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Leverage the Average: an Analysis of Regularization in RL
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Abstract

Building upon the formalism of regularized
Markov decision processes, we study the effect of
Kullback-Leibler (KL) and entropy regularization
in reinforcement learning. Through an equiva-
lent formulation of the related approximate dy-
namic programming (ADP) scheme, we show that
a KL penalty amounts to averaging g-values. This
equivalence allows drawing connections between
a priori disconnected methods from the literature,
and proving that a KL regularization indeed leads
to averaging errors made at each iteration of value
function update. With the proposed theoretical
analysis, we also study the interplay between KL
and entropy regularization. When the considered
ADP scheme is combined with neural-network-
based stochastic approximations, the equivalence
is lost, which suggests a number of different ways
to do regularization. Because this goes beyond
what we can analyse theoretically, we extensively
study this aspect empirically.

1. Introduction

Regularization in Reinforcement Learning (RL) usually
amounts to adding a penalty term to the greedy step of
a dynamic programming scheme. For example, soft Q-
learning (Fox et al.| 2016; |Schulman et al., 2017; [Haarnoja!
et al| 2017) uses a Shannon entropy regularization in
a Value Iteration (VI) scheme, while Soft Actor Critic
(SAC) (Haarnoja et al.,|2018) uses it in a Policy Iteration (PI)
scheme. Other approaches penalize the divergence between
consecutive policies. Trust Region Policy Optimization
(TRPO) (Schulman et al.,|2015) is such a PI-scheme, with
the greedy step being penalized with a Kullback-Leibler
(KL) divergence. Maximum a Posteriori Policy Optimiza-
tion (Abdolmaleki et al., [2018) is derived from a rather
different principle, but the resulting algorithm is quite close,
the main difference lying in how the greedy step is approx-
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imated. The generic regularized Dynamic Programming
(DP) scheme we consider in this paper encompasses (varia-
tions of) these approaches, among others.

Algorithms making use of regularization enjoy good empir-
ical performances. However, the reason of this efficiency
is not well understood. Some authors (e.g.,|Schulman et al.
(2017)) advocate that having a higher entropy helps explo-
ration. |Ahmed et al.| (2019) claim that its benefit comes
also from its effect on the optimization landscape. The KL
penalty of TRPO was introduced as a practical proxy for
the stochastic mixture of the theoretically sound Conserva-
tive Policy Iteration approach (Kakade & Langford, [2002).
Geist et al.|(2019) formalized and analyzed a large set of
regularized RL algorithms. However, their analysis does not
show why regularization helps. In this paper, we propose
an alternative explanation of the benefit of using regulariza-
tion in RL. We show, under some assumptions, that using
a KL penalty (penalizing the new policy from being too
far from the previous one), possibly in conjunction with
an entropy penalty (penalizing near deterministic policies),
allows for an averaging of the errors made by estimating
value functions over iterations.

To do so, we build upon the formalism introduced by |Geist
et al. (2019). We study a variation of their Mirror Descent
Modified PI (MD-MPI) framework, more restrictive in some
sense (only entropy or KL) but more general in others (we
can consider both at the same time). We frame an equivalent
Dual Averaging MPI (DA-MPI) framework, inspired by
the equivalence between mirror descent and dual averaging,
in some cases, for convex optimization (e.g., McMahan
(2010)). It will be used for the theoretical analysis, restricted
to a VI scheme, its extension to a general MPI scheme
remaining an open question.

A limitation of our analysis is that we account for errors in
the evaluation step (value function estimation), while we
do not in the greedy step (policy improvement). Yet, prac-
tical neural-network-based implementations of the general
considered regularized ADP scheme involve both errors. In
this case, the formal equivalence between MD-MPI and DA-
MPI no longer holds. As this goes beyond our theory, we
provide an extensive empirical comparison of the different
ways of doing regularization.
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2. Background and Notations

We write A x the set of probability distributions over a finite
set X and YX the set of applications from X to the set Y. A
Markov Decision Process (MDP) is a tuple {S, A, P,r,v}
with S the finite state space, A the finite set of actions,
Pe AgXA the Markovian transition kernel, 7 € RS*4 the

reward function uniformly bounded by 7y, and v € (0, 1)
Tmax+7 1n | A]
ToatT 04l
and simply vpmax = v0,,. We also write 1 € RS*A the
vector whose components are all equal to 1.

the discount factor. For 7 > 0, we write v, =

A policy 7 € Ai associates a distribution over actions to
each state. Its (state-action) value function is defined as

So=s8,A40=a

3

qﬂ'(sva) =E; lz ’Ytr(stht)

t=0

E being the expectation over trajectories induced by 7. An
optimal policy is one with maximal value function, m, €
argmax, cas (all scalar operators applied on vectors
should be understood point-wise), and ¢, = g, .

The following notations will be useful. For ¢, go € RS*4,

(q1,q2) = (Z Q1(S,G)QQ(87G)> cRS.

We write P, the stochastic kernel induced by 7, and for
g € RS*A we have

Prq= (Z P(s'|s,a) Zﬂ(a'|s’)q(s',a')> € RS*A,

’
a s,a

For v € RS, we also define

Py = <Z P(s'|s7a)v(s/)> € RS*A,

With these notationsﬂ, we have Pq = P(m,q).

The Bellman evaluation operator is T,q = r + vPyq, its
unique fixed point being ¢,. The set of greedy policies
w.rt. ¢ € RS*Ais G(q) = ATGIMAX A S (g, 7). A classical
approach to compute an optimal policy 1s Modified Policy
Iteration (MPI) (Puterman & Shinl [1978)),

{Wkﬂ € G(qr)

qk+1 = (Tﬂk+1>mqk + €41

which reduces to VI (for m = 1) and PI (for m = o0)
as special cases. The term €1 accounts for errors made
when applying the Bellman operator. The classic use of
m-step rollouts in (deep) RL actually usually corresponds
to an MPI scheme with m > 1. In the next section, we add
regularization to this scheme.

'As T € A5 C RS*A for ¢ € RS*A, we write (r,q) =

(220 m(als)g(s, a)))s.

3. Regularized MPI

In this work, we consider the entropy and the KL divergence:

H(m) = —(m,In7) € RS,
KL(W1||7T2) = <7T171H7T1 — 11’17T2> S RS.

First, we introduce a variation of the MD-MPI scheme orig-
inally proposed by |Geist et al.|(2019), who have not consid-
ered entropy and KL at the same time.

3.1. Mirror Descent MPI

For ¢ € RS> and an associated policy y € A%, we define
the regularized greedy policy as

G, (q) = argmax ((m,q) — AKL(x||n) + 7H(7)) .

s
TEAS

Observe that with A = 7 = 0, we get the classic greediness.
Notice also that with A = 0, the KL term disappears, so does
the dependency to . In this case we will write G%7. One
can also account or not for the regularization in the Bellman
evaluation operator. Recall that the classic operatoris T,q =
r 4+ ~vP(m, ¢q). Given the form of the regularized greediness,
it is natural to replace the term (7, ¢) by the regularized one,
giving T;‘l’;q =1+ P ((m, q) — AKL(n||p) + 7H()).
We refer to this as the Bellman operator of type 1, following
the taxonomy of |Geist et al.[(2019):
T,.q=TN"q=Teq—~vP (AKL(7||p) — 7H(r))

w |

Type 2 ignores the regularization in the evaluation step:
T7%|;,qu = Tka

These lead to the following MD-MPI, »(A,7) scheme, the
subscript denoting the type of evaluation. It is initialized
with g € RS*A such that ||go/|cc < Vmax and with 7, the
uniform policy, without much loss of generality (notice that
the greedy policy is unique whenever A > 0 or 7 > 0):

{m+1 =G> (qi) 0

Qrr1 = (T )" + €kt

—2
Tht1| Tk

The term ¢, stands for the approximation error of the value
function (such as the error due to learning the value func-
tion with a neural network and using a multi-step temporal
difference).

Compared to the MD-MPI of |Geist et al.| (2019), we con-
sider g-functions rather than value functions, but we handle
a more specific case: they consider either a convex regu-
larizer or the Bregman divergence generated by it, while
we only consider the negative entropy or its associated KL
divergenc Yet, we consider also a more general case, as

Note that our analysis could be adapted to a Bregman diver-
gence generated by a convex regularizer of the Legendre type.
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we handle the KL divergence and the entropy in the same
scheme, while they consider them separatel

Scheme () encompasses a number of approaches (the fol-
lowing statements are justified in Appx.[B.I). For example,
SAC and soft Q-learning are variations of MD-MPI; (0,7),
and softmax DQN (Song et al., [2019) is a variation of
MD-MPI;(0,7). TRPO and MPO are variations of MD-
MPI5(A,0). Dynamic Policy Programming (DPP) is al-
most a reparametrization of MD-MPI; (A,0), and Conser-
vative Value Iteration (CVI) (Kozuno et al., 2019) is a
reparametrization of MD-MPI, (A,7), which consequently
also generalizes Advantage Learning (AL) (Baird III, [1999;
Bellemare et al.| [2016).

3.2. Dual Averaging MPI

We provide an equivalent formulation of scheme (T)). This
will be the basis of our analysis, and it also allows us to draw
connections to other algorithms, originally not introduced
as doing a KL regularization. All the technical details are
provided in the Appendix, but we give an intuition here, for
the case 7 = 0 (no entropy). Let 741 = Qﬁ;o(qk). This
optimization problem can be solved analytically, yielding
Tr41 O T exp 4. By direct induction, 7y being uniform,

k
ijo 4;
=

This means that penalizing the greedy step with a KL diver-
gence provides a policy being a softmax over the scaled sum
of all past g-functions. This is reminiscent of dual averaging
in convex optimization, hence the name.

We now introduce the Dual Averaging MPI (DA-MPI)
scheme. Contrary to MD-MPI, we have to distinguish the
cases 7 = 0 and 7 # 0. We consider also type 1 and type 2
variations for evaluation. DA-MPI,; ,(A,0) is given by

gk
7rk+1o<7rkexpjo<---o<exp

.
Tha1 = GOFT (hy,)
Qo1 = (T 2 o )™+ err (2)
hit1r = Fhn + 3t

with hg = qo. For 7 > 0, DA-MPI, ,(A,7) is given by

Th1 = GO (hy)
1 = (Ty 2 0 )™k + € )
his1 = Bhi + (1 — B)qryr with 8 = 2=

with h_; = 0. The following result is proven in Appx.
Proposition 1. For type t € {1,2}, for any A > 0, MD-
MPI()\,0) and DA-MPI()\,0) are equivalent (but the equiv-

alence does not hold in the limit \ — 0). Moreover, for any
7 > 0, MD-MPI()\,7) and DA-MPI()\,7) are equivalent.

3That said, we acknowledge that their analysis of MD-MPI
could easily be extended to an additional fixed regularizer.

Schemes (2)) and (3] also encompass a number of approaches
(the following statements being justified in Appx.[B.2). Po-
litex (Abbasi-Yadkori et al.l [2019) is a PI scheme for the
average reward case, motivated by the prediction with expert
advice problem. In the discounted case, it is DA-MPI,(\,0).
Momentum Value Iteration (MoVI) (Vieillard et al., [2019)
is a limit case of DA-MPI,(A,0) as A — 0, and its practi-
cal extension to deep RL momentum DQN is a limit case
of DA-MPI, (A, 7). Speedy Q-learning (SQL) (Azar et al.,
2011) is a limit case of DA-MPI; (), 0) as A — 0.

4. Theoretical Analysis

Here, we analyze the propagation of errors of MD-MPI,
through the equivalent DA-MPI. We provide component-
wise bounds that assess the quality of the learned policy,
depending on 7 = 0 or not and on type 1 — 2. From these,
£,-norm bounds could be derived (Scherrer et all 2015]
Lemma 5). We also restrict our analysis to a VI scheme, its
extension to m > 1 remaining an open question.

4.1. Analysis of DA-VI; (),0)

This is the following special case of scheme (2)):

M1 = GOF (hy)

Gryr =T Gk + €xr1 - 4

,
Tht1 |k

_ kel 1
hit1 = 5z + 3@+

The following Thm. is proved in Appx.

Theorem 1. Define Ej, = — Z?Zl €; the sum of iterations’

errors, At = (I — Py, )™ — (I = vPy,) ' and g* (k) =

A
%%. Assume that ||qx||co < Umar. We have

E
G — my < ’Aikk + 9" (k)1.

Remark 1. The assumption ||qx|lco < Upax IS nOt strong.
It would be true without errors, and with errors it can be
obtained by clipping the result of the evaluation step in
[—Vimax; Umax)- See also Appx.

We first discuss the error term %Ek. For example, in a
tabular setting with access to a generative model (the setting
of|Azar et al.|(2011)), the sequence of estimation errors is
a martingale difference w.r.t. its natural filtration, and the
error term %Ek vanishes asymptotically, by the law of large
numbers, contrary to classic ADP. Even beyond this ideal
case, this means that there can be a compensation of errors
over iterations (variance reduction). We also have only a
linear dependency on the horizon ﬁ for the cumulative
error term E, contrary to a square dependency for classic
ADP, this being tight (Scherrer & Lesner;, [2012). We think

that these reasons, compensation of errors and associated



Leverage the Average: an Analysis of Regularization in RL

linear dependency to the horizon, could explain the good
empirical results of using a KL regularization in RL.

To illustrate the above discussion, we can express an .,
bound as a direct corollary of Thm|[T}

k
11 1 v
1—7 E;GJ +1—’y k

o0

H‘J* _qﬂ'kHOO <0

The first term is the error term, and the second term es-

sentially expresses how fast an initialization error vanishes.

