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Abstract

We consider a distributed reinforcement learning setting where multiple agents
separately explore the environment and communicate their experiences through
a central server. However, a-fraction of agents are adversarial and can report
arbitrary fake information. Critically, these adversarial agents can collude and
their fake data can be of any sizes. We desire to robustly identify a near-optimal
policy for the underlying Markov decision process in the presence of these adver-
sarial agents. Our main technical contribution is WEIGHTED-CLIQUE, a novel
algorithm for the robust mean estimation from batches problem, that can handle
arbitrary batch sizes. Building upon this new estimator, in the offline setting, we
design a Byzantine-robust distributed pessimistic value iteration algorithm; in the
online setting, we design a Byzantine-robust distributed optimistic value iteration
algorithm. Both algorithms obtain near-optimal sample complexities and achieve
superior robustness guarantee than prior works.

1 Introduction

Distributed learning systems have been one of the main driving force to recent successes of deep
learning [Verbraeken et al., 2020, Goyal et al., 2017, Abadi et al., 2016]. Advances in designing
efficient distributed optimization algorithms[Horgan et al., 2018] and deep learning infrastructures
[Espeholt et al., 2018] have enables training powerful models with hundreds of billions of parame-
ters [Brown et al., 2020]. However, with the outsourcing of computation and data collection, new
challenges emerges. In particular, distributed system has been found vulnerable to Byzantine failure
[LAMPORT et al., 1982], meaning there could be agents with failure that may send arbitrary infor-
mation to the central server. Even a small number of Byzantine machines who send out moderate
value can lead to a significant loss in performance [Yin et al., 2018, Ma et al., 2019, Zhang et al.,
2020a], which raise security concern in real world applications such as chatbot [Neff and Nagy,
2016] and autonomous vehicles [Eykholtet al., 2018, Ma et al., 2021]. In addition, other de-
sired properties are chased after, such as protecting data privacy of individual data contributors
[Sakuma et al., 2008, Liu et al., 2019] and and reducing communication cost[Dubey and Pentland,
2021]. These challenges requires new algorithmic design on the server side, which is the main focus
of this paper.
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When it comes to reinforcement learning (RL), distributed learning has been prevalent to many large
scale decision making problems even before the deep learning era, such as cooperative learning in
robotics systems [Ding et al., 2020], power grids optimization [Yu et al., 2014], automatic traffic
control [Bazzan, 2009]. Different from supervised learning where the data distribution of interest is
often fixed a prior, reinforcement learning requires active exploration on the agent’s side to discover
the optimal policy for the current task, thus creating new challenges in achieving the above desiderata
while exploring in an unknown environment.

This paper studies this precise problem:

Can we design a distributed RL algorithm that is sample efficient and robust to Byzantine agents,
while having small communication costs and promote data privacy?

We study Byzantine-robust RL in both online and offline reinforcement learning settings: in the
online setting, a central server is designed to outsource the exploration task to m agents, and the
agents collect experiences and send back to the server, and the server use the data to update its
policy; in the offline setting, a central server collects logged data from m agents and use the data
to identify a good policy, without the additional interaction to the environment. Importantly, among
the m agents, « fraction are Byzantine, meaning they are allowed to send out arbitrary data in both
the online and offline setting. We summarize our contributions as following:

1. We design WEIGHTED-CLIQUE, a robust mean estimation algorithm for learning from batches.
By utilizing the batch structure, the estimation error of our algorithm vanishes with more data.
Compared to prior works [Qiao and Valiant, 2017, Chen et al., 2020, Jain and Orlitsky, 2021,
Yin et al., 2018], our algorithm adapts to arbitrary batch sizes, which is desired in many applica-
tions of interests.

2. We design BYZAN-UCBVI, a Byzantine-Robust variant of optimistic value iteration for online
RL by calling WEIGHTED-CLIQUE as a subroutine. We show that BYZAN-UCBVI achieves
near-optimal regret with a-fraction Byzantine agents. Meanwhile, BYZAN-UCBVT also en-
joys a logarithmic communication cost and switching cost [Bai et al., 2019, Zhang et al., 2020b,
Gao et al., 2021], and preserves data privacy of individual agents.

3. We design BYZAN-PEVI, a Byzantine-Robust variant of pessimistic value iteration for offline
RL again utilizing WEIGHTED-CLIQUE as a subroutine. Despite of the presence of Byzantine
agents, we show that BYZAN-PEVI can learn a near-optimal policy with polynomial name of
samples, when certain good coverage properties are satisfied [Zhang et al., 2021a].

2 Related Work

Reinforcement learning: Reinforcement learning studies the optimal strategy in a Markov De-
cision Process (MDP) [Sutton and Barto, 2018]. [Azar et al., 2017, Dann et al., 2017] show that
UCB style algorithm achieves minimax regret bound in tabular MDPs. Recent work extend the the-
oretical understanding to RL with function approximation [Jin et al., 2020, Yang and Wang, 2020].
[Jin et al., 2021, Rashidinejad et al., 2021] use pessimistic strategy to efficiently learn a nearly opti-
mal policy in offline setting. Recently, [Bai et al., 2019, Zhang et al., 2020b, Gao et al., 2021] study
low switching cost RL algorithm, meaning the learning agent has small budget for policy changes.

Distributed reinforcement learning: Parallel RL deploys large-scale models in distributed sys-
tem [Kretchmar, 2002]. [Horgan et al., 2018, Espeholt et al., 2018] provide distributed architecture
for deep reinforcement learning by parallelizing the data generating process. [Dubey and Pentland,
2021, Agarwal et al., 2021, Chen et al., 2021] provide the first sets of theoretical guarantee for per-
formance and communication cost in parallel RL.

Robust statistics: Robust statistics has a long history [Huber, 1992, Tukey, 1960], which stud-
ies learning with corrupted dataset. In modern machine learning, models are high dimensional.
Recent work provide sample and computationally efficient algorithms for robust mean and covari-
ance estimation in high dimension [Diakonikolas and Kane, 2019, Lai et al., 2016]. Shortly after,
those robust mean estimators are applied to robust supervised learning [Diakonikolas et al., 2019,
Prasad et al., 2018] and RL [Zhang et al., 2021a,b].



Robust learning from batches: Another line of work studies robust learning from batches
[Qiao and Valiant, 2017, Chen et al., 2020, Jain and Orlitsky, 2021, Yin et al., 2018]. A collection
of data is generated from data sources while a fraction of the data sources are corrupted. By ex-
ploiting the batch structure of the data, these algorithms achieve significantly high accuracy than
non-batch setting [Diakonikolas and Kane, 2019]. To our best knowledge, all of these work study
batches with equal size. Our paper is the first that generalizes to the setting where the batch size
varies. Similarly, these works all assume the same batch sizes from each agent, which may not be
true in many crowd-sourcing applications.

Byzantine-robust distributed learning: Byzantine-Robust learning algorithm studies learning
under Byzantine failure [LAMPORT et al., 1982]. [Chen et al., 2017] provides a Byzantine gradient
descent via geometric median of mean estimation for the gradients. [Yin et al., 2018] provides robust
distributed gradient descent algorithms with optimal statistics rates.

Corruption robust RL and Byzantine-robust RL: There is a line of work studying adversarial
attack against reinforcement learning [Ma et al., 2019, Zhang et al., 2020a, Huang et al., 2017], and
corruption robust reinforcement RL for online [Zhang et al., 2021b, Lykouris et al., 2021] and offline
[Zhang et al., 2021a] settings. [Jadbabaie et al., 2022] studies Byzantine-Robust linear bandits in
federated setting. Unlike our setting, they allow different agents to be subject to Byzantine attack in
different episodes. Our algorithm enjoys a better regret bound and communication cost. [Fan et al.,
2021] provides a Byzantine-robust policy gradient algorithm that is guaranteed to converge to an
approximate stationary point while we focus the regret of the algorithm. [Dubey and Pentland, 2020]
studies Byzantine-Robust multi-armed bandit, where the corruption can only come from a fixed
distribution. We study a more difficult MDP setting and allow the corruption to be arbitrary.

3 Robust Mean Estimation from Untruthful Batches

We first present our novel algorithm, WEIGHTED-CLIQUE, for the robust mean estimation from
batches problem, which we define below. WEIGHTED-CLIQUE will be the main workhorse later in
our algorithms for both offline and online Byzantine-robust RL problems.

Definition 3.1 (Robust mean estimation from batches). There are m data providers indexed by:
{1,2,...,m} =: [m]. Among these providers, we denote the indexes of uncorrupted providers by
G and the indexes of corrupted providers by B, where BUG = [m], BNG = 0, |B] = am. Any
uncorrupted providers has access to a sub-Gaussian distribution D with mean p and variance proxy
o (i.e. Ex~p[X] = pand Exp [exp (s (X — p))] < exp (625?/2), Vs € R.). For each j € [m],

a data batch {a:; }:lil is sent to the learner, where n; can be arbitrary. For j € G, {a:; }:lil are i.i.d.

samples drawn from D; for j € B, {x; }7;1 can be arbitrary.

Definition 3.1 considers a robust learning problem from batches where we allow arbitarily different
batch sizes. In contrast, prior works [Qiao and Valiant, 2017, Chen et al., 2020, Jain and Orlitsky,
2021] have only studied the setting with (roughly) equal batch sizes, which is much more restricted.
For this problem, we propose the WEIGHTED-CLIQUE algorithm (Algorithm 1). Given the batch
datasets {x%}"  {ab}” ..., {af, }." . parameter o of the sub-Gaussian distribution, corrup-
tion level «, and confidence level §, WEIGHTED-CLIQUE first performs a clipping step (Line 4) to
clip the sizes of the largest 2am batches to the size of the (2« + 1)m-th largest batch. This is to
reduce the impact of corrupted batch on the weighted average in Line 7. Next, a set confidence
intervals for the true mean p is constructed in Line 5 based on the data of each batch, where I; = R
if n; = 0. In order to remove the outliers, the algorithm find the largest set of batches whose con-
fidence intervals all intersect. This can be formulated as a maximum-clique problem, and thus the
name WEIGHTED-CLIQUE. The largest clique can be found efficiently by sorting and scanning end-
points of all I;’s. This algorithm returns the weighted average of empirical means of the maximum
clique, where the weights are given by clipped sample size, ;.

Intuitively, by choosing the maximum clique in Line 6, Algorithm 1 finds a cluster of good data
batches and drops extreme batches. We show that Algorithm 1 achieves the following guarantee.



Algorithm 1 WEIGHTED-CLIQUE
Require: {{:vi»}m } il o, 0,0 >0
I: &+ - El 1 J,forallje[ m]

2: U (2am + 1)-th largest value in {1} ;¢
3: forj=1,2,...,mdo
4: n; + min(n;, n"")

\/_ 210g5,xj \/_ 210g ]

6: U™ < argmaxy st o, I; U]
EjeU* nj&;, Error < RHS of (1)

5: Ij — |:jfj

7: return T <— 5=

jeux* g

Theorem 3.2. Under Definition 3.1, if n°"* > 0, o < %, with probability at least 1 — 6, T returned
by Algorithm 1 satisfies:

8 cut 2
a,/zlog ;. Bomy/neut \/210g mn )
@/ Je[m]nJ 0

JE€[m] n]
where n°"* and 1;’s are defined in Line 2 and Line 4 in Algorithm 1.

A number of immediate remarks are in order.

Remark 3.3. Note that comparing to prior works [Qiao and Valiant, 2017, Chen et al., 2020,
Jain and Orlitsky, 2021], we allow arbitrary batch sizes. Even if some agents report n; = 0, as
long as n®* > 0, i.e. there are at least 2am + 1 agents reporting non-zero n;’s, our estimator will
have a well-behaved error bound This means that the breakdown point (in the sense of fraction of
bad agent) of our algorithm is 5, which is optimal.

Remark 3.4 (Equal batch size case). Whenny = - - - = n,, = n, the right hand side of (1) becomes

O (\/Lﬁ (ﬁ + ay/log m)) . This recovers the rate in [Yin et al., 2018], which is optimal (up to

logarithmic factors).
Remark 3.5 (Robust mean estimation v.s. robust mean estimation from batches). In classical ro-
bust mean estimation setting [Huber, 1992, Diakonikolas et al., 2017], the optimal error rate is

O (U (a + ﬁ)) given m total samples and o faction corrupted samples. In contrast, due to hav-

ing data source ID, i.e. the batch indices, the adversary are much restricted. To see this, notice that
the equal batch setting can be viewed as robust mean estimation Sfrom m data points &;’s. When

the batch size n becomes larger, &; has a smaller variance 7 * and thus the error of robust mean

estimation becomes O (ﬁ (a + ﬁ))’ which matches the above rate (up to logarithmic factors).

