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Abstract

We give a simple and computationally efficient algorithm that, for any constant ǫ > 0,
obtains ǫT -swap regret within only T = polylog(n) rounds; this is an exponential improvement
compared to the super-linear number of rounds required by the state-of-the-art algorithm, and
resolves the main open problem of [BM07]. Our algorithm has an exponential dependence on ǫ,
but we prove a new, matching lower bound.

Our algorithm for swap regret implies faster convergence to ǫ-Correlated Equilibrium (ǫ-
CE) in several regimes: For normal form two-player games with n actions, it implies the first
uncoupled dynamics that converges to the set of ǫ-CE in polylogarithmic rounds; a polylog(n)-
bit communication protocol for ǫ-CE in two-player games (resolving an open problem mentioned
by [BR17, GC18, GR18]); and an Õ(n)-query algorithm for ǫ-CE (resolving an open problem
of [Bab20] and obtaining the first separation between ǫ-CE and ǫ-Nash equilibrium in the query
complexity model).

For extensive-form games, our algorithm implies a PTAS for normal form correlated equilib-

ria, a solution concept often conjectured to be computationally intractable (e.g. [VSF08, Fuj23]).
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1 Introduction

We consider fundamental questions from online learning and game theory. In online learning, we
seek algorithms that perform well in an unknown, dynamically changing environment. Specifically,
we consider algorithms that, on each day, select a (possibly mixed) strategy over n available actions,
and receive a reward for each chosen action; the rewards are dynamically adjusted by the unknown
environment, possibly by an adaptive adversary who observes the history of the algorithm’s actions
on previous days. The standard benchmark for this problem is the external regret, or the difference
between the algorithm’s cumulative reward and the single best-in-hindsight action; formally,

external-regret := max
i∗∈[n]

∑

t∈[T ]

rt(i
∗)−

∑

t∈[T ]

〈pt, rt〉.

Here, T is the number of days, rt is the vector of reward for each action in day t, and pt is the
algorithm’s mixed strategy (or distribution over actions) in day t. One of the most fundamental
results in online learning is the existence of efficient algorithms that have vanishing external regret
[LW94, KV05, AHK12].

While the bound on external regret is very important, it may be less attractive in highly dynamic
environments where no single action performs well over the entire lifetime of the algorithm. Our
focus in this work is on swap regret1, introduced by [FV98] in the context of calibrated forecasting.
In the forecasting game, a weather forecaster has to forecast the probability of rain on each day: a
forecast is calibrated [Daw82] if, across all the days when the forecaster predicted rain probability
π, the empirical proportion of rainy days indeed approaches π. If, on the other hand, the empirical
proportion approaches ρ 6= π, then forecaster regrets not swapping π → ρ. More generally, [FV98]’s
work extended the notion of regret to account for such swaps, aka compare the algorithm’s strategy
p = (pt) against all strategies that can be derived from p by applying a swap function φ : [n]→ [n]
to p’s choices. Formally, let Φn be all swap functions that map from [n] to [n]; the swap regret
measures the maximum gain one could have obtained when using a fixed swap function over its
history strategies

swap-regret := max
φ∈Φn

∑

t∈[T ]

∑

i∈[n]

pt(i)rt(φ(i)) −
∑

t∈[T ]

〈pt, rt〉. (1)

There has been extensive work on minimizing swap regret, e.g. [FV98, FV99, HMC00, CBL06,
SL07, BM07, HMC13, CP20, ADF+22, AFK+22b]. . But all algorithms proposed to date do not
guarantee diminishing regret before a linear number of days (T = Ω(n))2. For example, [CBL06]
describe a reduction from external regret to swap regret by considering nn experts corresponding to
each of the nn possible swap functions. However, the exponential number of experts/swap functions
implies that while simple algorithms can achieve ǫ-external regret in Θ(log(n)) days (for arbitrarily
small constant ǫ > 0), the algorithm from [CBL06]’s reduction requires Θ(log(nn)) = Θ̃(n) days,
namely exponentially slower. [BM07, Ito20] show that the Θ̃(n) is in fact tight if we restrict the
algorithm to pure strategies pt ∈ [n]. [BM07] asked whether the swap regret can be minimized in
sublinear time using mixed strategies; to the best of our knowledge, despite its importance (see also
applications to game theory below), no progress was made on this question.

Our main result resolves “the key open problem” from [BM07], giving a simple algorithm that
achieves ǫ-swap regret in exponentially faster.

1Sometimes also internal regret; see discussion in Appendix A for detailed discussion of terminology in the litera-
ture.

2In fact, to the best of our knowledge all algorithms proposed to date require a slightly super-linear T = Ω(n log(n))
number of days.
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Theorem 1.1 (Swap regret minimization). Let n ≥ 1 be the number of actions. For any ǫ > 0,
there is an algorithm that obtains at most ǫ-swap regret in a sequence of (log(n)/ǫ)O(1/ǫ) days.

While our result gives exponential improvement for constant ǫ, the dependence on ǫ is exponen-
tial. We complement our algorithm with a matching lower bound.

Theorem 1.2 (Lower bound). Let n be the number of actions, T be the total number of days. There
exists an oblivious adversary such that any online learning algorithm must have at least

Ω

(
min

{
T

log(T )
,
√

n1−o(1)T

})

expected swap-regret over a sequence of T days.

Game Theory

In game theory, instead of a single algorithm we study the dynamics between m ≥ 2 selfish agents
(henceforth “players”). Nash’s theorem [Nas50, Nas51] says that every finite game has a Nash
equilibrium where players have no incentive to deviate. However, it has been observed as early
as [Rob51, Bro51] that even in very simple games, natural dynamics may not converge to a Nash
equilibrium (see also e.g. [HMC03, MPPS23]). A line of work from the past couple of decades on the
complexity of computing (approximate) Nash equilibrium [DGP09, CDT09, CCT15, Rub15, Rub16,
Bab16, BR17, GR18] extends these results by showing that no efficient dynamics can guarantee
convergence to a Nash equilibrium.

Perhaps the most important alternative to Nash’s equilibrium is Aumann’s correlated equilib-
rium [Aum74] — a relaxation of Nash equilibrium defined as follows: Consider a trusted centralized
correlation device that sends each player a recommended action in their action set, drawn from a
joint distribution D. We say that D is an ǫ-correlated equilibrium if no player can gain ǫ (in expec-
tation over D) by deviating from the correlating device’s recommendations3. Formally, for every
player i with action set Ai, and for any swap function φi : Ai → Ai, we have

E
a∼D

[ui(ai; a−i)] ≥ E
a∼D

[ui(φi(ai); a−i)]− ǫ (ǫ-Correlated Equilibrium)

Fortunately, [PR08, JLB15] give LP-based polynomial time algorithms that allow a centralized
planner who knows all the players’ payoff functions to compute correlated equilibria.

But what happens when you take away the omniscient centralized planner? Can natural, un-
coupled dynamics4 between selfish agents converge to correlated equilibria? It is known if every
agent minimizes their own swap regret, the dynamics converge to the set of correlated equilib-
ria [FV97, FL99, CBL06, BM07]; in particular, previous work implies convergence to ǫ-approximate
correlated equilibria in Θ̃(n). Plugging in our main result, we obtain exponentially faster conver-
gence to the set of correlated equilibria (see open problems by e.g. [BM07, ADF+22]).

Corollary 1.3 (Uncoupled dynamics). Let n be the number of actions. For any ǫ > 0, there
exists an uncoupled dynamic that converges to the set of ǫ-approximate correlated equilibria of a
multi-player normal-form game in (log(n))O(1/ǫ) iterations.

3Some authors only allow the player to deviate on a single recommended action; while the definitions coincide
for exact correlated equilibrium, ours is stronger for approximate correlated equilibrium. In particular, as pointed
by [GC18, Bab20] if each player mixes uniformly over their actions, we trivially obtain a 1/n-approximate correlated
equilibrium w.r.t. the weaker notion that only considers deviating on a single recommended action. See also discussion
of swap vs internal regret in Appendix A.

4Formally, uncoupled dynamics require that each player chooses their strategy based on the history of play and
their own payoff function, in particular they do not directly have access to other players’ payoff functions.
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The complexity of finding an approximate correlated equilibrium has also been studied in the
query complexity model, where the algorithm has to access the agents’ utility functions via an
oracle, and the communication complexity model, where each agent knows their own utility function,
and their goal is to jointly find an approximate correlated equilibrium. For a 2-player, n-action
game, the previous state of the art protocols for ǫ-approximate correlated equilibrium have query
complexity Θ(n2) (brute-force) or communication complexity Θ̃(n) (based on [BM07]’s swap regret
minimization). Using our main result we obtain optimal protocols in both models, resolving open
problems by [BR17, GC18, GR18, Bab20].

Corollary 1.4 (Query complexity). Let m be the number of players, n be the number of actions.
There exists a randomized query algorithm that obtains an ǫ-approximate correlated equilibrium using
at most mn(log(mn))O(1/ǫ) payoff queries, with success probability 1− 1/(mn)ω(1).

We note that this gives the first separation of query complexity of approximate correlated equi-
librium and approximate Nash equilibrium (as even the communication complexity of approximate
Nash equilibrium is near quadratic [GR18]).

Corollary 1.5 (Communication complexity). Let n be the number of actions. For any ǫ > 0, there
exists a randomized communication protocol that obtains an ǫ-approximate correlated equilibrium
in a two-player n-action game using (log(n))O(1/ǫ) bits of communication, with success probability
1− 1/nω(1).

We also obtain a faster algorithm (in the standard computational model) for computing ǫ-
approximate correlated equilibrium.

Corollary 1.6 (Computational complexity). Let m be the number of players, n be the number
of actions. For any ǫ > 0, there exists a randomized algorithm that computes an ǫ-approximate
correlated equilibrium in time mn(log(mn))O(1/ǫ), with success probability at least 1− 1/(mn)ω(1).

Beyond normal-form games, several extensions of correlated equilibria have been considered for
Bayesian games, where players have incomplete information about the state of the world, and more
generally for extensive-form games, where they may also make decisions or learn information sequen-
tially. Normal-form correlated equilibria (NFCE) is arguably the simplest extension of correlated
equilibria to Bayesian and extensive-form games: the correlating device sends each player a single
signal at the beginning of the game, independent of state of nature or the Bayesian types of players.
This form of correlated equilibrium satisfies desirable game theoretic properties [Fuj23] and only
requires a single round of communication (see discussion in [CCG19]), but computing it is a “major
open problem” [FP23]. Much of the work on other notions of correlated equilibrium for Bayesian
and extensive form games is inspired by the conjectured intractability of NFCE, e.g. [VSF08, Fuj23].

Here, we give a PTAS for finding NFCE. Moreover, our algorithm can be implemented as
uncoupled dynamics by distributed players who each run (a variant of) our algorithm for minimizing
swap regret.

Corollary 1.7 (Extensive-form games). Let m be the number of players, n be the number of actions
at an information set, Φ be the number of information sets of a player. Let ǫ > 0, there is a
randomized uncoupled dynamics algorithm that runs in time poly(m,n) ·(Φ log(n))O(1/ǫ) and returns
an ǫ-approximate NFCE in an EFG, with success probability 1− 1/(mnΦ)ω(1).

