemma F.3 with 7 = 7" and 7’ = 7, and have

H
Vi7" (@13 R) = Vi(es R) = > B, (@) (n, s B), 7 (| 21) — mun(|2n))a |21 = 2]
h=1
H o~ o~
+ ZEW* [Q)" (xn, an; R) — (Bhvfff1)(1'h7ah§R) |21 =z,
h=1

where [E,, is taken with respect to the trajectory generated by m,.. By the definition of the model

evaluation error Ay, in Equation (45), we have

H
Vi(1; R) = V" (w1 R) = > B, [(Q) (wn, an; R), T (| 2n) — Fh(] 7)) | 2]
h=t (61)
H ~
+ Z]Eﬂ'* [AZ*@?h? Qh; R) ‘ 371] .
h=1
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Similarly, invoking Lemma F.3 with 7 = 7/ = 7, for term (ii), we have

V¥ (@13 R) = Vi (213 R ZEAt Qy (xn, an; R) — (BRVyy!)) (n, an; R) | 1]
:_ZEAt }Z xhaafu )|ZL‘1],
where E=: is taken with respect to the trajectory generated by 7.
Combining Equations (60), (61) and (62), we have
o~ H P
Vi@ R) = Vi (213 R) = Y B, [(Q) (@hs; R), ([ 2n) = (| 2)) 4| 1] (63)

h=1
H R H R

+ > B [AF (wn,ans R) [ 21] = > Eae [A) (wn, an; R) | 2]
h=1 h=1

It remains to upper bound the three terms in the right-hand side of Equation (63). For the first
term, we can upper bound it by 0 following the definition of 7’ in Algorithm 3. To bound the last

two terms, we invoke Lemma D.3, which implies

ZEW* 7 fI,'h,Gh, )‘.’El:x] SO7
— Ex [Ah’ (xp,an; R) ‘ajl = :c] < Ex [2u2(ach, ap) ‘ T = x],

for all (z,a) € S x A under event £. We then know that

Vi (z1; R) — VI (215 R

Mm

2uh Th, ap ‘:pl = az}

h=1
The remaining terms can be controlled with a similar technique, with only minor differences between
optimistic and pessimistic value function estimates. The differences only affect the signs of the

resulting terms but do not change the proof itself. We thus conclude the proof. |

As we can see from Lemma D.4, all that remains is to control the term Ew[ZhH:1 u} | x1]. For
convenience, we begin with a more general bound that holds for all 7 and 9R, and then discuss a
specialized bound for when ¢; = EWC. Recalling Algorithm 3, bounding V*(z1;u} ) suffices, as the
definition of V* ensures that it is the maximum of E.[Y}" | ul | 21] taken over . We detail the

steps in the following Lemma.
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Lemma D.5 With probability at least 1 — §/(36nT), for the function u}, defined in Algorithm 3,
we have for all t > K that

Vit(z1;u") < 26(n + Rmax) VA3 HO /K,

where ¢ = log (36ndHT/(5), and ¢ is an absolute constant. The claim holds regardless of the choice
of Ci.

Proof Using the similar technique in the proof of Lemma D.2 and Lemma D.4, with probability at
least 1 — /8, we have for possible pairs of (R, ),

|(BaVii) (2, a;R) — g gz, a) Twp]|
< min {ﬁ\/gi)(m, a)T(AF)1¢(z, a), B} = uf(z,a),

(64)

for all h € [H] and all (z,a) € S x A with B = H(n + Rmax), where w? is the linear weight
constructed in Algorithm 1 during the exploration phase. For simplicity, for the remaining proof
we let VF() = V(- ub),QF(-,-) = Q(, -;ub), and (P, VF)(-,-) = (P,V)(-,-;u"). Based on the above
inequality, we have the following intermediate results for the functions V;*(-;1¥) and V{¥(-) defined in
Algorithm 2

Vif(x1; %) < VF(xy)  for all k € [K], (65)

and

VE(x1) < E(n 4 Rumax) VA3 HAK L, (66)

M)~

k=1
for some absolute constant ¢ with probability at least 1 — /4.