Remark 3.6 (Impossibility result). Our bound in (1) does not depend on the largest 2am n;’s
This means even if some of the clean agents have infinite samples, the algorithm cannot get a very
low error. This might look not ideal at first glance, but we show that this is inevitable information-
theoretically. Interested readers are referred to Theorem A. 1.

Remark 3.7 (Perturbation stability of the estimator and adaption to distributed setting). When
the good data batch is subject to point-wise perturbation of magnitude at most €, a variant of
Algorithm 1 (Algorithm 4 PERT-WEIGHTED-CLIQUE, see Section A.2) suffers at most a 2¢ term
in the error upper bound in addition to (1). Algorithm I does not need the exact dataset as input,
but only the empirical mean and batch sizes of each data batch. As we see later, this property is
essential to achieve low communication cost and preserve data privacy.

4 Byzantine-Robust Learning in Parallel MDP

We study the problem of Byzantine-robust reinforcement learning in the parallel Markov Decision
Processes (MDPs) setting with one central server and m agents, « fraction of which may suffer



Byzantine failure. We postpone the precise interaction protocols between the server and agents to
Section 5 and Section 6.

In both online and offline settings, we consider a finite horizon episodic tabular Markov Decision
Process (MDP) M = (S, A, P, R, H, u1). Where S is the finite state space with |S| = S; A is the
finite action space with |A| = A; P = {Ph}hH:1 is the sequence of transition probability matrix,
meaning Vh € [H], P, : S X A~ A(S) and Py, (-|s, a) specifies the state distribution in step h + 1
if action a is taken from state s at step h; R = {Rh}thl is the sequence of bounded stochastic
reward function, meaning Vh € [H], Ry,(s,a) is the stochastic reward bounded in [0, 1] associated
with taking action a in state s at step h; H is the time horizon; p; is the initial state distribution. For
simplicity, we assume (i is deterministic, and has probability mass 1 on state s .

Within each episode, the MDP starts at state s;. At each step h, the agent observes current state sp,
and take an action a, and receives a stochastic reward Ry, (s, ap, ). After that, the MDP transits to a
next state sp1, which is drawn from P, (+|s, a). The episode terminates after the agent takes action
ap in state sy and receives reward Ry (sp, ap) at step H.

A policy 7 is a sequence of functions {m,..., 7y}, each maps from state space S to action
space A. The value function V;™ : & — [0,H — h + 1], is the expected sum of future re-

wards by taking action according policy w, i.e. V/(s) := E [Zih Rt(St,ﬂ't(St))’ Sp = s] ,

where the expectation is w.r.t. to the stochasticity of state transition and reward in the MDP. Sim-
ilarly, we define the state-action value function QF : S x A — [0,H — 1+ 1]: Qf(s,a) =

E[Rp(s,a)] + E [ S, 1 Relse, wt(st))‘ Sp = s,ap = a} Let 7* = {n"} be an optimal policy
and let V;*(s) := V™ (s,a), Q;(s) := QF (s,a),Vh, s, a.

For any f : § — [0, H], We define the Bellman operator by: (B f) (s,a) = E[Rp(s,a)] +
Eg ~p, (|s,a)[f(s")] Then the Bellman equation is given by:

Vhﬂ-(s) = QZ(Sa ﬂ-h(s))a QZ(Sv CL) = (Bhvfz;rl) (Sa a)v VIZITJrl(S) = O (2)
The Bellman optimality equation is given by:
Vi (s) = maxQj(s,a), - Qiy(s,a) = (BuViiys) (s,0), Vigpa(s) =0 )

We define the state distribution at step & by following policy 7 as df (s) := P[ (sp = s), and the
state trajectory distribution of 7 as: d™ := {d;{}hH:l. The goal is to find a policy that maximizes the
reward, i.e. find a 7, s.t. V{7 (s1) = V;*(s1) = max, V{"(s1). To measure the performance of our
RL algorithms, we use suboptimality as our performance metric for offline setting and use regret as

our performance metric for online setting. We formalize these two measures in their corresponding
sections below.

5 Byzantine-Robust Online RL

In the online setting, we assume that a central server and m agents aim to collaboratively minimizing
their total regrets. The agents and server collaborate by following a communication protocol to
decide when to synchronize and what information to communicate. Unlike standard distributed RL
setting, we assume « fraction of the agents are Byzantine:

Definition 5.1 (Distributed online RL with Byzantine corruption). There are m agents consists of
two types:

* (1 — a)m good agents, denoted by G: Each of the good agents interacts with a copy of M and
communicates its observations to the server following the interaction protocol;

* am bad agents, denoted by B: The bad agents is allowed to send arbitrary observations to the
server at the end of each episode.

Because the server has no control over the bad agents, we only seek to minimize the error incurred by
the good agents. Formally, we use regret as our performance measure for the online RL algorithm:

K J
Regrec(K) = Y 37 (Vion) = Whsn) ). @

k=1j€G



where wi is the policy used by agent j in episode k. At the same time , because of the distributed
nature of our problem, we want to synchronize between the servers and agents only if it is necessary
to reduce the communication cost.

Based on these considerations, we propose the BYZAN-UCB VT algorithm (Algorithm 2). We high-
light the following key features of BYZAN-UCBVT:

1. Low-switching-cost style algorithm design: the server will check the synchronization criteria
in Line 6 when receiving requests from agents. Each good agent will request synchronization if
and only if any of their own (s, a, h) counts doubles (Line 21). Importantly, our agents do not
need to know other agents’ (s, a, h) counts to decide if synchronization is necessary. This design
choice reduces the number of policy switches, synchronization rounds and communication cost
all from O(T) to O(log T'). Compared to the O(+/T) communication steps in [Jadbabaie et al.,
2022], ours is much lower. Unlike [Dubey and Pentland, 2021], our agents do not need to know
other agents’ transition counts in order to decide whether to synchronize or not.

2. Homogeneous policy execution: In any episode &, our algorithm ensures that all good agents are
running the same policy 7. This ensures that the robust mean estimation achieves the smallest
estimation error. Recall that the samples in the large batches are wasted if the batch sizes are
severely imbalanced (cf. Section 3).

3. Robust UCBVI updates: During synchronization, the central server performs policy update
using a variant of the UCBVI algorithm [Azar et al., 2017]: forh = H, H — 1,..., 1, compute:

Qh('v'): (Bhvh-i-l) ('7')+Fh('=')7 Qh('u'):min{Qh('u')uH_h+1}+ (5)
() = argznaXQh('a a), V()= mngh(-, a) (6)

We replace the empirical mean estimation with our PERT-WEIGHTED-CLIQUE (PWC) algorithm
(Algorithm 4) and design a new confidence bonus accordingly. Instead of estimating the transi-
tion matrix and reward function, we directly estimate the Bellman operator given an estimated

value function Vh+1. The server gathers the sufficient statistics from agents in Line 13.

We are now ready to present the following regret bound for BYZAN-UCBVI.

Theorem 5.2 (Regret bound). Under Definition 5.1, if o < % (1 - %),for all § < L, with proba-
bility at least 1 — 30, the total regret of Algorithm 2 is at most

S (viten - vten) =0 (4 + avimisAnKog1/5) ()

Remark 5.3 (Understanding the regret bound). In Algorithm 2, the good agents are using the same

policy and thus for all j € G, fri = 7y, where Ty is the policy calculated by the server in k-th
episode. By utilizing the batch structure, Algorithm 2 achieves a regret sublinear in K, even under

Byzantine attacks. Our regret is only O(vV'mK +am~/K)) compared to the O(m~v/K +mal/* K3/*)

regret in [Jadbabaie et al., 2022]. When o < 1/+/m, the dominating term /mK is optimal even in
the clean setting [Azar et al., 2017].

Remark 5.4 (Communication cost). Because each agent runs K episodes in total, count of each of
the (s, a, h) tuples doubles at most |log, K | times during training. Thus each good agent will send
at most SAH |log, K | sync requests. The bad agents can only send logarithmic number of effective
request because of the checking step in Line 6. As a result, there will be at most mSAH |log, K |

synchronization episodes in total. The communication inside one synchronization episode includes
the following: at least one agent sends a sync request; inside the value iteration, the server will send
estimated value functions at H steps to each agents; each of the good agents will send the estimated
Bellman operator for each (s, a) pairs at H steps and the counts to server. Importantly, the agents
only need to send summary statistics, instead of the raw dataset to server, this preserves the data
privacy of individual agents [Sakuma et al., 2008, Liu et al., 2019].

Remark 5.5 (Switching cost). Switching cost measures the number of policy changes. Algorithms
with low switching cost is favorable in real world applications [Bai et al., 2019, Zhang et al., 2020b,
Gao et al., 2021]. Algorithm 2 only performs policy updates in the synchronization episodes, its
switching cost is thus at most mS AH |log, K |.



Algorithm 2 BYZAN-UCBVI (X, §, o)
1 [SIVig1 () < 0, Qryi(-,-) < 0, SyncCount; < —1,Vj € [m], Sync; <~ TRUE,Vj € [m]

0« (SAH(IS(m)E'S , € SAP}KW {We use [S] to denote the action of central server}

2: [AIN}(s,a) <= 0, Dy < 0,V(j,h,s,a) € [m] x [H] xS x A {We use [A] to denote the action
of agents}

3: for episode k € [K] do

4:  [S] Receive Sync,, Sync,, . .., Sync,,

5:  foragentj € [m] do

6: if Syncj = TRUE and SyncCount; < SAH log, K then

7: [S] SyncCount; < SyncCount; —|—1 SYNCHRONIZE < TRUE

8:  if SYNCHRONIZE then

9: [A] Nﬁlf(s a)(—Nj(s a),Vs,a,h,j

10: forh=H H—-1,...,1do

11: [S] Communicate V}, 1 (-) to each agent

12: for (s,a) € S x Ado

13: [A]Vj € [m],Send xj,n; + m Z(s,a,r,s’)eDi r+Vit1(s'), Ni (s, a) to Server.

14: [S] (Bth+1) (s,a),Ta(s,a) & PWC ({(:cj,nj)}je[m] JH —h+ 1,a,6,5/)

15: [S] Compute Qp,, Qh, Th, Vj, as in (5)-(6).

16:  [S]SYNCHRONIZE « FALSE
17. forj e Gdo

18:  [A]Sync, « FALSE, Sample {(sflk,azk,ri’k, ;L_’f_l)}hem] under {7, }7_|

19: [AIVA NG af) < N ) 11, D) e Dy u{(sh et sl }

20: [A] Send Sync request to Server, if Sync; < 1 {maxs_’a_’h J\Jf\iéd((sya)) > 2} is TRUE.
md(s,a

21: return {7,}1_,

6 Byzantine-Robust Offline RL

In the offline setting, we assume the server has access to a set of data batches while some data batches
are corrupted. The goal of the server is to find a nearly optimal policy without further interaction
with the environment. Specifically:

Definition 6.1 (Distributed offline RL with Byzantine corruption). The server has access to an
offline data set with m data batches Uje[m] Dj, including (1 — o)m good batches G and am

KV
bad batches B, where D; Uhe[H ro= Uhe (H] {(shk,aik,rik,s;f k) " We make an

k=
assumption on the data generating process similar to [Wang et al., 2020]. Prectsely, forall j € G,
H
D; is drawn from an unknown distribution {Vh} , where for each h € [H]|, uh € A(S x A). For

, ik gk 13k j. gk - ko gk
all h, j,k, (sh , @y ) I/h, 5,7 ~ Py |sh ,ah )andrh is an instantiation of Ry, (sh , @) )

For any j € B (i.e. bad batches), D; can be arbitrary.

