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Abstract

In this paper, we consider an infinite horizon average reward
Markov Decision Process (MDP). Distinguishing itself from
existing works within this context, our approach harnesses the
power of the general policy gradient-based algorithm, liber-
ating it from the constraints of assuming a linear MDP struc-
ture. We propose a policy gradient-based algorithm and show
its global convergence property. We then prove that the pro-
posed algorithm has (’)(TS/ *) regret. Remarkably, this paper
marks a pioneering effort by presenting the first exploration
into regret-bound computation for the general parameterized
policy gradient algorithm in the context of average reward
scenarios.

Introduction

Reinforcement Learning (RL) describes a class of problems
where a learner repeatedly interacts with an unknown en-
vironment with the intention of maximizing the cumula-
tive sum of rewards. This model has found its application
in a wide array of areas, ranging from networking to trans-
portation to epidemic control (Geng et al. 2020; Al-Abbasi,
Ghosh, and Aggarwal 2019; Ling, Mondal, and Ukkusuri
2023). RL problems are typically analysed via three distinct
setups — episodic, infinite horizon discounted reward, and
infinite horizon average reward. Among these, the infinite
horizon average reward setup holds particular significance in
real-world applications (including those mentioned above)
due to its alignment with many practical scenarios and its
ability to capture essential long-term behaviors. However,
scalable algorithms in this setup have not been widely stud-
ied. This paper provides an algorithm in the infinite hori-
zon average reward setup with general parametrized policies
which yields sub-linear regret guarantees. We would like to
mention that this result is the first of its kind in the average
reward setting.

There are two major approaches to solving an RL prob-
lem. The first one, known as the model-based approach, in-
volves constructing an estimate of the transition probabili-
ties of the underlying Markov Decision Process (MDP). This
estimate is subsequently leveraged to derive policies (Auer,

“These authors contributed equally.
Copyright © 2024, Association for the Advancement of Artificial
Intelligence (www.aaai.org). All rights reserved.

Jaksch, and Ortner 2008; Agrawal and Jia 2017; Ouyang
et al. 2017; Fruit et al. 2018). It is worth noting that model-
based techniques encounter a significant challenge — these
algorithms demand a substantial memory to house the model
parameters. Consequently, their practical application is hin-
dered when dealing with large state spaces. An alternative
strategy is referred to as model-free algorithms. These meth-
ods either directly estimate the policy function or maintain
an estimate of the () function, which are subsequently em-
ployed for policy generation (Mnih et al. 2015; Schulman
et al. 2015; Mnih et al. 2016). The advantage of these algo-
rithms lies in their adaptability to handle large state spaces.

In the average reward MDP, which is the setting consid-
ered in our paper, one of the key performance indicators of
an algorithm is the expected regret. It has been theoretically
demonstrated in (Auer, Jaksch, and Ortner 2008) that the ex-
pected regret of any algorithm for a broad class of MDPs is
lower bounded by Q(/T) where T denotes the length of the
time horizon. Many model-based algorithms, such as, (Auer,
Jaksch, and Ortner 2008; Agrawal and Jia 2017) achieve this
bound. Unfortunately, the above algorithms are designed to
be applicable solely in the tabular setup. Recently, (Wei et al.
2021) proposed a model-based algorithm for the linear MDP
setup that is shown to achieve the optimal regret bound. On
the other hand, (Wei et al. 2020) proposed a model-free Q-
estimation-based algorithm that achieves the optimal regret
in the tabular setup.

One way to extend algorithms beyond the tabular setting
is via policy parameterization. Here, the policies are indexed
by parameters (via, for example, neural networks), and the
learning process is manifested by updating these parameters
using some update rule (such as gradient descent). Such al-
gorithms are referred to as policy gradient (PG) algorithms.
Interestingly, the analysis of PG algorithms is typically re-
stricted within the discounted reward setup. For example,
(Agarwal et al. 2021) characterized the sample complex-
ity of PG and Natural PG (NPG) with softmax and tabu-
lar parameterization. Sample complexity results for general
parameterization are given by (Liu et al. 2020; Ding et al.
2020). However, the sub-linear regret analysis of a PG-based
algorithm with general parameterization in the average re-
ward setup, to the best of our knowledge, has not been stud-
ied in the literature. This paper aims to bridge this gap by
addressing this crucial problem.
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Challenges and Contribution

We propose a PG-based algorithm with general parameteri-
zation in the average reward setup and establish a sublinear
regret of the proposed algorithm. In particular, within the
class of ergodic MDPs, we first show that our PG-based al-

gorithm achieves an average optimality error of @(T’i).
Utilizing this convergence result, we establish that the algo-
rithm achieves a regret bound of O(T3/4).

Despite the availability of sample complexity analysis of
PG algorithms in the discounted reward setup, obtaining a
sublinear regret bound for their average reward counterpart
is quite difficult. This is because in the average reward case,
the value function estimators, which are crucial to estimate
the gradient, can become unbounded, unlike their discounted
reward counterparts. Indeed, the sample complexity results
in the discounted MDPs are often associated with a ﬁ fac-

tor (where  denotes the discount factor which is 1 for the
average reward case), indicating that a naive adaptation of
these estimators will not work for the average reward setup.
Also, discounted setups typically assume access to a simu-
lator to generate unbiased value estimates. On the contrary,
our paper deals with a single sample trajectory and does not
assume the availability of a simulator. To obtain a good es-
timator of the gradient, we design an epoch-based algorithm
where the length of each epoch is H. The algorithm esti-
mates the value functions within a given epoch by sampling
rewards of sub-trajectories of length IV that are at least N
distance apart. The separation between these sub-trajectories
ensures that their reward samples are sufficiently indepen-
dent. The key challenge of this paper is to bound a second-
order term which is related to the variance of the estimated
gradient and the true gradient. We show that by judiciously
controlling the growth rate of H and N with T, it is possi-
ble to obtain a gradient estimator that has an asymptotically
decreasing variance.

Related Works

As discussed in the introduction, the reinforcement learn-
ing problem has been widely studied recently for infinite
horizon discounted reward cases or the episodic setting. For
example, (Jin et al. 2018) proposed the model-free UCB-Q
learning and showed a O(\/T ) regret in the episodic setting.
In the discounted reward setting, (Ding et al. 2020) achieved
O(e~2) sample complexity for the softmax parametrization
using the Natural Policy Gradient algorithm whereas (Mon-
dal and Aggarwal 2023; Fatkhullin et al. 2023) exhibited the
same complexity for the general parameterization. However,
the regret analysis or the global convergence of the average
reward infinite horizon case is much less investigated.

For infinite horizon average reward MDPs, (Auer, Jaksch,
and Ortner 2008) proposed a model-based Upper confidence
Reinforcement learning (UCRL2) algorithm and established
that it obeys a O(v/T) regret bound. (Agrawal and Jia 2017)
proposed posterior sampling-based approaches for average
reward MDPs. (Wei et al. 2020) proposed the optimistic-
Q learning algorithm which connects the discounted reward
and average reward setting together to show O(T3/4) regret
in weakly communicating average reward case and another

online mirror descent algorithm which achieves O(v/T) re-
gret in the ergodic setting. For the linear MDP setting, (Wei
et al. 2021) proposed three algorithms, including the MDP-
EXP2 algorithm which achieves O(v/T') regret under the er-
godicity assumption. These works have been summarized in
Table 1. We note that the assumption of weakly communi-
cating MDP is the minimum assumption needed to have sub-
linear regret results. However, it is much more challenging
to work with this assumption in the general parametrized
setting because of the following reasons. Firstly, there is
no guarantee that the state distribution will converge to the
steady distribution exponentially fast which is the required
property to show that the value functions are bounded by the
mixing time. Secondly, it is unclear how to obtain an asymp-
totically unbiased estimate of the policy gradient. Thus, we
assume ergodic MDP in this work following other works in
the literature (Pesquerel and Maillard 2022; Gong and Wang
2020). MDPs with constraints have also been recently stud-
ied for model-based (Agarwal, Bai, and Aggarwal 2022b,a),
model-free tabular (Wei, Liu, and Ying 2022; Chen, Jain,
and Luo 2022), and linear MDP setup (Ghosh, Zhou, and
Shroff 2022).