Equation (65) and Equation (66) show that the estimated value function in the exploration
phase is optimistic and the sum of V(1) should be small with high probability.

Equation (65) can be proved by induction. When h = H + 1, for all k € [K] and s € S, we know
Vi (@ I*) =0 and V}}_H(m) = 0 such that Vi, (z; %) = VI]}H(:U). Assume that for some h € [H]
and all z € S,

Vi1 (23 1%) < Vi (=),

Then based on Equation (64), for all (z,h, k) € S x [H] x [K], we further have
Qh(w, ;1) = Qj(,a)
lﬁ(‘%.? CL) + (thf;rl)(x? a; lk) - min{H[O,B] [(wﬁ)—rd% a)] + lfz(xa a) + ulch(:m a)7 B}

max{ (PyVyyy) (2, ;1) — g gil(wp) " é(x, a)] — uj(z, a), 0}

< aX{(Pthk+1)<1‘, a’) - H[O,B][(wﬁ)Tgb(xﬂ a)] - ulfi('% a)? O} < O,

IN
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where the first inequality is due to 0 < IF(x,a) + (P, Vy*)(w,a;1¥) < B, the second inequality is by
the assumption that IF(z,a) + P,Vy*(z;1%), and the last inequality by Equation (64). The above

inequality further leads to
Vi (;1%) = max Qj (, ;1) < max Qj(w, a) = V' ().

We can then complete the proof of Equation (65) by induction.
Next, we detail the proof of Equation (66), namely the upper bound of szl V[ (x1). Specifically,
based on Equation (64), we have

ViE(a) < T g [(wf) "o (2, af)] + (), ay) + i (z, af)
< PRViF L (2f, af) + 1 (2f, af) + 2ufi (af, af) (67)
=Py Vil (2f, af) — Vi (25 1) + Vi (@ 0) + (2 + 1/ H)uj (2, af),

where the first inequality is due to the definition of th and the second by Equation (64). For
brevity, we let £& = PV} +1(xh, af) — Viyr (af +1) in the following. Recursively applying Equation

(67), we have
H

H-1
21) <Y &+ 2+ 1/H) > uf(af,af).
h=1 h=1

Taking summation on both sides of the above inequality with £ from 1 to K, we have

H-1

K K H
Vlk(xl)ﬁz 5’,§—|—(2+1/H)22u i, af)-

k=1 k=1 h=1 k=1h=1

M=

For the first summation on the right side of the above inequality, we can bound it with Azuma-

Hoeffding inequality and have

K
SN ¢ < (9( H3Klog(1/5)),
k=1 h=1
with probability at least 1 — 6/8. On the other hand, by Lemma F.2, we have
K H
ZZU zF, ak) (\/dKHQIOgK),
k=1 h=1

with probability at least 1 — §/8. Then, combining the above two inequalities, we obtain that with
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probability at least 1 — d/4, there is

Wk<$1) S E(n + Rmax) \% d3H4KL,

] =

k=1

which completes the proof of Equation (66).

At last, we prove the conclusion of this lemma that

Vif(z1;u') < E(n + Ruax) VP HSL /K.

Notice that for all k € [K],
Az < Ahv

especially when (; = EWC and Aj may further grow during the exploitation phase. Therefore, we
have for all (h, k) € [H] x [K],
¥ >l /H

whenever ¢ > k. Hence, V" (z1;ut/H) < Vi*(21;1%). Together with Equation (65) and (66), we

obtain
K

Vi (z1;ut) = HV (250! /H) < HZVIk(xl)/K <e(n+ Rmax)Vd3HS /K,
k=1

which concludes the proof. |

Finally, with Lemmas D.4 and D.5 in mind, we argue how they can be combined to prove the
claims in Lemma C.1 for both when (; = ETC and when (; = EWC.

As the proof techniques are largely the same, let (R, 7) be an arbitrary and fixed pair and we
discuss only I7lt’7r (ml; 9%) -V (ml; 9%) to avoid redundancy. Recalling from Lemma D.4, we know
that

H
Vltvﬂ (331; fj{) -V (xl; fﬁ) <2 Z E; [Um < 2¢(n + Ruax) \/mv

h=1

where the second inequality comes from Lemma D.5.