This is to be compared to the classic propagation of errors

of Approximate VI (AVI) (e.g., Scherrer et al.| (2015)):
max;<k [l€jllo 1

k
(1—9)2 11—~ vma")‘

The second term (linked to initialization) vanishes more
quickly (v" instead of 7). This was to be expected: regu-
larization forces changes of a policy to be small, which is
clearly unnecessary when no error is involved. However,
regarding the error term, they pay for the worst error among
past iterationsﬂ instead of paying for the average of past
errors. Also, this error term is multiplied by a square hori-
zon, instead of a linear one, and it is known that it cannot
be improved (Scherrer & Lesner, |[2012).

|m—%mm<0(

DA-VI;(A,0) is not the first algorithm that benefits from
a compensation of errors; DPP and SQL also have this
property. Their bounds are similar, and can be framed as

max;<k || Ej s Lt Upax
(1—7)%k (1=7)?2 k

We retrieve the compensation of errors, but it suffers from a

squared dependency to the horizon, instead of a linear one

in our case. Yet, both DPP and SQL being special cases of
DA-VI; (A, 0), our (better) bound should apply to them too.

n%%AMSO(

4.2. Analysis of DA-VI;(\,7)
This is the following special case of scheme (3)):

Tre1 = GO (hy)

AT
Qk+1 = Tﬁkﬂhk% + €41

hit1 = Bhi + (1 — B)qr11 with g = T/\FT

Due to the entropy term, this scheme cannot converge to the
unregularized optimal g-function. Yet, without errors and
with A = 0, it would converge to the solution of the MDP
regularized by the scaled entropy (that is, considering the
reward augmented by the scaled entropy). Our bound will
show that adding a KL penalty does not change this. To do
so, we introduce a few notations. All the following claims

“This could be refined, old errors being less important, but the
conclusion would remain the same.

come from |Geist et al.[(2019). We already have defined the
operator 707, It has a unique fixed point, that we write q7.
The unique optimal g-function is ¢] = max, g.. We write
7T = G%7(q7) the associated unique optimal policy, and
dzr = ¢1. The next result is proven in Appx.

Theorem 2. For a sequence of policies 7, . . . , T, we de-
fine Pp.j = Pr Pr, ... Pr ifj < k, Py.; = I else. We
define A, = P’c T4 (I - 'yPWHl)*lPk.jH(I —Pr).
We define g*(k) = v*(1+1=2 ﬁ)Z] O(B) vl o Finally, we
define E,f =(1-7) ijl BF~I¢;. With these notations:

k
qﬂk+1 Z

a2, B + g2

This is quite close to the bound of CVI (despite a quite
different proof technique). It is not surprising, CVI being a
reparametrization of DA-VA1(\,7). To ease the discussion,
we express an /o, bound as a direct corollary of Thm.

Zv’“ B |oo + g° (k)
j 1

l4x —dmpyslloo <O

First, we discuss the error term. It is a moving average of
the errors made at each iteration, E,f = BEszl +(1—B)ex.
In the ideal case where the sequence of these errors is a
martingale difference with respect to the natural filtration,
this term no longer vanishes, contrary to %Ek (and the
dependency to the horizon is square here, instead of linear
before). However, it can reduce the variance. For simplicity,
assume that the ¢;’s are i.i.d. of variance 1. In this case, it is

easy to see that the variance of E,”f is bounded by 8 1 +§, <1,
that tends toward O for (3 close to 1. Therefore, we advocate
that DA-VI;(\,7) allows for a better control of the error
term than classic AVI. The bound of CVI has the same error
term (up to the normalizing constant), and [Kozuno et al.

(2019) provide further discussions about it.

Second, we discuss the term g2(k), which tells how fast
the initialization of the algorithm vanishes. If 5§ = ~, we

have ¢g%(k) = 2(k + 1)y*v7,.. If 3 # v, we have that
9 1-8 BEHL_ kot
g°(k) = (1 + )E—=2— In all cases, we have that

1—y
limg—, o g(k) = 0. The asymptotic rate of convergence is

always faster than O(%) (the rate we have without entropy),
but can be slower than O(+*) (the rate of AVI).

Third, we discuss the interplay between the KL and the
entropy terms. The Lh.s. of the bound of Thm. [2|solely de-
pends on the entropy scale 7, while the r.h.s. solely depends
on the term 3 = ﬁ With DA-VI; (A7), we approximate
the optimal policy of the regularized MDP, while we are
usually interested in the solution of the original MDP. We
have that (e.g.,|Geist et al.|(2019)) ||¢x — Gr7 [0 < %.
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So, this bias can be controlled by setting an (arbitrarily)
small 7. This does not affect the r.h.s. of the bound, as long
as the scale of the KL term follows (such that /\’\? remains
fixed to the chosen value). So, Thm. [2|suggests to set 7 to a
very small value and to choose A such that we have a given
value of 8 (for example, close to 1 to reduce the variance).
Moreover, in the limiting case 7, A — 0 with fixed 3, the
bound of DA-VI;(\,0) is better (both regarding the error
and the horizon). However, adding an entropy term has
been proven efficient empirically, be it with arguments of
exploration and robustness (e.g. |[Haarnoja et al.| (2018))) or
regarding the optimization landscape (Ahmed et al.,[2019).

Our analysis does not cover these aspects.

4.3. Analysis of DA-VI5(),0)
This is the following special case of scheme (2)):

.
Thi1 = GOFHT (ht)
r+1 = Ty Qe + €11
hit1 = Fhe + 3
The change might appear tiny, compared to DA-VI;(A,0),

as only the evaluation step is modified. Yet, it impacts the
theoretical analysis. See Appx.[C.5]for the proof.

Theorem 3. Define Ej, as in Thm. [I} and the weighted

sum of errors as E;;, = — > 1_1 Pity—juis1(I — vPr, )€,

with P;.j as in Thm. 2} Define A> = (I —vP,,)™!, A} =
A

(I-~Py,) "' and g3 (k) = ﬁUT Assume ||qx|lco < Umax

(see Rk.[I)) and qo = 0 (to simplify the bound). We have

) 1 L
G« —qr,, < A3=E Ai% ’yk 1 T k-1 —|—g?’(k)1.

To ease the discussion of this result, we again provide an
¢~ bound as a direct corollary of Thm.

|| Ego||oo + msst=tlEinnlloe | o7

17,‘/ max
_ <0
0o =melloe < —"
A
The terms %% and 1%% are the same as in

the bound of DA-VI;(A,0) and were already discussed
in Sec. .1l There is also an additional error term,
(1—1'v)2 maxjg‘""llllg"”“””w , that scales with the square of
the horizon. The weighted cumulative error &; . is the same
as the one appearing in the analysis of MoVI. This is not
surprising, as MoVl is a limiting case of DA-VI5(A,0), and
our bound generalizes the one of |Vieillard et al.| (2019).

The term &; 1, is a sum of errors, but weighted by a product
of transition kernels P;.;. If these kernels were arbitrary, this
could further reduce the variance (by averaging the errors
over the state-action space, in addition to averaging them

over iterations). However, these kernels are not arbitrary,
they depend on the error they weight, and this dependency
is hard to quantify. However, despite this, this term &;
behaves empirically much like E, at least in the ideal case
of the sequence of errors being a martingale difference with
respect to the natural filtration. See |Vieillard et al.| (2019)
for further discussion about this error term.

Thereby, if the bound of DA-VI5(A,0) shows advantage com-
pared to the one of AVI (because of the variance reduction
induced by averaging the errors), it is worse than the one of
DA-VI;(A,0). This can be an artifact of the analysis, we do
not know if these bounds are tight (but we suspect the bound
of DA-VI;(A,0) to be close to, see the proof). However, it
is worth noticing that all deep RL algorithms we are aware
of, that regularize with a KL and/or an entropy (e.g., TRPO
or MPO), never consider regularizing the evaluation step.
Our analysis suggests that it is worth doing it, so we will
compare both approaches empirically (see Sec.[6).

4.4. The issue with DA-VI>(\,7)

When regularizing the greediness solely with a KL penalty,
one can choose to regularize (type 1) or not (type 2) the
evaluation step. The resulting bounds are not the same, but
without error both algorithmic schemes converge toward the
solution of the original MDP. However, when considering
also an entropy penalty in the greedy step, the asymptotic
solution is necessarily biased (recall Thm. 2] without error
DA-VI;(A,7) converges toward 7). In this case, one cannot
ignore safely the regularization of the evaluation operator.

To illustrate this, consider DA-VI5(0,7), without error. It
is equivalent to applying repeatedly the following opera-
tor (see Appx. @] for the derivation): g1 = T-qi with
T.q=1r+ *yP(JﬁXij%w q).This is sometimes called the
softmax Bellman operator, as the evaluation operator for the
policy being softmax w.r.t. ¢. This operator is not neces-
sarily a contraction in £,,-norm, it can have multiple fixed
points, and it can be practically unstable (Asadi & Littman,
2017ﬂ The regularized Bellman operator is a key to show
convergence, or for studying the propagation of errors. This
explains why we do not provide a bound. Yet, we would
highlight again that the regularization of the evaluation op-
erator is often ignored in the literature.

While the scheme g;+1 = T7qj is not convergent, [Song
et al.|(2019) have shown that the superior and inferior limits
are bounded, the gap between both decaying exponentially
fast as 7 — 0 (in the limit, we retrieve the classic Bellman
optimality operator). Yet, this analysis is done in the exact
case, and it is not enough to study the propagation of errors.

3As a side note, the mellowmax policy introduced by |Asadi
& Littman| (2017) to circumvent these issues can be seen as an
indirect regularization of the evaluation step, see Appx.
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There is a possible workaround to make the scheme conver-
gent, that consists in introducing a third type of evaluation,
without KL regularization but with entropy regularization.
It is possible to provide a bound in this case, that mixes the
moving average aspect of Thm. 2] with the weighted error of
Thm. (3| We think that if one considers regularizing the eval-
uation, it is worth doing the effort to regularize with both
the KL and the entropy, so we postpone the full presentation
of the workaround and the related theorem to Appx.[C.6|

4.5. Limitation of our analysis

In our analysis, we considered errors in the evaluation step
(update of q), but not in the greedy step (update of 7) or
in the averaging step (update of h). This is a limitation
of our analysis. With errors in the greedy step, the equiv-
alence between MD-MPI and DA-MPI would no longer
hold. Moreover, adding errors in the averaging step or in
the greedy step for DA-VI would change our bounds, with
additional error terms maybe not compensating.

With a linear parameterization and discrete actions, it might
be reasonable to consider errors only in the evaluation step
(the averaging can be done analytically by averaging the
parameters, and the policies can be computed analytically
as functions of the g-functions). We provide an empirical
illustration of the bounds in an ideal case (tabular case, gen-
erative model) in Appx.[D] However, with neural networks
it is no longer the case. Therefore, we provide extensive
empirical comparison of MD-VI and DA-VI in Sec. [f] We
also think important to compare type 1 and type 2, that is
regularizing or not the evaluation step, because doing this
regularization is rarely envisioned in the literature, while
the analysis suggests that it could be better.

Before this, we explain how to derive practical off-policy
deep actor-critics from the abstract MD-VI and DA-VI
schemes, and present the variations that we’ll consider.

5. Practical algorithms

DA-VI and MD-VI are extensions of VI. One of the
most prevalent VI-based deep RL algorithm is probably
DQN (Mnih et al.,[2015). Thus, our approach consists in
modifying the DQN algorithm to study regularization. We
present the different variations we consider with a high level
viewpoint, all practical details being in Appx.

DQN maintains a replay buffer and a target network ¢, and
computes g1 by minimizing the loss (‘t2” is for type 2):

Lolt) = Evw | (Tl - as0)) | )

with ¢ a neural network, 711 € G(qx) the greedy pol-

icy computed analytically from g, [Tr,,,qx](s,a) =
r(s,a) + ¥{(mk+1,qx)(s") the sampled Bellman operator

(with s’ ~ P(:|s,a)), and where the empirical expectation
Es . is according to the transitions in the buffer. DQN is an
optimistic AVI scheme, in the sense that only a few steps of
stochastic gradient descent are performed before updating
the target network. We modify DQN by adding a policy
network and possibly modifying the evaluation step. For the
moment, we consider 7 > 0.

Greedy step. As explained before, when the greedy step
is approximated, MD-VI and DA-VI are no longer equiva-
lent. We start with MD-VI. A natural way to learn the policy
network is to optimize directly for the greedy step. Let 7
be the target policy network and gy, the target g-network, it
corresponds to (‘dir’ stands for direct):

Lair(m) = Eq [(m, q1:) () = AKL(r||mi) () + 7H () (s)] -

Maximizing this loss over networks gives 7. This is rem-
iniscent of TRPO (see Appx. [B.I). One can also compute
analytically the policy 7,11 (see Appx.[A), but it would
require remembering all past networks. Thus, another solu-
tion is to approximate this analytical solution by a neural
network (‘ind’ stands for indirect):

B * . * B ﬂqk
Lina(m) = E [KL(7} 4 4||7)(s)] with 7, oc 7, exp 5
Minimizing this loss over networks gives ;1. This is
reminiscent of MPqﬂ (see Appx. . When considering
DA-VI, the policy can be computed analytically, 741 =
G 7 (hy), but hy has to be approximated (and can be seen
as the logits of the policy). With hy_; and g the target
networks:

Laa(h) = Bosa [ (1B + (1= Barl(s,0) — h(s,a))?]