The performance is measured by the suboptimality w.r.t. a deterministic comparator policy 7 (not
necessarily an optimal policy):

SubOpt (7, 7) := Vf?(sl) — Vi (s1)- )

In the offline setting, the server cannot interact with the MDP. So our result relies heavily on the
quality of the dataset. As we will see in the analysis, the suboptimality gap (8) can be upper bounded
by the estimation error of Bellman operator along the trajectory of 7. As a result, we do not need
full coverage over the whole state-action space. Instead, we only need the offline dataset to have
proper coverage over {d }h 1» the state distribution of policy 7 at each step h. To characterize the



data coverage, for any s, a, h, we define the counts on (s, a, h) tuples by:

Nj(s,a) := Z 1 {(si’k,a{;k) = (s,a)}, Vi € [ml]. )

ke(K;]

When calling Algorithm 1, the large data batches might be clipped in Line 4. By definition, the clip-
ping threshold is bounded between: Ng’cu“ (s,a), the (am + 1)-th largest of {N,i (s, a)} and
JjEG

N}?’C“tz (s,a), the (2am + 1)-th largest of {N,{(s, a)} . We define three quantities p9-°, K, Keyen

j€g
to characterize the quality of the offline dataset. The first quantity describes the density of 7 trajec-

tory that are not properly covered by the offline dataset:

Definition 6.2 (Measure of insufficient coverage). We define p9-° as the probability of 7 visiting an
(s, h,a) tuple that is insufficiently covered by the logged data, namely

P90 = ZH:IEd;; [1{NFe (s, 7(s) = 0} (10)
h=1

Recall that Algorithm 1 requires there are at least (2asm + 1) non-empty data batches to make an
informed decision. p9-° measures an upper bound on the total probability under d” to encounter an
(s, h,a) on which WEIGHTED-CLIQUE cannot return a good mean estimator.

We now introduce «, the density ratio between the d* and the empirical distribution of the uncor-
rupted offline dataset. x quantifies the portion of useful data in the whole dataset and is commonly
used in the offline RL literature [Rashidinejad et al., 2021, Zhang et al., 2021a]. We only focus on
the (s, a, h) tuples excluded by p9-® in Definition 6.2:

Definition 6.3 (density ratio). We use {Ch}hH:1 to denote the state space (in the support of {d;’ } th1 )
that have proper clean agents coverage:

Ch = {S|N,§’C“t2 (5,7(s)) > 0} (1)

We use k to denote the density ratio between the state distribution of policy T and the empirical
distribution over the uncorrupted offline dataset:
d7 (s
K := max max . h(5) (12)

helH] s€Ch 37 o N7 (5,7 (8))/ 2 jeg K

As we can see in Theorem 3.2, the accuracy of Algorithm 1 heavily depend on the evenness of the
batches. Even if there are some good batches with a large amount of data, those extra data are not
useful (cf. Remark 3.6). We define the following quantity to measure the information loss in the
clipping step (Line 4 in Algorithm 1):

Definition 6.4 (Unevenness of good agents coverage).

A N7 577? s 1— NQ,Cutl ~
Reyen ‘= MaX IMax Z]EQ h( h( )) m( O[) h (S,ﬂ'h(S)) (13)

helH) s€Ch 37 o NP2 (s, 7h(5)) Y eq Ni™2 (s, 7n(s))

where N}{’Cutz (s,Th(s)) = max (Ng’cut2 (s, 7n(s)), Ng(s, ﬁh(s)))

Intuitively, xeven describes the evenness of good agent coverage. It measures both how many data
in large batches are cut off by the clip step and the unevenness of the batches after clipping. We
includes Ny (s, 74(s)) and N/ (s, 7, (s)), instead of the true clipping threshold, meaning
Keven S€IVes as an upper bound of the actual unevenness resulting from running the algorithm. For
example, suppose awm > 1: if for any s, a, h,j, Nj.(s,a) = n, then kewen = 1; if for any s, a, h,
there is one good data batch with size Lm for some L > 1 while the others have size 1, then

Ng’cu“(s,a) = Ng’cut2(s,a) = 1 and Keyen = LmJ(rl(l_;?%lmfl 8:332 ~ L + 1, meaning Keyen

increases as the batches become less even.



Remarkably, all three quantities defined above only depend on the (s, a, h) counts of the good data
batches.

Given the above setup, we now present our second algorithm, BYZAN-PEVI, a Byzantine-Robust
variant of pessimistic value iteration [Jin et al., 2021]. Similar to the online setting, we use our
WEIGHTED-CLIQUE (without perturbation) algorithm to approximate the Bellman operator and
use the estimation error to design PESSIMISTIC bonus for the value iteration. BYZAN-PEVI
(Algorithm 3) runs pessimistic value iteration ((14)-(15)) and calls WEIGHTED-CLIQUE as a sub-
routine to robustly estimate the Bellman operator using offline dataset D:

Qn() = (BaVhar) () = Tu(), Qu(r) =min{Qu ) H—h+1}"  (14)
() = argmaxQn(-,a),  Va(-) = maxQu(a) (15)

Algorithm 3 BYZAN-PEVI

K.
. jok gk gk gk LT
Require: D :=J;c( Di = Unep P = Unepa {( sy art eyt sh? )}kzl, a, &
v )
I: ‘SA  HSIAm
2: VH+1(-) +~0
3:forh=H,H—1,...,1do
4. o+ H-h+1
5. for (s,a) € S x Ado
6: for j € [m] do
7: n; %Zke[Kll{(shk,aik):(s,a)}
8: Tj < m Z(s,a,r,s/)EDi’ (T + Vh+1(5/))
9: if |j € [m] :n; > 0] > 2am + 1 then
10: (I@%hf/h“) (s,a),Th(s,a) < WEIGHTED-CLIQUE ({(:z:j,nj)};ll Lo, 5’)
11: else
12: (IB%thH) (s,a) < 0,Tn(s,a) « H — h+1

13:  Compute Qp, Qn, #n, Vi as in (14)-(15).
.\ H
14: return {7,},_,

Theorem 6.5. Given any deterministic comparator policy 7, under Definition 6.1, Definition 6.2,
Definition 6.3 and Definition 6.4: for any §, o < %, with probability at least 1 — §, Algorithm 3
outputs a policy Tt with:

SubOpt (7, 7) <2Hp9" + O | \/ERamH?\/|S] \;L,/ H|S||A|m (16)
JEg

Remark 6.6. Compared to [Zhang et al., 2021a], there is no non-diminishing term in the bound.
Meaning the suboptimality gap vanishes as the good agents collect more data. To the best of our
knowledge, this is the first result for Byzantine-robust offline RL.

Remark 6.7 (Offline v.s. online RL). Our offline RL results are more involved and notation heavy
due to the nature of the problem. In the offline RL setting, learner has no control over the data
generating process, and each data source can be arbitrarily different. The agent can only passively
rely on the robust mean estimator we designed and the pessimism principle to learn as well as the
data permits. In contrast, in the online setting, the learner has complete control over the clean
agents’ data collection process. Our algorithm BYZAN-UCBVI enables the server to realize its
full potential and obtain a tighter and cleaner sample complexity guarantee.

7 Conclusion

To summarize, in this work, we first present WEIGHTED-CLIQUE, a robust mean estimation
algorithm for learning from uneven batches that can be of independent interest. Building



upon WEIGHTED-CLIQUE, we propose byzantine-robust online (BYZAN-UCBVI) and the first
byzantine-robust offline (BYZAN-PEVI) reinforcement learning algorithms in distributed setting.
Several questions remain open: (1) Can we provide a complete characterization of the information-
theoretical lower bound for robust mean estimation from uneven batches? (2) Can we extend our
RL algorithms to the function approximation setting?
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A More discussion on Algorithm 1: WEIGHTED-CLIQUE

A.1 Impossible result

Theorem A.1 (impossibility result). There exists a distribution D, s.t. given m data batches
{{xé}jﬁl} - generated under Definition 3.1, every robust mean estimation algorithm o/ suf-
R IS )

fers an error at least

1
Ql — 17
(%) @
even o/ knows some of the batches are clean, where N is the sum of sizes of the smallest (1 —2a)m
good batches.

Proof of Theorem A.1. Let D be Bernoulli distribution with parameter % W.lo.g., assume G =

(1 =a)m], ny < - < ng_gym and B = {(1 —a)m +1,...,m}. We assume algorithm .o
knows [(1 — 2a)m)] is a subset of the good batches.

Letn = ﬁ = W Let the bad batches B be i.i.d. samples from D’, a Bernoulli distri-

bution with parameter % + 1. By Theorem 4 of [Paninski, 2008, Chan et al., 2014], no algorithm can
distinguish if the batches {z} }7:11 . {xél_w)m} (o
gorithm can distinguish if {(1 — 2a)m + 1,..., (1 — a)m} are good batches or 55 are good batches.

are sampled from D or D’. L.e. no al-

, every robust mean estimation algorithm suffers

This means, given m data batches { {:c§ } |

nj
=11 jel

1
an error at least €2 (\/_N) O

A.2 Adaption to good batch perturbation and distributed learning

Compared to Algorithm 1, Algorithm 4 enlarges the confidence interval by € on both endpoints due
to the perturbation and only requires some sufficient statistics from the batches, instead of the whole
dataset. When n°"* > 0, meaning there are at least 2am + 1 non-empty batches, Algorithm 4 runs
a modified WEIGHTED-CLIQUE algorithm to calculate the mean estimation and the error upper
bound (with an additional € as an adjustment for e-cover argument in the proof of Theorem 5.2).
When n"* = 0, Algorithm 4 returns 0 and a trivial error upper bound.

Algorithm 4 PERT-WEIGHTED-CLIQUE (PWC)
Require: {(i:j,nj)}je[m], o, 0,60 >0
1: n°"* < (2am + 1)-th largest value in {1} jc[m]

2: if n°%* > 0 then
3: forj=1,2,...,mdo

4: nj  min(n;, n")
. . Fo— 9 2m _ o4y O 2m

5: I; + [xj o 2log =5 e,xj—l—\/ﬁ—j 2log %§ —l—e}

6: U* < argmaxy g 0200 I |U|

7:  return I < Do ZJEU* n;&j, Error <— RHS of 21)+ ¢
8: else

9:  if D is bounded between a, b then
10: return £ < 0, Error<b—a
11:  else

12: return z < 0, FKError < oo
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B Proof of Theorem 3.2

To prove Theorem 3.2, we show (1) holds under some concentration event while the event happens
with high probability. We consider a slight more general setting where there could be perturbations
to even good batches:

Definition B.1 (Robust mean estimation from batches). There are m data providers indexed by:
{1,2,...,m} =: [m]. Among these providers, we denote the indexes of uncorrupted providers by
G and the indexes of corrupted providers by B, where BUG = [m], BNG = 0, |B] = am. Any
uncorrupted providers has access to perturbed samples from a sub-Gaussian distribution D with
mean yu and variance proxy o (i.e. Ex p[X] = pand Exp [exp (s (X — p))] < exp (0%5%/2),
Vs € R.). For each j € G, a data batch {:E; }:Zl is drawn from D, while a perturbed version
{:c§ }ZZ . i; sgr;t to the learner, where n; can be arbitrary and |i:3 — :i:3| < ¢ for some ¢ > 0. For
jE€B, {I;}Zil can be arbitrary.

One can easily recover Definition 3.1 by letting e = 0. We prove the We first define the concentration

event as following:

Definition B.2 (Concentration event). For all j € G, define the event that the empirical mean of
clean batches is close to the population mean as:

2
£ = {m—ul < 210g7m—|—6} (18)

o
V7
Define the event that the weighted average of empirical means of clean batches is close to the popu-
lation mean as:

1 / 2
Ewa = Tzﬁjjj_“ §L 210g5+e (19)
€9 ™ jeg \ 2jeg
Let E.onc be the event that events above happens together:

Econe = Ewa N () & (20)

JjEG

We can show &, happens with high probability using Hoeffding’s inequality:
Lemma B.3. P (E.one) > 1 — 20.