E Proof of Lower Bound

In this section, we present the proof of the lower bound shown in Theorem 4.3. While the work
Kandasamy et al. (2020) studies the lower bound for the bandit setting, we remark that deriving

the lower bound for our problem is non-trivial, which requires different constructions and proof
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techniques from that of this earlier work. Specifically, our work focuses on the setting of the
stochastic rewards and invalidates the Gaussian reward construction in the proof of Theorem 1 in
Kandasamy et al. (2020) because of the bounded reward assumption in our MDP setting. We use a
different construction with the Bernoulli reward and apply a different anti-concentration analysis.
Moreover, our lower bound considers the linear function approximation and the transition dynamics
along the finite horizon in the MDP model which cannot be covered by the bandit setting.

We first show several important lemmas for the proof of Theorem 4.3. The following lemma
translates the utilities of the seller and agent ¢ into the differences between the value functions

according to Markov VCG mechanism.

Lemma E.1 When the actions and prices are chosen according to the Markov VCG mechanism,

we have

i = Vi (215 R) — V7 (@n R,
UQy = ZVl 371, ) —(n—=1)V™ (a;l;R).

Proof We can deduce the above results by the definition of the utilities of the agents and the

seller. For the utility of agent i, we have
Ui = V™ (21575) — Dix
= Vi (aaers) = [ (e R) = Vi (i B
o (o B) - VI o ).
For the utility of the seller, we have

n

uge = Vi (z1570) + Y _ i
i=1
n

=V xl,ro +Z[ i ZE1, )—Vfr*(xl;R_i)}
Z (w13 RT) = (n= 1V (15 R),

where the last equation is by

Vfr*(xl;R ) V <$1,’I“0+ Z ) xlaT0)+ Z ‘/17&(1:1;7.],).

JEn),j#i JEM],j#i

This completes the proof. |
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We then define the estimation of > | Vlﬂ*: Z (z1; R™") and the error of this estimation as
1 n T
; »
Voo LSO (v (o).

i=1 t=1

Zr=Yr =3 Vi (x1;R7Y).
=1

The next lemma states the relationships between different regret terms defined in Equation (5),

which supports the proof of our lower bound.

Lemma E.2 Let Reg’’, Regr, RegﬁT be defined as in Equation (5). Then

Reggp = nRngW +TZr,
Regyr = —(n — 1)Regly — TZ7.

Proof The proof of this lemma relies on the decomposition of these regret terms. We first define
hit := pit + Vth (z1; R7%). Then we have Yp = >, Zthl hi. For agent i, we have

wi = Vi* (21573) — par
= Vfrt (:El; Ti) — (hzt — ‘/lﬂt (1'1; R_Z)) (68)
= Vfrt (1‘1; R) — hit‘

Combining Lemma E.1 and Equation (68), we can obtain
Ui — Uit = (Vlw* (1:1; R) — Vfr*_i (1'1; R_Z)) — (Vfrt (ml; R) — hit)
= (Vfr* (xl;R) — Vfrt (xl;R)) — (Vlﬂ’:i (xl;R_i) — hit).
Then by the definition of Reggp in Equation (5), we have

n

WE

RegﬂT = (Uz* - Uit)

t=1 1

I
—

Il
E
M=

(V7 s R) = V0" (o0 B)) = (V7 an R0) — )|

t=1 i=1
T n .
—n > (Vi (20 R) =V (@i R) ) + T (Ve = V™ (w1 R))
t=1 =1

= nRegl + TZr.
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This proves the first claim. For the seller, at time ¢, we have the following observation that
n
t
uor = Vi* (w157m0) + > pit
i=1
_‘/'1 Il,TQ —f—Z( zt_Vl ail;Rii)) (69)
— Zh” —(n— 1)Vfrt (ml; R).
i=1
Similarly, we can now combine Lemma E.1 and Equation (69) and obtain

T

Regyr = E Ugs — Uot)
=1 =1

= -TZr — (n—1)Ry.