1.1 Related work

Concurrent work Concurrent and independent work by Dagan, Daskalakis, Fishelson, Golowich
[DDFG23] discovered an algorithm very similar to our swap regret algorithm (Algorithm 2), as
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well as an equivalent lower bound. Interestingly, they observe that in the same algorithm it is
possible to replace the MWU sub-routines with any external regret algorithm; this implies existence
of correlated equilibrium in certain infinite-action games, resolving open problems by Daskalakis
and Golowich [DG22] and Assos et al [AAD+23].

No-regret learning in games The study of no-regret dynamics in games has been a central topic
in the literature of algorithmic game theory and computational learning theory. When the game is
repeatedly played and each player has diminishing external regret, then the empirical distribution is
known to converge to the set of coarse correlated equilibria [FV93, LW94, FS97, CBFH+97, FS99].
In a coarse correlated equilibrium, a player has no incentive to switch to a fixed action, regardless
of the recommended action. In order to approach the set of correlated equilibria, one has to obtain
diminishing swap regret, a problem has been extensively studied in the literature [FV97, FV98,
FV99, HMC00, HMC01, CBL03, SL05, BM07, SL07, HMC13]. In particular, the work of [BM07]
provides an black box reduction from swap regret to external regret, and gives an algorithm that
has O(

√
n log(n)/T ) swap regret. This bound is known to be optimal when the algorithm faces

an adaptive adversary and commits an action at each round, a matching lower bound is given at
[BM07, Ito20]. The major open question left by [BM07] is whether there exists a faster algorithm
that commits a distribution instead an action. We resolve this question. We refer readers to the
book [NRTV07, CBL06] for a general coverage for learning and games.

When all players use the same no-regret learning algorithm, the regret bound can be further
improved by exploring the smooth predictable property [DDK11, RS13a, RS13b, SALS15, FLL+16,
DFG21, FLLK22, FAL+22, DG22, CP20, ADF+22, AFK+22b]. This line of work is initiated by
[DDK11] for zero-sum games and [ADF+22, AFK+22b] provide algorithms obtaining Õ(n/T ) swap
regret. Nevertheless, these algorithms still take Ω(n) iterations (or even longer) to reach an approx-
imate correlated equilibrium, and it is an open question whether there exists an uncoupled dynamic
that leads to correlated equilibria in sublinear or polylogarithmic rounds. See the discussion section
of [ADF+22] for a detailed treatment.

No swap regret learning in leader-follower games Motivated the attractiveness of online
learning algorithms for strategic agents -both in theory and in practice- a recent line of works
explores the potential of “leaders” who use adaptive strategies to manipulate “followers” running
online learning algorithms with predictable structure [BMSW18, DSS19a, DSS19b, CHJ20, FGL+21,
MMSS22, BSV23, HPY23, CWWZ23]. It is known that while followers running naive (“mean-based”)
no external regret algorithms are manipulable, followers who have no swap regret are robust to such
manipulations [BMSW18, DSS19b, MMSS22, HPY23, BSV23].

Query complexity The query complexity of correlated equilibrium has been studied in the lit-
erature [HN18, BB15, GR16]. The work of [HM10, GR16] observes one can simulate the no-swap
regret algorithm (e.g. [BM07]) in the query model and finds an approximate correlated equilibrium.
In particular, one needs O(mn2) · poly(1/ǫ) queries to find an ǫ-approximate correlated equilib-
rium in an m-player n-action game. [HN18] proves a query lower bound, showing an exponential
number of queries are needed in multi-player games if (1) one wants to find an exact correlated
equilibrium; or (2) one uses deterministic algorithm. The query complexity of Nash equilibrium
has been studied, and a query lower bound of 2Ω(m) is known for m-player binary action games
[Bab16, CCT15, Rub16] and Ω(n2) for two-player n-action games [GR18]. It is an open question
whether one can separate the query complexity of Nash and correlated equilibrium in two-player
games [Bab20].
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Communication complexity The work of [HM10] initiates the study of communication com-
plexity of correlated equilibrium and propose to use communication as a complexity measure of
uncoupled dynamics. [HM10] observes one can use poly(n) bits of communication to simulate
the ellipsoid algorithm of [PR08, JLB15] and finds an exact correlated equilibrium. [GC18] gives
an Ω(n) communication lower bound for finding an 1/poly(n)-approximate correlated equilib-
rium in two-player games. The communication complexity of Nash equilibrium is well studied
[BR17, GR18, RW16, GP21, BDN19, BR20]. For m-player binary action games, the seminal work
of [BR17] gives a communication lower bound of Ω(2m) for finding ǫ-approximate NE for some
constant ǫ > 0; for two-player n-action games, [GR18] gives an Ω(n2−o(1)) communication lower
bound for finding ǫ-approximate NE. The communication complexity of correlated equilibrium is
an open question repeatedly mentioned in the literature [GR18, GC18, Bab20].

We refer readers for the excellent survey of [Bab20] for a general coverage on the information
bounds (query and communication) of equilibria.

Computation of correlated equilibrium For two-player games, an exact correlated equilibrium
can be solved via linear programming [HS89]. For multi-player succinct games, the linear program
has exponential size but a correlated equilibrium can be found via ellipsoid methods [PR08, JLB15].
The linear programming approach could find the exact (or high accuracy) equilibrium but the
runtime is a large polynomial. The algorithm of [BM07] can be used to find an ǫ-approximate
correlated equilibrium in Θ(n3) · poly(1/ǫ) time, the qubic barrier comes from solving a linear
system (n2) for a total of n iterations.

Extensive-form game and Bayesian games The Bayesian game extends the normal-form
game by incorporating incomplete information. It is PPAD-hard even to find a constant approx-
imate Bayesian Nash equilibrium in two-player games with O(1) actions [Rub15]. For correlated
equilibria, there are different legitimate definitions for Bayesian games [For93], see [Fuj23] for an
excellent exposure. Existing work provides uncoupled dynamics to coarse Bayesian correlated equi-
librium [HST15] and communication correlated equilibrium [Fuj23]. The strategic-form correlated
equilibrium considered in this paper, is perhaps the most natural one – it does not reveal any
private information to a mediator, and satisfies strong properties such as strategic representabil-
ity and incentive compatible with strategies. However, this comes at price, it is an open question
whether one can efficiently find a strategic-form correlated equilibrium, due to the exponential size
of the strategy space [Fuj23]. We positively answer this open question for arbitrarily small constant
approximation.

The extensive-form games extend Bayesian games by incorporating sequential structure and it
can be seen as a tree-like Bayesian game, it has, for example, important applications to games
like Poker [BS18, BS19, BLGS19]. The normal-form correlated equilibrium shares a similar fate as
strategic-form correlated equilibrium; while it is natural and satisfies strong properties, it is unclear
beforehand one can efficiently find one. The extensive-form correlated equilibrium, introduced by
[VSF08], circumvents the computation challenge by allowing the mediator to release the signal only
when reaching the information sets. It admits polynomial time algorithm [VSF08, HvS08, ZS22]
and uncoupled dynamics [FCMG22]. There is a long line of work on extensive-form correlated
equilibrium [ZJBP07, LWZB09, FKS19b, FLFS19, FKS19a, FLLK22, ZS22, ZFCS22, BJM+22,
AFK+22a, CSK23, AFS23] and we refer interested readers to the recent work [FP23] for a general
coverage. In particular, our work provides efficient uncoupled dynamics to approximate normal-
formed correlated equilibrium, which captures the most rational types of deviation, a major open
question in the field, see [FP23] for a discussion.
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2 Preliminary

Notation Let [n] = {1, 2, . . . , n} and [n1 : n2] = {n1, n1 + 1, . . . , n2}. Let ∆n be all probability
distributions over [n], 1n be the uniform distribution over [n], ei (i ∈ [n]) be the one-hot vector that
is 1 on the i-th coordinate and 0 elsewhere. Given a vector r ∈ R

n, we use r(i) to denote its i-th
entry and ‖r‖∞ := maxi∈[n] |r(i)|. We use 〈p, r〉 to denote the inner product of two vectors p, r. For
any µ ∈ [0, 1], let Bµ be the Bernoulli distribution with mean µ.

2.1 Online learning

We consider the standard adversarial online learning setting. Let T be the total number of days,
n be the number of experts and B > 0 be the width of reward sequence. There is a sequence of
T days and at each day t ∈ [T ], the algorithm plays a distribution pt ∈ ∆n over the set of action
[n]. After that, the adversary selects a reward vector rt ∈ [0, B]n. The algorithm observes rt and
receives reward 〈pt, rt〉. At the end of sequence, the external regret measures the maximum gain one
would have achieved when switching to a fixed action

external-regret := max
i∗∈[n]

∑

t∈[T ]

rt(i
∗)−

∑

t∈[T ]

〈pt, rt〉.

Let Φn be all swap functions that map from [n] to [n], the swap regret measures the maximum gain
one could have obtained when using a fixed swap function over its history strategies

swap-regret := max
φ∈Φn

∑

t∈[T ]

∑

i∈[n]

pt(i)rt(φ(i)) −
∑

t∈[T ]

〈pt, rt〉.

Remark 2.1 (Model of adversary). In the literature of online learning, an oblivious adversary
(randomly) chooses the reward vector r1, . . . , rT at the beginning. An adaptive adversary could
choose the reward vector rt based on the algorithm’s history strategy p1, . . . , pt−1. A strong adaptive
adversary could further observe the strategy pt of the current round. Our algorithm holds against
the strong adaptive adversary while our lower bound rules out better algorithms against oblivious
adversary. We note that the adaptive adversary model is sufficient for applications on correlated
equilibria.

2.2 Correlated equilibria and swap regret

The most important application of swap regret minimization is its connection with the correlated
equilibrium in game theory. In an m-player normal-form game, each player i ∈ [m] has an action set
Ai (|Ai| = n). Given an action profile (a1, . . . , am) ∈ A1 × · · · ×Am, the i-th player receives utility
ui(ai; a−i) ∈ [0, 1]. A correlated equilibrium is a joint distribution over the action space such that
no one has the incentive to deviate from its recommended action.

Definition 2.2 (ǫ-correlated equilibrium). A joint probability distribution D over A1 × · · · × Am

is an ǫ-correlated equilibrium if for every player i ∈ [m] and for any swap function φi : Ai → Ai, we
have

E
a∼D

[ui(ai; a−i)] ≥ E
a∼D

[ui(φi(ai); a−i)]− ǫ.

It is well-known that if every player locally runs a no-swap regret learning algorithm, then the
empirical distribution converges to a correlated equilibrium. In particular,
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Lemma 2.3 (Swap regret and correlated equilibrium [FV97, BM07]). If an m-player normal-form
game is played repeatedly for T days, and each player incurs no more than R(T ) swap regret over the
T days, then the empirical distribution of the joint actions by the players is an R(T )/T -correlated
equilibrium.

2.3 Useful tools

We make use of the classic algorithm of Multiplicative Weights Update (MWU).