Proof. See proof in Section B.1. o

Under event E.,,,., we can give an upper bound on the estimation error:

Lemma B.4. Under event E.one, if n°Y > 0, Algorithm 4 outputs a & with
2 2 cut 2
|j—u|§7m/210g5+8am7 AL 210g7m—|—56 @1)
A /Zje[m] ’ﬁj Zje[m] n;

Proof. See proof in Section B.2. O

Proof of Theorem 3.2. Consider ¢ = 0, i.e. no perturbation involved. By Lemma B.3 and
Lemma B.4, with probability at least 1 — 26,

2 2 Samy/new )
|§c—,u|gim/ﬂogg—i—wm/?log% 22)

O
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B.1 Proof of Lemma B.3
To prove Lemma B.3,

1. we first show that the perturbation changes the empirical mean of batches by at most ¢;

2. we can show the concentration bound of empirical means and weighted means for the
unperturbed samples;

3. we can conclude by using the two results above and triangular inequality.

the probability of event [,
samples in batch j:

e g€+ Forall j € G, let z; be the empirical mean of unperturbed

1 <&
;= — T} (23)
ng —
i=1
By triangular inequality:
1 U . . 1 U
|Zj — ;] = n—j;(%—f;) S;Zdezf 24)

Since D is sub-Gaussian distribution, we can show the concentration of unperturbed samples Z;: for
all good batch j € G,

_ njt2 ﬁth
P(|Z; — pl > 1) < 2exp <_F> < 2exp <_W (25)

By union bound, with probability at least 1 — 0, Vj € G,

g
1Zj — pl < \/— 2log —— | < \/_ (26)
By triangular inequality, with probability at least 1 — §, Vj € G,
N . _ 2m
%5 — pl < |25 — T + 175 — 2log 1 + ¢ 27

4]

\/—
Le.P(Myeg &) 2 1-4.

the probability of event £,,,: We first show the weighted average of empirical mean of the unper-

turbed sample i.e., ﬁ Zj g n;T; is a sub-Gaussian random variable: firstly, note that the

mean of the weighted average is yu, i.e. E {ﬁ > jeg ﬁjsfj} = p. By definition, we know for
i’eg My’ S
good batch j € G, T xj, ceny 5:;” are i.i.d. sub-Gaussian random variable with mean p and variance
proxy o2, i.e.
y o252
E [exp (s (xj — u))} < exp 5 Vs € R. (28)
Since z; = - >2;; &5: forall s € R,
- 1 .
E [exp ;T — b = H E |exp|s ﬁnj (Z; — )
2jreg ' ieg jeg jeg "y’
(29)
SRRl ( 2oy )| < T T (% (552
- S o E Tk = P\ S5 \S 700,
JEG i€[n;] 'eg gy n; JEG ic[ny] 2 Zj'eg Ty 1
(30)

16



2
2 2
o s 5 o
§|| II exp| = | =——= =exp | = | ——= (31
r1 2 \>. g Ny 2 S =
i€G ic[n,] j'e j'eg Ty’
This means ﬁZj'eg njZ; is a sub-Gaussian random variable with variance proxy
j'eg i’

o> __ ThusVt > 0,

2ireg Myt

1 B Z'/egﬁj’t2
Pll=———— a2, —p|>t| <2exp | =221 (32)
Zj’eg ”j’; Y < 202

Thus with probability at least 1 — §:

1 S o 2
Wznﬂj—ﬂ S —=—\/2log; (33)
j/e 7 ic .

JjEG Ej/eg ngr
This means:
S 34
=2 il —p
Zj/EQ nj/ Jeg
1 1 1
S|l QT |t = D% = )T (35)
> jreg My pre djreq iy ico 2 jreg Myt JGZQ
2
ZU — /2l >+ (36)
jreg Ty’

Le. P(Epa) >1—04.
By union bound P (E.pc) = P (Ewa N ﬂjeg Ej) >1—26.

B.2 Proof of Lemma B.4

By Lemma B.3, we know the weighted average of empirical mean of good batches is a proper
estimation for the population mean. Compared to G, the U* returned in Line 6 in Algorithm 4 may
remove some good batches and include some bad batches. Even though, as long as we can show:

1. Line 6 will not remove too many good batches and will not include too many bad batches;
2. the bad batches included in U* will not be significant

then we can show that the  returned in Line 7 is a reasonable estimation for .

The structure of U*: U™ is the largest subset of batches with confidence interval intersection. The
confidence intervals of all the good batches intersect under event [ jeg &;, thus U* should at least
as large as G, thus it is not possible to remove too many good batches. Furthermore, we can also
show that we will not lose too much information, meaning significantly reduce the total number of
samples and thus later on, we can show that the statistical rate will not be affected by too much. We
make these ideas precise below.

Under event (), &,
we N1 G7)
JjEG
where I is the confidence interval defined in Line 5. Thus (), I; # 0.

Because U™ maximizes

max U], (38)
U St 0400 Iy
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we know |U*| > |G| = (1 — a)m. Furthermore, U* can include at most am batches, this means U*
includes at least (1 — 2am) good batches. Formally:

U NGl = U\ B| = |U| = |B] = (1 - 2a)m. (39)

* . . . . ~ 1 ~ o
Now we show U* is not losing too much information, i.e. ) jeus T 2 3 Zj c[m) Tj- By definition

of n°"*, there are at least 2am + 1 batches in [m] such that 77; = n"*. Because U* removes at more
am batches, there are at least am + 1 batches in U* such that n; = nct Te.

{jeU iy =n} =|{j€lm]: iy =n"}| = |{j € [m]\U":7i; =n™}|  (40)
> |{j €m]: iy =n""} —|[m]\ U 1)
220m+1—am:am+1 (42)
This means the information loss Z jelm\g n; can be bounded by Z]EU* n;, formally:
227@ an Zm%—ZnJ Z iy — Z s (43)
JEUS gelm]  jeUr GeUr  jelmlnUt jelm]\U*
= Z nj — Z fi; > (am + 1)n™ — amn™" >0 (44)
Jeur JEMNU*
Thus we have:
Z nj 2 Z nj. (45)
JjeU* JE[m]

Bad batches in U*: In order for a bad batch 7 to survive in U™, its confidence interval I; must
intersect with each good batches’ confidence interval in U*. In particular, I; must intersect with
the good batch in U™ with largest 7;. By definition, there are at least am + 1 good batches with
n; = n"*. Because U* excludes at most am good batches, there are at least one good batch (denote
by j*), s.t. 7+ = n°Ut,

Thus Vj € U* N B, I; N I« # (). Which means, there exists some point z, s.t. z € I; N I;«, thus
|2 — & | < |85 — 2| + |»"U—50j*| (46)

<%\ [210g 2 210g 21 + (47)
SV VTS \/— BTy e

1 1 [ om
— (\/ﬁ_l —|— ncut) g 210g T + 26. (48)

Furthermore, under event [

ng

o 2
£ — p| < 21 49

By triangular inequality, &; we not bee too far away from p:

. . R . 1 2 / 2m

Error decomposition: As mentioned earlier, we can decompose the estimation of Z returned by
Algorithm 4 by: statistical error (with potential information loss), term <7 in (55); error coming
from including bad batches, term 2% in (55); error coming from removing good batches, term 273 in
(55). Specifically:

1
|f—ﬂ|=m > i —p) (S
Jjeu™

J jEU*

:Zj;]*ﬁj DA D = > | @ (52)

je€G  jeU*NB  jeG\U*
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Sﬁ Soai -+ Y )|+ D AE— ) (53)

Jj€G jeU*NB JjEG\U*
(this is by triangular inequality) (54)
= + Ay + (55)

We can bound the first term 7 by (45) under event £,

1 _ 2jeg M 1 _
N = nj(& —p)| = S = (&5 — ) (56)
ZjeU* nj Jezg ZjeU* n; Z‘jeg nj Jezg
D jeg M 1
= - - ;T — 1 (57)
ZjeU* g Zjeg g Jezg 7

Zjeg 7:LJ

i o 2
< - 1/2log = + ¢ (By event £y,4) (58)
ZjeU* Ny > ea N 6
\/ 22jeg T
\/ g "y
VI 7 /210g L Sy 2ieg ™ (59)
D jeu

JeU* m; jeU
\/ eg T
’ ,/21og S Zico ™ ¢ (By (45) (60)
jGU*
\/ 36 ﬁ ng
0 210g + (By G C [m]) (61)
JEU* ”J
7
4 2log + 2yeg ™ £ T (62)
1/ jelm JEU* n]
By (50), we can bound the second term .27, by:
1 o 1 SN . .
oy = S—— Z (& —p)| < S Z n;|Z; —p|  (By triangular ineq)
JEU* I |ieunB €U "I jeu=nB
(63)
1 1 2 2m
- nj — t+t — {/2log — +3 By (50 64
_dev* Je;ms ((\/ﬁa‘ V”C“‘>U " 6) By e .
1 ( _ 21 ) 2m D jevns
L s+ oy/2log 0¥ 4 £ZIEUTNB T g (65)
2jev- jeUZ*ﬁB T Ve 0 Yjevs T
1 2 cu-nB
Se—— Y 3o 210g7m+@36 (By iy < n°™) (66)
2jeus jeU*NB 2 jeun
cut 2 . - 77L
gm \/2 log — + @36 (U* includes at most aum bad batches)  (67)
deU* n;j 0 ZjeU* nj

We can bound the third term <75 by:

1
Ay = Z (25 — p)| < S Z nj|&; —p|  (By triangular ineq)
ZjEU* ’I’L] JEG\U* Z]EU ]Eg\U*

(68)

19



1
Sm Z ( 2 log T + 6) (By event ﬂjeg Q) (69)
JEU Y jeg\U~ v
1 = om D . T
TSy Z VAL 210%74- %e (70)
jeur " JEG\U* jeu=T
<M \/2 log — _|_ Me 1)
_ZJGU* n7 6 ZJGU* n_]
(Because U* excludes at most awm good batches and 7; < n"*) (72)

Note that the above upper bounds for . and % are still valid even if some of the 72;’s are zero.

In conclusion, we can bound the estimation error by:

|12 — p| <o + oo+ o (73)

U\/?log + 2yegy (74)
V/ Ziem M Zjev- 7

3 cut 2m . - i
| (Bomner \/ 2log = + LGU N8 70 3, (75)
Z jeU* n; d ZjeU* g
cut . " ’INI
+ Lm\/n \/2 log — UL LJGQ\U e (76)
ZjeU* n; 0 ZjeU* nj

4am\/ cut 2m

a\/2log6 ‘a 2log — 5 ()
\/ Je[m] n; JGU*

n (Zjeg + ZjeU*ﬁB) nj et ZjeU*ﬂB n;

Zjeg\U* n; ‘

! ' 9e + _ (78)
ZjeU* T ZjeU* nj ZjeU* n;
4 Cut
S S =+ o‘m” SVE 5y /21og ;n (79)
1/2: jeim ]nj ]EU* nj
. cut cut
n ng[m]~36+ amn oy amn . 80)
ZjeU* nj ZjeU* g ZjeU* ny
(Bygu(U*mB) [m], [U* N B| < am, |G\ U*| < am) (81)
cut
01/210g§ Samvn =, 21og7—|—5 (82)
\/ JE[m] n] 36
(By (42) and (45)) (83)

C Proof of Theorem 5.2

By following standard regret decomposition for UCB type of algorithm (see [Jin et al., 2020]), under
the event that the estimation error of Bellman operator is bounded by bonus terms, we can decom-
pose the regret by:

1. the cumulative bonus term occurred in the trajectories of each good agent

2. aterm that can be easier bounded by Azuma-Hoeffding’s inequalities.
By Lemma B.4 and replacing Lemma B.3 with a variant for martingale, we can show the event
mentioned above happens with high probability. Unlike standard regret bound for tabular setting,

we cannot directly use the telescope series to estimate the cumulative bonuses. Instead, we first need
to show that because each good agent is using the same policy in every episode, their trajectories
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have a lot of overlaps, meaning the (s, a, h) counts of all good agents do not differ by too much.
Given that, we can simply the bound in Lemma B.4 and use the telescope series.

We start by restating Theorem 5.2:
Theorem C.1 (Regret bound, Theorem 5.2). If < % (1 — L), for all § < 1, with probability at

least 1 — 36:
K
> (Vl*(sl) - Vﬁk(sl)) -0 ((1 + aym)SH? | AKmlog %) (84)

k=1 j€eg
We first give the high level idea of our proof:

1. We give an analysis under the intersection of three “good events”:

* event &£: the estimation error of Bellman operator is upper-bounded by bonus (See
Section C.1, Lemma C.3);

 event Eeven: if the total count Zjeg N,{’k (s,a,h) onsome (s,a,h) is large, then the
counts of each agent differ by at most 2 times (See Section C.3, Lemma C.9);

* event Ep,quq: an error term in the regret decomposition is bounded by Azmua-
Hoeffding bound.

2. Under event £, we can decompose the regret into two terms (see Section C.2, Lemma C.8):

* a martingale with bounded difference which is controlled by Hoeffding bound under
event EA,mua’

* the cumulative bonus term, which can be bounded by telescoping series under event
Eeven.