Mﬂ

(Vfr* x1; R )— ) +(n—-1) ;( (z1; R Vfr*(xl;R))

This completes the proof of the second claim. |

The following lemma about relative entropy gives another useful inequality for our proof of the

lower bound.

Lemma E.3 (Bretagnolle-Huber Inequality) Let Q1 and Qo be probability measures on the same
measurable space (2, F), and let A € F be an arbitrary event. Then,

Q1(A) +Q2(A°) = 5 exp(—KL(Q1]|Q2)), (70)

DO =
0]

where A = Q\ A is the complement of A.

Now we are ready to prove Theorem 4.3.
Proof [Proof of Theorem 4.3] At the beginning of the proof, we first state a basic inequality here:
for any set of real numbers {r;};>1, and any set of {a;};>1 such that .., a; =1 and a; > 0, we
have max{r;};>1 > ZiZI a;r;. Combining the above inequality and Len;ma E.2, we obtain two

lower bounds of max{nReg/, Regg, Regyr}. The first one is

4 1
max{nReg}’, Regly, Regyr} > 5nReg7W + 5Reg0T

4 1

= 5nReg¥~V — 5( — (n — 1)Regl¥ — TZr)
2 1

> nRegy — ZTZr,

where we use Lemma E.2 in the first equality and use the fact that Regzvy > 0. Moreover, we obtain
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another lower bound as

2 1
max{nRegy Regg‘p,RegOT} > gnRegr_,W + ETZT'

Comparing the above two lower bounds of max{nReg}’ , RegﬁT, Regyr}, we have
W oot 2 w1
max{nRegy ,Reg7., Regyr} > gnRegT + gT\ZT].

For brevity, hereafter, we define St := %nRegr_,W + %T!Zﬂ. Our goal is to obtain a lower bound on
inf 454 supg E[S7] which is also a lower bound on max{nRegl¥ RegﬁT, Reggr}. To achieve this goal,

we construct two problems in © and show that no algorithm can work well on these two problems

simultaneously.
We define the underlying MDP M for the first problem 6y as follows: Mj is an episodic
MDP with horizon H > 2, state space S = {xo, 21,22, ", Tnt+1,Tnt2}, and action space A =

{b1,b2,--- ,ba} with |A] = A > n+ 2. We let the initial state be fixed as z. For the transition
kernel, at the first step h = 1, we set

Pi(xi|xo, b)) =1, forallie{l,2,--- ,n+1},

Pi(xnt2|o,bi)) =1 forallie {n+2,--- A}

Meanwhile, at any subsequent step h € {2,---, H}, we set

Prn(xi|lxi,a) =1, foralla € A,

n+2

i.e., state {x;}; 7" are absorbing states. For the reward function, we let Ber(p) denote a Bernoulli

random variable Wlth success probability p and set

ron(s,a) =0, for all (h,s,a) € {l,--- ,H} xS X A,
ri1(zo,a) = for all (i,a) € [n+ 2] x A,

rin(xi, a) ~ Ber(1/2) for all j # 4 and (i, h,a) € [n] x {2,--- ,H} X A, (1)
rin(xi,a) =0, forall (i,h,a) € [n] x {2,--- ,H} x A,

7in(Tny1,a) ~ Ber(1/2), for all (j,h,a) € [n] x {2,--- ,H} x A,

7in(Tny2,a) ~ Ber(1/8), for all (j, h,a) € [n] x {2 JH} x A,

which means the seller’s reward is always 0. Please see Figure 1 for an illustration of the construction.

Note that My is a linear MDP with the dimension d = n + 2. We set the corresponding feature
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h 22 h =2 h =2 h =2

Figure 1: An illustration of the episodic MDPs Mg, M with the state space S = {xg, 1, , Tni2}
and action space A = {b; }3.4:1. Here we fix the initial state as x1 = g, where the agent takes the
action a € A and transitions into the second state so € {1, -, Zp+2}. In both MDPs, we have the
same transition kernel. At the first step A = 1, the transition kernel satisfies P1(z;|xo,b;) = 1 for all
ie{l,2,---,n+ 1} and Pi(zpt2|z0,bi) =1 for alli € {n+2,---, A}. Also, x1,x9, Sxpi2 € S are
the absorbing states. The reward functions for Mg, M, are showed as in Equations (71) and (72).