Algorithm 1 MWU

1: Input parameters T (number of rounds), n (number of actions), B (bound on payoff)
2: for t = 1, 2, . . . , T do

3: Compute pt ∈ ∆n over experts such that pt(i) ∝ exp(η
∑t−1

τ=1 rτ (i)) for i ∈ [n]
4: Play pt and observes rt ∈ [0, B]n

5: end for

MWU has small external regret against a strong adaptive adversary.

Lemma 2.4 ([AHK12]). Let n, T ≥ 1 and the reward rt ∈ [0, B]n (t ∈ [T ]). If one takes η =√
log(n)/T/B, then the MWU algorithm guarantees an external regret of at most

max
i∗∈[n]

∑

t∈[T ]

rt(i
∗)−

∑

t∈[T ]

〈pt, rt〉 ≤
log(n)

η
+ ηTB2 ≤ 2B

√
T log(n)

against a strong adaptive adversary.

3 Multi-scale MWU

Our goal is to prove

Theorem 1.1 (Swap regret minimization). Let n ≥ 1 be the number of actions. For any ǫ > 0,
there is an algorithm that obtains at most ǫ-swap regret in a sequence of (log(n)/ǫ)O(1/ǫ) days.

Let S := log2(1/ǫ) + 1, and let H := 4 log(n)22S = Θ(log(n)/ǫ2) be the block size. Algorithm 2

runs MWU in multiple scales: It maintains 2S threads of MWU over a sequence of T = H2S days.
The k-th thread (k ∈ [2S ]) restarts every T/Hk days, and each restart lasts for Hk days. During
each restart, it views Hk−1 days as one “meta day” and executes MWU for H steps (Line 8 – 12).
The final algorithm aggregates 2S threads by playing uniformly over them.

Proof. Fix the block size H, and let δ = 2
√

log(n)/H . Let TS = H2S , we prove that the total swap
regret of Multi-scale MWU (Algorithm 2) over a sequence of TS days is at most

2−S




∑

t∈[TS ]

‖rt‖∞ −
∥∥∥

∑

t∈[TS ]

rt

∥∥∥
∞


+ δTSB. (2)
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We prove Eq. (2) by induction on S. The base case of S = 0 holds due to the external regret
guarantee of MWU. Concretely, for any swap function φ : [n]→ [n], the swap regret satisfies

∑

t∈[T0]

∑

i∈[n]

pt(i)rt(φ(i)) −
∑

t∈[T0]

∑

i∈[n]

pt(i)rt(i) ≤
∑

t∈[T0]

‖rt‖∞ −
∥∥∥

∑

t∈[T0]

rt

∥∥∥
∞

+ 2
√

log(n)T0B

=


 ∑

t∈[T0]

‖rt‖∞ −
∥∥∥

∑

t∈[T0]

rt

∥∥∥
∞


+ δT0B.

where the first step holds due to rt(φ(i)) ≤ ‖rt‖∞ (i ∈ [n]) and the external regret guarantee of
MWU. The second step follows from the definition of δ.

Suppose the claim holds up to S = s, we prove that it continues to hold for S = s + 1. We
divide [Ts+1] into Ts = H2s intervals. For the τ -th (τ ∈ [Ts]) interval [(τ − 1)Ts +1 : τTs], let Rτ (i)
be the total reward of action i ∈ [n], i.e.,

Rτ (i) :=
∑

t∈[(τ−1)·Ts+1:τTs]

rt(i) ∈ [0, TsB]

For any swap function φ : [n]→ [n], we split the regret into two parts, one for threads [2s] and one
for threads [2s + 1 : 2s+1]

∑

t∈[Ts+1]

∑

i∈[n]

pt(i)rt(φ(i)) −
∑

t∈[Ts+1]

∑

i∈[n]

pt(i)rt(i)

=
1

2s+1

∑

t∈[Ts+1]

∑

i∈[n]

∑

k∈[2s+1]

qk,t(i)(rt(φ(i)) − rt(i))

=
1

2s+1

∑

t∈[Ts+1]

∑

i∈[n]

∑

k∈[2s]

qk,t(i)(rt(φ(i)) − rt(i))

+
1

2s+1

∑

t∈[Ts+1]

∑

i∈[n]

∑

k∈[2s+1:2s+1]

qk,t(i)(rt(φ(i)) − rt(i)) (3)

Here the first step holds since the algorithm plays uniformly over 2s+1 threads, that is, pt =
1

2s+1

∑
k∈[2s+1] qk,t.

We bound each of the two sums in Eq. (3) separately. For the first 2s threads, we have

∑

t∈[Ts+1]

∑

i∈[n]

∑

k∈[2s]

qk,t(i)(rt(φ(i)) − rt(i)) =
∑

τ∈[Ts]

∑

t∈[(τ−1)Ts+1:τTs]

∑

i∈[n]

∑

k∈[2s]

qk,t(i)(rt(φ(i)) − rt(i))

≤
∑

τ∈[Ts]




 ∑

t∈[(τ−1)Ts+1:τTs]

‖rt‖∞ − ‖Rτ‖∞


+ 2s · δTsB




=


 ∑

t∈[Ts+1]

‖rt‖∞ −
∑

τ∈[Ts]

‖Rτ‖∞


+ 2s · δTs+1B. (4)

In the first step, we split the swap regret into Ts intervals. The second step follows from the
inductive hypothesis. In particular, for each interval τ ∈ [Ts], playing uniformly over threads [2s] is
equivalent to running multi-scale MWU for Ts days with width B.
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For each thread k ∈ [2s + 1 : 2s+1], the strategy qk,t ∈ ∆n is fixed within each interval τ ∈ [Ts].
That is, we can define

wk,τ := qk,(τ−1)Ts+1 = · · · = qk,τTs ∀k ∈ [2s + 1 : 2s+1], τ ∈ [Ts].

Then, we have

∑

t∈[Ts+1]

∑

i∈[n]

∑

k∈[2s+1:2s+1]

qk,t(i)(rt(φ(i)) − rt(i))

=
∑

τ∈[Ts]

∑

i∈[n]

∑

k∈[2s+1:2s+1]

wk,τ (i)(Rt(φ(i)) −Rt(i))

≤




∑

τ∈[Ts]

‖Rτ‖∞ −
∥∥∥

∑

τ∈[Ts]

Rτ

∥∥∥
∞


+ 2s · δTs · (TsB)

=


 ∑

τ∈[Ts]

‖Rτ‖∞ −
∥∥∥
∑

t∈[T ]

rt

∥∥∥
∞


+ 2s · δTs+1B. (5)

The first step follows from the definition of wk,τ and Rτ . The second step follows from the inductive
hypothesis. In particular, by viewing each interval as one meta day, playing uniformly over threads
[2s +1 : 2s+1] is equivalent to running multi-scale MWU for Ts days with width TsB. The last step
follows from the definition of Rτ .

Combining Eq. (3)(4)(5), we have

∑

t∈[Ts+1]

∑

i∈[n]

pt(i)rt(φ(i)) −
∑

t∈[Ts+1]

∑

i∈[n]

pt(i)rt(i)

≤ 1

2s+1


 ∑

t∈[Ts+1]

‖rt‖∞ −
∑

τ∈[Ts]

‖Rτ‖∞


+

1

2
δTs+1B

+
1

2s+1




∑

τ∈[Ts]

‖Rτ‖∞ −
∥∥∥
∑

t∈[T ]

rt

∥∥∥
∞


+

1

2
δTs+1B

=
1

2s+1


 ∑

t∈[Ts+1]

‖rt‖∞ −
∥∥∥
∑

t∈[T ]

rt

∥∥∥
∞


+ δTs+1B.

This completes the induction and proves Eq. (2).
Now, by plugging S = log2(1/ǫ)+ 1 and H = 4 log(n)22S into Eq. (2), the expected swap regret

of multi-scale MWU is at most

E[swap-regret] ≤ 2−S


 ∑

t∈[TS ]

‖rt‖∞ −
∥∥∥

∑

t∈[TS ]

rt

∥∥∥
∞


+ δTSB ≤

ǫ

2
· TSB +

ǫ

2
· TSB = ǫTSB

in a sequence of

TS = H2S = (4 log(n)22(log2(1/ǫ)+1))2
log2(1/ǫ)+1

= (16 log(n)/ǫ2)2/ǫ = (log(n)/ǫ)O(1/ǫ)

days.
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4 Applications

The multi-scale MWU obtains diminishing swap regret in the adversarial setting and has many
implications for correlated equilibria. A direct corollary of Theorem 1.1 is the existence of uncoupled
dynamics that converge to an approximate correlated equilibrium in polylogarithmic rounds. The
proof is a direct combination of Theorem 1.1 and Lemma 2.3.

Corollary 1.3 (Uncoupled dynamics). Let n be the number of actions. For any ǫ > 0, there
exists an uncoupled dynamic that converges to the set of ǫ-approximate correlated equilibria of a
multi-player normal-form game in (log(n))O(1/ǫ) iterations.

For most applications appearing in this section, we use the protocol shown at Figure 1. In
the protocol, all players repeatedly play the game for T days and each player runs the multi-scale
MWU. Instead of calculating the exact reward at every day, each player constructs an approximate
estimate of the reward by sampling from other players’ mixed strategy.

Protocol

• Player i (i ∈ [m]) runs multi-scale MWU (Algorithm 2) for T rounds

– At the t-th round (t ∈ [T ]), it commits a strategy pi,t ∈ ∆n

– It then samples K = Θ(log2(mn)/ǫ3) action profiles a−i,t,1, . . . , a−i,t,K ∈ A−i

from other players’ strategy distribution p−i,t = ⊗i′∈[m]\{i}pi′,t, and constructs the
reward vector r̂i,t ∈ [0, 1]n:

r̂i,t(j) =
1

K

K∑

k=1

ui(j; a−i,t,k) ∀j ∈ Ai.

• Output the empirical distribution 1
T

∑
t∈[T ] p1,t ⊗ · · · ⊗ pm,t

Figure 1: Protocol

In the rest of this section, we focus on the regime ǫ ≤ 1/ log(n) – for smaller approximation ǫ,
the dominant approach is the BM algorithm [BM07]. The following lemma uses the swap regret
guarantee to obtain convergence of the protocol in Figure 1 to the set of approximate correlated
equilibria.

Lemma 4.1. Let m be the number of players, n be the number of actions. For any ǫ > 0, suppose
each player follows the protocol in Figure 1 for T = (log(n))O(1/ǫ) days, then with probability at least
1− 1/(mn)ω(1), the output is an ǫ-approximate correlated equilibrium.

Proof. Let pt = p1,t ⊗ · · · ⊗ pm,t be the empirical mixed strategy at day t ∈ [T ]. For any player
i ∈ [m], day t ∈ [T ], let ri,t ∈ [0, 1]n be the expected reward of player i, given other players’ strategy
p−i,t, i.e.

ri,t(j) = E
a−i∼p−i,t

[ui(j; a−i)] ∀j ∈ Ai.