However, all of the above algorithms are designed for the
tabular setting or the linear MDP assumption, and none of
them uses a PG algorithm with the general parametrization
setting. In this paper, we propose a PG algorithm for ergodic
MDPs with general parametrization and analyze its regret.
Our algorithm can, therefore, be applied beyond the tabular
or linear MDP setting.

Formulation

In this paper, we consider an infinite horizon reinforcement
learning problem with an average reward criterion, which is
modeled by the Markov Decision Process (MDP) written as
atuple M = (S, A, r, P, p) where S is the state space, A is
the action space of size 4, r : S x A — [0, 1] is the reward
function, P : S x A — AlSl s the state transition function
where AlS! denotes the probability simplex with dimension
|S], and p : S — [0, 1] is the initial distribution of states. A
policy m : S — AMI decides the distribution of the action
to be taken given the current state. For a given policy, m we
define the long-term average reward as follows.

T—1
o1
Jy £ lim TE[Z (¢, at)|so ~ P] (D

T—o00

t=0
where the expectation is taken over all state-action trajec-
tories that are generated by following the action execution
process, a; ~ 7(+|s;) and the state transition rule, s;; ~
P(-|sy,ar), Vt € {0,1,- - }. To simplify notations, we shall
drop the dependence on p whenever there is no confusion.
We consider a parametrized class of policies, IT whose each
element is indexed by a d-dimensional parameter, § € ©
where © C RY. Our goal is to solve the following optimiza-
tion problem.

mg A
max JTe = J(6) 2)

A policy 7y induces a transition function P™ : S — Al
as P™(s,s") = Y, c 4 P(s'|s,a)mq(als), Vs, s" € S. If M



Algorithm Regret Ergodic | Model-free Setting
UCRL2 (Auer, Jaksch, and Ortner 2008) 10) (DS VAT ) No No Tabular
PSRL (Agrawal and Jia 2017) 0 (DS VAT ) No No Tabular
OPTIMISTIC Q-LEARNING (Wei et al. 2020) 0 (TQ/ 5) No Yes Tabular
MDP-OOMD (Wei et al. 2020) 10) (\/T) Yes Yes Tabular
FOPO (Wei et al. 2021)! 0 (ﬁ) No No Linear MDP
OLSVLFH (Wei et al. 2021) 0] <T3/ 4) No No Linear MDP
MDP-EXP2 (Wei et al. 2021) 10) <\/T ) Yes No Linear MDP
This paper 0 <T% ) Yes Yes General parametrization
Lower bound (Auer, Jaksch, and Ortner 2008) | € <¢m> N/A N/A N/A

Table 1: This table summarizes the different model-based and mode-free state-of-the-art algorithms available in the literature
for average reward MDPs. We note that the proposed algorithm is the first paper to analyze the regret for average reward MDP

with general parametrization.

is such that for every policy 7, the induced function, P™ is
irreducible, and aperiodic, then M is called ergodic.

Assumption 1. The MDP M is ergodic.

Ergodicity is commonly applied in the analysis of MDPs
(Pesquerel and Maillard 2022; Gong and Wang 2020). It is
well known that if M is ergodic, then V0 € O, there exists a
unique stationary distribution, d™ € AlS! defined as,

T-1
d™(s) = Tlgrgo T Z Pr(s; = s|so ~ p,m9) 3)
=0

Note that under the assumption of ergodicity, d™ is inde-
pendent of the initial distribution, p, and satisfies P™0d™ =
d™ . In this case, we can write the average reward as follows.

J(0) = Egudro ammy(-]s)[r(s,a)] = (™) 1™
Z r(s,a)mg(als), Vs € S

acA

A

N “)

where 7™ ()

Hence, the average reward J(6) is also independent of
the initial distribution, p. Furthermore, V6 € O, there exist a
function @™ : S x A — R such that the following Bellman
equation is satisfied V(s,a) € S x A.

Qﬂe (S, a) = T(S, a) — J(@) + Es'NP(-\s,a) [Vﬂe (S/)] 5)
where the state value function, V™ : § — R is defined as,

Z mo(als)Q™ (s,a), Vs € S (6)

acA

Vre(s)

Note that if (5) is satisfied by Q™, then it is also satisfied
by Q™ + ¢ for any arbitrary constant, c. To define these

'FOPO is computationally inefficient.

functions uniquely, we assume that ) s d™ (s)V7(s) =
0. In this case, V™ (s) can be written as follows Vs € S.

Vre(s) =3 Y [(P™)!(s,8") — d™ (s")] 1™ (s)

t=0 s’€S
So = S‘|

Z r(st,at) — J(0)

t=0
where Ey[-] denotes expectation over all trajectories induced
by the policy mg. Similarly, V(s,a) € S x A, Q™ (s, a) can
be uniquely written as,

7
—E,

Q7 (s,a) = Ey r(st,at) — J(0)

t=0

Sop = S,ap = a

(3)
Additionally, we define the advantage function A™ : S x
A — R such thatV(s,a) € S x A,

A™(s,a) £ Q™ (s,a) — V™ (s) 9)

Ergodicity also implies the existence of a finite mixing
time. In particular, if M is ergodic, then the mixing time is
defined as follows.

Definition 1. The mixing time of an MDP M with respect
to a policy parameter 0 is defined as,

0

t% i & min {t > 1] ||[(P™) (s, ) —d™|| < i,Vs € S}

(10)

We also define tix £ SUDgeo tfnix as the the overall mix-

ing time. In this paper, tumix is finite due to ergodicity.

Mixing time is a measure of how fast the MDP reaches
close to its stationary distribution if the same policy is kept
on being executed repeatedly. We also define the hitting time
as follows.



Definition 2. The hitting time of an MDP M with respect
to a policy parameter, 0 is defined as,
1

11
X () (1)

thlt = max

We also define tyis = supgee t2,, as the the overall hitting
time. In this paper; ty is finite due to ergodicity.

Let, J* £ supgee J(6). For a given MDP M and a time
horizon T', the regret of an algorithm A is defined as follows.

T-1

> = r(se,ar)) (12)

t=0

RegT(Aa M) £

where the action, a;, t € {0,1,---} is chosen by follow-
ing the algorithm, A based on the trajectory up to time, ¢,
and the state, sy is obtained by following the state transi-
tion function, P. Wherever there is no confusion, we shall
simplify the notation of regret to Reg;. The goal of maxi-
mizing J(-) can be accomplished by designing an algorithm
that minimizes the regret.

Algorithm

In this section, we discuss a policy-gradient-based algorithm
in the average reward RL settings. For simplicity, we assume
that the set of all policy parameters is © = R9. The standard
policy gradient algorithm iterates the policy parameter 6 as
follows Vk € {1,2, -} starting with an initial guess 6;.