map ¢:S x A — R? as

<

¢(x0,b;) = ej,forall i = 1,2,-- ;n+1,

d(x0,b;) = epqo,foralli=n+2,--- A,

¢($i7b] zei,fOI' 84111:]_727 ?n_+_1 andje [A]7
(

)
zi,bj) = epyo,foralli=n+2,.--- A and j € [4],

where {e;} are the canonical basis of R"*2. Additionally, if the seller transitions to state 41, the
sum of agents’ utilities will be the largest. We can also obtain the following results about problem
Oy directly,

Vi™ (z0; R) = Q1(20, bny1; R) = %H(H - 1),

Vi (w0 RT) = Q1(xo,bi; R™") = %(” - (H - 1),
SOV s R = Sl D(H 1),
i=1

For the rest of this section, we slightly abuse the notation and drop the superscript from the
Q-function, as the Q-functions of the different policies we consider are determined by the actions
taken by these policies at the first step.

The second problem, i.e., 81, with the underlying MDP M is nearly the same as 6y but differs

in reward functions at state x; for i € [n]. Then, we define 6, as

rin(xi,a) ~ Ber(1/2+44), forall j # ¢ and (i,h,a) € [n] x {2,--- ,H} x A,

(72)
rin(xi,a) =0, for all (i,h,a) € [n] x {2,--- ,H} x A.
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Here we set 6 € (0,1/(2n — 2)). The problem 6; shares the same feature maps ¢ and the transition
parameters p with problem 6y. And the difference lies in the reward parameters. Please see figure 1

for an illustration. Then, we can obtain the following inequalities for problem 61,

1
‘/iﬂ* (1:0; R) = Ql(x07 bn+1; R) = in(H — 1),

[

Vi (wo; B) = Q1 (20, b R™Y) = (% + 5) (n—1)(H — 1),

; Vi (o ) = (5 +6)nln — 1)(H ~ 1)

Specifically, we denote St(6p) and Sr(6:1) as the S7 under problems 6y and 6; respectively.
The expectations and probabilities corresponding to problem 6; will be denoted as Eg, and Pry,
respectively. Let Ng(a) = lezl I{(a] = a)} denote the number of times that the seller takes action
a at the first step in the initial k£ rounds. Here we rewrite the lower bound of the welfare regret in
problem 6 € {61,602} as

n+2
Eg[Reg’ 1= > (Qi(x0,bnt1; R) — Qi(z0,b55 R))Eg[Nic (b))]
j=1j#n+1
> Z (Q1(w0, but1; R) — Qu(x0, bj; R))Eg[Ni (b;)].
j=1

Observing that Q1(zo, bnt1; R) — Q1(x0,b5; R) = (H — 1)/2 in problem 6y, and that |Zrp| is at least
n(n —1)(H —1)/2 when Yy > [n?/2 —n/2 +n(n — 1)6/2](H — 1), we get

Eg, [S7(00)]
> 20Regl + 1724
> znRegr + =T\ Zr
2 —H-1 v Tnn—1)(H-1)d n> n  nmn-—1)8
> > ~ 5B, [Nic(b)] + ¢ ; Pry, (V> [?—§+#}(H—1))
event F
n(H —1) [
> S [; 2B, [Nic (b)] + T(n — 1)0Pry, (E) . (73)

In problem 6, we have | Z7| is at least n(n—1)(H —1)/2 when Y7 < [n?/2—n/24+n(n—1)§/2](H—1).
We drop the welfare regret, which is positive, in the analysis and use the above statement regarding
Y under the event E€ in problem 6#; to obtain
n(H

7_1)T(n — 1)6Pry, (E°). (74)