By Chernoff bound, for any action j ∈ Aj, we have

Pr
[
|r̂i,t(j)− ri,t(j)| ≥

ǫ

4

]
≤ 2 exp(−ǫ2K/32) ≤ (mn)−Ω(log(mn)/ǫ).
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Taking a union bound over j ∈ [n], t ∈ [T ], i ∈ [m], with probability at least 1 − 1/(mn)ω(1), we
have

|r̂i,t(j) − ri,t(j)| ≤ ǫ/4 ∀i ∈ [m], t ∈ [T ], j ∈ [n]. (6)

For any player i ∈ [m], consider any swap function φi, we have

E
a∼p

[ui(φi(ai); a−i)]− E
a∼p

[ui(ai; a−i)] =
1

T

∑

t∈[T ]

E
a∼pt

[ui(φ(ai); a−i)− ui(ai; a−i)]

=
1

T

∑

t∈[T ]

∑

j∈[n]

pi,t(j)ri,t(φi(j)) − pi,t(j)ri,t(j)

≤ 1

T

∑

t∈[T ]

∑

j∈[n]

pi,t(j)r̂i,t(φi(j)) − pi,t(j)r̂i,t(j) + ǫ/2

≤ ǫ/2 + ǫ/2 = ǫ.

The first step follows from the definition of output distribution p = 1
T

∑
t∈[T ] pt, the second step

follows from the definition of ri,t. The third step holds due to the approximation guarantee of r̂i,t
(see Eq. (6)), and the last step holds due to the swap regret guarantee of multi-scale MWU (see
Theorem 1.1).

4.1 Query complexity of correlated equilibria

The first application is for finding an approximate correlated equilibrium using nearly linear number
of queries. Here we consider the standard payoff query model: The utility matrices (tensors for
multiplayer games) are unknown but the algorithm can query their entries.

Corollary 1.4 (Query complexity). Let m be the number of players, n be the number of actions.
There exists a randomized query algorithm that obtains an ǫ-approximate correlated equilibrium using
at most mn(log(mn))O(1/ǫ) payoff queries, with success probability 1− 1/(mn)ω(1).

Proof. By Lemma 4.1, the protocol in Figure 1 is guaranteed to output an ǫ-approximate correlated
equilibrium, with probability at least 1 − 1/(mn)ω(1). It remains to bound the total number of
queries. For each player i ∈ [m] and each day t ∈ [T ], it needs K = O(log2(mn)/ǫ3) queries to
construct one entry of the reward vector r̂i,t, and therefore, the total number of query needed is
O(mnTK) = mn(log(mn))O(1/ǫ). We complete the proof here.

4.2 Communication complexity of correlated equilibrium

The multi-scale MWU algorithm also gives a communication protocol for finding approximate corre-
lated correlated in two-player normal-form game, using only polylogarithmic number of bits. Recall
in the communication model, each player knows its own utility, but not others’ utility. The goal is
to output an (approximate) correlated equilibrium with small amount of communication.

Corollary 1.5 (Communication complexity). Let n be the number of actions. For any ǫ > 0, there
exists a randomized communication protocol that obtains an ǫ-approximate correlated equilibrium
in a two-player n-action game using (log(n))O(1/ǫ) bits of communication, with success probability
1− 1/nω(1).
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Proof. Consider the following communication protocol. Alice runs the multi-scale MWU for T =
(log(n))O(1/ǫ) days. At day t ∈ [T ], Alice commits a strategy pt ∈ ∆n. Alice samples a multi-set of
K = O(log2(n)/ǫ3) actions it,1, . . . , it,K from pt and sends it to Bob. Bob plays the best response
jt ∈ [n] to the uniform strategy unif({it,k}k∈[K]) and sends jt to Alice. Alice constructs the reward
vector as rt(i) = uA(i; jt) for all i ∈ [n]. The communication protocol proceeds in T rounds, and at
the end, Alice reports the empirical distribution p = 1

T

∑
t∈[T ] pt ⊗ ejt .

We first prove the empirical distribution p is an ǫ-approximate correlated equilibrium. For Alice,
its swap regret is at most ǫ. Hence, for any swap function φA : [n]→ [n], one has

E
a∼p

[uA(φA(aA); aB)]− E
a∼p

[uA(aA; aB)] =
1

T

∑

t∈[T ]

∑

i∈[n]

pt(i)rt(φA(i)) − pt(i)rt(i) ≤ ǫ.

For Bob, let p̂t ∈ ∆n be the uniform distribution unif({it,k}k∈[K]). For any action j ∈ [n], by
Chernoff bound, we have

Pr



∣∣∣∣∣∣

∑

i∈[n]

p̂t(i)uB(j; i) −
∑

i∈[n]

pt(i)uB(j; i)

∣∣∣∣∣∣
≥ ǫ/2


 ≤ 2 exp(−Kǫ2/8) ≤ nΩ(− log(n)/ǫ). (7)

We take an union bound over all actions j ∈ [n] and days t ∈ [T ], and condition on this event. For
any swap function φB : [n]→ [n], one has

E
a∼p

[uB(φB(aB); aA)]− E
a∼p

[uB(aB ; aA)] =
1

T

∑

t∈[T ]

∑

i∈[n]

pt(i)uB(φ(jt); i) − pt(i)uB(jt; i)

≤ 1

T

∑

t∈[T ]

∑

i∈[n]

p̂t(i)uB(φ(jt); i) − p̂t(i)uB(jt; i) + ǫ

≤ ǫ.

The first step follows from the definition of the protocol, the second step follows from Eq. (7), the
third step holds since Bob plays the best response for p̂t = unif({it,b}b∈[B]).

The communication complexity of the above protocol is O(TK log(n)) = log(n)O(1/ǫ).

The communication protocol of Corollary 1.5 only allows Alice to output the correlated equilib-
rium. If the goal is a sparse approximate correlated equilibrium that both parties can output, then
we can use the following sparisification procedure. The proof can be found at Appendix B.

Lemma 4.2 (Sparsification of correlated equilibrium). Suppose p ∈ ∆n×n is an ǫ-approximate
correlated equilibrium and its column support has size S, i.e., |{j : ∃i ∈ [n], pi,j > 0}| = S. Then
there is a randomized algorithm that outputs an (ǫ+δ)-approximate correlated equilibrium p′ that has
row support size O(S2 log(n)/δ2) and column support size S, without looking at the utility matrices
of the game, and with success probability at least 1− 1/nω(1).

4.3 Computational complexity of correlated equilibrium

Our no-swap regret algorithm gives a nearly linear time algorithm for computing an approximate
correlated equilibrium. Note that this is sublinear in the size of description of the game (which is
roughly nm).

Corollary 1.6 (Computational complexity). Let m be the number of players, n be the number
of actions. For any ǫ > 0, there exists a randomized algorithm that computes an ǫ-approximate
correlated equilibrium in time mn(log(mn))O(1/ǫ), with success probability at least 1− 1/(mn)ω(1).
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Proof. By Lemma 4.1, the protocol in Figure 1 is guaranteed to output an ǫ-approximate correlated
equilibrium, with probability at least 1 − 1/(mn)ω(1). It remains to bound the computation cost.
For each player i ∈ [m] and each day t ∈ [T ], it needs to draw K = O(log2(mn)/ǫ3) action
profiles to construct the reward vector r̂i,t. The sampling step takes O(mnK) time for each player.
Nevertheless, note these samples can be shared across players, so the total cost for sampling remains
O(mnK). The construction of reward vector takes O(nK) time per player, and O(mnK) in total.
To maintain the multi-scale MWU, the cost per day equals O(n/ǫ) since there are O(1/ǫ) threads
of MWU. Hence, the total computation cost equals O(mnKT ) = mn(log(mn))O(1/ǫ).

4.4 Polynomial time approximation scheme for extensive-form game

We next give an example showing that the multi-scale MWU can be used to derive polynomial
time algorithms for finding approximate correlated equilibrium in large action games. In particular,
we present the first polynomial time approximation scheme (PTAS) for computing normal-form
correlated equilibrium (NFCE, also known as strategic-form correlated equilibrium) of an extensive-
form game (EFG). The idea is to use the protocol in Figure 1 and let each player perform multi-scale
MWU over its strategy space. The strategy space has exponential size but we show that it allows
efficient computation.

Extensive-form game In an m-player extensive-form game, there is a directed game tree Γ. Let
N be all nodes of Γ and Z be all terminal nodes. The non-terminal nodes of the game tree are
partitioned into decision nodes and chance nodes N\Z = N1 ∪ · · · Nm ∪Nchance. Here Ni (i ∈ [m])
is the set of nodes where player i takes the action and Nchance are chance nodes. The function of
a chance node is to assign an outcome of a chance event, and each outgoing edge represents one
possible outcome of that chance event as well as the probability of the event. At a decision node,
the edges represent actions and successor states that result from the player taking those actions.
The decision nodes of Ni are further partitioned into information sets Hi, and for each information
set h ∈ Hi, let Ah be all actions available to player i. The action set Ah is the same for all nodes in
h, and it is wlog to assume the action sets {Ah}h∈Hi

are disjoint. For any information set h ∈ Hi,
let σi(h) be the sequence of actions taken by player i, from the root to h (it does not include the
action taken at h). We assume each player has perfect recall, i.e., the sequence σi(h) is the same for
every node in the information set h. For terminal nodes, player i receives the reward γi(z) ∈ [0, 1]
at a terminal node z ∈ Z. The set of pure strategies for player i ∈ [m] is Si =

∏
h∈Hi

Ah and the
entire strategy space is S =

∏
i∈[m] Si. For simplicity, we assume each player has Φ information

sets, and each information set has n actions.

Notation For any node ν1, ν2 ∈ N , we write ν1 � ν2 if ν1 is a predecessor of ν2. Given a
strategy profile s ∈ S, for each node ν ∈ N , let π(s; ν) be the probability of visiting node ν
if players use strategy s. Let ui(s; ν) be the expected utility of player i if it visits node ν, i.e.,
ui(s; ν) :=

∑
z∈Z,ν�z π(s; z) · γi(z). We use ui(s) to denote the expected utility of player i at the

root. Given an information set h ∈ Hi, we write ν ∈ h if the decision node ν is in the information
set h, let ui(s;h) be the total utility of nodes in h, i.e., ui(s;h) :=

∑
ν∈h ui(s; ν).

An ǫ-approximate NFCE of EFG is a distribution σ ∈ ∆(S) over the strategy space, such that
no player can gain ǫ more utility (in expectation) by deviating from its recommended strategy.

Definition 4.3 (ǫ-approximate NFCE of EFG). Let ǫ > 0, σ ∈ ∆(S) is an ǫ-approximate normal-
form correlated equilibrium of an m-player extensive-form game, if for any player i ∈ [m] and any
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swap function φ : Si → Si,

E
s∼σ

[ui(si, s−i)] ≥ E
s∼σ

[ui(φ(si), s−i)]− ǫ.

The key observation is that one can efficiently implement MWU for extensive-form games.

Lemma 4.4 (Efficient implementation of MWU for EFGs). Let T be a positive integer and η > 0
be the step size. Given strategies s−i,1, . . . , s−i,T ∈ S−i of players [m]\{i}, one can sample from the
following distribution in polynomial time

p(si) ∝ exp


η

∑

t∈[T ]

ui(si, s−i,t)


 ∀s ∈ Si. (8)

The proof can be found at Appendix B. Now, we have

Corollary 1.7 (Extensive-form games). Let m be the number of players, n be the number of actions
at an information set, Φ be the number of information sets of a player. Let ǫ > 0, there is a
randomized uncoupled dynamics algorithm that runs in time poly(m,n) ·(Φ log(n))O(1/ǫ) and returns
an ǫ-approximate NFCE in an EFG, with success probability 1− 1/(mnΦ)ω(1).