Minimizing this loss over networks h gives hg. This is
reminiscent of momentum-DQN (see Appx.[B.2).

Evaluation step. Given one of the three ways of doing
the greedy step, one can choose between type 1 and type 2
for the evaluation step. Type 2 is already depicted in Eq. (3
(changing the considered policy) and type 1 is given by

Late) = Euo | (37,000 — a(s,) |

So combining one of the two evaluation steps (type 1 or
type 2) with one of the three greedy steps (MD-dir, MD-ind
or DA), we get six variations. We discuss also the limit case
without entropy.

When 7 = 0. For MD-VI, one can set 7 = (. However,
recall that for DA-VI, the resulting algorithm is different.

°QOne could also consider the KL in the other sense, which
could be interesting for ignoring the partition function.
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DA-VI(A, 0) (see Eq. (E[)) is not practical in a deep learn-
ing setting, as it requires averaging over iterations. Indeed,
updates of target networks are too fast to consider them as
new iterations, and a moving average is more convenient.
[Vieillard et al| (2019) used a decay on 3 to mimic this behav-
ior, but this is a heuristic that needs to be tuned. Therefore,
for DA-VI we will only consider the limit case A +7 — 0
with 8 = i kept constant (that is, momentum-DQN with
fixed B). In this case, type 1 and 2 are equivalent. We offer
additional visualisations in Appx.[E.3]

6. Experiments

The rationale of the following experimental study is to com-
pare the different ways of doing regularization, which would
be equivalent in a linear setting, and to study the effect of
regularizing the evaluation operator, something largely ig-
nored in the literature, especially with a KL regularization.
To do so, we start from a reasonably tuned version of DQN,
from Dopamine (Castro et al.| 2018)), and modify it to obtain
the six variations depicted in Sec.[3] as well as their limit
cases. We keep the meta-parameters fixed for all variations
(e.g., the optimizer is the same for all networks), the ones
working well for DQN. All details are in Appx.[E.2] We
will only vary the parameters linked to the entropy and the
KL, which are our subject of study.

Regarding the parameters A, 7 and 8 = 7= +T, one is re-
dundant. Our analysis (Sec.[d.2) suggests that 7 and 3 are
important. Moreover, the fact that 8 € (0, 1) is convenient.
So, we consider a (7, 3) space: 7 scales the entropy, 5 gives
a relative scale between the entropy and the KL. If 7 = 0,
we vary A for MD-VI and S for DA-VI (see end of Sec.[5).

6.1. Empirical study

Visualisation. For each considered environment, we
present results as a table, the rows corresponding to the
type of evaluation, the columns to the kind of greedy step.
Each element of this table is a grid, varying /3 for the rows
and 7 for the columns. One element of the grid is, for the
considered variation and (7, 3) couple, the average undis-
counted return per episode obtained during training, also
averaged over a number of seeds that depends on the en-
vironment. On the bottom of this table, we show the limit
cases with the same principle, varying with A for MD-VI
and with 8 for DA-VI (with only one type of evaluation for
DA-VI, as explained end of Sec.lﬂ). The scale of colors is
common to all these subplots, and the performance of DQN
is indicated on this scale for comparison.

Environments. We provide results for five environments.
We consider two light environments from Gym (Brockman|

2016), Cartpole (Fig. [I) and Lunar lander (Fig. 2)),

to allow for a large sweep over the parameters (their val-

ues being visible on the figures). For these environment,
each cell of each grid is averaged over 10 seeds. We also
consider three Atari games (Bellemare et al.| 2013)), with
sticky actions, namely Asterix (Fig. [3)), Breakout (Fig. @)
and Seaquest (Fig.[3), to assess the effect of regularization
on more challenging problems. The sweep over parameters
is smaller (see the figures for the values), and each cell of
each grid is averaged over 3 seeds.
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Figure 2. Lunar lander.

6.2. Discussion

Evaluation. We compare the two types of evaluation, with
(type 1) or without (type 2) regularization, i.e. the rows of
our figures. The theory suggests that type 1 should lead
to better convergence. On the gym environments, it gener-
ally helps, with a larger area of working parameters. On
the Atari environments, it is less clear: the type of evalu-
ation has only a small impact on which parameters work
best. Still, it never performs worse than type 2. Type 2 is
mostly used in the literature, and it shows here to be effi-
cient enough (it is competitive with type 1), but our analysis
combined with these experiments would suggest using the
more theoretically grounded type 1 instead.
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Greediness. The three approaches show different be-
haviour on the environments, confirming that the equiva-
lence is lost. As expected, the two MD approaches still share
a similar behaviour. Choosing the most efficient greedy step
is not obvious, as it seems to depend heavily on the en-
vironment, but in general, MD-dir benefits from a lower
sensitivity to parameters and higher maximal performance.

On § and 7. All the results suggest a similar choice of
parameters: a value of /3 close to 1, and a not-too-small
value for 7. This is consistent with the theory for 3, as
commented in Sec. 2] The optimal value for 7 would be
0, but we see that it still helps on some environments (both
Gyms, and Seaquest). This could be explained by the other
effects of regularization mentioned in the introduction, such
as smoothing the optimization landscape or enhancing ex-
ploration, while a too large value of 7 can kill performance
by producing too random policies. However, the specific
values are dependent on the environment, and for example
the effect of 7 on Atari is not that clear. This could be caused
by the different magnitudes of g-functions.

MD direct

MD indirect
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’5 3 ’L ’\, IS

Type 1

Type 2

MD indirect Ir— )

Figure 5. Seaquest.

Behavior of limit cases. On the gym environments, the
two MD approaches clearly benefit from a regularization.
Although the theory would suggest to choose a A close to
0, it appears beneficial to use a higher value when using
stochastic approximation. On Atari, the results are more
surprising, as MD-dir and MD-ind do not share the same
behaviour w.r.t. \. Indeed, MD-dir exhibits a somewhat
chaotic behaviour, even opposite to MD-ind on Asterix. We
acknowledge this could simply be an artifact of the variance
between random seeds, but it could also hide some yet un-
explained effect. The DA limit case (Mo-DQN) was already
tested on Atari by [Vieillard et al.| (2019), and with the ad-
ditional results on Gym, we can draw a similar conclusion,
that is that the optimal value of /3 is game-dependent.

7. Conclusion

In this paper, we provided an explanation of the effect of
regularization in RL. We conducted this study through the
lens of regularized ADP, a framework that encompasses a
number of recent and successful approaches making use of
regularization. We showed an equivalence between regular-
izing the greedy step with a KL divergence and averaging
the successive g-values. With this equivalence, we were
able to prove that this type of regularization averages the
errors made when approximating the evaluation step. Al-
though regularization can have other effects not covered in
this work, the compensation of errors is a newly described
phenomenon that can explain why it is efficient in practice.
To complete this theoretical analysis, we conducted an inten-
sive empirical study, comparing different deep actor-critics
inspired by the ADP framework. The results of this study
allowed us to observe to what extent our analysis stood in
the absence of several assumptions, and also showed that
more work is required to understand precisely regulariza-
tion in a practical setting. These results also confirmed that
regularization can improve significantly vanilla DQN.
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Content. This Appendix provides additionnal details. Appx. [B]justifies the connections drawn in Sec. [3|between MD-MPI
or DA-MPI and the literature. Appx. [C] provides the proofs of all stated theoretical results, as well as some necessary
lemmata. Appx.[Dlillustrates the bounds empirically, in an ideal case (tabular case, generative model). Appx. [E]provides
additional details regarding the practical algorithms and the experiments. Before that, as a warm-up, we state in Appx.[A]a
few facts about the Legendre-Fenchel transform that will be useful all along the derivations.

A. Convex Conjugacy for KL and Entropy Regularization

Let ¢ € RS*A and p € Ai, and consider the general greedy step ' € QI)L‘VT, the optimization being understood here
state-wise.

7’ € argmax ((m, q) — AKL(7||u) + T7H(7)) . (6)
reAg

The function AKL(7||u) — 7H(7) being convex in 7, this optimization problem is related to the Legendre-Fenchel
transform (e.g., Hiriart-Urruty & Lemaréchal| (2012, Ch. E)), or convex conjugate (which is the maximum rather than the
maximizer). First, we consider a simple case, A = 0 and 7 = 1. It is well known in this case that the maximum (the convex
conjugate) is the log-sum-exp function and the maximizer (the gradient of the convex conjugate) is the softmax (e.g., Boyd!
& Vandenberghe| (2004, Ex. 3.25)):

max ((m,q) +H(r)) = In(1,expq) € R®,

exXpyq SxA
argmax ((m,q) + H —€R
rgma (md) + H() = 710

)

with 1 € RS> the vector of which all components are equal to 1. We made use of the notations introduced in Sec.[2} and
overload v € RS to v € RS as v(s, a) = v(s). To make things clear, it gives

[In(1,exp ¢)] (s) = In Z expq(s,a)
acA
expgq expg(s,a)
and | ——— | (s,a) = =——"——.
{<17€qu>} T Xweat(s )
Notice also that a direct consequence of this is that
expq

In{(1,expq) = (7', ¢) + H(7") with 7’ = ———.
(1L expg) = (') + H(x') T

From this simple case, we can easily handle the general case. We have

(m,q) — NKL(7||p) + 7H(7) = (7, q) — Mm,In7m —Inp) — 7(m,In7)
=(mqg+Alnp) — A+ 7){(m In7)

=A+7) (<7r, W> +’H,(7r)> .

From this, we can deduce directly that the maximum of (€] is

B o q+Alnp\ . q
ma)§(<7r,q> )\KL(W||‘LL)+TH(7T))()\+T)1H<1,6Xp)\+7_ =A+7)In{ u>+ ,exp)\+T @)

TEAG
= (A+7) (ln > nlals) ¥ exp ‘§<+)> ,
sES

acA

and that the maximizer of (@) is

exp 7‘1&)‘ In p /JWAT exp x>
g (r.0) < AKLal) 4 () = 0 = ®
TEAS (1,exp > (1, p3+7 exp x%5)

ey
- q(s,a’)
Za’eA /.L(CL | >>\+T eXP N7 (s,a)eSx.A
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Again, the relationship between the maximum and the maximizer gives

q

A
(1, ux+7 exp 55)

A
‘u A+T exp

q
A+T

A+7)In </M+Af,exp > = (r',q) — AKL(7'||p) + 7H(7") with =" =

B. Connections to existing algorithms

In this section, we justify the connections stated in Sec. [3|between the considered regularized DP schemes and the literature.

B.1. Connection of MD-MPI;_,(\,7) to other algorithms

Connection to SAC. We stated that SAC (Haarnoja et al., |2018) is a variation of MD-MPI; (0,7). SAC was introduced
as PI scheme (m = o0), while it is practically implemented as VI scheme (m = 1). We keep the VI viewpoint for this
discussion. The MD-VI;(0,7) scheme is given by

_ 0,7
Tht1 go T(Qk) (10)
Qo1 = T2 Gk + €ra

The regularized Bellamn operator can be rewritten as follows:

T Gk = Trypr @k + YPTH (T 11) = 7 + VP (g1, qr) — 7(Thp1, I meg1)) = 7+ YP(Thy1, g — TInmrg).

This is exactly the Bellman operator considered in SAC. For the greedy step, we have directly from Eq. (8) that w41
exp . In SAC, continuous actions are considered, so the policy cannot be computed (due to the partition function).
Therefore, it is approximated with a neural network by minimizing a reverse KL divergence (that allows getting rid of the
partition function) between the neural policy and the target policy (the solution of the original greedy step):

exp &

. * . q : *
1 = argmin E,[KL = argmin E, [KL Y] with =T
i1 = angmin B, [KL(ro 1)) = argmin €, [KL (ol [exp D with .y = 7= s

e

Connection to Soft Q-learning. We stated that Soft Q-learning (Fox et al.,|2016} Haarnoja et al., 2017) is also a variation
of MD-MPI, (0,7). It is indeed a VI scheme, so a variation of MD-VI;(0,7) depicted in Eq. . As a direct consequence of
Eq. ), mr41 o< exp % being the maximizer, we have

(Tkt1,qk) + TH(mR+1) = 71n(1, exp %}
This allows rewriting the evaluation step as follows:
Gks1 =T Gk + €xta
=7+ vP (41, qr) + TH(Tk41)) + €r41
& g1 =1 +P (Tln(l,exp qf)) + €py1- (11)

Eq. (TI) is equivalent to Eq. (T0), and it is the Bellman operator upon which Soft Q-learning is built (replacing the hard
maximum by the log-sum-exp). Haarnoja et al.| (2017) additionally handle continuous actions, which requires some
refinements.