Eg, [ST(01)] > 10
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Applying Lemma E.3 to Prg,(E) + Prg, (E€), we have
1
Prg, (E) + Pry, (E) > 5 exp(—KL(Pry, ||Prj))),

where we slightly abuse the notation and let Prg; and PI‘GT1 denote the probability distribution of
the observed rewards up to time 7' in problem 6y and 6; respectively. We also notice that if the
seller takes action b,41,b,10 at the first step, then PI‘QT0 = PreTl. If the seller take action b; for
i € {1,2,sn} in the first step, then the reward distributions of agent ¢ are the same in both 6y and
01 .However, for other agents j # ¢, the KL divergence between the corresponding distributions in
the two problems is —log(1 — 402)(H — 1) since the rewards are mutually independent and the KL
divergence between Ber(1/2) and Ber(1/2 + §) is —log(1 — 46%). Then we have

KL(Prj|[Pr]) = —(n — 1)(H — 1)log(1 — 46%) 3 Eg [Nic (by)]. (75)
j=1

Combining (73), (74),(70), and (75), we obtain the lower bound for Eg,[S7(00)] + Eg, [ST(01)] as

Eg,[ST(00)] + Eg, [ST(61)]

> n(hio_l) {; 2Eg, [N (b;)] + T(n — 1)8(Pro, (E) + Pr"l(ECM

> g 2 )

+ %T(n —1)dexp ((n — 1)(H 1) log(1 — 46?) ZIEQO [Nk (b)) |
p

min { 2r + %T(n —1)dexp ((n —1)(H —1)log(1 — 452)33> }7

= f(x)

n(H —1)
10

AV

where we combine Equation (73) and (74) in the first inequality, and the second inequality is by
Equation (70) and Equation (75). For the last step we substitute >, Eg, [N (b;)] by  and turn

to find the minimum value of the function f(z). Then, we have

Tro —

-1 ~T(n—1)2(H — 1)§log(1 — 46?)
(n = 1)(H — 1) Tog(1 — 407) 8 ( 4 )
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as the minimum of f(x). Thus, we have

n(H —1)
10

-1 ~T(n —1)2(H — 1)§log(1 — 46?)

= Slog( — 457) 8 ( 4 )

Eg, [ST(60)] + Eg, [ST(01)] > 2z

Using the basic inequality z/(1 + x) < log(1 + z) < z for x > —1, we have

— 442

2 g 2

—46% > log(1 — 46%) >

when 0 < §2 < 1/8. Combining Equation (76) and the above inequality, we obtain

—T(n—1)%(H - 482
0 [Sr(60)] + oy [S1(01)] = 5~ 8152) 10g< T(n—1) (ZI 1)5( 45))

1 2 3
= om Iog( (n—1)2(H — 1) >
. 9 1/3 .
Finally, we choose § = (1/(T(n —1)%(H — 1))) to obtain the lower bound

(Eg,[S7(60)] + Eg, [ST(61)]) > en*/PH?PT?/3,

| =

for some absolute constant c¢. Here 6 € (0,1/(2n — 2)) is satisfied when 7" > 8(n — 1)/(H — 1) and
62 € (0,1/8) is satisfied when n > 3. Observing that

—_

ZlelgE[ST(H)] > max{ (Eg, [S7(60)] + Eo, [ST(61)])} > §(JE90 [S7(00)] + Eo, [S7(61)])

we have the conclusion that

%f sup E [max (nRegT ,RegT, RegOT)} > QY3 H?BT?/3).
9 ©

On the other hand, noting that max (nReg:,W , RegﬁT7 Regyr) > nReg:,W always holds, we have

T
max (nReg}’ ,RegT, Regyr) > nRegy =n [TV (z1; R Z “(z1;R) |, (77)
where we recall Vi*(z1;7) = max, V™ (x;7) for any reward function r. Since R = Y I 7,

we consider a simple hard instance that 11 = ro = s = r, = 7 and 79 = Rmax X 7/, where
'S x A [0,1] is some reward function. In other words, here we consider an instance with the

same reward function for all 7;,1 < i < n, and rg is simply the same reward function scaled by
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Rpax. Under this setting, by (77), we have

T
TV (z1;R) = > Vi (213 R)
t=1

T
TV (x5 Z :1;1 r ]

max (nReg}’ Regg‘p, Regyr)] > n

=n(n + Rmpax)