Or1 =0k + Vo J(0y) (13)

where « is the parameter learning rate. The following result
is well-known in the literature (Sutton et al. 1999).

Lemma 1. The gradient of the long-term average reward
can be expressed as follows.

VH'](H) = Eswd”e ,ar~mg(+]s) ATo (Sa a)VQ 1Og o (CL|S):|

(14)

Typically we have access neither to P, the state transi-
tion function to compute the required expectation nor to the
functions V7%, Q™. In the absence of this knowledge, com-
putation of gradient, therefore, becomes a difficult job. In the
subsequent discussion, we shall demonstrate how the gradi-
ent can be estimated using sampled trajectories. Our policy
gradient-based algorithm is described in Algorithm 1.

The algorithm proceeds in multiple epochs with the length
of each epoch being H = 16thittmixﬁ(log T)2. Observe
that the algorithm is assumed to be aware of T". This assump-
tion can be easily relaxed invoking the well-known doubling
trick (Lattimore and Szepesvdri 2020). We also assume that
the values of t,,ix, and tp;; are known to the algorithm. Sim-
ilar presumptions have been used in the previous literature
(Wei et al. 2020). In the kth epoch, the algorithm generates a
trajectory of length H, denoted as 7;, = {(s¢, at)}t (k VH®

by following the policy 7y, . We utilise the policy parameter
0, and the trajectory Ty in Algorithm 2 to compute the esti-

mates V7% (s), and Q™ (s, a) for a given state-action pair

(s, a). The algorithm searches the trajectory Ty, to locate dis-
joint sub-trajectories of length N = 4¢,,;x(log T') that start
with the given state s and are at least N distance apart. Let
1 be the number of such sub-trajectories and the sum of re-
wards in the jth such sub-trajectory be y;. Then V7o (s) is
computed as,

V7o (s Z yi (15)

The sub-trajectories are kept at least N distance apart to
ensure that the samples {y; }’;_, are fairly independent. The

estimate Q”Q (s, a), on the other hand, is given as,

Q™ (s,a) = Zyj ar, =a)|  (16)

7'1'0,c

where 7; is the starting time of the jth chosen sub-trajectory.
Finally, the advantage value is estimated as,

A" (s,a) = Qe (s,a) —

This allows us to compute an estimate of the policy gra-
dient as follows.

V7o (s) (17)

thog1— 1

7 2 AT(st.01) Ve logmy, (arlse)

t=ty

Wk = V@J(@k

(18)

where t;, = (k — 1)H is the starting time of the kth epoch.
The policy parameters are updated via (20). In the follow-
ing lemma, we show that A™ (s, a) is a good estimator of
A" (s, a).

Lemma 2. The following inequalities hold ¥k, ¥(s, a) and
sufficiently large T

2
(-]
<0 (thitN3 logT> _o ( 2. (logT)? )
Hro, (als) VT, (als)

Lemma 2 establishes that the Lo error of our proposed es-
timator can be bounded above as O(1/+/T). As we shall see
later, this result can be used to bound the estimation error
of the gradient. It is worthwhile to point out that V™ (s)
and Q™ (s, a) defined in (15), (16) respectively, may not
themselves be good estimators of their target quantities al-
though their difference is one. We would also like to mention
that our Algorithm 2 is inspired by Algorithm 2 of (Wei et al.
2020). The main difference is that we take the episode length
tobe H = O(+/T) while in (Wei et al. 2020), it was chosen

to be O(1). This extra v/T factor makes the estimation error
a decreasing function of 7.

19)

Global Convergence Analysis

In this section, we show that our proposed Algorithm 1 con-
verges globally. This essentially means that the parameters



Algorithm 1: Parameterized Policy Gradient

Algorithm 2: Advantage Estimation

1: Input: Initial parameter 61, learning rate «, initial state
so ~ p(+), episode length H

22 K=T/H

3 forke{l,---,K}do

4: T+ ¢

5: forte{(k—1)H,--- ,kH —1}do

6: Execute a; ~ mp, (:|s¢), receive reward r(sq, at)

and observe s;41

7. 77€ <—77€U{(st,at)}

8: end for

9: forte{(k—1)H,--- ,kH —1}do
10 Using Algorithm 2, and T, compute A™x (s, a;)
11:  end for

12:  Using (18), compute wy,
13:  Update parameters as

Opr1 = Or + awy, (20)

14: end for

{05 }32, are such that the sequence {.J(0))}72 ,, in certain
sense, approaches the optimal average reward, J*. Such con-
vergence will be later useful in bounding the regret of our al-
gorithm. Before delving into the analysis, we would like to
first point out a few assumptions that are needed to establish
the results.

Assumption 2. The log-likelihood function is G-Lipschitz
and B-smooth. Formally, V0, 61,05 € ©,¥(s,a) € S x A

IVologmg(als)|| <G VO € BO,¥(s,a) e S x A
IV logmo, (als) — Vg logmg, (als)|| < Bl|61 — 62|
21)
Remark 1. The Lipschitz and smoothness properties for the
log-likelihood are quite common in the field of policy gradi-
ent algorithm (Agarwal et al. 2020; Zhang et al. 2021; Liu

et al. 2020). Such properties can also be verified for simple
parameterization such as Gaussian policy.

One can immediately see that by combining Assumption
2 with Lemma 2 and using the definition of the gradient esti-
mator as given in (18), we arrive at the following important
result.

Lemma 3. The following relation holds Vk.

AG?t2 . (logT)?
VT
Lemma 3 claims that the error in estimating the gradient

can be bounded above as O(1/+/T). This result will be used
in proving the global convergence of our algorithm.

B[~ Vaso0]*] <0 (

Assumption 3. Define the transferred function approxima-
tion error

Ldg* ST (w‘;a 9) = Eswdg* E(ZNTF*("S) |:
. (23)
(otogmafals) w5 - A7(5.0)) |

1: Input: Trajectory (St , Gy, - - -, St,, Az, ), State s, action
a, and policy parameter

2: Imitialize: i < 0, 7 < #;
3: Define: N = 4t,ix logy T
4: while 7 <t; — N do

5. if s, = s then
6.
7
8

11+ 1.
Ti < T
: yi = tTITN_l r(s¢,ar).
9: T4 7+ 2N.
10:  else
11: T4 7+ 1.
12:  end if

13: end while
14: ifi >0 the{l
15: V(s)= i > =1 Yis
A 1 1

16:  Q(s,a) = motals) |7 > =1 Yillar, = a)
17: else .

18: V(s)=0,Q(s,a) =0

19: end if

20: return Q(s,a) — V(s)

where * is the optimal policy and wy is given as

* .
wp =argmin E__ K, .. (.
0 gwERd s~dp? Har~mo(+]s) |:

(Totogmafals) - - 47(s.0)) }

We assume that the error satisfies Ld;*_’ﬁ* (wp,0) < e€bias
for any 0 € © where €y, is a positive constant.

Remark 2. The transferred function approximation error,
defined by (23) and (24), quantifies the expressivity of the
policy class in consideration. It has been shown that the soft-
max parameterization (Agarwal et al. 2021) or linear MDP
structure (Jin et al. 2020) admits epins = 0. When param-
eterized by the restricted policy class that does not contain
all the policies, epias turns out to be strictly positive. How-
ever, for a rich neural network parameterization, the €p;qs
is small (Wang et al. 2019). A similar assumption has been
adopted in (Liu et al. 2020) and (Agarwal et al. 2021).