Connection to Softmax DQN. We stated that Softmax DQN (Song et al., 2019) is a variation of MD-MPI5(0,7). More
precisely, it is an MD-VI5(0,7) scheme:

Ter1 = GO (qr)

Qi1 = Doy Qe + €y1

Given that 7 1 oc exp %%, this amounts to iterating the following so called softmax operator

qk4+1 = Tﬂk+1qk + €k+1

:7"+'yP<

4k

exp L
m»% + €k+1,
) T

which is the core update rule of softmax DQN. Notice that this operator might not be a contraction (depending on the value
of 7), and that it can have multiple fixed points (Asadi & Littman, [2017)).
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Connection to TRPO. We stated that TRPO (Schulman et al.,[2015)) is a variation of MD-MPI5(\, 0). More precisely, it
is a variation of MD-PI5(\, 0):
Th+1 = gk’o(%)

(12)
Qo1 = T2 Gk + €k = qrpyy + €k

In TRPO, the g-function is evaluated using Monte Carlo rollouts. The greedy policy is approximated with a neural network
by directly solving the expected greedy step:

Thy1 = argmin Eg[(7g, qr) — AKL(mg||m)].

e

TRPO is indeed a bit different, as it uses importance sampling to sample actions according to 7 (which is especially useful
for continuous actions, but does not change the objective function), it uses a constraint based on the KL rather than a
regularization, and it considers the KL in the other direction:

Uy

Tk+1 = argmin ES[EaNﬂ'k(.ls)Kiv qk>”
o :Es[KL (7 ||mo)]<e Tk

However, from an abstract viewpoint, TRPO is close to scheme (I2).
Connection to MPO. We stated that MPO (Abdolmaleki et al.,[2018) is also a variation of MD-MPI5 (A, 0):

{MH = GM(qr) (13)

Ge+1 =177 qr + €

Th41

The evaluation step is done by combining a TD approach with eligibility traces (a geometric average of m-step returns),
rather than using m-step returns (that amounts to using the 7’7" operator). For the greedy step, the analytic solution can be
computed for any state-action couple, and generalized to the whole state-action space by minimizing a KL between this
analytical solution and a neural network:

9k
. . Tk €XP “\°
= E,[KL(7}, = Es[Eqmrr 1 thrf, = ————2
s = arganin €, (KL( . 7o) = argmax EulEavr 4o I mofals)] with i = 0

The greedy step of MPO is indeed a bit different, the algorithm being derived from an expectation-maximization principle
based on a probabilistic inference view of RL. The term A is not fixed but learnt by the minimization of a convex dual

function (coming from viewing the KL term as a constraint rather than a regularization), and an additional KL penalty is
added (not necessarily redundant with the initial one, as the KL there is in the other direction):

Thi1 = argmax ES[ELLNW;+1(.|5) [lnmg(als)]].
o :Es [KL(7g||79)] <€

However, from an abstract viewpoint, MPO is close to scheme (13).

Connection to DPP. We stated that DPP (Azar et al.,[2012) is a variation of MD-MPI; (A, 0). More precisely, it is close to
be a reparameterization of MD-VI; (], 0), the difference being mainly the error term:

{T"k+1 =GM(qn) (14)

— A0
Qo1 = T3 a + €

To derive the DPP update rule from Eq. (T14), we consider €, = 0. The greedy policy is, according to (),

T exp 4
Mgl = ——2
+ (1, mp exp %)

Define v+ as (the second equality coming from Eq. (9))

Vb1 = (Tt @) — NKL(mein ||m0) = Aln{rg, exp i:>.
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With this, we have
Gk+1 = T?égl% =1+ YP((Tht1, ) — AKL(Tpp1[|7mk)) = 7 + 7Pk

Let us define ¢, € RS*A as

Yr+1 = Aln (Tfk exp %) =71+ yPvr + An 7. (15)
Thus, we have
b
exp L
T = ’\w‘ (16)
(1,exp )
_ (3
and vy, f)\ln<1,7>. (17
Injecting Egs. (T6) and into (T3), we get
Yk =7+ PAIGL L) 4 ain(t, ).

This is how DPP is justified from a DP viewpoint (Azar et al.| 2012, Appx. A). It is a bit different from the DPP algorithm
analyzed by |Azar et al.|(2012), for which In(1, %} is replaced by (7, 1) (both terms being equal in the limit A — 0), and
that consider an estimation error €, ;:

Y1 =1+ YP (T, Yr) + Uk — (Tk, V) + €441

We advocate that the error €}, is usually harder to control than e, (or equivalently that g, is easier to estimate than y),
because the function 1), (the optimal i-function for the MDP) is equal to —oo for any suboptimal action (Azar et al., 2012,
Cor. 4).

Connection to CVI. We stated that CVI is a reparametrization of MD-VI; (A,7), that we recall (without the error term, to
do the reparameterization):

Th1 = GV (qr)
Grr1 =TT an

We now show how to derive the CVI update rule from this. The regularized greedy policy is, thanks to Eq. (8)), and writing
ﬁ = /\-)‘y\-T :

Bak\ "

Thil = —F5——
<1,7T,f exp &)

Similarly to DPP, we can define v as (still using Eq. (9) for the second equality):

A
Vkg1 = (M1, @r) — AKL(mpq1||mr) + 7H(TRp1) = 3 In{r},, exp 5:\1k>-
With this, we have
Qe =T ak = v+ 7P ((mhp1, ar) — AKL(mppa [[mn) + 7H(mh41)) = 7+ 7Poga

Let us define ;41 € RS*A as

A
Vg1 = Bln (wfexp ,6’/\%) =r+yPv, + ANnmy. (18)
Thus, we have

Bk

eXp
T = 19
. (1, exp %) (19)

A

and vy, = Bln(l, —B)\k>. (20)
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Injecting Egs. (I9) and (20) into (T8), we get

1/)k+1—7“+7P51 n(l,

By By,

B} 4 Bl - 5t X)),

This is exactly the CVI update rule. Notice that setting 8 = 1, i.e., 7 = 0 (no entropy term), we retrieve DPP (which was
to be expected). As we obtain CVI, by considering A + 7 — 0 while keeping 3 = A constant, we retrieve advantage
learning in the limit (Baird III, [1999} Bellemare et al.,2016)), that DA-VI; (\,7) thus generahzes.

B.2. Connection of DA-MPI;.;(\,7) to other algorithms

Connection to Politex. Politex (Abbasi-Yadkori et al.,2019) addresses the average reward criterion. It is a PI scheme, up
to the fact that the policy, instead of being greedy according to the last g-function, is softmax according to the sum of all
past g-function. In the discounted reward case considered here, this is exactly DA-PI5(),0):

0,-2_
Thp1 = G5+ (hy,)
Qe+1 = T30 Gk + €xt1 = Gy yy + €1
kt1 1
hit1 = Fhe + @i

Indeed, by definition hy = k%rl Z?:o g; and the greedy policy is

(k+1) P Lo

exp &Xp—x
o1 = GO == (hx) = 2 (kj\-l)hk - . ZA 4\
(Lexp—=35-*) (1, exp =50)

This is exactly the Politex algorithm, but for the discounted reward case (that changes how the g-function is defined, and
thus estimated).

Connection to MoVI. MoVI (Vieillard et al., 2019) is a VI scheme, up to the fact that the policy, instead of being greedy
according to the last g-function, is greedy according to the average of past g-functions. It is indeed is a limiting case of
DA-VIy (A, 0), that we recall:

O,L
Thtl = g R+1 (hk)
Qi1 = Trpy 1 Qe + €141
_ ket 1
hes1 = e + otk

It is well known that the limit of a softmax, when the temperatures goes to zero, is the greedy policy: QO +1(hg) — G(hi)
as A — 0. So, DA-VI5(A — 0, 0) is the following scheme,

Tk+1 = g(hk)
k1 = Trpy 1 Qe + €p41 ;
hi1 = Fhe + 250
that is exactly MoVI. Notice that it is different from MD-VIy(A — 0, 0), which is AVI (see also Prop. .

Connection to momentum DQN. Momentum DQN (Vieillard et al.} [2019) was introduced as a practical heuristic to
MoVI, changing the exact average by a moving average (more amenable to optimization with deep networks). We show
below that it is indeed a limiting case of DA-VIs(A,7), which we recall:

Ter1 = GO (hi)
qk+1 = Tﬂ'k+1 qk + €k+1
hi41 = Bhy + (1 — B)qry1 with § = 3=

Fix 8 € (0,1), we can consider A\, 7 — 0 with § = ~4= kept constant. In this case, the regularized greedy operator tends to
the usual greedy one: G7 (hy) — G(hi) as T — 0. In the limit, we obtain the following scheme,
1 = G(h)

qk+1 - ka+1Qk + €k+1 )
b1 = Bhi + (1 = B)qr41
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for a chosen 3, which is exactly momentum DQN with fixed 5.

Connection to Speedy Q-learning. We stated that Speedy Q-learning (Azar et al.,|2011) is a limiting case of DA-VI;(),0),
which we recall (without the error term here):

0’%
Tht1 = g RF1 (hk)
_ A0
Qet1 =T Gk
_ k41 1
hk:Jrl = kt2 hk: + k+2Qk+1

As shown in Lemma2]in Appx.[C.2] we have

. A
T g = (k+ )T T hy — KT F hy_y.

7Tk-,+1\’ﬂ'k,

With this, DA-VI; (\,0) can be expressed solely in terms of hy and 7y:

M1 = GOFHT ()

0,541 0,2 21
hiyr = 55 + <(k + DTy 5 iy — KT h,H) .

As before, as A — 0, the regularized greedy step tends to the greedy step, go’k%l (hx) = G(hi). Regarding the evaluation
step, we can write, by definition of the regularized Bellman operator and using Eq. (9),

0,2+ A
Triy e =7 ++P <<7Tk+1» hi) + MH(MH))

(k+1)h
).

=r+~P < In(1, exp

k+1

It is a classical result that the convex conjugate of the entropy tends to the hard maximum as the associated temperature goes
to zero. For any s € S,

T

(k—’_ 1)h}€(87a) o 1 B
In D e T3 =y g (o Do o)) =m0

Writing T, the Bellman optimality operator, defined as T.q = max, 15 q, we thus have
im 70T by = Toh
b Tht1 kE — L.

Thus, writing the limit of scheme as A — 0, we obtain

Tk+1 = g(hk)
hiyr = (1 — ﬁz)h’f + %—&—2 ((k + DThi — kThy—1),

which is exactly the Speedy Q-learning update rule.

C. Proofs of Theoretical Results

In this section, we prove the results stated in the paper.

C.1. Proof of Proposition|[]

We start by proving the equivalence for the case 7 = 0. Recall that we assumed, with little loss of generality, that 7 is the
uniform policy. We recall MD-MPI,_,(,0):

T — gi\ll() q
{ kel (2 k) )

Qr+1 = (T;,:_H‘ﬂ-k)mqk + €1
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Let us define hy = qg and hy, for k > 1 as the average of past g-functions.

1

— : __k h +71
_k+1j=0q3_k+1 b1 e

hy

As a direct consequence of Eq. (8)), we have that 741 o< 7 exp qy’“. By direct induction, we obtain

k
qk + qr—1 Zj:o q; (k‘ + 1)hk
T XX eXp T = exp

gk
Th+1 X Tk €XP 5y X Tp_1 €Xp 3 \

Still thanks to Eq. , this means that 7 ; satisfies

A A
Tpi1 = argmax <(7r, hi) + k?—l(w)) = GO ().
ﬂEAi +1

This shows that Eq. (22)) is equivalent to

M1 = GO (hy)
Gep1 = (T2 VMg + €1 (23)

Tht1|Tk

_ k+1 1
hiy1 = mhk + 5 de+1

which is DA-MPI; ;(),0), and this shows the first part of the result. In the limit A — 0, the regularized greediness becomes
the classic greediness (hard maximum over g-values) and the (regularized) evaluation operator becomes the classic one.
However, notice that schemes are not equivalent in the limit: scheme (@ tends to classic VI, while scheme @]) tends to
momentum VI (Vieillard et al.| 2019)).

Next, we prove the equivalence for the case 7 > 0. We recall MD-MPI, ,(\,7):

= G2 (q
{ﬂ-k+1 ’ (216) (24)

Grr1 = (T )™ Ok + €rta

Thanks to Eq. (8], we have that 711 o< exp % We define 8 = ﬁ (and thus 1 — 8 = <7 and g = ,\Tl—f)' By

induction, we have (writing cst any function depending solely on states, not necessarily the same for different lines):

Inmpyg = qu + Blnmy + cst

= § (ar + Bar—1 + BPqr—2 +...) + cst

B 2

=—((1- , —at... t .
=B (1= B)(gk + Bar—1+ BPqr—2+...)) +cs
We now define hy, as the moving average of past g-values, with h_; = 0:
k
hie=Bhe_1+ (1= Bge = (1-8)Y_ " g;. (25)
j=0
Noticing also that ﬁ = %, this shows that

Thi1 O €xp —
i
As before, this means that 71 is the solution of an entropy regularized greedy step with respect to hy:

Tpr1 = argmax ((m, hy,) + 7H(7)) = G (hy,).

s
TEAS

This means that Eq. (24) is equivalent to
Ty = GO (h)
Qo1 = (T 2 1) "k + €rt ;
hiy1 = Bhi + (1 — B)qry1 with 8 = 3=

which is the DA-MPI, ,(\,7) scheme. This concludes the proof.
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C.2. Proof of Theorem[T]
Here, we provide the bound for DA-VI; (A,0), which we recall:

A
Tpg1 = GO T ()
A
G = T2 gt e (26)
h _ k+1h 1
k41 = otk T g et
We start by stating a useful lemma.

Lemma 1. For any ¢ € RS*A and m € AS, we have
dr —q = (I - ’YPTr)_l(Tﬂ'q - Q)-

Proof. This result is classic, and appears many times in the literature (e.g.,|Kakade & Langford|(2002)). We provide a one
line proof for completeness, relying on basic properties of the Bellman operator:

Gr—q=Trqe —Trq+Trqg—q=7Pr(¢r — @) + Tnqg —q & ¢x —q= (I —vPr) ' (Trg — q).