The above inequality implies that the lower bound of max (nReg:,W , RegﬁT, Regyr)] can be further
lower bounded by the lower bound of the regret for linear MDPs of dimension d with rewards
n [0,1]. Theorem 1 in Zhou et al. (2020b) shows that for any algorithm, if d > 4 and T >
64(d—3)?H, then there exists at least one linear MDP instance that incurs regret at least Q(dvHT).
Therefore, we can further obtain that under the same assumptions, the minimax lower bound for
max (nRngW,Reg?F,RegOT)] is at least Q(n(n + Rmax)dVHT), i.e

1AI|1f sup E [max (nRegT , RegT, RegOT)} >0 <n(n + Rpax)dV HT> .
g ©

Combining the above results together, we have the following lower bound as

infsup E [max (nRegl, Regh, RegOT)] > 0 <n4/3 H2BT2 4+ Rmax)d\/HT).
g ©

This concludes the proof of Theorem 4.3. |

F Other Supporting Lemmas

The following lemma from Abbasi-Yadkori et al. (2011) establishes the concentration of self-

normalized processes.

Lemma F.1 (Concentration of Self-Normalized Processes) Let {F;};° be a filtration and
{e:}2, be an R-valued stochastic process such that € is Fy-measurable for all t > 1. Moreover,
suppose that conditioning on Fi—1, € is a zero-mean and o-sub-Gaussian random variable for all
t > 1, that is,

Ele; | Fi—1] = 0, Elexp(Ae) | Fio1] < exp(A\*0?/2),  VA€ER.

Meanwhile, let {¢:}72, be an Re-valued stochastic process such that ¢; is Fy_1-measurable for all
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t > 1. Also, let My € R? be a deterministic positive-definite matriz and

t
My =M+ Y osdd

s=1

for allt > 1. For all 6 > 0, it holds that

¢ 2
H D ducs Mt
s=1

for all t > 1 with probability at least 1 — 9.

det(M;)'/? det(Mg)_1/2>
J

< 202 log(

Lemma F.2 (Abbasi-Yadkori et al. (2011)) Let {¢:}1>0 be a bounded sequence in R? satisfying
sup;sq ||@el| < 1. Let Ag € R be a positive definite matriz. For any t > 0, we define Ay =
Ao+ Z;Zl quTqu. Then, if the smallest eigenvalue of Ay satisfies Amin(Ao) > 1, we have

o] < o arho < o[22

The following lemma from Cai et al. (2019) depicts the difference between an estimated value

function and the value function under a certain policy.

Lemma F.3 (Extended Value Difference (Cai et al., 2019)) Let 7 = {m,}/L | and «' =
{7, ML be any two policies and let {@h}thl be any estimated Q-functions. For all h € [H],
we define the estimated value function Vy: S — R by setting Vi,(z) = (Qn(z, ), mn(|2))a for all
x€S. Forallz €S, we have

H
Vi(@) = Vi () = > B [(Qn(@n, ), mn( | 2n) = mh(|2n))a | 21 = 2]
h=1 . i i
+ ) B [Qn(an, an) — BuVig1)(@n, an) |21 = 3],
h=1

where B is taken with respect to the trajectory generated by ©’, while By, is the Bellman operator
defined in Equation (44).

The following lemma controls the norms of the w’s generated by either Algorithm 3 or Algorithm 4

and is used heavily for the concentration analysis.

Lemma F.4 (Bounded Weights of Value Functions (Jin et al., 2020c)) Let Vipax > 0 be
an absolute constant. For any function V : & — [0, Vinax|, b € [H], and (R, 7) € {(R,7), (ﬁ,%ti)} U
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{(ri + RL7), (R %), (R, 1), (R, 1), (R, 70), (R, 7)), (R, 7))}, we have

wn ] < 110n]] + VinaxVd, — |@57 ||, 057 | < (n+ Runax) H/EKd/A,

where ﬂ?Z’ﬁ, %Z’ﬂ are the linear weights associated with the pair (R, ), wy, parameterizes (BrV)(,;R),

and 0y, parameterizes R.