We use Qﬁ, Qh, wh, Vh R IB%E, Fﬁ to denote the variables used in the k-th episode. When a syn-
chronization happens in episode k, those variables are the updated ones after the synchronization;
when there is no synchronization in episode k, those variables remain the same as last episode. Let
N ,Jlk(s, a) be the counts on (s, a, h) tuples in episode & after the counts update. Formally, We start
by restating the data collection process and counts on (s, a, h) tuples of each good agent j € G: dur-
ing the data collection process, we allow all of the agents collect data together. In the k-th episode,

agent j collects a multi-set of transition tuples using policy d* : { (si k ,al k r k si_]ﬁl) }he[H]'

D= \J D= U U {5 a2 58 ) (85)

he[H] he[H] k' <k
N,{’k(s, a) is given by:
H
N}*(s,a) Z 1{(s,a) = (5,a)} (86)
h=1(3,a,7,5')€D"
We give the formal definition of good events below:
Definition C.2.
A ~ k
gAzmua Z Z Z ( s/~ Py (|53 al k) [thJrl(S/) - szr+1(5/)} (87)
k=1j€G h=1
. - ko 2
- (th+1(5ﬁ-1) - Vhﬁ+1(5ﬁ-1))) =y 8mK H3 log g} (83)
€= N {|(B5f) 5.0) - @) s.0)| <Ths )} b 89

(s,a,h,k,f)ESX Ax HX K x[0,1]S
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Forany (s,a,h, k) € S x A x [H] x [K)], we define the follow event:

. ik
Eeven(s,a,h, k) := {ifzjeg NZ" (s,a) > 400m log ZESAH yhen max; jeg Ny (=) 2}

Nz k( ll) =
(90)
And define
Eeven 1= m Eeven(s,a, h, k). oD
s,a,h, K
Proof of Theorem 5.2. By Azuma-Hoeffding inequality:
P (5Azmua) <9 92)
Then by union bound: Lemma C.3 and Lemma C.9 together implies for all 0 < ¢ < %:
P (E U Eeven U 5Azmua) <P (E) +P (5even) +P (5Azmua) <30 93)

which means £ N Eeven N €A ;mua happens with probability at least 1 — 34.

We now upper bound the regret under event ENEevenNEA zua- By Lemma C.8 we can decompose
the regret by:

»> (vir(sn) = v (s0) ©4)

k=1jeg
H
<QZZZP (shF al™) (95)
k=1 jeg h=1
H k k
9 7 Y j K 7 Jik
+ Z Z Z ( s/~ Py (-] 5% ,ak) {thH(SI) - Vh+1(8/)} - (thJrl(ngJrl) - Vh+1(‘9;z+1)))
k=1j€G h=1
(96)
(Under event &) 7)
2
<2 ( 3log =
ZZZI‘ sy al™) + [ 8mK H log (98)
k=1j€G h=1
(Under event €55 mua) 99)

We only need to upper bound the cumulative bonus. Suppose the policy is updated at the beginning
of ko+1,k1+1,ka+1, ..., k+1-thepisodes, with the data collected in the first kg, k1, k2, . . ., ki-th
episodes, with k; = 1. To simplify the notation, we define kg = 0, k;41 = K.

For convenience, in the following, we use N (s, a) to denote the total count on (s, a, h) tuples up
to episode k over all good agents:

Nf(s,a) ==Y N}*(s,a), (100)
j€g

where N} (s a) = 0. We can rearrange the cumulative bonus by summing over (s, a) pairs:

I+1
I‘ (s7F al """ (s,a) (N;*(s,a) = N, 7" (s,a)) (101)
ik ik keoatd( k k
k=1j€G h=1 h=1 (s,a)eSx A t=1

When there are less than (2am + 1) agents have coverage on some (s, a, h) tuple, the bonus term

Ffl(s, a) is trivially set to be H — h + 1. In the following, we show that under event Eeven, in (101),
for each (s, a, h) tuple, there are at most 2Ny bonus term such that I'y,(s,a) = H — h + 1, where

2mKSAH
Np := 400m log mf (102)
For any (s, a, h), let [o(s, a, h) be such that:
NYoe* 1 (g a) < No < Nyo“™" (s,a). (103)

22



This means when running the policy update at episode k;,(s,q,n) + 1, the total counts for (s,a,h),
ie. N:l“(s’“’h) (s, a), is larger than No. For any k > ki, (s.4.5), We have
ZN,{’k(s,a) = Nf(s,a) > N,I:l"(s’“’h)(s,a) > Np. (104)
Y
By definition of Eeyen, for any k& > klo(s)a)h)
N7 (s
max % <2 (105)
€6 N,;" (s, a)

this means for any k > kj,(s,a,n)> Ng’k(s, a) > 0,Vj € G, meaning all of the good agents have
coverage on (s, a, h), this means there are at least (1 — «)m > 2am + 1 agents have coverage, and
thus:

* Trivial bonus can only happens at k < Ky (s, 4,1) 1-€-

T(s,a) = H—h+lonlyif k < ky(s.an)- (106)

Furthermore, because in the algorithm, the agents synchronize and update their policy when
or before any (s, a, h) counts for a good agent doubles. Le.: forall (s, a, h,j,i) € S x A X

[H] x G x [l]:
N¥(s,a) < 2N} (s,a) (107)
This means . .
N, (5,a) < 2N, (s,a) < 2No. (108)
Thus for each (s, a, h) tuple, there are at most 2Ny bonus term such that T'y,(s,a) = H —
h+ 1.

e forany k > Ky (s,a,n) T 1
6 2(H — h+1) \/2 log 2WSAH Km)>>
SAHKm © \/276 N{* (s a) ’
Sam, Ncut,k—l s,a 35
2jem Ni (5,0)

Where Ni“t’k_l(s, a) is the (2am + 1)-largest among {Ng’k_l(s, a)} and

¥ (s,a) = (109)

]\7,{’]@71(5, a) = max (N;iut"kfl(s, a), Ni’kfl(s, a)) ; (111)

'7 k=1 S,a . . . ri.k—
N”‘ilgsi < 2 implies V7, N}Jl’k Y(s,a) >
1NJ;7€ 1(8 a) and Nj,k 1(8 a) 1Ncutk 1(8,@).

This means for any k > ky (5,0,n) + 1

1 V2 V2
\/Z]E[m] Nj)k 1 S U“ \/Z]E[m] Nj)k 1(‘9 0“) \/N}Ij_l(sva)

For any k — 1 > kjy(s,a,n), Max; jeg

(112)

my/ NP1 (s, a) \/_\/ZJE[m] N1 (s, a) 113)
de[m] Njk 1(8 a’) Z]E[m] Njk 1(870’)
V2% | N (s, )
76 ? 2\/7’_n
Jk T < (114)
Z]e[ ] (s,a) N}’f’l(s,a)
Thus
4+ 16v/2 a\/_ SAHKm) 6
rk 11
n(s;a) < Nk 1 s a) +SAHKm s

23



We are know ready to bound the cumulative bonus:
I+1

IS S SR SV a) (Vi (s,0) = Ny (s,0))
k=1j€G h=1 h=1(s,a)€Sx A t=1
(116)
H lo(s,a,h)
-y ¥ S orpets (Nk'(s a) — N:t’l(s,a)) (117)
h=1(s,a)eSxA t=1
I+1
+ Z I‘Zt’lﬂ(s,a) (N,’ft (s,a) — N:t’l(s,a)) (118)
t=lo(s,a,h)+1

H lo(s,a,h)
SZ Z ( Z Fkt 1+1 (N,Ij‘(s,a) _ N:til(s,a)) (119)

h=1 (s,a)eSx.A t=1

I+1
4416 SAHK 35
+ 4+ 16v20im ) m) (N,’ft(s,a) - N:t’l(s,a)) (120)
k 1
t=lo(s,a,h)+1 N (s,a)
+1 6 .
k¢ t—1
+ Y YT (N (s,a) — N (s,a)) (121)
t=lo(s,a,h)+1
(By (115)) (122)
= + oty + oA, (123)
By (106) and (108),
ah < SAH2N,™" (s,a) < 25 AH2N,. (124)
Because kj+1 = K,
6 u 6
< K -
% S aERm 2 2 Ni(na) =gz (125)
h=1(s,a)eSxA
By (107),
SR ACUERASCO DY SR SR /OO LR ACT)
t=lo(s,a,h)+1 N,]ft’l(s, a) - t=lo(s,a,h)+1 \/th (s,a) + \/N,lft’1 (s,a)

(126)
I+1

=(vV2+1) > (\/N,lft(s,a)—\/N,’f‘1(s,a)>§(\/§+1)\/N,§(s,a) (127)

t=lo(s,a,h)+1

By Cauchy—Schwarz inequality,

> N[ (s,a) < 1Y Nf(s,a)=VSAKm (128)
(s,a)eSx.A (s, a)ESXA (s,a)eSxA
Thus
35
oy <(V2+1)(4+ 16\/§a\/ﬁ)H2\/SAKm\/1og 2m(SAI§Km) (129)
-0 <(1 + aym)H2SVAKm\ | log W#) (130)
Thus
o) + oo + oty <O <(1 + av/m)H?SVAKm W#) (131)
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(132)

In conclusion:

K K H
ZZ(W(sl)—I/f’“(sl)) <2333 k(s ad") \/SmKH3log6 (133)
k=1jeg k=1j€G h=1

) (134)

O

(1+ ayvm)SH?* [/ AKmlog

Sl

| |
/‘\

C.1 the good event &£

We first show that our bonus is a valid upper confidence bound for the estimated Bellman operator.
Recall that our bonus term used in k-th episode is calculated based on the data collected in the first
k — 1-episodes. The bonus is given by:

o If|j € [m] : N;{’k_l(S,a) > 0| <2am+1
If(s,a) =H—h+1; (135)

o If|j € [m] : N}z’k_l(S,a) > 0| > 2am +1

6 2(H—-h+1 2(SAHKm)3S
Th(s,a) =g + ( m:l) \/210g% (136)
\/Zje[m] N}J; (Sv a)
8amy/N""F (s, a) 9 AHKm)3S
+ L (H—h+1)\/2log m(S > T 3
Zje[m] Nh) (Sa a)
Where N"* 7! (s, a) is the (2am + 1)-largest among {N,{’kfl(s, a)} and
N7*1(s,a) = max (N,i“t’k_l(s, a), N7 (s, a)) : (138)
To be precise:
Lemma C.3 (Valid bonus). Let £ be the following event:
€= N {|(Bif) (s.0) = Buf) (s.0)| < Thsa)} o (139)
(s,a,h,k,f)ESXAX HxX K x[0,1]S
Then, we have
P(E)>1-6 (140)

To show that & is a high probability event, we seek to utilize the result of Theorem 3.2. Since there
are two obstacles, we need to make some modifications:

1. Because the transition tuples are collected sequentially, they are no longer i.i.d., which
means Lemma B.3 does not hold trivially. To resolve this, we use the concentration of
martingale (see Lemma C.4);

2. Event £ shows the concentration property of B holds uniformly for infinitely many f’s.
Thus a direct union bound does not apply. Instead we need to use a cover number argument
for all possible f’s, which is standard (see [Jin et al., 2020]).

Proof of Lemma C.3. Let &' be the following event:

g = {N,f;‘“t=’“*1(s,a) > 0}. (141)

25



In the following, we decompose £ by:
E=(En&uEng) (142)
and bound IP (£) by law of total probability.
If NS"F1 (5, a) = 0, because (1@3;3 f) (s,a) = 0 and (Bx f) (s,a) < H — h+ 1, with probability
1L,Y(s,a,h,k, f) e Sx Ax Hx K x[0,1]°,
|(Bf) (5. 0) — (Baf) (s,0)| < Th(s.0) (143)
This means

P(ENT) =P (E[T)P(E) =P (D) (144)

IfN, ,‘;m"kf ! (s,a) > 0, we use a covering number argument and union bound to bound the probability
of event £.

[1/el” [1/e]? 7777 [1/€]
can bound the cover number by V.| < (H (1 + 1))5. This means Vf € [0, H]®, we can find an
Vi € Ve, 8.t || f — Villoo := maxges | f(z) — Vi(z)| < e. In another word,

U {F:lIf = fello < €} (145)

fe€Ve

S
Consider V. := { L 2 . HIe } , an € cover of [0, H]S, in the sense of co-norm. We

Importantly, unlike model based method without bad agents, our B is not an linear operator, meaning
we cannot trivially upper bound ‘(Bﬁ f) (s,a) — (BZVf) (s, a)‘ in the cover number argument.

Instead, we need to use the continuity of error bound of our robust mean estimation Algorithm 4,
meaning as long as each data point collected by each agent is not perturbed too much, then the
estimation error bound does not increase too much.