O

The aim is to bound the quantity ¢, — ¢, ,, the difference between the optimal value function and the value function
computed by DA-VI;(A,0). Thanks to Lemmal(I] we can decompose this term as

Qs — Qﬂ'k+1 = (qx — hk + hk - quH
= (I = vPr,) " (Tr.hk = i) = (I = vPr, )T,

Tk+1

hi — hi). Q7

Notice that g, = g, for any optimal policy 7. There exists an optimal deterministic policy (Puterman, 2014), so we will
consider a deterministic .. As for any deterministic policy, () = 0. Using the definition of 71, we have
H(Trr1) > (7o, hi) +

Tht1 = go’ﬁ(hk) = (Tpg1, hie) + H ()
~——r

=0

A A
kt1 k+1

A
=r+9P (<7Tk+1vhk> + MH(WH)) = r+yP(m, hy)

0,2 A
= Tﬂkj—-rl hk = Tﬂ-kJrlh,k + ’}/mp,}'{(ﬂ'k_Fl) Z Tﬂ—*hk.

Injecting this into Eq. (27), we obtain, using the fact that for any 7 the matrix (I — vP,;) ! = >0 v PL is positive,

_ 07L _ O,L
G = Gy < (T =Pr) (T3 i — hi) = (I = Py )~ (T3 e — b — PH(mk11))- (28)

k+1

PN
So, what we have to do is to control the residual T,?,;f{l hy — hg.
To do so, the following lemma will be useful.

Lemma 2. Forany k > 1, we have that

. A
T g = (k+ )T hy — KT ¥ hy_y.

7Tk+1\’ﬂ'k,

For k = 0, we have
T)\"O go = Tgl’)\ho — ")/)\PH(T('())

1|70

Proof. To prove this result, we will start by working on the optimization problem related to the regularized greedy step
GaOqy:
<7Ta qk> - )‘KL(ﬂ-Hﬂ-k) = <7Ta Qk> - )‘<7T7 Inm — 1D7T}<;> = <7Ta qr + )\1117T]€> - )‘<7T7 ln7r>.
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For DA-VI;(\,0), w41 € G% (hk) (see Eq. (26)), so according to Eq. (§), mx+1 o< exp (kﬂ)h" . Therefore, we have,
using also the definition of hk

k khy_
qp +Xnm =qp + )\(th_l — In(1,exp f\ 1))

= (k+ 1)hy — An(l,exp kh

Therefore, we have

(m, qk) — AKL(r||my,) = (m, (k + 1)hg) — M, Inm) — An(1, exp kh;_l )

The maximizer is 7.1, obviously. It is also the maximizer of (m, (k + 1)hg) — A{m, In ) (the third term not depending on

), and the associated maximum is, according to Eq. (7), A In(1, exp %} This gives
(Tht1, @) — AKL(mgp1||me) = A1n(1, exp @> — Aln(1, exp k‘hk—1>
= (k+ 1)k 1 In(1, exp w> kz In(1, exp khf\_l ).
Still from Eq. (7). we know that k+1 In(1, exp (kJr)l\)hk ) is the maximum of (r, h) + %HH(W) the associated maximizer

being again 71, so using Eq. (9), we can conclude that

A A
(1 00) = AKLmegallme) = (1) () + 2 imen) ) = & ((m ) + 380 ).
Noticing that » = (k + 1)r — kr, we have the first part of the result:

A0 _ 3T 0,2
T qx = (k + ].)Tﬂ—k+1 hy — kTﬂ—k hp_1.

Tht1 |k

This only holds for k£ > 1. For & = 0, using the fact that hy = qq,

Tmh qo =7 +yP((71, q0) — NKL(m1]|m0))
=r+yP({(m, ho) — M1, Inm — Inmg))
=71+ yP({m, ho) + XH(m1) + A(m, Inmg))
=T2*ho — YAPH(mo),

where we used in the last line the fact that, g being uniform,

1
) = "Ml 1) = I Al = —H(wo).

(r1,Inmp) = (71, In
This concludes the proof. O

Using this lemma, we can provide a Bellman-like induction on hg.

Lemma 3. Define £}, = — 2521 €;. For any k > 1, we have that
k41,02 1
hiy1 = T 2Tm+1 hy + T2 (qo — Egy1 — yAPH(m0)) -

Proof. Using the definition of Ay, Lemma the fact that g5, = ™0

Tht1|Tk

qk + €x+1, and the definition E = — Z?Zl €5,
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we have

k+1
(k +2)hp1 = qu

=q +q +qu'+1
j=1

A0
=q+ T 90+ €+ Z ( s+ 6j+1)

k
053
= qo + T2 ho — YAPH(mo) + Z ( ijﬂl hj = 3T%;’ hj—l) — Bk
Jj=1

=4qo — Ek+1 — ’Y)\PH(W()) + (k + 1) wkf:—l hk

k+1 0, 1
k+1 hk + — (qo — Ek+1 — ’y)\P,H(TF())) .

© M1 = o T k12

O
We know have the tools to work on the residual of interest. Starting from Lemma and using the fact that (k + 2)hgy1 =

(k+ Dhi + qrt1s

k+1, 0 1
h = Tﬂ"kJrlh
b = g Toe ot g
< (k+ Dhg + gr1 = qo — B — YAPH(mo) + (b + 1) Tf;cﬁl hi

0,531
<:>Tﬂ—k+1 hy — hy =

qo — Eyxy1 — YAPH(mo))

Pl (k1 — qo + Epy1 +yAPH(m)) .

Injecting this last result into decomposition (28)), we get

G = Gy < (T =7Pr) 7Y mﬂlhk hi) = (I = vPr, )7 mﬂlhk hy — YAPH(mr41))

1
= —yP:)"" (k 1 (Gk+1 — o + Er1 + VAPH(WO))>
A
— (I =7Prp0)” <k 7 (@1 = @0 + Biya + 9APH(T0) = 7377 1P7—l(7rk+1)>
(I —~Pxr,) <k: 1 (k41— qo + Erxg1 + W\P'H(Wo))>
— (I =4Pr, )" (k 1 (qh+1 — 90 + Epq1 — 7/\PH(7Tk+1))> )

where we used for the last inequality the fact that —(1 — yPr,) "' PH(mo) < 0. Next, using the fact that ¢, — ¢r,,, >0
and rearranging terms, we have

_ 1\ Erqt
Gx — Qrpqq S‘((I’}/Pﬂ'*) 1*(177Pﬂk+1) 1) k‘—:l
Qr+1 — Qo + YAPH (o)
k+1

_1 | @1 — qo + YAPH(mp41)

+(I_’YP7T*)71 k+1

+ (I_’Ypﬂ'k+1)

We assumed that || gx+1[|co < Vmax < vmax (see also Rk.. When introducing the algorithm, we assumed that ||¢o]|co < Umax-
Therefore, [|go—YAPH (7o) |00 < Vi, Writing 1 the vector whose components are all 1, we get |qx 11 —qo+YAPH (7o) <
2v) . 1. Notice that for any policy 7, we have that P,1 = 1. Therefore, we have

2 vl')l\Td.X

T l—qk+17

1 |gkt1 — qo + YAPH(mo)

I —~P,
(I =~Pr,) 1
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With the same arguments, we have that

1| @1 — g0 + YAPH(TE11) 2 Vpm
I—~P, ! 8
(I =7Pres) k41 “1—qk+1
We finally have
_ 1\ Er 4 o)
. — < I—~P, 1_(1— P, 1 + max
q qk+1—’(( vPr,) ( Y k+1) )k+1 1—~qk+1"

which is the stated result.

C.3. About Remark[1l

We stated in Rk. |1} in the context of DA-VI; (A,0), that the assumption ||gx||co < Umax holds without approximation and is

not strong with approximation, as this just requires clipping the g-values. We justify these statements here.

No approximation. We will proceed by induction. Assume that ||gx||co < Umax. We assumed generally that ||go||co < Vmax-
Without error, the considered scheme is

0,727
Tht1 = G 741 (hy) 2,0
2,0 Tht1 =G k
Qo1 =T, qk o)
1 i | Ok 2,0
Tl Qk+1 = J,THIW%

k1 1
M1 = s he + 51
As Tp 11 = GM0(qr), we have that

_ A0
Q1 =T

2,0
gk = Tﬂ.kthk = TTerk > —Umax 1,

The inequality making use of the induction argument. On the other hand, making use of the positiveness of the KL
divergence, we have that

A0
Q1 =T gk < TmH(Jk < Umax 1,

Th41| Tk

where again the inequality comes from the induction argument. This allows concluding,

qk+1 ||c><: S VUmax -

No approximation. Knowing a bound of the g-values without approximation, we can clip g such that it satisfies the
bound, the effect of the clipping being part of the error. For example, assume that the evaluation step is approximated
with a least-squares problems, a paramterized g-function, the target being a sampling of T;\k’?rl g B> U being the previous

approximation (for example the target network). We can clip the result of the least-squares in [—v}\,, +vmay] and call the

resulting function gyy1. The resulting error is defined as €; 11 = qx4+1 — T;‘Aﬂl (g Q-

C.4. Proof of Theorem 2]

In this section, we provide a bound for DA-VI; (A, 7). First, we recall the scheme:
Te+1 = GO (hy)
Gr+1 = T;\;:”Wka + €kt

i1 = Bhi + (1 = B)qry1 with 8 = 3=

We recall that due to the entropy term, this scheme cannot converge to the unregularized optimal ¢, function. Yet, without
errors and with A\ = 0, it would converge to the solution of the MDP regularized by the scaled entropy (Geist et al., 2019)
(optimizing for the reward augmented by the scaled entropy). Our bound will show that adding a KL penalty does not
change this. We recall the notations introduced in the main paper. We already have defined the operator 7°". It has a unique
fixed point, which we write ¢7. The unique optimal ¢-function is g7 = max, ¢7.. We write 77 = G%7(q7) the associated
unique optimal policy, and gz~ = ¢;.

The following lemma, generalizing LemmalI|to the regularized Bellman operator, will be useful:



Leverage the Average: an Analysis of Regularization in RL

Lemma 4. Let 7 > 0. For any ¢ € RS*A and 7 € Ai, we have
g5 —q= I —7P) (T3 7q — q).

Proof. The proof is the same as the one of Lemmal[I] relying on the fact that the regularized Bellman operator has the same
properies as the Bellman operator (Geist et al., 2019):

G —q=T"q — T g+ T27q—q=7Pe(qs — Q) +TOTq—q = ¢t —q= (I —vPr) " (T27q — q).

O
We will bound the quantity ¢ — ¢, using the following decomposition, based on LemmaEF
4G —mp, =@ — i+l —ar,
= (ql - hk) - (I - ’7P7rk+1)_1(T79;;:_1hk - hk) (29)
To do so, we will upper-bound g — hj and lower-bound T,?;;lhk — hy, (we recall that the matrix (I — v Py, +1)‘1 is

non-negative). This requires a Bellman-like induction on hy,. For this, the following intermediate lemma, similar to Lemmal|2]
will be useful.

Lemma 5. For any k > 0, we have that

T 1 T T
T g = T (Tgl;+lh,€ — BT hk_l) :

Tht1|Tk

Proof. We have that, for any 7,

(m, qr) — AKL(w||7k) + 7H(7) = (7, q1) — M, In7 — In7g) — 7(m, In )
= (mq + AXInm) — (A + 7)(m, In7).

AS 41 X €xp %, using also the fact that 5 = A—J’\FT and1 — (8 = A%FT, as well as the definition of Ay, @, we have

hi—1

T

g + AXInmp = qp + A ( —In(1, exp hk_l))
-

ﬁ ((1 — B)qx + Bhr—1 — BT In(1,exp h]:l >)
hi_
ﬁ (hk — B7In(1, exp k;_ 1)) .

Hence, injecting this in the previous result, we get

(r,qi + Anmg) — A+ 7)(m, In7) = (1, g + Anmg) — ﬁ@r,mm
1

= m (<7T,hk> — T<7T71n77> _ 671H<1,exp hkT_1>> .

Now, as 11 X exp hT—’“ we have that (711, hg) + 7H(7k+1) = 71In(1, exp %) (again from Eq. (9)), therefore

1

T3 (g1, be) + TH(Tt1) — BT, hig—1) + 7H(78))) -

(Tht1, k) — AKL(mpq1||me) + 7H(TR41) =

The result follows by the definition of 7" | qu = r 4+ yP((mhs1, qs) — AKL(mp41||7%) + 7H(m541)), and noticing

Tht1|mh

that r = ﬁ(r—ﬁr). O

This result allows to build the lemma stating a Bellman-like induction for hy.
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Lemma 6. Define El?—i-l =—(1-p) Zfill Brt1-ie; = 6E£ + (1 — B)egq1 (with Eg = 0). Forany k > 0, we have that

hipr = T by, — By — BT (TOThoy — hy).

Tk+41

Proof. Using the definition of hy,, Eq. (23), the relationship between gy 1 and gj, and Lemma 5] we have

k+1

hipr = (1= 8))_ B g,

k+1
=(1=B)B g+ (1-p)> B g

j=1

k
=(1-8)8"""p+(1-p) Zﬁk_j%‘ﬂ
=(1-83)8"""q+ (1 - Zﬁk J ( mmm% + €J+1)

=(1-p)8""q+(1 ﬂ)Zﬂ’“ J( 1B<T7?J:1h BT,S;Thj_l)+ej+1).

7=0

Let define E,EH as

k
By =—(1-0) Zﬂkﬂfﬁrl
j=0
e
=-(1-8) 8"
j=1

= BE] + (1 — B)egy1 with Eg = 0.