Remark 3. It is to be mentioned that wj defined in (24) can
be alternatively written as,
wp = F(0) Bywamo Banr,y (1) [Vo logmo(als) A™ (s, a)]

where T symbolizes the Moore-Penrose pseudoinverse oper-
ation and F(0) is the Fisher information matrix as defined
below.

F(0) = Egqro Eoory(ls) [
Vo logmg(als)(Velogme(als))”]

Assumption 4. There exists a constant ur > 0 such that
F(0) — urly is positive semidefinite where 14 denotes an
identity matrix.

(25)



Assumption 4 is also commonly used in the policy gradi-
ent analysis (Liu et al. 2020). This is satisfied by the Gaus-
sian policy with a linearly parameterized mean.

In the discounted reward setup, one key result is the per-
formance difference lemma. In the averaged reward setting,
this is derived as stated below.

Lemma 4. The difference in the performance for any poli-
cies myg and Ty is bounded as follows

J(0) _ J(Q/) =E,qre anﬂe(-\s) [Aﬂ'e’ (S, CL)] (26)

Using Lemma 4, we present a general framework for con-
vergence analysis of the policy gradient algorithm in the av-
eraged reward case as dictated below. This is inspired by the
convergence analysis of (Liu et al. 2020) for the discounted
reward MDPs.

Lemma 5. Suppose a general gradient ascent algorithm up-
dates the policy parameter in the following way.

Or1 = Op + aws, (27)

When Assumptions 2, 3, and 4 hold, we have the following
inequality for any K.

——ZJ (0r) <
lew I+

K

G .
Ebldb KZH((“)/C _wk)H

k

~7¢ Esmar [KL(7" (-|s)l|me, (-]5))]

(28)
where wj; := wy and wy, is defined in (24), J* = J(0%),
and 7 = g~ where 0 is the optimal parameter.

Lemma 5 bounds the optimality error of any gradient as-
cent algorithm as a function of intermediate gradient norms.
Note the presence of €pia5 in the upper bound. Clearly, for a
severely restricted policy class where epias is significant, the
optimality bound becomes poor. Consider the expectation of
the second term in (28). Note that,

1 K 2
<§ > Bl i) <

[uwk - 00000
>e|

K

1 *
¢ Sl - il

k=1

=] =

Al
I MN I MN
Nl

ok — VoI om‘ﬂ

K
Z [|V9J (Ok) — (91@)TV9J(91€)||2]

k
< %fE[uwk - VoG0P
k=1
+_Z <1+ ) E{HV(J(@/@)HQ]

(29)

where (a) uses Assumption 4. The expectation of the third
term in (28) can be bounded as follows.

% iE[ wk|2} % kz E [Iwk - VeJ(9k)||2]

k=1 =1

¥ %EE (176,761

In both (29), (30), the terms related to ||wy — V. (6|
are bounded by Lemma 3. To bound the term ||V.J (6;)]|%,
we use the following lemma.

Lemma 6. Let J(-) be L-smooth and o = 7. Then the
following inequality holds.

(30)

K

1 16L 16

=Y IV <= + 5 Z I9.7(61) — will?
k=1

Using Lemma 3, we obtain the followmg inequality.

K
1 2 ~ AG2t2 + Ltmixthit
= VoJ(60 <O mix 31
f IV <0 (F e a1
Applying Lemma 3 and (31) in (30), we finally get,

AG*2 . + Lt mixtnit

E E <O mix 32

Slmllarly, using (29), we deduce the following.

K /
1 * A AGtmix + V Ltmixtni
T > E||Wk—wk||§0< t)
k=1

Ti(1+1/pp)~!

(33)
Inequalities (32) and (33) lead to the following result.

Theorem 1. Let {0} 5 | be defined as in Lemma 5. If as-

sumptions 1, 2, 3, 4 hold, J(-) is L-smooth and o = ﬁ
then the following inequality holds for K = T'/H where T

is suﬁ‘iczently large and H = 16tm1xth1t\/_(10g2 T)2.
Z Bl (ABGQt?mx + BLtmixthic)

LVT
+ (,’j \/_G tmix + G Ltmixthit
Ti(141/pp)~t

) + V €bias

v 0 (Mg picra ()l (o) .

Theorem 1 dictates that the sequence {.J(0x)}5_, gener-
ated by Algorithm 1 converges to J* with a convergence rate
of O(T*i +\/€bias)- Alternatively, one can say that in order
to achieve an optimality error of € + |/€pias, it is sufficient
to choose T'= O (6’4). It matches the state-of-the-art sam-
ple complexity bound of the policy gradient algorithm with
general parameterization in the discounted reward setup (Liu
et al. 2020).



Regret Analysis

In this section, we demonstrate how the convergence analy-
sis in the previous section can be used to bind the expected
regret of our proposed algorithm. Note that the regret can be
decomposed as follows.

T-1
Regy = » _ (J* = r(st,ar))
K o K
=HY (T =JO0))+Y_ > (J(Ok) = (st ar)
k=1 k=1tely

(35)

where 7, £ {(k—1)H, - -- , kH —1}. Note that the expecta-
tion of the first term in (35) can be bounded using Theorem
34. The expectation of the second term can be expressed as
follows,

K
DD (k) = r(se )

E
k=1 teZy

@ ¢ [

=E Z Z ES/NP('|5t7at)[V7T9k (S/)] - Qﬂek (St,at)]
k=1 teTy

® o |

=E Z Z V7% (5441) — V7% (St)]
[
K

=E Z V70 (sgppr) — V™ (S(k—l)H)]
k=1

=E

K-1
D VT (sn) = VT (Skﬂ)]
k=1

PAY

=P
+ E [V (s7) — V™0 (s0)]

29
(36)

where (a) follows from Bellman equation and (b) utilises the
following facts: E[V 7% (s:11)] = Egp(.|s;,a0) [V (s")]
and E[V™% (s;)] = E[Q" (s, at)]. The term, P in (36)
can be bounded using Lemma 7 (stated below). Moreover,
the term @ can be upper bounded as O(ty,ix) as clarified in
the appendix.

Lemma 7. If assumptions 1 and 2 hold, then for K = T/H
where H = 16t pixthit \/T(logQ T)?, the following inequal-
ities are true Vk, ¥(s,a) € S x A and sufficiently large T.

(a) |mo,, (als) — mo, (als)| < Gmg, (als) [[Ok+1 — Ol

K - (aGC 1
03 BLGu) ~ 60)] < 0 (220 )
=1 it
K ~ [ aGCty;
(€) > BV re1 (s) — V% (s,)| < O <7MT1)
— thit

where 0, denotes some convex combination of 0y, and Oy, 1,

C 2 VAGtmix + VLtmixtoi, and {sk}szl is an arbitrary

sequence of states.

Lemma 7 can be interpreted as the stability results of our
algorithm. It essentially states that the policy parameters are
updated such that the average difference between consecu-
tive average reward and value functions decreases with the
horizon, T'. Using the above result, we now prove our regret
guarantee.

Theorem 2. If assumptions 1, 2, 3, and 4 hold, J(-) is L-
smooth, and T is sufficiently large, then our proposed Algo-
rithm 1 achieves the following expected regret bound with

i — L
learning rate o = 7.

~ ( BC?
E [RegT] S T\/ €bias + O(tmlx) + O ( I ﬁ)

+0 (GC (1 + i) Ti) +0 (LCtmixTi>
WE Litpit

+ O (Dlmistiit Bgrer KL (13)l 7o, (13))]VT)
(37
where the term C' is the same as defined in Lemma 7.