Recall that in Algorithm 2, at episode k, if the agents decide to synchronize, then at each step h,
given any function f, the clean agents will calculate empirical mean for

{r + f(s'): (s,a,m,8) € D‘}jl’k}. (146)

Let f. be an element in V, s.t. || fc — f|loo < €, this means set (146) is a perturbed version (by at
most €) of

{7’ + fe(8') : (s,a,7,8') € Dflk} . (147)

This means given an f. € V., for any f, s.t. ||f — fello < € A1gorithm4 can be used to ro-
bustly estimate (By, f¢) (s, a), given set (146). Furthermore, choosing € = —, by Lemma C 4,
Lemma C.5 and Lemma B 4, givenany s, a, h, k, f.,and any f, s.t. || f— fjoo g €, with probability
at least 1 —

(SAHKm)3 /(2mK)”

[(BE7) (500 = (Bso) 5. 0)] < Th(5,0) = e (148)

We can bound the ‘(Bﬁf) (s,a) — (B f) (s, a)‘ by:

|(BEf) (5. 0) = Bap) (s.0)| <|(BIF) (5,0) = (Baso) (5,0)| +1(Brf) (5. ) = (Baf) (s.0)]

(149)
<| (B5£) (5.0) — Bafo) (50| + g (150)

Then
Pl U {|(B) 0 - Bup) (s.a)] > This,0)} (1s1)

s,a,h.k, f
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( {|(Bif) (s.0) = Buf) (s.0)] > Th(s.0)} (152)
fe

[0,H]S

< P( U {\(Bzf) <s,a>—<Bhf€><s,a>]+m>rg<5,a>}
s,a,h.k L€V,

Fllf = fello <e
(153)
< i U ‘(I@%kf)(s a) — (Buf.) (s a)’—l—#>Fk(s a)
e )T A SAHKm =~ ="M
s,a,hk fe€Ve f: Hf fs”oo<€
(154)
1)
< o <
<SAHK(H(1+ HSAKm)) (SAHEm)®S | @2mE) = ) (155)
This means
PENE)=PEIENPE)Y>(1-0)PE)>PE)-4 (156)
In conclusion,
PE)=PENE)+P(ENE)>PE)+P(E)—6=1-4. (157)
O
C.1.1 Concentration of estimation from good agents
Lemma C4. Let:
N 1
(B{;’“f) (s00) i= ———— > r+ (), (158)

Nj%(s,a)

(s,a,r,s/)EDi;lc
where we define 3 = 0. Forany f : S — [H|, and for any (s,a,h,k) € SxAx[H]x[K] with
probability at least 1 — 0/2, Econc—seq(S, a, b, k) happens, where

Econc—seq (8,1, k) = ] Ecmseq(s, a, h, 5, ), (159)
jeg

and

Eemseq(s,a,h, j. k) = ‘(lﬁ%?;”“f)( a) — (Brf) ( ‘ %\/1 % (160)

Proof of Lemma C.4. We use the martingale stopping time argument in Lemma 4.3 of [Jin et al.,
2018].

For each fixed (s, a, h, j) € Sx Ax[H]xG: forall t € [K], define

H

(U U {(i s Y] (161)
t’<t76
Let
Xe= Y (r+f(s) = (Buf)(s,0) (162)

it
(s,a,r,s")eD;

Then {(F, Xt)}fil is a martingale. One observation is X;, = X, if agent j did not visit (s, a, h)
int;+1,t1+2,...,tz-thepisodes. Thus we can use the stopping time idea to shorten the martingale
sequence.

Define the following sequence of ¢;’s: £y := 0,

t; := min ({t' €[K]:t >t;_1 and (sflt ,ait )= (s,a)} U{K + 1}) . (163)
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Intuitively, ¢; is the episode when (s, a, h) is visited by agent j for the i-th time. If agent j visit
(s,a, h) for less than ¢ times, then ¢, = K + 1. By definition, ¢; is a stopping time w.r.t. {}'t}tK:l.
By optional sampling theorem, {(F%,, th.)}fil is a martingale.

By Azuma-Hoeffding’s inequality: for any 7 < K

2 2
P(|X¢,| > B) <2exp <_47(H——ﬂh+1)2> (164)

Let W = 2exp ( 47—(H2—++1)2)’ we get: for any (s, a, h, j), for any 7 < K, with probability at

o .
least 1 — SmEK -

S 1) — (Baf) (5,0)| < VA — b+ 1)y /210g T (165)

Jit 5
(s,a,r,s")ED)T

By union bound, for any (s, a, h, j), with probability at least 1 — %, forany 7 < K:

AdmK
S )~ (Baf) (s,0)| < VT(H —h+ 1)y /2105 = (166)
(s,a,r,s’)GDi‘t"'
This means for any (s, a, h, j, k) and any 7 < k
i (5c_seq(s,a, 3 k)’ Ni*(s,a) = T) (167)
. H—-h+1 4K
<P [ | (BF*7) (5.0) = (Bas) (s,0)] 2 i \/ NPF(s,a)=7]  (168)
\/N” (s,a)
)
<
S e (169)
Thus
k
P (Ecsealsra b B)) = S P (Eamsug 0,13, B)| Ni(5.0) = 7) P (N} (s,0) = 7)
=0
(170)
)
<
=omK 71
By union bound
P (Econc—seq(s,a,h, k) > 1 — g (172)
O
Lemma C.5. Let:
g 1
(B'f) sa) = —m— Y r s, (173)
N}¥(s,a) .
(s,a,r,s")eDy;
G,k 1 ok ook
(IB%h f) (5,0) = ———=——— > Nj*(s,a) (IB%h f) (s,a), (174)

&
Zjeg Ni % (s, a) jeg

where we define 3 = 0. For any f : S — [H], with probability at least 1 — §/2, (s, a, h, k)
happens, where

- H-h+1 / 4mK
gct(sv a,h, k) = ‘(Bchf) (87 a) - (Bhf) (87 a)‘ < N] 210g mT

JEQ
(175)
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Proof Lemma C.5. During the data collecting process, the agents are allowed to collect data simul-
taneously. For analysis purpose, we artificially order the data in the following sequence:

EbY pEt o pm™l g2 pm2 gL pmK (176)

h Ej,k e gk gk gk ik L
where £ = Sy ay TR SHy et et

Fi=o U Ei* | (177)
.k S.t. m(k—1)+5<t
Then {]—"t};nzlg forms a valid filtration. Let {{va}je[m]} - be a fixed set of scalar, s.t. 0 <
ke[K

ik < 1, forall 5, k.
For each fixed (s, a, h) € SxAx[H]: forall t € [mK], Let
X, = > Vi (r+ £(5) = (Baf) (5,0)  (178)

-
(5:0:750€U ; 1yeonix) 8.t mk—1)4i<e P

Then {(F, Xt)};’;’f is a martingale. As we can see, if good agent j did not visit (s, a, h) in episode
k, then X, k—1)+; = Xin(k—1)+j—1 .. Thus we can use the stopping time idea to shorten the
martingale sequence.

Define the following functions to map from sequence index to agent index and episode index:

Jt):=t—m([t/m] =1), K():=[t/m] (179)
For any ny, ..., n,, define the following sequence of ;’s: ¢y := 0,
t; :=min ({t’ € [mK]:t' > t;_; and (shj(t/)’/c(t,),a‘Z(t,)’K(t,)) = (s,a) (180)

and for all j < J(¢'), N2XO) < pyoj > g(1), NP1 < nj} U{K + 1}) . (81)

Intuitively, ¢; is the episode when (s, a, h) is visited in sequence (176) for the i-th time. And for all
Jj, agent j have not collected n; (s,a,h) tuples. If (s, a, h) is visited for less than ¢ times or there
exists agent j visiting (s, a, h) more than n; times, then ¢, = K + 1. By definition, ¢; is a stopping

time w.r.t. {F;}5.

In particular, let ncyy, be the (2am + 1)th-largest of all n;’s and 72; = min(ncy, n;). We choose
Vik = Z—j <1

By optional sampling theorem, {(F%,, Xt)}zlll( is a martingale.

By Azuma-Hoeffding’s inequality: for any 7 := ) jetm) i < mK
P(| X | >B) <2e 26° (182)
t.| = 0) < 2exp| — -
AH = h+ 1) 30 Y0 k0
s _ 252 . :
Let -2 = 2exp (—4(H_h+1)2 D a— > , we get: for any (s, a, h), for any 7 < mK, with
probability at least 1 — ﬁ:
- 4mK
2
X0, | < o[ D20k (H = h+ 1)y /21og — (183)

t=1

By union bound, for any (s, a, h), with probability at least 1 — g, forany 7 < mK:

u 4mK
X0, | < o[ D20k (H = h+ 1)y /21og — (184)
t=1
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This means for any (s, a, h, k) € Sx Ax[H]x[K] and any 7 < mk

P (Ect(s, a, h, k)’ N,{’k(s, a) = nj,Vj)

N{(f)x’C(f) (s,a)

(H—h+1)\/ZZ—1 NTOEO

s,a)
Zjeg N}?k(sv a)

’(Biﬁf) (s,a) — (Bpf) (s,a)’ >

4SAHmMK? ;
2log 77”‘ Ni¥(s,a) = nj,Vj>

1)
T NJ(t)’K(t)(s.a) 2
(H = h+ 12 | Yooy
N, (s,a)

Zjeg N}Jzk(sv a)

4SAHmMK?
4]

<P ( (BE* 1) (s.0) = (Bas) (5,0)| =

Ng’k(s, a) = nj,Vj>

1) - NIF(s,a)
=3 (By Vil = NZ*’%s,a))
Thus

P(Sct(s,a,h,k))—( Z)E[K] P(ect(s,a,h,k)’zv,{=k(s,a):nj,v]-)
MN1yeees o, m

P (Ng’k(s, a) = nj,Vj)

<

N S,

C.2 The regret decomposition for UCB style algorithm

(185)

(186)

(187)

(188)

(189)

(190)

(191)

(192)

(193)

We follow the regret decomposition strategy in [Jin et al., 2020] under event &, i.e. the estimation

error for the Bellman operator is bounded by the bonus term.

The estimated Bellman operator can be used to approximate the Q function:
Lemma C.6. Under event &, for any (s,a,h, k) € S x A x H x K, and any policy 7’

‘(MWH) (s,a) — QZ/(Sa a) = Esnp,(]s,a) [th+1(5/) - V}Zil(sl)} ‘ <T}(s,a)
Proof of Lemma C.6.
|(BEVE) (5, 0) = QF (5:0) = B, sy [V () = Vit ()]
<|(BEVE) () - (BaV ) (5,0)
+ ’(Bhvthrl) (s,a) — (Bhvlzil) (s,a) — Eg ~py(ls,0) {thJrl(Sl) - VIZTJ/rl(SI)} ’
(By triangular inequality and the fact that (IB%thﬂ,_l) (s,a) = QF (s, a).)

<T’(s,a)
(We can bound the first term by the definition of event &,
and the second term is zero by the definition of Bellman operator.)

30

(194)

(195)
(196)
(197)

(198)

(199)
(200)
(201)



Under event £ we can upper bound the value function and Q function of the optimal policy by the
estimated value function and Q function of policy 7*:

Lemma C.7 (Optimism). Under event €, Vs, a, h, k:
Qh(s,a) = Qj(s.a),  Vi(s) = Vii(s) (202)

Proof of Lemma C.7. We prove this by induction on h. Before that, note that, for any h, k, s, if

Qi(s,0) 2 Qh(s,0), Va (203)
then because 7* is chosen by maximizing Qﬁ(s, a), we know
Vi (s) = max Qfi(s,a) > Qh(s,m (@) > Q5 (s, 7} (a)) = Vi (s) (204)

This means for any h, k, s:

{va.Qhs.0) 2 Qis.a)} = {

We now begin our induction:

Fs) 2 Vi) } (205)

* For the base case, our goal is to show for any s, a, k, in the last step H,

Qf(s,a) = Qy(s,a), V() = Vi(s) (206)
First note that VH+1 = VI}_H = 0. By Lemma C.6 and choose 7’ = 7*,
(B3 Vi) (s.0) = Qils, )| < Ty (s,) (207)

By definition of Q% (s, a), and the fact that Q7 (s, a) only contains the reward at step H, which
is bounded by 1:

Qlﬁl(s, a) = min ((I@%%VI]}+1) (s,a) + Flf_l(s, a), 1) > Qy(s,a) (208)

By (205), VE(s) > Vji(s),Vs.
* Suppose for any s, a, k, the statement holds for step h + 1, i.e.