‘We also have

Zﬂ’“ J ( (TfrJ hi— ﬁT%Thj1)> = iﬁkﬂ‘ (Tfr) T hy - 5T7(T>J,_Thj71>
j=0

k+1 k

_ k+4+1—7~0, k+1—3~70,

=S IO = ST BT
Jj=1 j=0

_ m0,7 k+10,7
= T07 hy, — BHTETh_ ),

Notice also that hg = (1 — 3)qo. Putting all these parts together, we obtain

hk+l _ 6k+1h0 _ k+1 + TO T h 6k+1T7?67h_1

Thk+1

- TO i hk k+1 Bk+1( 7-?(;7-}7/—1 - h0)7

Thk+1

which is the stated result. O

Thanks to this result, we can now bound the terms of interest.
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Upper-bounding ¢7 — hy. Write e, = E,f + BH(T2:Th_1 — hyg), we have from Lemma|§|that i1 = Tgilhk — el
Then, we have :

a7 — hey1 = qf —T27 hg + exi1

Tk+1
=T ] — T hi+ Ty hie — T b +egin
=vPr7(q] —hk) <0as m11=G%7 (hy)
< YPrr(qf — hi) + epq1.
By direct induction, we obtain
k41 _
qr — b1 < (YPrg)* Mgl = ho) + D (7Prr )T ey
j=1
k41
= (YPrr)" T aT = ho) + D (vPer) T (B + B (T8 hor = ho) ) (30)

j=1

This is the desired upper-bound.

Lower-bounding T,?;L hi — hi. Using the same notation e, we have

TO™ hy —hig =T by — T2 hyy +T07 by, — hy,

Th41 Tk41

>0as 7Tk+1:g0’7(hk)
> TS}’:hk — hy,
T8 (T2 hus — ex) — (T hus — cx) by Lemmaf
=P, (T3 hy—1 — he—1) — (I — vPr,) " "ex.

We define Py.; = Py, Pr, | ... Pﬁj 1 Pﬂj for j < k, with the convention Py 11 = I. By direct induction, the preceding
inequality gives

k
TO7 i = hie > 7" Prea (T8 ho — ho) = ¥ Prejpa (I = vPx, e;
=1
k . .
=" Ppa (T ho — ho) — Z’Ykﬂpk:j+1([ — YPr J(ES + BI(T2Th_y — ho)). (3D
j=1

Putting things together. Plugging Egs. (30) and (31)) into Eq. (29), we obtain

a7 = Gy SOP)(a = ho) + Y (vPar)* (B + B/ (T2 Ry — ho))

=1

k
j=

k

+ (I - rypﬂ'k+1)71 _fykpkil(TT(?{Tho - hO) + kaijpkij-l‘l (I - PYPTrj)(Ef + Bj(TfrJ(;Th’—l - hO))

j=1
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Using the fact that ¢ > 0, rearranging terms, we have

B q7|'k+1 =

B

q77k+1 Z’ ’yPWT k 7+ (I - rYP”kH) kiijij'H (I - VPWJ') Ejﬁ

k
+ (YPrr)Mlal = hol + Y (vPey) MBI hoy — hol + (I = ¥Pry,y) ™ Y Pea | T2 ho — hol
j=1

o~

P ) S A Py a2 P )T hoy — ol (32)
Jj=1
The first term is related to the error, the others to the initialisation. We’ll work on each of these other terms.
Recall that we assumed that [|go[lcc < Umax = 72. Therefore, [|goloc < Vfax = M}?‘AI As ho = (1 = B)qo, we
have [|ho]loo < (1 — B)vT max From obvious propertles of regularized MDPs (Geist et al., [2019), we have ||¢] [lco < ¥/ ax-

Therefore, writing 1 € RS*“ the vector with all components equal to 1, we have |¢] — ho| < (2 — B)vf,, 1. Notice that for
any policy 7, we have P,1 = 1, thus

(’yPﬂ'I)k‘Q* h0| <rY (275) maxl
We also have that | 727 ho[lse < 7max + 710 |A] +5(1 = B)vf = (1 — ¥B8) 0], 50

— T 2—(1+ ﬁ T
1'7kPk:1|T7(rJi hO - h0| S ’ykl(_,y’Y)Umax

By definition h_; = 0, so we have || T%:7h_1 o = [|[r +YPTH(T0)|loc < Tmax + 7In[A] = (1 = 7)0]00 50 [ T2Th_y —
holloo < (2 — 7 — B)vT,- Therefore, we have the following bound:

k k j
ORIl o W NERL) Y € CE ERI Y
j=1 j=1

Similarly, for the last term we have

(I —~vP; 1.

.y

k k j
—J T 1 + ! T
(I 7Pﬂk+1) ZVk ]Pk:j+1(-[+7p7r )6J|TO h—y *hO‘ < 7 kz ( > Q*B*W)Umaxl'

=1

Summing these four upper bounds, we obtain

(2 = Bt + 2 mdxlﬂ’fz() 2- 8= 2ol + L kz() (2~ )l

2- 8-y </3>J k< 1B> u (ﬂ)j .
—oykZ 7 - =2 1+ — 1.
Py 1_7 Jz:% ’y max +1_,y Jz:% ’Y Umax

Plugging this result into Eq. (32)), we obtain the stated result:

k
o qﬂk+ Z ‘ ’YP‘"T + (- ’YP"’RH) kijpkiﬂ*l (I - ’ypﬂj) EJﬁ

C.5. Proof of Theorem 3|
In this section, we provide a bound for DA-VI,(A,0), which we recall:
o1 = GO (hy)

Qi1 = Tmm% + €k+1
hiy1 = k+2 3l + k+2 Qk+1
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We cannot apply the proof technique of DA-VI; (A,0). Indeed, the core of this proof was to show a Bellman-like iteration on
hi, (Lemma3)), this relying heavily on the fact the the evaluation operator was regularized (Lemmal[2)). As the evaluation
operator is no longer regularized, the proof does not apply. The following proof is mainly a generalization of the one of
MoVI (Vieillard et al.,[2019).

As usual, we will decompose the term g, — ¢, , and bound each of its components. The optimal g-function g, is the
g-function of any optimal policy ... There exists a deterministic optimal policy (Puterman,2014), so we will consider 7, to
be deterministic, and use the fact that 7 (7, ) = 0. We consider the following usual decomposition, making use of Lemma

Qs — qﬂk+1 = (qx — h’k + hk - Qﬂ'k+1
< (I_'ypﬂ'*)_l(Tﬂ'*hk_hk) (I ’7P7|'k+1) (Tﬂ'k+1hk _hk‘) (33)
We’ll upper-bound the term T’ hy, — hy. To do so, the following lemma (a direct consequence of 7,41 = go’k%l (hy)) will

be useful.

Lemma 7. For any k > 0 and any policy 7, we have for the couple (hy, mi+1) computed by DA-VI5(),0) that

- A A 0,727
wkf:r hy = ﬂkﬂ hy + '}/PmH(ﬂ'k—&-l) > T hy + ’ypm/}-{(ﬂ') =T, " hy.

Proof. For any policy m, we have

(k) 2 () + s H ()

A s
= T,?;f:l hi > T:T) "F*1 Ry, (by def. of the Bellman operators)

Tos1 = GOFT (hy) = (Mg, hi) +

A
=4 T7Tk+1hk + ’YPmH(’]Tk+1) > Tﬂ—hk + ’}/Pm,}'{(ﬂ')
O
In particular, for 7 = 7, using the fact that # (. ) = 0, we have
ﬂ,:ff{l hi > Ty, hg

Therefore, injecting this into Eq. (33) we get

qx 7Q7"k+1 S (Iifypﬂ'*)i ( W;-’:—Ylhk 7hk) (I fYPﬂ'kJrl) (Tﬂ'k+1hk 7hk)‘ (34)
We will upper-bound TW; f{l hi — hy, and lower-bound T, . by — hy.

Upper-bounding m’:[l hi — hi. By definition, hj, = %hk_l + %_qu, SO
(k+1)Tr b = KT, hie—1 + Ty G
= kT, hie—1 + qrr1 — €xq1 (by def. of gry1)
<k (Tﬂkhk_l + VP%’H(MJ) — ’7P2H(7Tk+1)> + Gr+1 — €x+1 (by Lemmal7)
= kT hi—1 + YAPH(7x) — YAPH (T4 1) + Qr1 — €xp1-
By direct induction, we obtain

k+1 k+1 k+1

(bt D) i <D a5 = D €5+ 9AP D (Hmj1) = M),

Jj=1 Jj=1
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For the first term, we have from the definition of A, that Z pal 1 qj = (k+1)hg + qr+1 — qo- For the second term, we defined

previously (for the analysis of DA-VI;(\,0)) E, = — 25:1 ¢;. The last term is a telescoping sum, Zfill (H(mj—1) —
H(m;)) = H(mo) — H(mk+1). Therefore, we have

(k+ 1T b < (k4 Dhi + qrg1 — o + Epp1 +YAP(H(mo) — H(Try1))

A
& (k+1)(Tryp e + VmpH(mﬂ) —hi) < ki1 — qo + Ex1 + yAPH(mo)

0,2 1
& Tt hie — hy < Pl (k+1 — 90 + Egq1 + YAPH(m)) - (35
This is the desired upper-bound.

Lower-bounding 77, . by — hy. Using again Lemma as well as the definition of hj, we have

A A
m%(ﬂ'k-}-l) > Tﬂ'khk + ’YPTH(T%)
& (k+1)Tr,, he > (k4 1)Tr, hy + YAP(H () — H(Tr41))
k
= (4 DTs, (it + o) + VAPOUT) = M)

= kT, hie—1 + T qr + YAP(H (k) — H(Trr1))-

T‘ﬂ'k+1 h’k + ,-yp

By direct induction, we obtain

k k
(k4 DTyl 2> Trpgy +9AP > (H(m;) = H(mj1)) + Teho -
j=1 j=1 —
=T, qo
=H(m1)=H(mr+1)>—H(Th+1)
Subtracting (k + 1)y, = Z?:l g; from both sides we obtain
k
(k+1)(Tr, 1 Z w0 — 4j) + Try G0 — go — YAPH(Tps1). (36)
Next, we will lower-bound the term T, ¢; — g;-
Using the definition of ¢; and basic properties of the Bellman operator, we have
Tryq5 — @5 = Tr;(Try g1 + €5) — (T, 05-1 + €5)
:’YPTFJ(TTI'Jq_]—l_q]—l)_(l_’ypﬂ'])ej (37)

To use an induction argument, we should replace T’ q; 1 by Tr,_, q;—1. However, as the greediness is on Ay, not g, there
is some work to relate these two terms:

TWquj - Tﬂjqj = TWHl (7 + 1)h' _jhjfl) -1 ((] + 1)h' _jhjfl)
=+ 1) (Try by = T h)"’J(T i1 = Tny i hjoa).

By Lemma(7| we have

A A
Ty hj — Ty > ijﬁ(ﬂ(ﬂj) —H(mj41)) and T by — Ty hjy > ’YPE(’H(WJ-H) — H(m;)).
Therefore,

ey = Tty 2 G+ NP5 (Hm) = Hlmy0) + 5P () = M) = O

7+
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Going back to Eq. (37) and using this last result, we have

Tr;q5 — @5 = VPr;(Tr;@5—1 — qj—1) — (I — v Pr, )¢5
2 ’YPm (Tﬂ']‘71q‘i—1 - qj—l) - (I - ryPTfj)Gj

Recall that we defined P;.; = P; P,r] - Prif1 <4 < g, Py = I otherwise. By direct induction, we obtain

TTerj > 27 l Jl+1 I ’YPﬂl)ez“"Y Pj:l(Tﬂlqo_QO)-

Plugging this in Eq. (36), we get

k
(k + 1) (Trpp b — i) > Z(Twﬂj —qj) + T qo — qo — YAPH(Tk11)

j=1
k J
> Z ( Z Pj. i1 (L — ’Ypm)ez' + ’yJPj;l(quO — q0)> + Tr g0 — go — YAPH(mg41)
k—1  k—j k
=- ZWJ Z-Pi+j:i+1([ — P, )& + Z'}/]szl(Tﬂ—IQO — q0) — YAPH(Tps1)
7=0 =1 j=0
:_ka JZPH-] keit1(L — 7 Pr, €z+Z’Y (Tr, 90 — go) — YAPH(7)41)-
Defining the weighted error &£; , = — Z'Z:l P;ti—jiiv1(I — v Pr, )€;, we can rewrite the last equation as
k
T7Tk+1h —hg > k Z’Y (T 90 — q0) + Z’Yk_jgj,k — YAPH(7i41) | - (38)
j=1

This is the desired lower bound.

Putting things together. To get the final result, we just have to plug Egs. (33) and (38) into Eq. (34):

_ 1
G — Gy <(I—7Pr,)7! (k+1 (qk+1 — qo + Ery1 +W/\P7'l(7fo))>
1 koo k 4
— (I =4Pryy,)" Pl > AV Pia(Teigo — q0) + D7 7€k — YAPH(mi11)
=0 =1

Using the fact that g, — ¢x, 02 =>0 and rearranging term, we obtain

k
1 By .
Qx — Qmp1q < (I - ’YPM) ! ka1 (I ’yP7Tk+1 E Jgj,k
- — o+ YAPH ()|
I—~P, ) ! |gk+1 — qo
+ (I =7Pr.) 1
1 | Z?:O ryjpjil(Tﬂ'lqO - lIo) - ’}/)\PH(Wk_i_l)‘

+(I_'7P7rk+1)_ k+ 1

As we assumed ¢o = 0 and ||gx||co < Umax» We have, similarly to previous bounds, that

11qk+1 — g0 + YAPH ()| < 1 v

[—~P.)" .
(I =7Pr.) k+ 1 =1 4k+1
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We also have that |7, g0 — qollco = |7, 0/lco < T'max, SO

& .