Theorem 2 shows that the expected regret of Algorithm 1
is bounded by O(T'% + T'\/€bias)- It also shows how other
parameters such as y,ix, and ty;, influence the regret value.
Note that the term related to ep;,s 1S unavoidable in our set-
ting due to the incompleteness of the general parameterized
policy set.

Conclusion

In this paper, we proposed an algorithm based on the vanilla
policy gradient for reinforcement learning in an infinite hori-
zon average reward setting. Unlike the recent works on this
setting which require the MDP to be tabular or have a linear
structure, we assume the framework of general parametriza-
tion of the policy. We show that the proposed algorithm con-
verges to the neighborhood of the global optimum with rate
O(T—'/%), which matches the result of vanilla policy gra-
dient with general parametrization in discounted reward set-
ting. We use this convergence result to further show that our
algorithm achieves a regret of O(T'% ).

We note that this paper unveils numerous promising di-
rections for future research. These avenues encompass ex-
ploring the possibility of relaxing the assumption of er-
godic MDPs to weakly communicating MDPs, refining re-
gret bounds for enhanced performance, deriving more robust
lower bounds for the general parametrization, and extending
the problem domain to incorporate constraints.

Acknowledgements

This work was supported in part by the U.S. National Sci-
ence Foundation under Grant CCF-2149588 and Cisco Inc.

References

Agarwal, A.; Kakade, S. M.; Lee, J. D.; and Mahajan, G.
2020. Optimality and Approximation with Policy Gradient



Methods in Markov Decision Processes. In Proceedings of
Thirty Third Conference on Learning Theory, volume 125 of
Proceedings of Machine Learning Research, 64—66. PMLR.

Agarwal, A.; Kakade, S. M.; Lee, J. D.; and Mahajan, G.
2021. On the theory of policy gradient methods: Optimality,
approximation, and distribution shift. The Journal of Ma-
chine Learning Research, 22(1): 4431-4506.

Agarwal, M.; Bai, Q.; and Aggarwal, V. 2022a. Concave
Utility Reinforcement Learning with Zero-Constraint Viola-
tions. Transactions on Machine Learning Research.

Agarwal, M.; Bai, Q.; and Aggarwal, V. 2022b. Regret guar-
antees for model-based reinforcement learning with long-
term average constraints. In Uncertainty in Artificial Intelli-
gence, 22-31. PMLR.

Agrawal, S.; and Jia, R. 2017. Optimistic posterior sam-
pling for reinforcement learning: worst-case regret bounds.
Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, 30.

Al-Abbasi, A. O.; Ghosh, A.; and Aggarwal, V. 2019. Deep-
pool: Distributed model-free algorithm for ride-sharing us-
ing deep reinforcement learning. IEEE Transactions on In-
telligent Transportation Systems, 20(12): 4714-4727.

Auer, P; Jaksch, T.; and Ortner, R. 2008. Near-optimal re-
gret bounds for reinforcement learning. Advances in neural
information processing systems, 21.

Chen, L.; Jain, R.; and Luo, H. 2022. Learning infinite-
horizon average-reward Markov decision process with con-
straints. In International Conference on Machine Learning,

3246-3270. PMLR.

Ding, D.; Zhang, K.; Basar, T.; and Jovanovic, M. 2020. Nat-
ural Policy Gradient Primal-Dual Method for Constrained
Markov Decision Processes. In Advances in Neural Infor-
mation Processing Systems, volume 33, 8378-8390. Curran
Associates, Inc.

Dorfman, R.; and Levy, K. Y. 2022. Adapting to mixing
time in stochastic optimization with Markovian data. In In-
ternational Conference on Machine Learning, 5429-5446.
PMLR.

Fatkhullin, I.; Barakat, A.; Kireeva, A.; and He, N.
2023.  Stochastic policy gradient methods: Improved
sample complexity for fisher-non-degenerate policies.
arXiv:2302.01734.

Fruit, R.; Pirotta, M.; Lazaric, A.; and Ortner, R. 2018. Effi-
cient bias-span-constrained exploration-exploitation in rein-
forcement learning. In International Conference on Machine
Learning, 1578—-1586. PMLR.

Geng, N.; Lan, T.; Aggarwal, V.; Yang, Y.; and Xu, M. 2020.
A multi-agent reinforcement learning perspective on dis-
tributed traffic engineering. In 2020 IEEE 28th International
Conference on Network Protocols (ICNP), 1-11. IEEE.

Ghosh, A.; Zhou, X.; and Shroff, N. 2022. Achieving
Sub-linear Regret in Infinite Horizon Average Reward Con-
strained MDP with Linear Function Approximation. In The
Eleventh International Conference on Learning Representa-
tions.

Gong, H.; and Wang, M. 2020. A Duality Approach for Re-
gret Minimization in Average-Award Ergodic Markov De-
cision Processes. In Learning for Dynamics and Control,

862-883. PMLR.

Jin, C.; Allen-Zhu, Z.; Bubeck, S.; and Jordan, M. 1. 2018.
Is Q-Learning Provably Efficient? In Advances in Neural
Information Processing Systems, volume 31. Curran Asso-
ciates, Inc.

Jin, C.; Yang, Z.; Wang, Z.; and Jordan, M. 1. 2020. Prov-
ably efficient reinforcement learning with linear function ap-
proximation. In Proceedings of Thirty Third Conference on
Learning Theory, volume 125 of Proceedings of Machine
Learning Research, 2137-2143. PMLR.

Lattimore, T.; and Szepesvdri, C. 2020. Bandit algorithms.
Cambridge University Press.

Ling, L.; Mondal, W. U.; and Ukkusuri, S. V. 2023. Co-
operating Graph Neural Networks with Deep Reinforce-
ment Learning for Vaccine Prioritization. arXiv preprint
arXiv:2305.05163.

Liu, Y.; Zhang, K.; Basar, T.; and Yin, W. 2020. An im-
proved analysis of (variance-reduced) policy gradient and
natural policy gradient methods. Advances in Neural Infor-
mation Processing Systems, 33: 7624-7636.

Mnih, V.; Badia, A. P.; Mirza, M.; Graves, A.; Lillicrap, T;
Harley, T.; Silver, D.; and Kavukcuoglu, K. 2016. Asyn-
chronous methods for deep reinforcement learning. In In-
ternational conference on machine learning, 1928-1937.
PMLR.

Mnih, V.; Kavukcuoglu, K.; Silver, D.; Rusu, A. A.; Ve-
ness, J.; Bellemare, M. G.; Graves, A.; Riedmiller, M.; Fidje-
land, A. K.; Ostrovski, G.; et al. 2015. Human-level control
through deep reinforcement learning. nature, 518(7540):
529-533.

Mondal, W. U.; and Aggarwal, V. 2023. Improved Sam-
ple Complexity Analysis of Natural Policy Gradient Al-
gorithm with General Parameterization for Infinite Hori-
zon Discounted Reward Markov Decision Processes. arXiv
preprint arXiv:2310.11677.

Ouyang, Y.; Gagrani, M.; Nayyar, A.; and Jain, R. 2017.
Learning unknown markov decision processes: A thompson
sampling approach. Advances in neural information pro-
cessing systems, 30.

Pesquerel, F.; and Maillard, O.-A. 2022. IMED-RL: Regret
optimal learning of ergodic Markov decision processes. In
NeurIPS 2022-Thirty-sixth Conference on Neural Informa-
tion Processing Systems.