Proof. We apply the protocol in Figure 1 to the strategy space S = S1 × · · · × Sm. By Lemma
4.1, the empirical distribution converges to an ǫ-approximate NFCE in T = (log(|Si|))O(1/ǫ) =
(Φ log(n))O(1/ǫ) days. It remains to demonstrate the computational efficiency. This comes from the
fact that each player runs multiple threads of MWU in the protocol, and by Lemma 4.4, MWU can
be efficiently implemented for EFGs.

5 Lower bound

We aim to prove the following lower bound on the swap regret.

Theorem 1.2 (Lower bound). Let n be the number of actions, T be the total number of days. There
exists an oblivious adversary such that any online learning algorithm must have at least

Ω

(
min

{
T

log(T )
,
√

n1−o(1)T

})

expected swap-regret over a sequence of T days.

The lower bound construction is in Section 5.1 and its analysis is presented in Section 5.2.

5.1 Hard sequence

Let K,L and ∆ ∈ (0, 1/20] be the input parameters.

K-ary Tree The hard sequence goes over all actions [n] via a depth-first search over a K-ary tree.
The tree has L+ 1 levels and each internal node has K child nodes. The root is at level L and the
leaves are at level 0. Let Tℓ = [0 : K − 1]L−ℓ be all nodes at level ℓ ∈ [0 : L] and T = ∪ℓ∈[0:L]Tℓ
be all nodes in the tree. We write a = aL . . . aℓ+1 ∈ Tℓ to denote the a-th node at level ℓ, where
aℓ+1, . . . , aL ∈ [0 : K − 1]. We write a.k to denote the k-th (k ∈ [0 : K − 1]) child node of a.
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Lemma 5.1. Suppose the reward sequence is constructed as in Algorithm 3, then any algorithm has
expected swap regret at least

E[swap-regret] ≥ min

{
E[TALG]

KL
,
E[TALG]∆

L

}
. (9)

Proof. For any node a ∈ T , let Sa ∈ [TALG] be the first time that Nature visits a and Ea ∈ [TALG]
be the last time that Nature visits a. If Nature never visits node a, then Sa is defined as the time
that Nature skips a, and Ea = Sa − 1. For any action i ∈ [n], let a(i) := ⌊ i−1

2 ⌋ be the leaf node of
i. Define

Xi =
∑

t∈[Sa(i)−1]

pt(i); Yi =
∑

t∈[Sa(i):Ea(i)]

pt(i); Zi =
∑

t∈[Ea(i)+1:TALG]

pt(i).

That is, Xi is the total probability mass that the algorithm places on i before Nature visits the leaf
node a(i); Yi is the probability mass when Nature visits the leaf node a(i); and Zi is the probability
mass after visiting the leaf node a(i). By the definition, the total mass placed on action i equals
Xi + Yi + Zi and one has

∑
i∈[n]Xi + Yi + Zi = TALG.

We divide into three cases based on the value of
∑

i∈[n] E[Xi],
∑

i∈[n] E[Yi] and
∑

i∈[n] E[Zi].

Case 1. Suppose
∑

i∈[n] E[Xi] ≥ 1
3 E[TALG]. That is, the algorithm places large mass on actions

before visiting their leaf nodes.
We first give an alternative way of computing the mass

∑
i∈[n]Xi. At level ℓ ∈ [0 : L − 1] and

node a ∈ Tℓ, let N+(a) contain all actions in the older siblings of a, i.e.,

N+(a) := NaL...aℓ+2(aℓ+1+1) ∪ · · · ∪ NaL...aℓ+2K−1.

Note if a is the oldest child node, i.e., aℓ+1 = K − 1, then N+(a) = ∅. Define

Ma :=
∑

t∈[Sa:Ea]

∑

i∈N+(a)

pt(i). (10)

That is, Ma is the total probability mass placed on N+(a) (actions of older siblings of a) during
the visit of node a. We make the following claim, whose proof can be found at Appendix C.

Lemma 5.2. We have
∑

i∈[n]Xi =
∑

ℓ∈[0:L−1]

∑
a∈Tℓ

Ma.

Let Vℓ ⊆ Tℓ be the set of visited nodes at level ℓ. Consider the following swap function φ: For
each level ℓ ∈ [0 : L − 1] and for each node a ∈ Tℓ in level ℓ, suppose (1) a ∈ Vℓ has been visited
and (2) its older sibling a + 1 /∈ Vℓ has been skipped, then the swap function maps actions in N+

a

to the last action in Na. It is easy to check that for every action i ∈ [n], φ(i) is uniquely defined.
We can bound the swap regret as follow.
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swap-regret ≥
∑

i∈[n]

∑

t∈[T ]

pt(i)(rt(φ(i)) − rt(i))

=
∑

ℓ∈[0:L−1]

∑

a∈Vℓ∧(a+1)/∈Vℓ

∑

i∈N+(a)

∑

t∈[T ]

pt(i)(rt(φ(i)) − rt(i))

=
∑

ℓ∈[0:L−1]

∑

a∈Vℓ∧(a+1)/∈Vℓ

∑

i∈N+(a)

∑

t∈[Sa:Ea]

pt(i)(rt(φ(i)) − rt(i))

≥ 1

16(L+ 1)

∑

ℓ∈[0:L−1]

∑

a∈Vℓ∧(a+1)/∈Vℓ

∑

i∈N+(a)

∑

t∈[Sa:Ea]

pt(i)

=
1

16(L+ 1)

∑

ℓ∈[0:L−1]

∑

a∈Vℓ∧(a+1)/∈Vℓ

Ma. (11)

The second step holds since the swap function only changes actions in
⋃

ℓ∈[0:L−1]

⋃
a∈Vℓ∧(a+1)/∈Vℓ

N+(a).

The third step holds since the actions i and φ(i) (i ∈ N+(a)) have different rewards only when Na-
ture visits node a. The fourth step holds since

rt(φ(i)) − rt(i) ≥
L− ℓ

16(L+ 1)
− L− ℓ− 1

16(L+ 1)
=

1

16(L+ 1)
∀t ∈ [Sa : Ea]

according to the definition of φ and the reward sequence. The last step holds by the definition of
Ma (see Eq. (10)).

For each level ℓ ∈ [0 : L− 1], we have

E


 ∑

a∈Vℓ∧(a+1)/∈Vℓ

Ma


 =

∑

a∈Tℓ

E [Ma · 1{a ∈ Vℓ ∧ (a+ 1) /∈ Vℓ}]

=
∑

a∈Tℓ

E[Ma|a ∈ Vℓ ∧ (a+ 1) /∈ Vℓ] · Pr[a ∈ Vℓ ∧ (a+ 1) /∈ Vℓ]

=
∑

a∈Tℓ

E[Ma|a ∈ Vℓ] · Pr[a ∈ Vℓ] ·
1

2K

=
1

2K

∑

a∈Tℓ

E[Ma]. (12)

The first step follows from the linearity of expectation and the second step follows from the law of
expectation. The third step holds since for any node a ∈ Tℓ, condition on a ∈ Vℓ, the mass Ma is
independent of whether (a+ 1) is skipped or not, and the node (a+ 1) is skipped with probability
q = 1

2L . The fourth step holds since E[Ma|a /∈ Vℓ] = 0.
Taking an expectation over both sides of Eq. (11), we have

E[swap-regret] ≥ 1

16(L+ 1)
E


 ∑

ℓ∈[0:L−1]

∑

a∈Vℓ∧(a+1)/∈Vℓ

Ma




≥ 1

32K(L+ 1)

∑

ℓ∈[0:L−1]

∑

a∈Tℓ

E[Ma]

=
1

32K(L+ 1)

∑

i∈[n]

E[Xi] = Ω

(
E[TALG]

KL

)
.
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The second step follows from Eq. (12), the third step follows from Lemma 5.2 and the last step
follows from the assumption of the first case.

Case 2. Suppose
∑

i∈[n] E[Yi] ≥ 1
3 E[TALG]. That is, the algorithm spends a lot of time playing

actions of the leaf node during its visit.
Consider the following swap function φ. For each leaf node a ∈ [0 : n/2− 1], the swap function

switches actions 2a + 1, 2a + 2 to 2a + i∗(a), i.e., the action that draws reward from L
16(L+1) +

1
16(L+1)B1/2+∆.

To bound the swap regret, we have

swap-regret ≥
∑

t∈[TALG]

∑

i∈[n]

pt(i)rt(φ(i)) − pt(i)rt(i)

=
∑

t∈[TALG]

∑

a∈[0:n/2−1]

(pt(2a+ 1) + pt(2a+ 2))rt(2a+ i∗(a))

−
∑

t∈[TALG]

∑

a∈[0:n/2−1]

pt(2a + 1)rt(2a+ 1) + pt(2a+ 2)rt(2a+ 2)

=
∑

a∈[0:n/2−1]

∑

t∈[Sa:Ea]

(pt(2a+ 1) + pt(2a + 2))rt(2a+ i∗(a))

− pt(2a+ 1)rt(2a+ 1) + pt(2a+ 2)rt(2a+ 2)) (13)

The second step follows from the definition of our swap function, the third step holds since the
actions 2a+ 1, 2a + 2 have the same reward except t ∈ [Sa : Ea].

Technical component: Lower bound for two-coin game In order to bound the RHS of
Eq. (13), we consider an abstract problem which we call the two-coin game. Let ∆ ∈ (0, 1/20),H =
1/400∆2 be input parameters. In a two-coin game, there are two coins, one draws from the Bernoulli
distribution B1/2 and the other draws from B1/2+∆. The biased coin i∗ is chosen uniformly at
random and it is not known to the player.

The two-coin game is repeatedly played for H days. At each day h ∈ [H], the player commits
a distribution ph ∈ ∆3 over coin 1, coin 2 and a dummy action. The dummy action is interpreted
as an outside option, aka not playing among the two coins. It then samples from the two coins and
observes the reward rh ∈ {0, 1}2. The following Lemma bounds the regret of switching between two
coins and its proof is deferred to Appendix C.

Lemma 5.3 (Lower bound for two-coin game). In a two-coin game, the expected swap regret of
switching between two coins satisfy

E


 ∑

h∈[H]

(ph(1) + ph(2))rh(i
∗)−

∑

h∈[H]

(ph(1)rh(1) + ph(2)rh(2))




≥ ∆ ·


1

2

∑

h∈[H]

E[ph(1) + ph(2)]−
3

20
H


 .

Here the expectation is taken over the randomness of the reward and the algorithm.