)1 |20V Py (Tr g0 — qo) — YAPH (1) R SR
ko k+1 T 1l-~nk+1
This provides the stated bound:

(I_’ypﬂ'

k A
-1 Ek?+1 1 2 Umax

—(I—~P, ) '— k=jg. -
rr1 P > 5J’k+1—7k+1

Qx — Qmpqq < (I_’YPW*)
j=1

C.6. The issue with DA-VI;(\,7) and a workaround

Here, we provide more details on the issue with DA-VIy(A,7), we extend footnote [5] regarding the mellowmax policy
of |Asadi & Littman| (2017), and we propose a workaround for DA-VIy(\,7), which consists in introducing a third type of
Bellman evaluation.

The issue with DA-VI>(\,7). We explained in Sec. the issue, which is that DA-VI5(0,7) amounts to applying
repeatedly an operator 7. which is not contractive and that might have multiple fixed points, precluding convergence. The
derivation of the equivalence between DA-VI3(0,7) and the repeated application of 7T°- was indeed done while justifying the
link to softmax-DQN in Appx.[B.I] We repeat it here shortly for clarity. DA-VI5(0,7) is the following scheme (without
error, written here as the equivalent MD-VI5(0,7)):

Tet1 = %7 qr
dk+1 = TTK‘]H,lqk

%, that is, 71 is the softmax policy of gy, with parameter

We have seen a number of time that 71,1 = G%7 (qx) = Tooxp

7. Thus, DA-VI,(0,7) simplifies to

P . ks
qk+1 = 474 =T Y <1,6qu7k>7qk ;
that is, the application of the softmax operator. As discussed by |Asadi & Littman|(2017), it might not be a contraction and
can have multiple fixed points and be unstable.

About the mellowmax policy. |Asadi & Littman| (2017)) introduced a so-called mellowmax policy as a convergent
alternative to the softmax operator. This can be seen as a (complicated) way of regularizing the evaluation step, as stated in
footnote[5] We explain here why. To do so, we reframe the mellowmax idea with our notations. [Asadi & Littman| (2017)
introduced the mellowmax operator as
=7ln(1 x ex 4
mm,(q) = 71n Tl p_)

One can easily see that it is indeed the convex conjugate of the KL with respect to the uniform policy (that behaves like the
entropy). Indeed, from Eq. (7), we have directly that

mm,(q) = max ((r,q) — 7 KL(x[[mv)),

with 7y the uniform policy. From |Geist et al.|(2019), we know that the following equivalent schemes,

{wk+1 = argmax,cas ({m,q) — TKL(7||7y)) & grss =+ 7P om (go)

Q1 = Ty — vPTKL(78 11 |70)
are convergent (MDP regularized with A KL(+||7y), the equivalence being from Eq. (9)). This is not the viewpoint of |Asadi

& Littman|(2017). They try to find a policy 7, ; such that g1 = r +~yPmm;(qx) = r + vP (7}, 1, qx). To account for
the possible existence of multiple policies, they look for the one with maximal entropy and solve (numerically) for

r_
Tyl = ., max H(m).
TE€AS (g )=mm~ (qx)

Then, they apply gr41 = r + vP (7}, 1, qx). If there is no error when computing 7 ,, this is equivalent to adding the
regularization to the evaluation step, and we think a complicated way to do so.
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A workaround to DA-VI>(\,7). We explained in Sec. [f.4]that a workaround for the convergence problem would be to
consider a third type of evaluation, ignoring the KL term but taking into account the entropy term. We define this third type:
T3,0="T>"q=Teq+ 7H(r).

The associated DA-VI3(\,7) scheme is thus

Tt = G0 (hy)

Q1 = T + €kya

hir1 = Bhy, + (1= B)ges1 with 8 = 2=
We think that if one consider regularizing the evaluation step, it is worth considering both the KL and the entropy rather
than just the entropy (because it is not more costly and leads to a better bound). Yet, for completeness, we provide the
propagation of errors for DA-VI3(A,7) in the following theorem. It is close to the bound of Thm [2] but with the weighted
error of Thm.[3
Theorem 4. Define the moving average of weighted errors as Efk, =—(1-5) ?;1 BT Pyt —jiv1 (I — v Pr, )€, with
Pj.; as in Thm. 3} Define Ey, as in Thm. [Z] Assume that qo = 0 (to simplify a bit the bound). We have that

k k k .
i . BY’
qﬂ'k+1 = Z ’YPTF" k jEﬁ (I 'YPTFk+1) Z’Yk ]gfk + 27kvmaxz < 1.
j=1 j=1 j=o \7
Proof. We start with a decomposition of g — Qs
4 —Ary = — e +he —ar,
=q; —hy — (I =vPr )" (T,?kilhk — hy) (by Lemma).
So, we’ll upper-bound ¢ — hj, and lower-bound the residual T‘f(r)ll:»l hi — hg.
Upper-bounding ¢ — h;. By definition, by, = Shr—1 + (1 — B)gx, so
0,7 0,7 0,7
Tﬂ'k:+1h ﬁTﬂk+1hk 1 —I—(l - ﬁ) Tﬂ'k+1 k
——— ——
STW;:hk—l =Qqk+1—€k+1
< BT hie—1 + (1= B)(qry1 — 1)
k+1 k+1
<BMITOTh oy + (1-B8) Y B gy — (11— B)> B¥ e (by direct induction)
j=1 j=1
=hp41—(1-B)B*T1qo = EEJrl
= BT h_y — (1= B)qo) + hisr + By
———
=ho
Thus, we have
—hip1 < =TT hi + Bgpa + BMH (T hoy — ho).
Using this, we can now derive the upper bound. We have
@7 — hiyr < gl = TR0 i+ Epyr + B¥TH (T2 hoy — hy)
= T a7 = T hus o+ T3 b = TR i+ By + B (TR hoy = ho)

0
< YPrr(q] — hi) + Epgr + BEHTETh_y — hy).

By direct induction, we get
k+1
a7 = hisr < (Par) A a = ho) + D (Prr) 1 (B 4 BT hoy = o))
j=1

This is the desired upper bound.
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Lower-bounding T°:" h;, — h;. We have that:

Tk+1
Tgk:qh nghk (as Tpq1 = QO’T(hk))
= BT hi—1 + (1 — B)T9." qi (by def. of hy)

k
> BEHITOTh 4 (1 Zﬂk iTo: ""q; (by induction)
7=0
k
& T7 e — b > BMTNThoy + (1= ) Y B9 (T7 45 — 4))-
=0

Now, we’ll bound the residuals TT?]?qu - q;:
TO Tq] —q; = TO T (Tg;Tq]‘_l — ej—l) — (T_,?J’,Tq]'_l — Ej_1> (by def. of qj)
=Py, (Tﬁqu_l —qj—1) — (I = vPr,)e;

hi—Bhik—1

By definition of hy, = Shi—1 + (1 — B)qk, we have g, = =g, 80
TOT _ 70T 70,7 h‘j _/th—l _ 707 hj _Bh]'—l
w1 m U=t 1-8 mj 1-5
1 0 T 0,7 0,7 0,7
— j Trg+1h — T h +5(Tﬂ'; hj—l — 7r +1h )

>0 >0

> 0.
Therefore,
TY7q — g3 > vPr, (T (g1 — gj—1) — (I = ¥Pr, e

By direct induction, and using the fact that the entropy is non-negative,

TO QJ_QJE_ZFY i]z-‘rll ’YP‘n'l)ez""_fYPl(T qO_QO)

v

_ZV “'Ppiti(I = vPr,)ei + 7 Pia(Tryqo — q0)-

Plugging this into the lower bound of the residual of interest, we obtain

k

Trpoihe —hie > BT h_ g + (1= 8) Y B 7997 Py (Trggo — q0) — (1 — Zﬁk JZW “'Piiy1(I = vPr,)e

=0 =0

k J
=BMITTh o+ (13 Zﬂ’“ I Py (Tryqo — 00) = 7" (1=B)Y B Pisrjira(I = vPx,)e;

j=0 j=1 i=1

Defining the moving average of the weighted error Sjﬁk =—(1-0) 5:1 B Py jiiv1 (I — v Pr, )€, we get

k

k
he —he > BT g + (1 - B) Zﬁk_j’YijJ(TWOQO —qo) + ZVk_jgﬁk~
=0 =1

T,

Tk41

This is the desired lower bound.
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Putting things together. Injecting the upper-bound and the lower bound into the decomposition of errors, we obtain

=, S G — bk — (I =Pry) " (T bt — hy)

k
< (YPrr)(aZ — ho) + Y (vPar)* 7 (B + 89(T97 oy — ho))
j=1
— (I =APr ) BT h o+ (1) Zﬁkﬂ’ij:l(Tno% —qo) + Z’Ykijgfk
=0 j=1

We can bound a few terms (assuming that go = 0), as was done in the previous proofs:

‘(’VP‘ITI)]C(QI _hO)’ <7 Umaxl
k

Z k ]ﬁ] TOTh 1—h0) <7kZ( ) max 1,

‘(I_’YPTr —15k+1TT(3(,]Th7 ’ < 5k+1 1

k+1> max ’

k k 7
(I - 7P7l'k+1)71(1 - ﬁ) Zﬁkijvjpjzl(Tﬂ'qu - QO) < (1 - 6)ﬂk Z <’Y) vr‘lr—xaxl'

7=0 =0

Injecting this in the original bound and simplifying, we obtain

k k k - k .
E ] - T z : 6 / Y J
q”’Hl - k ]EJ[? B ([—f)/P_frk“) ! E rYk jgjﬁk + Vmax ’yk ('7 Jrﬂk Z B 1.
Jj=0 j=0

= =1

. J X J
Using the fact that v* Z?:o (%) = gk Z?:O (%) , we obtain the stated result and concludes the proof. O

D. Empirical illustration of the bounds

To better understand the role played by [ and 7, we implement a tabular version with a generative model of MD-VI; (A, 7).
Recall that in this case MD-VI and DA-VI are equivalent. We call it Sampled MD-V1, it is described in Alg.[I] The error
term comes from the sampling error made during the evaluation step. As such, the sequence of estimation errors is a
martingale difference with respect to the natural filtration, and the average of errors vanishes asymptotically (Azar et al.|
2011). We run this algorithm on randomly generated MDPs (garnets, described thereafter). As we have the model, we can
compute g, and thus track the error made with respect to this optimal g-value. At each interaction k£ < K, we compute a
policy 7. For each random MDP, we compute the value

K

LS ||
T Qﬂ' - q* b
AT » el

k=1

that is the average normalized error between the g-value of the current policy and the optimal g-value. We then average this
value over 10 random MDPs. We present the results in Figure[6] with the same visualisation method as in Section [6] In
Figure we present the same results, but comparing the regularized g-values, g7, and g;. Actually, whenever 7 > 0, it is
toward ¢ that the algorithmic scheme converges (at least without errors).

Definition of a Garnet. A Garnet (Archibald et al.,|1995) is an abstract MDP, built from three parameters (Ng, N4, Np),
with Ng and N 4 respectively the number of states and actions. The principle is to directly build the transition kernel P that
represnts the MDP. For each (s,a) € S x A, Np states (s1,. .. Sy, ) are drawn uniformly from S without replacement.
Then, Np — 1 numbers are drawn uniformly in (0, 1) and sorted as (pg = 0,p1,...PNz—1, PN = 1). The transition kernel
is then defined as P(sk|s,a) = pr, — pr—1 foreach 1 < k < Np. The reward function is drawn uniformly in (0, 1) for 10%
of the states, these states being drawn uniformly without replacement. We used Ng = 30, N4 = 4 and Np = 4 in all our
experiments.
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Algorithm 1 Sampled MD-VI(), 7)

Require: K number of iterations. P the transition kernel from which we can only sample new states.

set B = /\iT

set (o to the null vector

set 7 to be the uniform policy
for1 <k < Kdo

for (s,a) € S x Ado

ap—1(s,a)
Wk(a‘s) = mho(el)” exp Ts,b)
> pea Th—1(b]s)? exp ',\:_T
end for
for (s,a) € S x Ado
s’ ~ P(|s,a)
Qk(sv a) = 7“(8, a) +7 ZbeA qkfl(slv b)ﬂk(b|s/)
end for
end for
output g

Discussion (w.r.t. ¢,). The results in Fig [6] are consistent with the analysis. With 7 > 0, we observe that the lower 7
is, the better the results are, as introducing an entropy term biases the solution. We also observe that the closer G is to 1,
the better the results are: higher values of 3 further reduce the variance (without cancelling it asymptotically). We do not
observe a clear difference between type 1 and type 2 here. We think that type 2 is especially harmful in the regime of high
entropy, and we considered relatively small scales of entropy here (7 < 0.3). This could explain this observation. For the
case 7 = 0, we observe that the lower A\ is, the better the results are. Here again, there is no clear difference between type 1
and type 2. This suggests that the additional weighting of the error terms by the transition kernels is not necessarily harmful,
an observation already made by Vieillard et al.| (2019) for MoVI.