Schulman, J.; Levine, S.; Abbeel, P.; Jordan, M.; and Moritz,
P. 2015. Trust region policy optimization. In International
conference on machine learning, 1889-1897. PMLR.
Suttle, W. A.; Bedi, A.; Patel, B.; Sadler, B. M.; Koppel, A.;
and Manocha, D. 2023. Beyond Exponentially Fast Mix-
ing in Average-Reward Reinforcement Learning via Multi-
Level Monte Carlo Actor-Critic. In International Confer-
ence on Machine Learning, 33240-33267. PMLR.

Sutton, R. S.; McAllester, D.; Singh, S.; and Mansour, Y.
1999. Policy gradient methods for reinforcement learning



with function approximation. Advances in neural informa-
tion processing systems, 12.

Wang, L.; Cai, Q.; Yang, Z.; and Wang, Z. 2019. Neural
Policy Gradient Methods: Global Optimality and Rates of
Convergence. arXiv:1909.01150.

Wei, C.-Y.; Jahromi, M. J.; Luo, H.; and Jain, R. 2021.
Learning infinite-horizon average-reward mdps with linear
function approximation. In International Conference on Ar-
tificial Intelligence and Statistics, 3007-3015. PMLR.

Wei, C.-Y.; Jahromi, M. J.; Luo, H.; Sharma, H.; and Jain, R.
2020. Model-free reinforcement learning in infinite-horizon
average-reward markov decision processes. In International
conference on machine learning, 10170—-10180. PMLR.

Wei, H.; Liu, X.; and Ying, L. 2022. A provably-efficient
model-free algorithm for infinite-horizon average-reward
constrained Markov decision processes. In Proceedings of
the AAAI Conference on Artificial Intelligence, volume 36,
3868-3876.

Zhang,J.; Ni, C.; Yu, Z.; Szepesvari, C.; and Wang, M. 2021.
On the Convergence and Sample Efficiency of Variance-
Reduced Policy Gradient Method. Advances in Neural In-
formation Processing Systems, 34: 2228-2240.



Proofs for the Section of Global Convergence Analysis
Proof of Lemma 1
Proof. Using (6), we arrive at the following.

VoV (s) = vg(;mmm@” (5.0)

-y (vgm<a|s>)m (5,0) + ;mws)ve@m (5,0)

2 Sl (Vorommals) )@ )+ Sl V(o) = 50+ 3 PV ()
- Z o(als) (vg log 7r9(a|s)) Q™ (s,a) + Z me(als) ( Z P(s'|s,a)VoV™ (Ss’)) — Ve J(0)

(38)

where the step (a) is a consequence of Vg log mg = % and the Bellman equation. Multiplying both sides by d™ (s), taking a
sum over s € S, and rearranging the terms, we obtain the following.

Vo (6 Z d™ (s)Vg.J (6

= Y2 () Y molals) (ve logmo(als) ) Q" (5.0)
+> d™(s))_ mlals) ( > P(s']s,a)VeV™ (s')> =) d™(s)VeV™ ()

S

(39)
= Eqdmo,amm(-|s) {Q ?(s,a)Vglogmg(als ] Zdﬂe ZPwe (s'|8) VoV ™ (s Zdﬂe YWeV™(s)
Y B ammo (1) [Q (s, a)Vg log mg(als } + Z A (s)VoV™ (s Z 4™ (5)Vo V™ (s)
= Eqdmo,anm(-|s) {Q” (s,a)Vylog ﬂ'e(a|s)]
where (a) uses the fact that d™ is a stationary distribution. Note that,
Eswd“B ,a~mg(+]s) |:V7r9 (S)v 1Og o (a|8)]
= ESNd"e Z Ve (S)Vg?‘re (a|S)‘|
acA
(40)
= E5~d"9 Z Vﬂ'e 97T9 a| )‘|
acA
=Es aro [Vﬂe (s)Vo (Z 7T0(Ub|3)> ] = Esamo [Vwe(s)ve(l)} =0
acA

We can, therefore, replace the function Q™ in the policy gradient with the advantage function A™ (s,a) = Q™ (s,a)— V™ (s),
V(s,a) € S x A. Thus,

VQJ(H) = Eswd”97a~7rg(»|s) |:A7T9 (S, a)V9 10g iy (CL|S):| (41)
(|

Proof of Lemma 2

Proof. The proof runs along the line of (Wei et al. 2020, Lemma 6). Consider the kth epoch and assume that 7, is denoted as
« for notational convenience. Let, M be the number of disjoint sub-trajectories of length IV that start with the state s and are at



least N distance apart (found by Algorithm 2). Let, y ; be the sum of observed rewards of the ¢th sub-trajectory and 7; be its
starting time. The advantage function estimate is,

1 1 M 1 M .
R — ! Aar, =a)| — —=SM yi ifM>0
AW(57 CL) — 7T(a|S) |:M Zz:l yk7 (a i a):| M Zz_l yk; 1 > (42)
0 if M =0
Note the following,

E |:yk,i

Sty = 5,0r; = a:|

Ti+N

Z (s, at)

t=7;+1

=r(s,a)+ E

Sy, = 8,07, = a]

Ti+N
= T(Sv CL) + ZP(S/|55 a)E Z T(Stv at) S‘riJrl - 5/]
s’ t=7;+1
- T
N—1 _
= T(S,CL) +ZP(S/|550‘) (PW)J(S/V) rT
s’/ _j:()
[v—1 17 (43)
=r(s,a) + Y P(s|s,a) | Y (PTY(s',) = d| "+ N(d™)Tr"
s’ _j:O ]
4T T
@ r(s,a) + Z P(s']s,a) Z(Pw)j(sl, )—dt| T+ NJT - ZP(S/|S= a) Z (PTY(s',) —d™| o7
s/ 7=0 ] s’ j=N
éE}(s,a)

= r(s,a) + ZP(5’|S, a)V™(s') + NJ™ — EL(s,a)

= Q" (s,a) + (N+1)J" —ETL(s,a)

where (a) follows from the definition of J™ as given in (4), (b) is an application of the definition of V™ given in (7), and (¢)
follows from the Bellman equation. Define the following quantity.

0™ (s,T) £ > ||(P™)(s,-) — d™||, where N = 4tmix(log, T) (44)
=N
Using Lemma 9, we get 6™ (s, T') < £z which implies, |[E7.(s, a)| < 7. Observe that,

1
E —_— 11 . = — i ., =
|(aecten = =) .=
=E [y;“ Sy = 8,07, = a] - Zﬂ'(a’|s)E [y;“

a’

’
Sr; = 5, 0r, —CL:|

=Q"(s,a) + (N +1)J" — Ef(s,a) = ) m(a’|s)[Q" (s, a) + (N +1)J7 — Ef (s, a)] (45)

a’

Er(s,a) — Z m(a'|s)ET(s, a/)]

a’

=Q"(s,a) = V7™(s) -

= A"(s,a) — AT (s,a)

where AZ.(s,a) £ Er(s,a)—>"
implies,

7(a’|s)E7.(s, a’). Using the bound on E7.(s, a), one can show that, |A7.(s, a)| < 2, which

a’

}E [(@ylml(% =a)— yk,i) 2

< |AL(s,a)] < T3 (46)

Sy = s] — A" (s,a)