Now we are about to use Lemma 5.3. For each leaf node a ∈ [0 : n/2 − 1], if Nature visits
leaf a, then during the time [Sa : Ea], one can view Nature and the algorithm play a two-coin
game, where the two coins are 2a+ 1, 2a + 2 and the dummy action includes the rest of actions in
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[n]\{2a + 1, 2a + 2}. They are the same up to a common offset of L
16(L+1) and a scaling factor of

1
16(L+1) . Hence, for a fixed leaf node a, we have

E


 ∑

t∈[Sa:Ea]

(pt(2a+ 1) + pt(2a+ 2))rt(2a+ i∗(a)) − pt(2a+ 1)rt(2a+ 1)− pt(2a+ 2)rt(2a+ 2)




≥ 1

16(L+ 1)
·∆

(
1

2
E[Y2a+1 + Y2a+2]−

3

20
E[1{a ∈ V0}] ·H

)
(14)

where we apply Lemma 5.3.
Combining Eq. (13)(14), the expected swap regret is at least

E[swap-regret] ≥ ∆

16(L+ 1)


1

2

∑

a∈[0:n/2−1]

E[Y2a+1 + Y2a+2]−
3

20

∑

a∈[0:n/2−1]

E[1{a ∈ V0}] ·H




= Ω

(
E[TALG]∆

L

)
.

Here we use the fact that
∑

a∈[0:n/2−1] E[1{a ∈ V0}]·H = E[TALG] and our assumption
∑

i∈[n] E[Yi] ≥
1
3 E[TALG].

Case 3. Suppose
∑

i∈[n] E[Zi] ≥ 1
3 E[TALG]. That is, the algorithm spends a lot of time playing

actions that have already been visited. In this case, it suffices to switch to the fixed action n.

swap-regret ≥
∑

t∈[TALG]

rt(n)−
∑

i∈[n]

∑

t∈[TALG]

pt(i)rt(i)

=
∑

t∈[TALG]

rt(n)−
∑

i∈[n]


 ∑

t∈[Ea(i)]

pt(i)rt(i) +
∑

t∈[Ea(i)+1:TALG]

pt(i)rt(i)




≥ 0−
∑

i∈[n]

(
(Xi + Yi) ·

1

16
+ Zi · (−1)

)

≥ 17

16

∑

i∈[n]

Zi −
1

16
TALG.

The third step follows from the maximum reward is 1
16 and the reward of action i is −1 after Ea(i)

Taking an expectation, the expected swap regret is at least 1
4 E[TALG] in Case 3.

Combing the above three cases, we have finish the proof of Lemma 5.1.

The sequence length TALG is a random variable, and its expectation satisfies

Lemma 5.4. Let CK =
∑K−1

k=0 (1− 1
2K )k. We have

E[TALG] = H · (CK)L ≥ 2−L · KL

400∆2
.

The proof can be found at Appendix C and we can now prove Theorem 1.2.

Proof of Theorem 1.2. Recall the parameters K,L are chosen such that the number of actions n =
2KL. For any fixed constant δ > 0, we take K = 21/δ and L = δ(log2(n) − 1). We prove the
expected swap regret over T days is at least

E[swap-regret] ≥ Ω

(
min

{
T

log(T )
,
√
n1−8δT

})
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Taking δ → 0 would be sufficient for our proof.
First, if T ≥ n, then take ∆ =

√
n/400T ≤ 1

20 and consider the hard sequence of Algorithm

3. Note the maximum sequence length TALG ≤ KL

400∆2 = T/2, and for the last T − TALG days, the
reward vector is taken to be all 0. By Lemma 5.1, the total regret is at least

E[swap-regret] ≥ min

{
E[TALG]

KL
,
E[TALG]∆

L

}
≥ 2−L KL

400∆2
min

{
1

KL
,
∆

L

}

≥ Ω(n1/2−3δ/2T 1/2). (15)

The second step follows from Lemma 5.4 and the last step follows from the choice of parameters.
Second, if T ∈ [n1−2δ, n], then we claim the swap regret has to be least n1−4δ ≥

√
n1−8δT .

Otherwise, consider the algorithm that restarts every T days, its swap regret over n rounds is at
most n1−4δ · ⌈n/T ⌉ ≤ n1−2δ, this contradicts with Eq. (15).

Third, if T = n1−2δ, the we prove the swap regret is at least Ω(n1−2δ/ log(n)) = Ω(T/ log(T )).
We prove by contradiction. Suppose there is an algorithm that has swap regret at most o(n1−2δ/ log(n))
over n1−2δ days. Then for any T ′, there is an algorithm that has swap regret at most ⌈T ′/n1−2δ⌉ ·
o(n1−2δ/ log(n)) ≤ o(T ′/ log(n)) + n1−2δ over T ′ days (without knowing T ′ in advance), as one
can always restart the algorithm every T = n1−2δ days. Applying this algorithm to the hard se-
quence with ∆ = 1/20, its swap regret is at most o(E[TALG]/ log(n) +n1−2δ) = o(E[TALG]/ log(n)).

However, by Lemma 5.1, any algorithm must suffer swap regret at least min
{

E[TALG]
KL , E[TALG]∆

L

}
=

Ω(E[TALG]/ log(n)). This reaches a contradiction.
Finally, if T ≤ n1−2δ. One can merge n/T 1/(1−2δ) actions into one action by assigning the same

reward to them. Then the swap regret is at least T/ log(T ) by the third case. We complete the
proof here.
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A A historical remark on internal vs swap regret

Our notion of swap regret can equivalently be written as:

swap-regret (equivalent) :=
∑

i∈[n]

max
φ(i)∈[n]

∑

t∈[T ]

E
i∼pt

[rt(φ(i)) − rt(i)].

The origin of the closely related “internal regret” is usually cited to [FV98]. Their notion of regret
is almost identical to our swap regret, except that they take the expectation over the algorithm’s
randomness outside the summation. For oblivious adversaries this is equivalent, but [BM07, Ito20]
prove lower bounds on this notion of swap/internal regret using an adaptive adversary that makes
the algorithm regret its realized actions. Our work shows that these lower bounds do not extend to
the distributional setting.

internal-regret [FV98] := E
algorithm’s randomness

[
∑

i∈[n]

max
φ(i)∈[n]

∑

t∈[T ]

1{pt=i} · (rt(φ(i)) − rt(i))].

Interestingly, the term “internal regret” does not actually appear in [FV98].
[FV99] use a stricter definition of internal regret that replaces the maxφ(i)∈[n] with a

∑
φ(i)∈[n]max{0, ·}:

internal-regret [FV99] := E
algorithm’s randomness

[
∑

i∈[n]

∑

φ(i)∈[n]

max{0,
∑

t∈[T ]

1{pt=i} · (rt(φ(i)) − rt(i))}].

Finally, most authors today use a more lenient definition of internal regret than our swap regret,
that replaces

∑
i∈[n] with maxi∈[n].

internal-regret [SL05] := max
i∈[n]

max
φ(i)∈[n]

∑

t∈[T ]

E
i∼pt

[rt(φ(i)) − rt(i)].

Note that all of those notions are equivalent up to poly(n) factors, i.e. if one approaches zero
they all approach zero. However, in this work we focus on obtaining ǫT regret for constant ǫ > 0, so
these notions are not equivalent. In particular, using the common notion of internal regret, playing
a uniformly random strategy trivially obtains T/n regret. (A similar issue arises for ǫ-approximate
correlated equilibrium; see discussion in the introduction and also in [GC18].)

B Missing proof from Section 4

We first provide the proof of Lemma 4.2.

Proof of Lemma 4.2. Let Ri =
∑

j∈[n] pi,j ∈ [0, 1] be the marginal distribution of the i-th row and
Cj =

∑
i∈[n] pi,j be the marginal distribution of the j-th row. Let ri = (pi,1, . . . , pi,n) ∈ [0, 1]n be

the i-th row of p.
We sample D = O(S2 log(n)/δ2) rows i1, . . . iD from the distribution {Ri}i∈[n] and set

p′ =
1

D

D∑

d=1

1

Rid

eid ⊗ rid . (16)

That is, p′ is obtained from p by sampling D rows and proper normalization.
It is clear that p′ has row support size at most D = O(S2 log(n)/δ2), and column support size

at most S. We prove p′ is an (ǫ+ δ)-approximate correlated equilibrium with high probability. We
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first verify the row player. Let φ be the swap function that obtains the maximum utility under p.
For p′, the distribution of each row either becomes 0 or gets scaled, and therefore, φ remains the
optimal swap function. Hence, with probability 1− 1/nω(1), we have

E
(a1,a2)∼p′

[u1(φ(a1); a2)]− E
(a1,a2)∼p′

[u1(a1; a2)]

=
1

D

D∑

d=1

E
a2∼rid/Rid

[u1(φ(id); a2)− u1(id; a2)]

= E
(a1,a2)∼p

[u1(φ(a1), a2)− u1(a1; a2)] +O
(√

log(n)/D
)
≤ ǫ+ δ.

The first step follows the definition of p′ (see Eq. (16)), the second step follows from Chernoff bound
and the third step holds since p is an ǫ-approximate correlated equilibrium.

We next verify the column player. Fix any column j, j′ ∈ [n], with probability 1 − 1/nω(1), we
have

E
(a1,a2)∼p′,a2=j

[u2(j
′; a1)] =

1

D

D∑

d=1

pid,j
Rid

u2(j
′; id)

=
∑

i∈[n]

pi,ju2(j
′; i)±O

(√
log(n)/D

)

= E
(a1,a2)∼p,a2=j

[u2(j
′; a1)]± δ/2S. (17)

Here, the first step follows from the definition of p′ (see Eq. (16)), the second step follows from
Chernoff bound and the last follows from the choice of parameters. We taking an union bound over
all j′, j ∈ [n] and condition on this event in the rest of the proof.

Let
C(p) := {j : ∃i ∈ [n], pi,j 6= 0} ⊆ [n]

be column supports of p. For any swap function φ, we have

E
(a1,a2)∼p′

[u2(φ(a2); a1)]− E
(a1,a2)∼p′

[u2(a2; a1)]

=
∑

j∈C(p)

E
(a1,a2)∼p′,a2=j

[u2(φ(a2); a1)− u2(a2; a1)]

≤
∑

j∈C(p)

E
(a1,a2)∼p,a2=j

[u2(φ(a2); a1)− u2(a2; a1)] + δ/S

= E
(a1,a2)∼p

[u2(φ(a2); a1)− u2(a2; a1)] + δ = ǫ+ δ.

The second step follows from Eq. (17), the third step holds since |C(p)| = S, the last step holds
since p is an ǫ-approximate correlated equilibrium. We complete the proof here.

We next provide the proof of Lemma 4.4 and give the efficient implementation of MWU for
EFGs. The overall idea is simple and we sample the strategy according to a partition function,
which can be recursively computed. The idea has been exploited for complete information game
[CSK23, FLLK22] and we provide a proof for incomplete information game (i.e., with chance player).
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Additional notation We fix strategies s−i,1, . . . , s−i,T of players [m]\{i} in the rest of proof. For
any nodes ν ∈ Ni, let ui(si; ν) be the average utility of player i if it visits node ν, i.e., ui(si; ν) :=
η
∑

t∈[T ] ui(si, s−i,t; ν). We use ui(si) to denote the utility at the root node and one has p(si) ∝
exp(ui(si)). For any information set h ∈ Hi, define ui(si;h) be the total utility of player i if it visits
the information set h, i.e., ui(si;h) :=

∑
ν∈h ui(si; ν).