Discussion (w.r.t. ¢7). In Fig.|7| we show the relative performance with respect to ¢, the quantity to which the algorithm
would converge without error. In this case, we would except the algorithm to behave similarly for the different values of 7,
as only $3 has an influence in the bound. This is what we observe for the smaller values of 7. However, for larger values
of the entropy, the results seem to improve. This might seem surprising, but this can be easily explained. The larger 7 is,
the closer to uniform is the optimal policy. The g-value being initialized as the null vector, the initial policy is uniform.
Therefore, for large values of 7, we initialize closer to the optimal solution, which explains the different behavior.

E. Experimental details

Here, we give details on how we conducted the experiments on Deep RL algorithms presented in Section 3]

E.1. More on practical algorithms

In this section, we detail the losses presented in Section 5] giving equations that are closer to implementation, and providing
a detailed pseudo-code in Algorithm [2| Firts, let us introduce some notations.The g-value is represented by a neural network
Qo of parameters 60, and the policy is represented by a network Il of parameters ¢. During training, the algorithms interact
with an environment, and collect transitions (s, a,r, ) that are stored in a FIFO replay buffer 5. The parameters of the
networks are copied regularly into old versions of themselves, with target weights @ and ¢. The weights 6 are optimized
during the evaluation step, and ¢ during the greedy step.

E.1.1. EVALUATION STEP

All the actor-critics we consider have the same update rule of their critic — the ()-network. We consider two regressions
targets, corresponding to types 1 or 2. For type 2, we define a regression target as

Qa(r,s) =747 Qa(s,b)I4(b]s),

bec A
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Figure 6. Relative performance of sampled MD-VI according to 7 and 3. We use a similar visualiation as in Section[f] The value we plot
is1— m > illlgr, — @«[l1]. The top grids correspond to values of 7 > 0, while the bottom ones correspond to 7 = 0.

and for type 1
Qu(r,s") = Qa(r,s") = AKL (I [T15) (s") + 7H (ILy) (5").
The weights 6 are then updated by minimizing the following regression loss with a variant of SGD
N ~ A\ 2
L1-2(6) = By [(Qg(s,a) = Q1(n9)) } . (39)
Note that if I, was greedy with respect to (g, using £, would reduce to Deep Q-Networks (DQN) (Mnih et al.,[2015).

E.1.2. GREEDY STEP

Let us re-write in detail the three equations from Section [3]that define three ways of performing the greedy step.

MD-dir. The Direct MD update tackles directly the optimization problem derived from the greedy step. For convenience,
we define a loss (the opposite of what we would like to maximize) that we minimize with SGD

Lar(d) = Eg| — > Qa(s,b)Iy(bls) + AKL (e [|TT;) (s') — 7 (TIy) m] : (40)
be A

MD-ind. The indirect version is based on the analytical result of the optimization problem corresEondmg to the greedy
step. We show in Appendixthat at iteration k of MD-VI(X, ), we have m 11 = G2 (i) o< 7, exp Hence, we

T+
would need to fit a target that approximates this maximizer, by defining H(a| ) as

N e ﬁXQ(,sa XQe(Sb)
(als) = TIz(als)” exp gy <b€ZAH¢ bls)? exp gy )
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Figure 7. Relative performance of sampled MD-VI according to 7 and 3. The value we plotis 1 — m Selllar, — atllh]-

However, the exponential term can cause numerical problems, so what we optimize during the evaluation step is actually the
logarithm of the policy. To work around this, we define a network L that represents the log-probabilities of a policy, and
we define a regression target

)

. _ Mglals) + Quls,a) Yy AL (b|s) + Qg(s,b)

L
(5, 0) AT = AT

and then we have II(a|s) = exp (ﬁ(s, a)) and IT4(als) = exp (Lg(als)). We then define a loss on the parameters ¢,
Lia(®) = B [KL (1111, ()] - o

DA. The dual averaging version is inspired by the DA-VI formulation. Instead of representing directly the policy, we
estimate a moving average of the g-values, and then compute its soft-maximum. The moving average is estimated via a
network Hy, which fits a regression target

H(s,a) = BHg(s,a) + (1 — B)Qq(s,a),

and the policy is defined as softmax over Hy(s, -),

The weights ¢ are optimized by mlinimizng the loss

La(6) = B [(H¢(s, o) — (s, a))z} . 42)

E.1.3. PSEUDO CODE

We give a general pseudo-code of the deep RL algorithms we used in Alg. 2] Notice that for a policy 7, we define the
e-greedy policy with respect to 7 as the policy that takes a random action (uniformly on .A) with probability e, and follows
7 with probability 1 — e.
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Algorithm 2 (MD-dir | MD-ind | DA)

Require: L,(0) and L(¢), two losses, respectively for the evaluation and the greediness. The choice of these losses
determines the algorithm, see Table E}

Require: K € N* the number of steps, C' € N* the update period, F' € N* the interaction period.

set 0, ¢ at random

set Qg the Q-value network, II4 the policy network, as defined in Sec.

set B={}
set II; ., the policy ej-greedy w.r.t. Il
0=0,¢=0¢

forl1 <k<Kdo
Collect a transition t = (s, a,r,s’) from Iy .,
B+ BuU{t}
if £ mod F == 0 then
On a random batch of transitions By, C B, update 6 with one step of SGD on L,
On a random batch of transitions By, ;, C B, update ¢ with one step of SGD on L

end if
if k mod C == 0 then
00,0+ ¢
end if
end for
output II,
Table 1. Resulting algorithms given the choice of losses in Algorithm[2]
Ly
L, Lair (Eq.@1))  Ling (Eq. @0) La (Eq. @2))
L1 (Eq. 39)) MD-dir Typel MD-ind Type 1 DA Type 1
L5 (Eq. 39)) MD-dir Type2 MD-ind Type2 DA Type 2
E.2. Hyperparameters

We provide the hyperparameters used on the Atari environments in Table 2] and on the Gym environments in Table 3] We
use the following notations to describe neural networks: FC n is a fully connected layer with n neurons; Convib cisa?2d
convolutional layer with c filters of size a x b and a stride of d. All hyperparameters are the one found in the Dopamine
code base. We only tuned the learning rate and the update period of DQN on Lunar Lander (not provided in Dopamine).

E.3. Additional results

Full tables Here, we provide the full results of the experiments from Section[6] The same plots are reported, expect that
we add the exact value of each grid cell for completeness. Results for Carpole and Lunarlander are provided in Figs. [8and [9}
while results for the considered Atari games (Asterix, Breakout and Seaquest) are reported in Figs. and

Training curves We also report training curves on Atari. We report training curves of DA, MD-dir and MD-ind in Fig. [[3]
for Asterix, on Fig. [T4]for Breakout, and on Fig. [I5]for Seaquest. We report the training curves of the limit cases on these
three games on Figs. [16] [[7]and [T8] In these figures, an iteration corresponds to 250000 training steps, and we report every
iteration the undiscounted reward averaged over the last 100 episodes (the averaged score). The training curves are averaged
over 3 random seeds.

The training curves gives more hindsight on the performance of the algorithms. Indeed, the metric we used in the tables (the
averaged score over all iteration) is partly flawed, because it could give a high score to an algorithm with a performance
drop at the end of training. For example, the MD-dir method on Atari seems to benefit from type 1 compared to type 2
(as type 2 suffers from a performance drop), which is not obvious from the score tables. In almost all the cases, we do not
observe such behaviour, which validates the use of our metric.
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Table 2. Parameters used on Atari. Both the @-network and policy-network have the same structure. n 4 is the number of actions available
in a given game.

Parameter Value

K (number of steps) 5% 107

C (update period) 8000

F (interaction period) 4

~ (discount) 0.99

|B| (replay buffer size) 106

|Br k| and | By 1| (batch size) 32

e, (random actions rate) eo = 0.01, linear decay of period 2.5 - 10° steps
networks structure Convg’8 32 — Convi4 64 — Convé’3 64 —FC512 —FCny
activations Relu

optimizers RMSprop (Ir = 0.00025)

Table 3. Parameters used on CartPole and Lunar Lander . Both the Q-network and policy-network have the same structure. We have
na = 2 on CartPole, and n4 = 8 on Lunar Lander.

Parameter Value

K (number of steps) 5 % 10°

C' (update period) 100 (Cartpole), 2500 (Lunar Lander)
F (interaction period) 4

v (discount) 0.99

|B| (replay buffer size) 5% 104

|Br k| and | By x| (batch size) 128

ey, (random actions rate) 0.01 (constant with k)
networks structure FC512 —FC512 —FCny
activations Relu

optimizers Adam (Ir = 0.001)

368 412 439 387 Cl 416 428 461

PPI I I PLY PP I PTITILE QPP I S SPSS
A RN RN A R AN AR AN A B A AR A AN A RN RN A N AN
T T T

MD directr= MD indirect (t=0

46 446 457 192 205 221 432 461 461
388 429 435 462 199 211 ) 412 463 468

T2T.1

Q”) 065 Q’Q'b Q’Q’b e:o‘\ e;o‘\/ QQ QB Q\’ 0’5 @04) 00’1« 0@; Q;Q\’ Q;Q‘\, QQ BQ 0’\ zo’b eo‘\/ eo’\/ 6\‘ z NG 06\,
F F F FF S Q« Z 0 F F F FF S Q» Q; Qz QY QY , O &)
N AT AT T AT T (ST, 0T 0T AT 4T AT T AT a7 (7,070 T o 0P o

Figure 8. Cartpole with complete values.
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Figure 9. Lunar Lander with complete values.
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Figure 10. Asterix with complete values.
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Figure 13. All averaged training scores of MD-dir (top), MD-ind (middle) and DA (bottom), types 1 and 2, on Asterix, for several values
of B and 7. Each plot corresponds to one value of 3 (in the titles). In each plot, a curve corresponds to a value of 7: 1e — 3 (orange),
3e — 3 (green), le — 02 (red), 3e — 2 (blue), 1e — 1 (brown). The blue dotted line is DQN.
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Figure 14. All averaged training scores of MD-dir (top), MD-ind (middle) and DA (bottom), types 1 and 2, on Breakout, for several values
of B and 7. Each plot corresponds to one value of 3 (in the titles). In each plot, a curve corresponds to a value of 7: 1e — 3 (orange),

3e — 3 (green), le — 02 (red), 3e — 2 (blue), 1e — 1 (brown). The blue dotted line is DQN.
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Figure 15. All averaged training scores of MD-dir (top), MD-ind (middle) and DA (bottom), types 1 and 2, on Seaquest, for several values
of B and 7. Each plot corresponds to one value of 3 (in the titles). In each plot, a curve corresponds to a value of 7: 1e — 3 (orange),
3e — 3 (green), le — 02 (red), 3e — 2 (blue), 1e — 1 (brown). The blue dotted line is DQN.
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Figure 16. All averaged training scores of limit cases on Asterix, for several values of 5 and A. In each plot, a curve corresponds to a
value of A for MD-ind and MD-dir, and to a value of 8 for Mo-DQN. The blue dotted line is DQN.

Breakout MD-dir-t1 =0

Averaged score

- Don
—— MDdirt1A=1e.03
—— MDdirt1 A=3e.03
— MD.dirtl A=le02
—— MDgirt1 A=3e.02
— MDdirt1 A=1e.01

YT
oUW e
[V

W
J‘ "\ I

75 100
Iterations

125 150 175 200

Breakout MD-dir-t2 =0

Averaged score

— oon
WDtz A=16.03 |

— MDdirt2 A=1e.02
— MDdirt2 A=3e-02
— MDgir2 A=1e01 |

r

0 25 50 75 100
Iterations

125 150 175 200

Breakout MD-ind-t1 t=0

-
@
=}

[
o
S

Averaged score

v
=)

100 125 150
Iterations

0 25 50 75

Breakout MD-ind-t2 t=0

175 200

o

Averaged score

100 125 150
Iterations

0 25 50 75

175 200

Breakout Mo-DQN

oy
173
=)

=
o
)

Averaged score

o
)

— Mo_DQN-t

— Mo_DON-t2 =9e-01

- ban
—— Mo_DQN-t2 B=1e-01
01

50 75 100
Iterations

125 150 175 200

Figure 17. All averaged training scores of limit cases on Breakout, for several values of 3 and A. In each plot, a curve corresponds to a
value of A for MD-ind and MD-dir, and to a value of 8 for Mo-DQN. The blue dotted line is DQN.

2000

15000

10000

Averaged score

5000

Seaquest MD-dir-t1 T=0

— MDirt1 A=1e-01

TR ARAY

2000

100 125 150 175 200
Iterations

0 25 50 75

Seaquest MD-dir-t2 =0

15000

10000

Averaged score

5000

- oon
MD-dir-2 A=1e-03
MD-dir-2 A=3e-03
— MDdirt2 A=1e.02
— MDdir2 A=3e-02
—— MDdir2 A=1e-01

WA

Vel
V\/

100 125 150 175 200
Iterations

Seaquest MD-ind-t1 T=0

20000r—

15000

10000

Averaged scor

5000

100 125 150
Iterations

0 25 50 75

Seaquest MD-ind-t2 T=0

175 200

20000
15000
S
@
10000 et
g i
g %
g .
E 1
5000 P e
05 100 125 150 175 200
Iterations

Seaquest Mo-DQN

200

15000

10000

Averaged score

5000

--- bon
—— Mo_DON-t2 f=1e-01
— Mo_DON-t2 f=5e-01

Mo_DQN-t2 f=9e-01

M o A
/v i MW\W

100 125 150 175 200
Iterations

50 75

Figure 18. All averaged training scores of limit cases on Seaquest, for several values of 5 and A. In each plot, a curve corresponds to a
value of A for MD-ind and MD-dir, and to a value of 8 for Mo-DQN. The blue dotted line is DQN.
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