Proof Observe that in our setting, the absolute value of the empirical observations of (B,V)(,;R)
is instead |9} + V,fﬂ@ R)|, which is upper bounded by 2(n + Rpax)H. Rescaling the Lemma B.1 of
Jin et al. (2020c) completes the proof. [ |

Lemma F.5 For all h € [H] and all € > 0,we have
log |NVi(g; L, B,\)| < dlog(1 +4L/¢) + d* log (1 + 8d1/2B2/(52>\)),

where the function class

Vh(L, B, A) = {Vy(;0,3,%): S = [0, (n + Rmax)H] with |0 < L,8 € [0,B], = A}

with Vi (z;0,5,%) = I(Jlaezﬁc{min{qﬁ(a:, a)To+ ﬂ\/qb(:v, a)'S1¢(x,a), (n + RmaX)H}}

and Ny, (e; L, B, \) is the e-cover of Vi, (L, B, \) with respect to the distance dist(V, V') = sup,cg HV(I)*
V'(x) H

Proof See Lemma D.6 in Jin et al. (2020b) for a detailed proof. [ |

Lemma F.6 (Concentration of Self-Normalized Processes) Let V: S — [0, (n+ Rmax)(H —
1)] be any fized function. For any h € [H],p € (0,1), and reward function r, we have

2

(48)-1 > (n+ Rmax)*H?(21og(1/p) + dlog(1 + K//\))> < p.
h

K
pr( | ot aneivin)|
T=1

Proof For the fixed h € [H] and all 7 € {0, s, K}, we define the o-algebra

1 1 1 T T+1AK T+DAK
Fnr = o ({(@}, @), ), )}y U (a7 TN gl

where () denotes the o-algebra generated by a set of random variables and (7 + 1) A K denotes

min{7 + 1, K'}. For all 7 € [K], we have ¢(x},a}) € Fnr—1, as (2}, a},) is Fj, r—1-measurable. Also,
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for the fixed function V': S +— [0, (n + Rmax)(H — 1)] and all 7 € [K], we have
en,(Vir) =r) +V(xj ;7)) — BrV) (2}, ap57) € Fhrs

as (x},aj, 2}, ,) is Fp--measurable. Hence, {€](V)}, is a stochastic process adapted to the

T=1

filtration {Fy ,}X . Furthermore, we have

E[e(Vir) | Furor] = E[rf + V(@fiasr) [{(@h, af, 2 ) Y21 (27, aR)] — (BaV) (2, afsr)

=E[r] + V(spt1) | sn = xf, an = aj] — BV)(x}, af;7) = 0,

where the first step is because (B, V)(x7,a};r) is Fp r—1-measurable and the second step follows
from the Markov property of the process. Moreover, as (ByV)(2},a;;r) € [0, (n 4+ Rmax)H]|, we
have |} (V;7)| < (n + Rmax)H. Hence, the random variable €} (V;r) defined in Equation (49) is
mean-zero and (n + Rmax)H-sub-Gaussian conditioning on Fp, 1.

Invoke Lemma F.1 with My = AI and M}, = A\ + 27’?:1 o(27,a}) ¢(x],a})" for all k € [K]. We
then know that

2 det(AL)1/2
> 2 Rmax)?H?log (——__) ) < 78
gy > 2 R H2 o (0 ) ) =2 @

K
Pr <H Z o(z7,, a7,)er, (Vi) H
T=1
for all p € (0,1). Here, we use the fact that A} = Mj. To upper bound det(A%)"/2, we first notice
that

K K
[8hllop = [ + D d(afap)otaf af) | < A+ D 10(aT. alo(ehah) lop <A+ K.
=1 T=1
where the first inequality follows from the triangle inequality of operator norm and the second
inequality follows from the fact that ||¢(z,a)|| <1 for all (z,a) € S x A by our assumption. This
implies det(A!) < (A+ K)?. Combining with the fact that det(A\I) = ¢ and Equation (78), we have

2

Pr(” §:¢($2,a2)62(v;?”)H > (n+ Rmax)QH2 (2 log(1/p) + dlog(1 + K/A))) <np.
=1

(AR~

Therefore, we conclude the proof of Lemma F.6. |
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