The information sets of player i form a directed tree. Given an information set h ∈ Hi, let
Th ⊆ Hi contain all information sets in the subtree rooted at h. Let Ch contain all child information
sets of h. For any action a ∈ Ah, let Ch.a contain all child information sets of h that could be
reached when player i takes action a at h. Slightly abuse of notation, we view all terminal nodes
directly reachable from h.a (i.e. not through other information set) as an information set of player
i, and its action set contains only a dummy action ∅. The sets {Ch.a}a∈Ah

form a partition of Ch,
i.e., Ch = ∪a∈Ah

Ch.a.
We first make a few simple observations.

Lemma B.1. For any strategy si, s
′
i ∈ Si and any information set h ∈ Hi, if si and s′i use the same

actions for subtree Th and along the root path to h, then ui(si;h) = ui(s
′
i;h).

Proof. We have

ui(si;h) =
∑

ν∈h

ui(si; ν) = η
∑

ν∈h

∑

t∈[T ]

ui(si, s−i,t; ν) = η
∑

ν∈h

∑

t∈[T ]

∑

z∈Z:ν�z

π(si, s−i,t; z) · γi(z)

= η
∑

ν∈h

∑

t∈[T ]

∑

z∈Z:ν�z

π(s′i, s−i,t; z) · γi(z) = η
∑

ν∈h

∑

t∈[T ]

ui(s
′
i, s−i,t; ν)

=
∑

ν∈h

ui(s
′
i; ν) = ui(s

′
i;h).

Here the first three steps are due to the definitions of ui(si;h), ui(si; ν) and ui(si, s−i,t; ν). The
fourth step holds since for any terminal node z, one has π(si, s−i,t; z) = π(s′i, s−i,t; z) if si, s

′
i use

the same actions along the root path to z. The last three steps follow from the definition of
ui(s

′
i, s−i,t;h), ui(s

′
i; ν), ui(s

′
i;h). We complete the proof here.

Lemma B.2. For any strategy si ∈ Si and information set h ∈ Hi, we have

ui(si, h) =
∑

h′∈Ch

ui(si, h
′).

Proof. For the first claim, we have

ui(si, h) =
∑

ν∈h

ui(si, ν) =
∑

ν∈h

∑

t∈[T ]

ηui(si, s−i,t; ν)

=
∑

ν∈h

∑

t∈[T ]

∑

z∈Z:ν�z

ηπ(si, s−i,t; z) · γi(z)

=
∑

h′∈Ch

∑

ν∈h′

∑

z∈Z:ν�z

∑

t∈[T ]

ηπ(si, s−i,t; z) · γi(z)

=
∑

h′∈Ch

∑

ν∈h′

∑

t∈[T ]

ηui(si, s−i,t; ν)

=
∑

h′∈Ch

∑

ν∈h′

ui(si, h
′) =

∑

h′∈Ch

ui(si, h
′).
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Here the first three steps are due to the definitions of ui(si, h), ui(si, ν) and ui(si, s−i,t; ν). The
fourth step rearranges all terminal nodes in subtrees rooted at h. The last three steps are due to
the definitions of ui(si, s−i,t; ν), ui(si, ν) and ui(si, h

′).

Equivalent class Given an information set h ∈ Hi, we write si
h∼ s′i if strategies si and s′i use the

same actions over information sets in the subtree Th, and we say si, s
′
i are in the same equivalent

class of h. Given an information set h, the strategy set Si,h ⊆ Si takes exactly one strategy si from
each equivalent class of h, and h is reachable under this strategy si (i.e., si uses the same the actions
as σ(h) along the root path to h).

We can now define the partition function over information sets.

Definition B.3 (Partition function). The partition function Vi : Hi → R is defined over each
information set h ∈ Hi, such that

Vi(h) :=
∑

si∈Si,h

exp(ui(si;h)).

The partition function Ui : Hi × Ai → R is defined over an information set h ∈ Hi and action
a ∈ Ah pair, such that

Ui(h.a) :=
∑

si∈Si,h∧si(h)=a

exp(ui(si;h)).

As a simple corollary of Lemma B.1, the value of partition function Vi(h) and Ui(h.a) does not
depend on the exact choice of strategy from each equivalent class.

Utility of terminal nodes When the information set h is made up of terminal nodes, i.e.,
h ⊆ Z, then Si,h contains only one strategy si according to our definition. Let Λi(h) = ui(si;h) =
η
∑

t∈[T ] ui(si, s−i,t;h) be the utility of player i at h, for any h ⊆ Z. It is common in the literature
(e.g. [ZJBP07]) to assume the utility of information sets can be computed efficiently for any fixed
strategy s ∈ S, so does the value Λi(h). In the case that the exact utility of an information set
can not be computed efficiently, one can draw O(log(|S|)/ǫ2) = O(mΦ log(n)/ǫ2) EFGs (without
chance nodes) from the prior distribution of chance nodes and compute the average utility on these
EFGs, it gives good approximation for all strategies S. We omit the details here.

The partition function can be computed efficiently via recursion.

Lemma B.4 (Recursive computation of partition function). The partition function can be computed
recursively

Vi(h) =

{
exp(Λi(h)) h ⊆ Z∑
a∈Ah

Ui(h.a) otherwise

and

Ui(h.a) =
∏

h′∈Ch.a

Vi(h
′) ·

∏

h′′∈Th\(Ch.a∪{h})

|Ah′′ |.

Proof. For the first claim, if h is made up of terminal nodes, i.e., h ⊆ Z, then there is only one
strategy si in Si,h, and we have Vi(h) = exp(ui(si;h)) = exp(Λi(h)). On the other hand, if h is
made up of decision nodes, then we have

Vi(h) =
∑

si∈Si,h

exp(ui(si, h)) =
∑

a∈Ah

∑

si∈Si,h∧si(h)=a

exp(ui(si, h)) =
∑

a∈Ah

Ui(h.a).
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For the second claim, we have

Ui(h.a) =
∑

si∈Si,h∧si(h)=a

exp(ui(si, h)) =
∑

si∈Si,h∧si(h)=a

exp


 ∑

h′∈Ch

ui(si, h
′)


 . (18)

The first step follows from the definition of partition function Ui(h.a), the second step follows from
Lemma B.2.

For the RHS of Eq. (18), we have

∑

si∈Si,h∧si(h)=a

exp




∑

h′∈Ch

ui(si, h
′)


 =

∑

si∈Si,h∧si(h)=a

exp




∑

h′∈Ch.a

ui(si;h
′)




=
∑

si∈Si,h∧si(h)=a

∏

h′∈Ch.a

exp(ui(si;h
′))

=
∏

h′∈Ch.a


 ∑

si∈Si,h′

exp(ui(si;h
′)


 ·

∏

h′′∈Th\(Ch.a∪{h})

|Ah′′ |

=
∏

h′∈Ch.a

Vi(h
′) ·

∏

h′′∈Th\(Ch.a∪{h})

|Ah′′ | (19)

The first step holds since for any information set h′ ∈ Ch \ Ch.a, one has ui(si;h
′) = 0. This is

because the player i never visits h′ given its strategy si satisfies si(h) = a. In the third step, we
exchange the product and summation, this is valid due to Lemma B.1. The last step follows from
the definition of Vi(h

′).
Combining Eq. (18)(19), we complete the proof.

Lemma B.4 gives a way of computing the partition function. We next show how to sample from
the distribution in Eq. (8) using partition functions. It is wlog to assume the root of T is a decision
node of player i. Consider the directed tree formed by information sets Hi, the sampling process
assigns actions to information sets in a top-down fashion, from the root to leaves. In particular,
consider an arbitrary ordering of information sets h1, . . . , hΦ ∈ Hi, such that information sets at
higher level come earlier than information sets at lower level, then we have

Lemma B.5 (Sampling with partition function). Suppose the distribution p ∈ ∆(Si) is given as
Eq. (8), then one can sample a strategy si from p as follow: For t = 1, 2, . . . ,Φ

Pr[si(ht) = at] =

{
Ui(ht.at)
Vi(ht)

ht is reachable under si
1

|Aht
| otherwise

∀at ∈ Aht . (20)

Proof. For any t ∈ [Φ], and for any action a1 ∈ Ah1 , . . . , at ∈ Aht , we prove

Pr[si(h1) = a1, . . . , si(ht) = at] =

∑
s∈Si∧{s(hτ )=aτ }τ∈[t]

exp(ui(s))
∑

s∈Si
exp(ui(s))

(21)

by induction.
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The base case of t = 0 holds trivially. Suppose the claim continues to hold up to t, then for
t+ 1, for any action a1 ∈ Ah1 . . . , at+1 ∈ Aht+1 , by the inductive hypothesis, we have

Pr[si(h1) = a1, . . . , si(ht+1) = at+1]

= Pr[si(h1) = a1, . . . , si(ht) = at] · Pr[si(ht+1) = at+1|si(h1) = a1, . . . , si(ht) = at]

=

∑
s∈Si∧{s(hτ )=aτ }τ∈[t]

exp(ui(s))
∑

s∈Si
exp(ui(s))

· Pr[si(ht+1) = at+1|si(h1) = a1, . . . , si(ht) = at]. (22)

We divide into two cases.
Case 1. Suppose the information set ht+1 is not reachable from si, given si(h1) = a1, . . . , si(ht) =

at. Then due to the sampling rule (Eq. (20)) we have

Pr[si(ht+1) = at+1|si(h1) = a1, . . . , si(ht) = at] =
1

|Aht+1 |
. (23)

Moreover, the choice of s(ht+1) ∈ Aht+1 does not affect the total utility ui(s) given ht+1 is not
reachable from s, then we have

∑
s∈Si∧{s(hτ )=aτ}τ∈[t+1]

exp(ui(s))
∑

s∈Si∧{s(hτ )=aτ }τ∈[t]
exp(ui(s))

=
1

|Aht+1 |
. (24)

Combining Eq. (22)(23)(24), we have proved Eq. (21) for the first case.
Case 2. Suppose the information set ht+1 is reachable from si, given si(h1) = a1, . . . , si(ht) = at.

Then, according to the sampling rule (Eq. (20)), we have

Pr[si(ht+1) = at+1|si(h1) = a1, . . . , si(ht) = at] =
Ui(ht+1.at+1)

Vi(ht+1)

=

∑
s∈Si,ht+1

∧si(ht+1)=at+1
exp(ui(s;ht+1))

∑
s∈Si,ht+1

exp(ui(s;ht+1))
. (25)

The second step follows from the definition of partition functions.
Suppose the information set ht+1 is at level ℓ and let Hi,ℓ ⊆ Hi contain all information sets at

level ℓ. Let Rt ⊆ Hi,ℓ be all information sets that are reachable from strategy si, given si(h1) =
a1, . . . , si(ht) = at. For any h ∈ Hi, define

Si,h|{hτ ,aτ}τ∈[t]
=





∅ h is not reachable given {s(hτ ) = aτ}τ∈[t]
Si,h h is reachable given {s(hτ ) = aτ}τ∈[t] and h /∈ {hτ}τ∈[t]

{s ∈ Si,h : s(h) = aτ} h is reachable given {s(hτ ) = aτ}τ∈[t] and h = hτ

.