Qhy1(s,0) > Qhii(s,a), Vi 1(s) = Vi (s) (209)
our goal is to show Vs, a, k:

Qi(s.0) = Qy(s.a), Vii(s) 2 Vii(s) (210)
(MW&J (s,a) + T} (s, a) @11)

> (B ) (s,0) + | (BEVES ) (5,0) = @h(5,0) = By (o) [ Vi () = Vi ()|
(212)
(By Lemma C.6 and let 7’ = 7*) (213)
>Qi(5,@) + Earpy (laa) [V () = Vi ()] (214)
(By triangular inequality) (215)
>Q} (s, a) (216)
(5, Vi1 () 2 Vi (') by (209)) 217)

By definition of Q function Q; (s, a) < H — h + 1. We concludes these two statements by:
Qhi(s,0) = min ((BEVEL ) (5,0) + Th(s, ), H = h+1) = Qi(s,a)  (218)

By (205), V¥ (s) > V;*(s), Vs.
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We are know ready to prove the regret decomposition lemma:
Lemma C.8. Under good event £

ZK: > (Vs =i (1) (219)

k=1jeG
K H ‘ ‘
<23 N> Th(sph el (220)
k=1j€G h=1
K H . .
% T % i,k T j ke
+ Z Z Z (Es'~Ph(»|s’;,a;§) {thH(SI) - Vh+1(5/)} - (thJrl(ngJrl) - Vh+1(si+1)>>
k=1j€G h=1

221)

Proof of Lemma C.8. We start by showing the decomposition of regret after step h in one episode
of a single agent: by Lemma C.6 and Lemma C.7, under event &, for any s, k, h

Vii(s) = Vi (s) < Vi (s) = Vi (s) (By LemmaC.7) (222)
=Qh (5,75 (s) — QF (s,7(s)) (223)
< (Bﬁjvh“) (s,a) + Dk (s,a) — QF (s, 75(s)) (By definition of Qg) (224)

N Ak
<[ (BhVi ) (. 75() = QF (5,7 () = By (aapion [V (8) = ViR ()] | @29)
A ~ k

+ | Q5 (5. 7K ) + B (hnapn [V (8) = L ()| (226)

+Th(s,a) = QF (5,7 (s)) (227)

(By using triangular inequality on the first term) (228)

R ok . N P
<Th(s, 75 (s)) + Qp (5,71 (s)) + Eg Py (15,75 (s)) [V;fﬂ(s/) - Vh+1(5/)} (229)

+Th(s,a) = QF (5,74 (s)) (230)

(The first term is by using Lemma C.6 with 7/ = &%, (231)

the term inside the absolute in the second is non-negative by Lemma C.7) (232)

N ~ Ak
=20} (5, 7 (5)) + Ey o, (fuapoy | Vi () = Vil ()] (233)

kK
This indeed gives a recursive formula: for any trajectory { (sp,ap,ry, P het) } helH)

Vi (sh) = Vi (sh) (234)
<2} (sh, 7 (58)) + Earrom, (1 o) [V () = Vil ()] (235)
=Vika () — Vh+1(5h) + 205 (st 77 (s1) (236)

+ (Eswph(»|s’,j,fr;§(s’;)) [Vh+1(5 ) — fo+1(5/)} (Vh+1(3h) Vh+1(52))) (237)

Then, we can show the regret decomposition in one episode of a single agent by recursion:

for any trajectory {(sﬁ, aﬁ, r,’j, SZ 11 )} helH] collected by a clean agent under policy 7*:

Vi (sh) = VI () < V() = VI Gs) (238)
< (VE(sh) = V& (s5)) + 20 (s}, ab) (239)
 (Bam sty [V =V ()] = (W (sh) - vF (1)) (240)
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2
< () - ) + S 2reh o) (41)

2
+> ( s/~ Py (-]t k) [Vh-i—l( - V}ﬁl(sl)} - (th+1(52+1) - V}ﬁl(sgﬂ))) (242)
h=1

(243)

I N

H

<> oTk(s),ap) (244)

h=1
H

+ Z (ES’NP;IHSE,a;CL) {th-i—l(sl) - V}ﬁl(sl)} - (th+1(32+1) - V}ﬁl@iﬂ))) (245)
h=1

Now we are ready to show the total regret decomposition. For each episode, we can make the regret
decomposition w.r.t. any trajectory collected by a clean agent following policy #*. For convenience,
we specialize the trajectories to be exactly the ones that are collected by the good agents and are
used to calculate the bonus terms. The purpose is, in the future, when we bound the regret, we need
to bound the cumulative bonus used in the trajectory. By decomposing the regret w.r.t. the trajectory
collected in the algorithm, it is naturally guaranteed that the (s, a, h) tuples that collected a lot by
the good agents have lower bonus. This is because with more data collected, we can narrow down
the confidence interval and design small but still valid bonus terms.

Because in our MDP definition, the MDP has a deterministic initial distribution, meaning the good
agents always have the same starting state:

Z > (Vi) =V () = Z > (Vi) - v i) (246)

k=1jeg k=1j€g
K H
<2 NN TRt al") (247)
k=1j€G h=1
K H A k : k q
+ Z Z Z (Es/wph( 2k al ) th+1(sl) - ViZTJrl(SI)} - (th+1(sgz7il) - VhﬂJrl(S?z)J]il)))
k=1j€G h=1
(248)
O

C.3 Evenness of clean agents

We need at least (2am + 1)-agents to cover (s, a, h) in order to learn the Bellman operator properly.
In this section, we show that the agents have “even” coverage on the visited (s, a, h) tuples in each
(except a relatively small number) of the episodes. In the following we use m := (1 — a)m = |G|
to denote the number of good agents.

Formally, we have:

Lemma C.9 (Even coverage of good agent). For any (s,a,h,k) € S x A x [H| x [K], we define
the follow event:

. ik
Eeven(s,a,h, k) := {ifzjeg N}Jl’k(s,a) > 400m log 22ESAL | thepn max; jeg Ny (o) o 2}

N;’k(s,a)
(249)
then, we have: forall 0 < § < %

P N Eeven(s,a,h k) | >1—26 (250)
(s,a,h,k)eSx AX[H]x[K]

Remark C.10 (Intuition of the good event). The event Eeven(s, a, h, k) characterizes that: if in any
episode k, a (s,a,h) tuple gets enough coverage from the clean agents, then the coverage of each
agent are very close.
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See proof of Lemma C.9 in Section C.3.1.

C.3.1 Proof of Lemma C.9

Proof of Lemma C.9 depends on the concentration of [V, ,1’“ (s,a):

Lemma C.11 (Concentration of counts around empirical mean). Forall 0 < 6 < %

Pl U NI¥(s,a) G ZN” s, a) (251)
s,a,h,k,j | |J€g
2SAHmMK 2SAHmMK |1 ;
> 1810g7m + 44/log oAM= ZN,{’k(s, a) <26 (252)
5 V 5 1G] -
Jj€g
Proof of Lemma C.11. See Section C.3.2. O
Proof of Lemma C.9. Let
2mKSAH
Np := 400m log % (253)
For any (s,a,h, k) € S x A x [H] x [K], define events:
E1(s,a,h,k) =Y Ni¥(s,a) > Ny (254)
JjEG
Nj*
Es(s,a,h, k) :={ max w <9 (255)
8 N (s, a)

Recall:

Eeven(s, a, h, k) := {if e Ni*(s,a) > 400m log 2ESAH then max; jeg Nkiiii < 2}
(256)

Then we can rewrite even even (s, a, h, k) as
Eeven(s,a,h, k) = &E1(s,a,h, k) U&(s,a,h,k) (257)

We first show that of there are two N ,{"k’s, whose ratio exceed 2, then there must be some N ,{’k that
deviates a lot from the empirical mean of NV, ,Jl’k’s:

]\/']'7/C
&5(s,a,h, k) = { max W > 9 (258)
i,5€G NZ (s,a)
498 1 k ik 302 1 ‘
C NP U N N
U§¥ 400|g|Z () 0 UL 4 N (s0) < 400|g|Z (&)
i€G i€g
(259)
N”“sa—— NIF( >—— Ni*(s,a) 260
Ug 4 2 40019] ¢ Z (260)
Jjeg
U Vs, 0) = = 3T N7E(s,0) < = ST NP (s, ) 261)
o = 40019] <=3
=J < [N (s,0) ZN” s,a > 81 > N (s,a) (262)
gl ~ 100 G| 4
i€G Jj€G Jj€G
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To show that Eeven(s, a, h, k) happens w.h.p.:

P| |J Ceven(s,a.h k)| =P | |J &i(s,a,h k) U&(s,a,h,k) (263)
s,a,h,k s,a,h.k

=P | |J &(s,a,h,k)NE(s,a,h k) (264)

s,a,h,k
<P (3s,a,h.k, > Nj*(s,a) > No, (265)

jeg
Ji e g, lesa——ZNJ’ (s,a) %8 1 ZN” (s,a) (266)
G| ~ 200 9] -
Jjeg
(By (262)) (267)
<P | 3s,a,h,k,i |N*(s,a) ZN” (s, a) (268)
g =

18 1
> — > Ni*(s,a 269
w07g1° ) 100 400 |g| \/|g| ) (269)

j€gG
=P | 3s,a,h, k,i |[N}"(s,a) — ZNJ’“SQ) (270)
1] e
S 18log 2mESAT L 41/1ogw 1 SN (s,a) 271)
5 5 5] -
j€g

<26 (ByLemmaC.11) (272)
O

C.3.2 Proof of Lemma C.11

The high level ideas are:

1.

4.
5.

For each s, a, h,
* foreach j € G, define centered N g’k(s, a) as a martingale;

* define centered (s, a) as a martingale;

JEQ

. apply a modified Bernstein type of martingale concentration bound for both centered

N,{’k(s, a)’s and centered D ;o N,{"k(s, a) (see Lemma C.12 and Lemma C.13);

. because N,i’k(s, a) and - >ieg Nfl’k(s, a) have the same mean, we can use triangular

inequality to show these two terms are close, and the distance is bounded by the variance
term in Bernstein inequality

Bernstein on + > N ¥(s, ) also allow us to bound its variance in terms of itself.

j€g
We can get our result by combining Step 3 and Step 4.

Lemma C.12 (Concentration of each N ,Jlk(s, a)). Forall0 < ¢ < 1/4, with probability at least
1 =29, forall (s,a,h,j k) € SxAX[H]xGx[K]:

k k
2SAHmMK L 2SAHmMK
Njksa Z <31g7m+ 2Zd7,; (s,a)logim (273)
=1 t=1

0 0
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Proof of Lemma C.12. See Section C.3.3 O

Lemma C.13 (Concentration of each -+ dice NJ "(s,a)). Forall 0 < § < 1/4, with probability
at least 1 — 6, for all (s,a,h, k) € SXAX[H|x [K]

k
- L QSAHmK 2SAHmMK
vak _ T 7t
> Nif(s,a) = 1613 di (s,a)| < 3log ng@d a)log =~
JjEG t=1
(274)
Proof of Lemma C.13. See Section C.3.4 O

Proof of Lemma C.11. Let Ey the intersection of the events in Lemma C.12 and Lemma C.13. Then
by Lemma C.12 and Lemma C.13, £y happens with probability at least 1 — 24. By (274),

Zd” sa) <4 / 2SAHmK \/|g| Ngk (s, a) 275)
j€gG

By (273) and (274), for all s, a, h, j, k

|g| > NI'*(s,a) — N*(s,q) (276)
j'eg
k k ¥
< |NPF( Z ; Z NIH(s,a) Zd;; (s,a) (277)
pt | | 726 —
2SAHmMK koo 29SAHmMK
< e * il
<6log 5 + Q\J 2 ; d7" (s, a)log 5 (278)
<6log 2SAHmMK o \/ 2log 2SAHmMK A \/k)g 2SAHmMK N 1 Z NI* (s, a)
5 ) B G| 4
j€EG
(279)
<18 1og 22AHME +4\/10g2&4ﬂ LZN,{’k(S,Q) (280)
5 5 |G| “
Jj€g
)
C.3.3 Proof of Lemma C.12
Proof of Lemma C.12. For each fixed (s,a, h,j) € SxAx[H|xG: forall t € [K], define
H
U U {( ;l ,ah ,rht,shil)}h_l ) (281)
t<kje[m o
Let
_ ) k
S (s,a) =Ni*(s,a) — Z dj, (s,a) (282)
Tk ( Zd” s,a (1 —d (s,a)) (283)
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. K N
Then { (]—'k, Si’k(s, a))} i is a martingale. Since d’,{k (s,a) depends on 7%, which is calculated
=
use data in the first k£ — 1 episodes, then d’;{k (s,a) € Fi—1. By Corollary E.3,

K

1S5 (s,a)| > 3log 5 (284)