Note that (46) cannot be directly used to bound the bias of A”(s, a). This is because the random variable M is correlated
with the reward variables {yx ;}£,. To decorrelate these two random variables, imagine an MDP where the state distribution
rejuvenates to the stationary distribution, d™ after exactly IV time steps since the completion of a sub-trajectory. In other words,
if a sub-trajectory starts at 7;, and ends at 7; + NN, then the system ‘rests’ for additional IV steps before rejuvenating with the
state distribution, d™ at 7; + 2N. Clearly, the wait time between the rejuvenation after the (i — 1)th sub-trajectory and the start
of the ith sub-trajectory is, w; = 7 — (7;—1 + 2N), i > 1. Let w; be the time between the start time of the kth epoch and the
start time of the first sub-trajectory. Note that,

(a) wy only depends on the initial state, S(k—1)H and the induced transition function, P™,

(b) w;, where ¢ > 1, depends on the stationary distribution, d™, and the induced transition function, P™,

(¢) M only depends on {w1, wa, - - - } as other segments of the epoch have fixed length, 2N

Clearly, in this imaginary MDP, the sequence, {w1, w2, - - - }, and hence, M is independent of {yx. 1, k2, - - - }. Let, E’ denote
the expectation operation and P’ denote the probability of events in this imaginary system. Define the following.

il ar, = a T ™
A= % — Yk — AT (s,a) + AT(s,a) (47)

where A7.(s, a) is defined in (45). Note that we have suppressed the dependence on T', s, a, and 7 while defining A; to remove
clutter. Using (45), one can write E’' [A;(s, a)|{w;}] = 0. Moreover,

B [(A”(s, a) — A7(s, a)ﬂ

” 2
—E {(Aﬂ(s, a) — A7 (s, a)) ‘M > o} x PY(M > 0) + (A™(s,a))? x P’ (M = 0)

M 2
—F (% d oA A;(s,a)> ‘M > 0| x Pr'(M > 0) + (A™(s,a))” x Pr'(M = 0)
=1

M 2
<2E{,, |E <% ZAz) ‘{wz—} wy <H—N| xPr'(w; < H—N)+2(A%(s,a))” + (A7(s,a))* x Pr'(M = 0)
=1

(a) 1 M 8 _
< 2E(,, e > E[A7[{wi}] ‘wl <H-N|xPr'(w; <H-N)+ 76 T (4 (s,a))® x Pr'(M = 0)
=1

(48)
where (a) uses the bound |AT.(s,a)| < 7 derived in (46), and the fact that {A;} are zero mean independent random variables
conditioned on {w;}. Note that |y ;| < N almost surely, |A™ (s, a)| < O(tmix) via Lemma 8, and |AT.(s,a)| < 2 as shown
in (46). Combining, we get, E'[|A; [*|{w;}] < O(N?/x(a|s)) (see the definition of A; in (47)). Invoking this bound into (48),
we get the following result.

E (A”(s a) — A" (s a))2 < 2E’ iw <H-N|O N +i+(’)(t2~)><Pr'(w >H-N) (49
’ ’ - M|t m(als) 76 i !

Note that, one can use Lemma 10 to bound the following violation probability.

<73 (50)

where (a) follows from the fact that 4ty,;,/T (log, T) —1 > d%(s) log, T for sufficiently large T'. Finally, note that, if M < M,
where My is defined as,

4
T 4thitﬁ(10gT)—1 (a) dm ﬂ_—(log T)

a H-N
MO_2N+4NlogT D
dr(s)

then there exists at least one w; that is larger than 4N log, T'/d™ (s) which can happen with the following maximum probability
according to Lemma 10.

1
T3 (52)

dlog T
3d7(s) ) @
Pr' (M < Mp) < (1—T(S)> <



The above probability bound can be used to obtain the following result,

o 1 / 1,
Zm:1 EPI./(M — m) 1 X PI' (M S MO) —+ VOPI‘ (M > MO)

1
E|—|M>0|= <
[M‘ ] Pr'(M > 0) - Pr'(M > 0)
ON 4+ 4NlogT (53)
1 TG
- T3 H_N SO(NlogT)
1— i Hdr(s)
T3

Injecting (50) and (53) into (49), we finally obtain the following.
. 2 N3logT ) <N3th-t logT> (t2 : (10gT)2>
E' [(A"(s,a) — A™(s,a <O )=0|—F——)=0 22—~ 54
[( (s,a) ( )) } (Hd“(s)w(cds) Hr(als) \/Tw(a|s) (54

Eq. (54) shows that our desired inequality is satisfied in the imaginary system. We now need a mechanism to translate this
result to our actual MDP. Notice that, we can write (A” (s, a) — A™(s,a))? = f(X) where X = (M, 71,71, ,7ar, Tar), and
7;' = (a/‘l'iv Sti+1, Qri+15 " 3 ST+ N> aTr‘rN)- We haVe,

Blf(X)] _ Sy fCOPX) _  Pr(X)

B~ S fOPI(x) R P 2
The last inequality uses the non-negativity of f(-). Observe that, for a fixed sequence, X, we have,
Pr(X) =Pr(r) x Pr(T1|m1) X Pr(re|m, T1) X Pr(T2|r) x - -
X Pr(mar|mar—1, Tar—1) X Pr(Tarlmar) X Pr(sy # s,Vt € [tar + 2N, kH — Nl|mar, Tar), (56)
Pr'(X) =Pr(m) x Pr(Ti|m1) x Pr' (72|, T1) x Pr(T2|m) x - - 57)

X PI'/(TM|T]\4_1,TM_1) X PI‘('TAHTM) X PI’(St 75 S,Vt S [TM + 2N, kH — N]lT]w,TM),

Thus, the difference between Pr(X) and Pr'(X) arises because Pr(7; 1|7, T7) # Pr'(rig1|m, Ti), Vi € {1,-+- , M — 1}.
Note that the ratio of these two terms can be bounded as follows,

Pr(rig1l|mi, Ti) ZS/# Pr(sr,1on = 8|7, Ti) x Pr(s; # s,Vt € [y + 2N, 7i41 — 1], 87, = 8|sr,428 = &)

Pr'(7i41|7i, T7) B ZS,# Pt (s, 1on = 8'|7i, Ti) x Pr(s; # s,Vt € [1; + 2N, 7341 — 1], Sri = S|Sri4on = §)

— . T,
< max PI‘/(STiJrQN =S |7-1a 7;) (58)
' Pr(sr,1on = 8|7, Ti)
Pr(s,,4on =8|, T;) —d™(s') @ 1 thit 1
where (a) is a consequence of Lemma 9. We have,

Pr(X) I\ oy @ 1
<1+ = <erZ <eT<O(1+ = 59
Pr’(X)_<+T2) e == T (>9)

where (a) uses the fact that M < T'. Combining (55) and (59), we get,

E [(A”(s,a) - Aﬂ(s,a)ﬂ <0 <1 + %) E/ [(A’T(s,a) - A”(s,a))z}

60
(a) <t2 . (logT) ) (60)
S O mix
VT (als)
where (a) follows from (54). This concludes the lemma. O
Proof of Lemma 3
Proof. Recall from Eq. (18) that,
1 tk+1_1 .
Wi = T Z A™% (3¢, a1) Vg log mg, (at|st), (61)

t=tg



Define the following quantity,

tk+1_1
1
W = T t_zt A% (51, at) Vg log g, (at|st) (62)
—lk

where t;, = (k — 1) H is the starting time of the kth epoch. Note that the true gradient is given by,