33



Then we have

∑
s∈Si∧{s(hτ )=aτ }τ∈[t+1]

exp(ui(s))
∑

s∈Si∧{s(hτ )=aτ }τ∈[t]
exp(ui(s))

=

∑
s∈Si∧{s(hτ )=aτ}τ∈[t+1]

exp
(∑

h∈Hi,ℓ
ui(s;h)

)

∑
s∈Si∧{s(hτ )=aτ }τ∈[t]

exp
(∑

h∈Hi,ℓ
ui(s;h)

)

=

∏
h∈Rt

(∑
s∈Si,h|{hτ ,aτ }τ∈[t+1]

exp(ui(s;h))

)

∏
h∈Rt

(∑
s∈Si,h|{hτ ,aτ}τ∈[t]

exp(ui(s;h))

)

=

∑
s∈Si,ht+1|{hτ ,aτ }τ∈[t+1]

exp(ui(s;ht+1))
∑

s∈Si,ht+1|{hτ ,aτ}τ∈[t]
exp(ui(s;ht+1))

=

∑
s∈Si,ht+1

∧s(hτ+1)=aτ+1
exp(ui(s;ht+1))

∑
s∈Si,ht+1

exp(ui(s;ht+1))
. (26)

The first step follows from repeatedly applying Lemma B.2 to information sets at level 1, 2, . . . , ℓ−1.
In the second step, we exchange the product and summation, this is valid due to Lemma B.1. The
third and the fourth step follow from the definition of Si,h|{hτ ,aτ}τ∈[t]

Combining Eq. (22)(25)(26), we have proved (21) for the second case.
We have finished the induction. The correctness of sampling procedure follows directly by

plugging t = Φ to Eq. (21). We complete the proof here.

Combing Lemma B.4 and Lemma B.5, we complete the proof for Lemma 4.4.

C Missing proof from Section 5

We first present the missing details of the technical Lemma 5.3. Let

Ri∗ =
∑

h∈[H]

(ph(1) + ph(2))rh(i
∗) and RALG =

∑

h∈[H]

∑

i∈[2]

ph(i)rh(i)

be the total (weighted) reward of i∗ and the total reward of the algorithm. Let D1,D2 be the
distribution of two coins. For any h ∈ [H], let r1:h = (r1, . . . , rh) ∼ (D1 × D2)

h be the reward of
the first h days.

First, the reward of i∗ satisfies

Lemma C.1. We have

E[Ri∗ ] =

(
1

2
+ ∆

)
·
∑

h∈[H]

E[ph(1) + ph(2)].

Proof. Telescoping over h ∈ [H], we have

E[Ri∗ ] =
∑

h∈[H]

E [(ph(1) + ph(2))rh(i
∗)]

=
∑

h∈[H]

E[rh(i
∗)] · E[ph(1) + ph(2)]

= (
1

2
+ ∆)

∑

h∈[H]

E[ph(1) + ph(2)].
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The second step follows from rh(i
∗) is independent of ph and the third step follows from E[rh(i

∗)] =
1
2 +∆.

The following bound on the Bernoulli distribution Bh
1/2 and Bh

1/2+∆ is standard.

Lemma C.2. Let ∆ ∈ (0, 1/20] and H = 1
400∆2 . For any h ∈ [H], we have

TV(Bh
1/2, B

h
1/2+∆) ≤

1

10
.

Proof. For any h ∈ [H], we have

TV(Bh
1/2, B

h
1/2+∆) ≤

√
1

2
KL(Bh

1/2||Bh
1/2+∆)

=

√
h

2
KL(B1/2||B1/2+∆)

≤ 2
√
h∆ ≤ 1

10
.

The first step follows from Pinsker inequality, the second step follows the independence, the third
step follows from KL(B1/2||B1/2+∆) ≤ 8∆2 and the last step follows from H = 1/400∆2.

Next, we bound the reward of algorithm.

Lemma C.3. For any algorithm, we have

E[RALG] ≤
(
1

2
+

∆

2

) ∑

h∈[H]

E[ph(1) + ph(2)] +
3

20
∆H.

Proof. First, we telescope RALG over h ∈ [H]

E[RALG] =
∑

h∈[H]

E



∑

i∈[2]

ph(i)rh(i)




=
∑

h∈[H]

E


∑

i∈[2]

ph(i)(rh(i)− 1/2)


 +

1

2

∑

h∈[H]

E[ph(1) + ph(2)] (27)

where the first step follows from the linearity of the expectation.
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We bound the RHS of Eq. (27). For any fixed h ∈ [H], we have

E


∑

i∈[2]

ph(i)(rh(i) − 1/2)




=
1

2
E



∑

i∈[2]

ph(i)(rh(i)− 1/2)|i∗ = 1


+

1

2
E



∑

i∈[2]

ph(i)(rh(i) − 1/2)|i∗ = 2




=
1

2
E

r1:h−1∼(B1/2+∆×B1/2)h−1


 E
rh∼B1/2+∆×B1/2


∑

i∈[2]

ph(i)(rh(i)− 1/2)|r1:h−1






+
1

2
E

r1:h−1∼(B1/2×B1/2+∆)h−1


 E
rh∼B1/2×B1/2+∆



∑

i∈[2]

ph(i)(rh(i)− 1/2)|r1:h−1






≤ 1

2
E

r1:h−1∼(B1/2×B1/2)h−1


 E
rh∼B1/2+∆×B1/2


∑

i∈[2]

ph(i)(rh(i) − 1/2)|r1:h−1






+
1

2
E

r1:h−1∼(B1/2×B1/2)h−1


 E
rh∼B1/2×B1/2+∆


∑

i∈[2]

ph(i)(rh(i)− 1/2)|r1:h−1




+

1

10
∆

=
1

2
∆ · E

r1:h−1∼(B1/2×B1/2)h−1
[E[ph(1) + ph(2)|r1:h−1]] +

1

10
∆

≤ 1

2
∆ · E

r1:h−1∼(D1×D2)h−1
[E[ph(1) + ph(2)|r1:h−1]] +

1

20
∆ +

1

10
∆

=
1

2
∆ · E[ph(1) + ph(2)] +

3

20
∆. (28)

The first step holds since i∗ is chosen uniformly at random from [2]. The second step follows from
the law of expectation and the fact that ph is determined by r1:h−1. The third step holds since (1)
TV(Bh−1

1/2 , Bh−1
1/2+∆) ≤ 1

10 (see Lemma C.2) and (2) for fixed r1:h−1,

E
rh∼B1/2+∆×B1/2


∑

i∈[2]

ph(i)(rh(i)− 1/2)|r1:h−1


 ≤ ∆

and

E
rh∼B1/2×B1/2+∆


∑

i∈[2]

ph(i)(rh(i) − 1/2)|r1:h−1


 ≤ ∆.

The fourth step holds since ph is determined by r1:h−1. The fifth step holds since TV((B1/2 ×
B1/2)

h−1, (D1×D2)
h−1) ≤ 1

10 (see Lemma C.2) and ph(1)+ph(2) ≤ 1 and the last step follows from
the law of expectation.

Combining Eq. (28) and Eq. (27), we have

E[RALG] =

(
1

2
+

1

2
∆

) ∑

h∈[H]

E[ph(1) + ph(2)] +
3

20
∆H.

We complete the proof here.
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Combining Lemma C.1 and C.3, we conclude the proof of Lemma 5.3.
We next prove Lemma 5.2

Proof of Lemma 5.2. We first analyse the LHS of Lemma 5.2. By the definition of Xi, one has
∑

i∈[n]

Xi =
∑

i∈[n]

∑

t∈[Sa(i)−1]

pt(i) =
∑

a∈[0:n/2−1]

∑

t∈[Sa−1]

pt(2a+ 1) + pt(2a+ 2)

=
∑

a∈[0:n/2−1]

∑

t∈[Sa:Ea]

∑

a′>a

pt(2a
′ + 1) + pt(2a

′ + 2). (29)

For any node a, b ∈ T , we write b ⊆ a if b is a node in the subtree of a. For the RHS, we have
∑

ℓ∈[0:L−1]

∑

a∈Tℓ

Ma =
∑

ℓ∈[0:L−1]

∑

a∈Tℓ

∑

t∈[Sa:Ea]

∑

i∈N+(a)

pt(i)

=
∑

ℓ∈[0:L−1]

∑

a∈Tℓ

∑

b∈[0:n/2−1],b⊆a

∑

t∈[Sb:Eb]

∑

i∈N+(a)

pt(i)

=
∑

b∈[n/2−1]

∑

t∈[Sb:Eb]

∑

ℓ∈[0:L−1]

∑

a∈Tℓ,b⊆a

∑

i∈N+(a)

pt(i)

=
∑

b∈[n/2−1]

∑

t∈[Sb:Eb]

∑

ℓ∈[0:L−1]

∑

i∈N+(bL...bℓ+1)

pt(i)

=
∑

b∈[n/2−1]

∑

t∈[Sb:Eb]

∑

b′>b

pt(2b+ 1) + pt(2b+ 2). (30)

The first step follows from the definition of Ma. In the second step, we split the interval [Sa : Ea]
of node a into intervals of its leaf nodes ∪b∈[0:n/2−1],b⊆a[Sb : Eb]. We exchange summation in the
third step and the last step follows from the definition of N+(b).

Combining Eq. (29)(30), we complete the proof.

Finally, we prove Lemma 5.4

Proof of Lemma 5.4. For any node a ∈ T , let Ta be the number of days spent over node a. For any
level ℓ ∈ [0 : L] and node a ∈ Tℓ, we prove

E[Ta|a ∈ Vℓ] = HCℓ
K and E[Ta|a /∈ Vℓ] = 0.

We prove by induction on ℓ. The claim holds trivially for ℓ = 0 because Nature spends H days over
any leaf node a it visits. Suppose it holds up to level ℓ − 1, then at level ℓ, suppose Nature visits
the node a ∈ Tℓ, then we have

E[Ta|a ∈ Vℓ] =
K−1∑

k=0

E[Ta.k|a ∈ Vℓ] =
K−1∑

k=0

(
1− 1

2K

)k

E[Ta,k|a.k ∈ Vℓ−1]

= HCℓ−1
K · CK = HCℓ

K .

The second step holds since Nature skips each child node with probability 1
2K , the third step follows

from the inductive hypothesis.
Since Nature always visits the root node, one has

E[TALG] = HCL
K ∈

[
2−L · KL

400∆2
,

KL

400∆2

]
.

The last step follows from CK ∈ (K/2,K) and H = 1/400∆2. This completes the proof.

37


	Introduction
	Related work

	Preliminary
	Online learning
	Correlated equilibria and swap regret
	Useful tools

	Multi-scale MWU
	Applications
	Query complexity of correlated equilibria
	Communication complexity of correlated equilibrium
	Computational complexity of correlated equilibrium
	Polynomial time approximation scheme for extensive-form game

	Lower bound
	Hard sequence
	Analysis

	A historical remark on internal vs swap regret
	Missing proof from Section 4
	Missing proof from Section 5