K
SP(U {|S}J;k(sva)| 2310 mﬂ 2Tﬂk S a)logZSAﬂ} < 5

e 0 0 ~— SAHm
(285)
By union bound, with probability at least 1 — ¢, for all (s, a, h, j, k) € SXAX[H]xGX[K]:
; 2SAHmK . 2SAH K
1S9* (s, a)] < 310g7m 2Zd7’ (s,a) m (286)
o
O

C.3.4 Proof of Lemma C.13

Proof of Lemma C.13. During the data collecting process, the agents are allowed to collect data
simultaneously. For analysis purpose, we artificially order the data in the following sequence:

EbY pEt o pm™l g2 pm2 gL pmK (287)

h pik . gk gk gk _J.k H L
where = Sy ay Ty 75h+1 et et

Fi—o U Bk (288)
Gk St m(k—1)+5<t

Then {ft}zlg forms a valid filtration. Define the following functions to map from sequence index
to agent index and episode index:

T(#) =t —m([t/m] 1), K(t):=[t/m] (289)

For each fixed (s, a, h) € SxAx[H], forall t € [mK], we define Sg’t(s, a) as the (centered) total
counts of (s, a, h) collected by all good agents up to time ¢. The ¢-th term in (287) could be in the
center of an episode, meaning some agents have not collected their trajectories yet. So we need to
treat the agents differently: Let

SPt(s,a) = Z N Zd” s,a) (290)
J€G,ISI (1)
K(t)—
+ Y NPEO=1( Z 291)
J€G,G>T(t) t=1
mK

Then { (]—'t, Sg’t(s, a)) } is a martingale. Similar to Lemma C.12, define

K(t)
T9sa)= Y S 4 sa) (1-d (s,0) (292)
j€G,i<I(t) t=1
K(t)—1

+ Z Z di'(s,a (1 —d}' (s, a)) (293)

j€G,i>I () t=1
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Then by Corollary E.3,

k
, » 2SAHmMK
rl U ZN,{’k(s,a)—|Q|Zdh (s,0)| > Blog ———— (294)
ke[K] | |i€g t=1
. 2SAHmK
2 i ( kil 295
JIQIZ 5 (295)
k
S NE(s,0) ~ 1613 df (5,0)| > Blog AT E (296)
ke[K JjEG t=1
t t QSAHTTLK
2 dr 1—df log 22 297
JIQIZ (s,) (1= dj' (s,a)) log = (297)
mK
2SAHmMK 2SAHmMEK
SIP’( {|S,§v’“(s,a)lz3logs% 2Tk (5 )logs%}> (298)
k=1
<0 (299)
= SAH

By union bound, with probability at least 1 — ¢, for all (s, a, h, k) € SxAX[H|x[K]:

k
, ¢ 2SAHmMK . 2SAHmMK
E Ni’k(s,a)—|g| E dy (s,a)| < 3log 7m ¢2|Q| E dr'( logim

Jj€G t=1 1)
(300)
O

D Proof of Theorem 6.5

By the following lemma, we can upper bound the suboptimality by the cumulative bonuses:
Lemma D.1. [Suboptimality for Pessimistic Value Iteration, Lemma 3.2 in [Zhang et al., 2021a]
and Theorem 4.2 in [Jin et al., 2021]] Under the event £ that the Ty, (s, a) satisfies the required prop-
erty of bounding the Bellman error; i.e. |Qnr(s,a) — (BVhy1)(s,a)| < Tx(s,a),Yh € [H],(s,a) €
S x A then against any comparator policy T, it achieves

H
SubOpt(#,7) <2 Egz [Ta(sn, an)] (301)
h=1
Recall that for all (s, a, h) € SxAX[H],
Ni(sa):i= 3 1 {(s;’“,agﬁ) (s,a)} . Vi€ m]. (302)
ke(K;]
and N"(s, a) is the (2am + 1)-largest among {N (s, a)} - NP (5 a) is the (am + 1)-th
Jjem
largest of {N (s, a)}Jeg and N7 (s, a) is the (2am + 1)-th largest of {Ng(s,a)}jeg. The
bonuses are given by:
« If Ni"(s,a) =0
Tn(s,a) =H—h+1; (303)
o If N*(s,a) >0
2(H—-h+1 2SAH
To(s,a) 2R D oo - (304)
Zje[m] Nj (s, a)
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8 Ncut
am-/ (s,a) (H—h+1) / 2mSAH (305)
Z]E[m]N (s a)

Nj(s,a) = max (N,Cl“t(s, a), N,{(s, a)) . (306)

Where

Proof of Theorem 6.5. We first show that with probability at least 1 — 4,
|(BrVis1)(s,a) — (BuVit1)(s,a)| < Tu(s,a), V(s,a) € S x A,Vh € [H] (307)
where I'j, (s, a) is defined in (301).

« if Ng"(s,a) = 0, by definition, (ByVii1)(s,a) = 0. By definition of V;, and By,
(B, Vis1)(s,a) € [0, H — h 4 1], thus (307) holds;

« if NC"(s,a) > 0, for any fixed h € [H], (s,a) € S x A, f : S — [0, H]. Because (B, f)(s, a)
is bounded and thus sub-Gaussian, we can use Theorem 3.2 to upper bound |(By, f)(s,a) —
(Brf)(s, a)l:

)

P (‘(Bhf)(saa) - (Bhf)(saa)‘ > Fh(Saa)) < %54 (308)

Thus
P (|B1Via)(5, @) — (BaVia)(s,0)] 2 Tu(s,0)) (309)

= [ (@) — BaVi)(s,0)] 2 als.0) [ Via()) dB(Tia () G10
[0,H]®

0
<
—“HSA
By union bound, with probability at least 1 — 4,

(311)

|(BLVii1)(s,a) — BaVig1)(s,a)| < Th(s,a), Y(s,a) €S x A,Vh e [H] (312)

Then, by Lemma D.1, with probability at least 1 — &,

H
SubOpt(#,7) <2 Egs [Ta(sn, an)] (313)
h=1
H
—23 " By [I‘h(sh, ah)l{Ng"Cut2(sh, ap) = OH (314)
h=1
H
—I—QZEdﬁ [Fh(sh,ah)l {Ng’cutz(sh,ah) > 0}} (315)
h=1
—.t + oy, (316)

By definition of p9-% in Definition 6.2,
o < 2Hp9"° (317)

A zzi E,- [Fh(sh, ar)1 {NS’C““ (sh,an) > OH (318)
h=1

H
SQZECI* 2(H—-h+1) / QSAH (319)
h=1 ZJGQNJ s,a)
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8 \/NCuc 2 SAH
am (s,0) (H —h+1)y/2log = ) NI (5 ap) >o}] . (320
Z;egN (s a)
By the definition of Keyen in Definition 6.4: for a = 7(s),
1 > ieg Nils,a) 1 20
\/Z]EQN (s,a) \/ JjEG ZS a \/Z;eg NJ(S a)
2ieg Nul# ) = (322)
\/ jegNicum s,a) \/Z]EQN (s,a)
< \/"%ven} (323)
deg N}‘Z,(S7a)
and
m Nﬁff(s,a) oL >ieg ]Y,{(s,a) m(1 —a){Vﬁ“t(s,a) vm (324)
Z_jeg h(s,a) V-« Zjeg Nj (s, a) Z_jeg Nj (s, a) Zjeg N,{(s,a)
< | _LiegNils9) m1—a)NJ " (s,0)  Vom 325)
> jeg N2 (s, a) > jeg N2 (s,a) Yieg Nj(s,a)
2 even
Ve (326)
Zjeg NZ(S,CL)
Thus
H
2 8 \/INgut 2mSAH
<ty §22Edﬁ[ TV 5.9) ) g 2log% (327)
h=1 > jec Ni(s,a) > jeg Ni(s,a)
1 {N,?’C“tz (Shsan) > 0}] (328)
H
2+8 CVCH 2 AH cu
<23 Egs av2m) Vi 2log mS Ng (51, an) > 0} (329)
h=1 W/ZjegN s,a)

1 Ngcuc2(hah)>0
<2 (2+8a\/ \/—nevenH\/m QmS Al Z o { _ } (330)
J

Zjeg Nh(s,a)

Recall that Cj, = {S|N wentz (g 7 (s)) > O}. By Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and the definition of

% in Definition 6.3,

1 {Nf’cut2 (Sh, ah) > 0}]

E = .
Zjeg Nﬁ(sa a)

IN

1 {Nf’cut2 (Sh, ah) > 0}
Eg+ - (331)
Zjeg Nh(sa a)
A (332)
s€ECh > jeg Ni(s;a)
Z dy (s) 1 (333)

sECh Zjeg N;{(Sa a)/ Zjeg K; ZjGQ K;

40



< (334)
secy, Zjeg K; Zjeg K;

In conclusion,

SubOpt(#, #) <ot + o (335)

<2Hpgo+2(2—|—8a\/ )\/L 2, [210g QmSAH (336)
769
1 AH
=2Hp9° + O | /FFewenH*VS \/i,/ mS (337)
769

E Useful inequalities

Theorem E.1 (Bernstein type of bound for martingale, Theorem 1.6 of [Freedman, 1975]). Let
(Q, F, P) be a probability triple. Let Fo C F1 C --- be an increasing sequence of sub-o-fields
of F. Let X1,Xo,... be random variables on (0, F, P), such that X,, is F,, measurable. Let
Vi = V[X,|Frzi). Assume | X,,| < 1and BE[X,,|F,—1] = 0. Let

Sp=X1 4+ X, (338)
Ty =Vi+- 4V, (339)

where Sog = Ty = 0. Then, for any a > 0, b > 0,

a2
> < < % ).
P(|Sn| > a and T,, < bfor some n) < 2exp ( 2t b)) (340)

By union bound and partition, we can get a more useful version of Theorem E.1.
We first present a result, which shows: given,

P(X >tY <t) <d(t) (341)
We can bound P (X > Y') up to some error.

Lemma E.2. Let {A,}N_; and {B,}_, be two sequences of random variables. We don’t make
any assumption about the independence. Assume

* VYn, 0 < B, < nM almost surely;
* V6 >0, fs : Ry — Ry, f5(-) monotonic increasing,

Ifforallt > 0,

N
(U {|An] > f5(t) Bngt}>§6 (342)
Then for any € > 0,
N
P (U {|4n| > f5(Bn + e>}> < NMJ[1/e]s (343)
n=1
Proof. See proof in Section E.1. O

Corollary E.3. Under the assumption of Theorem E.1, suppose X,, terminate at n = N. Then, for
all 0 < § < 2exp(—2),

N
P(U{|Sn|23log%+1/2Tnlog¥}> <6 (344)

n=1
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Proof of Corollary E.3. Let % = 2exp (—2(3—;)) then

2N 2N 2N
a=log =+ \/ log? =+ 2blog = (345)

by Theorem E.1, For all b > 0,

2N 2N 2N
P <|Sn| > log =+ \/10g2 =+ 2blog < and T, < b for some n> <§/N (346)

In Lemma E.2, let:

* An:Sn’Bn:Tnyle
. ezélog%

o fs(x) =log % + \/log2 % + 2z log %

Because 0 < 6 < 2exp(—2), e > 1. then, we get:

N
oN 2N
]P’(U {|Sn|2310g7+ 2Tn10g7}> (347)

n=1
N
2N 5 2N 2N
< > log — - -
<P <nL_J1{|Sn|_log 5 +\/210g 5+ 2T log = }) (348)
B

< — <
<N[1/e] 5 <6 (349)

E.1 Proof for Lemma E.2

Proof of Lemma E.2. For discrete random variable, we can just conditioning on each possible value
of B,, and use a union bound. Here, because B,, can be continuous random variable, we divide the
range of B,, into intervals. And upper bound the target by law of total probability.

For all n, let:

L2 _nMl/e _ L, 350
BT TR v Rk (350
Be a partition of interval [0,nM]. Let I; := [[ilﬁp (1/61] ,i = 1,...,nMJ[1/€] be a set of
intervals. Note that, U?:Ivlml/e] I, = [0,nM].
Then
N N nM[1/e]
U{|A|>f5B +6)} U U {|An| > f5(B, +¢€), B, € I} (351)
J; MIL/ 7 '_ 1 )
= L:J L:J {IA |2 Js(Bu+€). 777 < Bu < (1/61} (352)
N nMJ[1/ i
U U {'A 12 (g7 B < 717 (333
N NMJ[1/e i
. L:J L:J {' (e < 71 459
[1/e] N ;
A, 355
Q L_J{' = 57 B < g ) (459
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Thus

P <U {|An] > f5(Bn +€)}>

NM[l/e‘\ N
< (U {|A >

i=1
<NM[1/€]6
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=1

(By (342))
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