Vo (0r) = E, g7, sa~mo, (+|s) [A™% (s,a) Vg log o (als)] (63)

Moreover, using Assumption 2 and Lemma 9, one can prove that |A™ (s, a) Vg log me(als)| < O(tmixG), V(s,a) € S x A
which implies |Vo J(0))| < O(tmixG). Applying Lemma 12, we, therefore, arrive at,

ix log T G2 .
- 2 < 2,2 Imix g — ~ “mix
E [Hwk Vo (01)] } O (Gt logT) x O (2] = 0 p— (64)

We would like to point out that Lemma 12 was also used in (Suttle et al. 2023) to analyze their actor-critic algorithm. Finally,
. — 2
the difference, E ||wy, — @k||” can be bounded as follows.

tpp1—1 tryr1—1
_ 1 o AT
E ||wr — @ = T E A% (84, a4) Vg log mg, (ar]s:) — T E A% (s, a4) Vg log mg, (ai]st)
t=ty, =t

@ G? b

Z E {(A O (s¢,ar) — A0 (st,at))Q]

t=ty

(65)
tk+1 1

< % tzt; E Zm)k (als¢)E [(A”ek (s¢,a) — A" (st,a))2

AG?t? (10gT)>
< O mix
Lot

i

where (a) follows from Assumption 2 and Jensen’s inequality whereas (b) follows from Lemma 2. Combining, (64) and (65),
we conclude the result. O

Proof of Lemma 4

Proof. Using the Lemma 11, it is obvious to see that

JT—J = Z Z d"(s)(n(als) — 7'(a]))Q™ (s, a)
_ZZd” m(als)Q™ (s, a) Zd” W (
E Z Zd”(s>w(als)Q“ (s,a) = > > d"(s)m(als)V™ (s) (66)
— szﬂ Q™ (s,a) — vsﬂ’(:)]
= EsuirEan( ) [A7 (5,0)]

Equation (a) follows from the fact that ° 7(als) =1,Vs € S. O



Proof of Lemma 5
Proof. We start with the definition of KL divergence.

E,ant [KL(T"(:|s)lmo, (-|s)) — KL(m"(-]s) ]|y, (-]5))]

T0rt1(als)
=B, By s | log —Zrrlals)
s C >[ % o (als) ]

(a) B
> Eygm Eoure(5)[Valogm, (als) - (Ok+1 — Ok)] — 5H9k+1 —0k?

Ba?
= aE, 4= Egnr=(|5)[ Vo log mo, (als) - wi] — Tllwkll2
. N Ba? 9
= B i Banre(15)[Vologme, (als) - wi] + QB gr Banre (1) [Vo log mo, (als) - (wi — wit)] = = [|wl]
= a[J" = J(Ok)] + aE g Eanre(15)[Vo log o, (als) - wi] — a[J" — J(0k)]
N Ba?
+ 0B, g B (15[ Vo log mo, (als) - (w = wi)] = ——Ilwi” (67)

b
© alJ* = J(Or)] + aEggr Bgre(.s) |:V9 log g, (als) - wj — A™k (s, a)}

* BCY2 2
+ By gm Egorne (1) [Valog me, (als) - (wr — wp)] — 5 [l ||

(o) 2

> afJ" = J(0r)] - Of\/ESNdw*an*(.|s) KV@ log me, (als) - wj — AT (s, a)) ]
N Ba?

—aE, i Eqre (15| Valogm, (als)|l2]l(wr — wip)l| — THw’“HQ

@ . N Ba?
> alJ” = J(Ok)] = av/evias — oGl (wr = wp)ll = =~ llwxl?

where the step (a) holds by Assumption 2 and step (b) holds by Lemma 4. Step (c) uses the convexity of the function f(r) = z2.
Finally, step (d) comes from the Assumption 3. Rearranging items, we have

B
T = J(00) < Ve + Gllwr = wi)ll + 5 e
(68)
1
+ By ger [KL(x" (1) 0, (1)) = KL(([s) |70, (]s)]

Summing from k£ = 1 to K, using the non-negativity of KL divergence and dividing the resulting expression by K, we get the
desired result. O

Proof of Lemma 6

Proof. By the L-smooth property of the objective function, we have
L
T(O1) = J(Ok) + (VI (Ok), Or41 = Ox) = 5 [10k41 — O
a LCY2
< T00) + avI(0) T — Z5- lwrl®

= 700 + 0 [V IO — a(VI00) — . VI00) — L ITI00 — 0~ VIO

® 2_ @ 2 @ 2
> J(0) + VI = SIVI(600) = will? = SV I
— L[V (0k) = wil2 = La?| VI (0)])
_ a o2 2_ (& 2 _ 2
= J(00) + (5 = La®) IVJ @I = (5 + La?) [VI(60) — i

where step (a) holds from the fact that 6;11 = ), + awy, and step (b) holds due to the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality. Rearranging
the terms yields the following.



Jekl g a2 VJ@k —ka
5 = «
Choosing o = ﬁ and summing over k € {1,2,--- , K} results in the following.
K K
1 16L 3
7 2 VIO < == [0x) = TO0)] + 72 DIV T (0h) — wie? (1)
k=1 k=1
Using |J(6x)| < 1 due to bounded reward, we conclude the result. O
Proofs for the Section of Regret Analysis
Proof of Lemma 7
Proof. Using Taylor’s expansion, we can write the following V(s,a) € S x A, Vk.
76,11 (als) — 7o, (als)| = |(Or+1 — k)" Vomg(als)]
= 7, (als) |(9k+1 - Gk)TV9 log 7, (a|s)‘ (72)

(a)
< 75, (als) [|0k11 — Okl || Vo log g, (als)|| < Gmg, (als) [|6xs1 — Ok

where 0, is some convex combination of 6, and 0r+1 and (a) follows from Assumption 2. This concludes the first statement.
Applying (72) and Lemma 11, we obtain,

K
> E[J(0k 1) — J(0k) |—ZE
k=1

Z d" ekﬂ 7T9k+1 (a| ) o (als))Qﬁek (Sv a)

Zd”k“ 5) | 70,4, (als) — m, (als)| |Q™ (Saa)|]

k=1
K
<GY E| > dm e (s)m, (als) |01 — Ok | Q0 <s7a>|]
k=1 s,a
(73)
< GaZE Zd”ew (als) [|wkl| - Gtmis

=1

K
= 6Gatmix Y B [Jwk

k=1

() S 2\ © - (aGT?
S 6Gatmix\/§ Z E ||wkH S @) n |:\/ZGtm1x + Ltmixthit:|
hit
k=1
Inequality (a) uses Lemma 8 and the update rule 6511 = 6 + awy. Step (b) holds by the Cauchy inequality and Jensen

inequality whereas (c¢) can be derived using (32) and substituting ' = 7'/ H. This establishes the second statement. Next, recall

from (4) that for any policy g, r™ (s) £ >, mg(a|s)r(s, a). Note that, for any policy parameter 6, and any state s € S, the

following holds.

oo N—-1 00
V™o (s) = Z <(1:)7r9)t(57 = dTm’Tﬂ'e Z Pﬂ'e . )+ Z Pﬂ'e —dr, 7r9> ) (74)
t=0 t=0 t=N

Define the following quantity.

57 (s, T) Z |[(P™)(s,-) —d™||, where N = 4ty (log, T') (75)



Lemma 9 states that for sufficiently large 7', we have §™ (s,T) < % for any policy 7 and state s. Combining this result
with the fact that the reward function is bounded in [0, 1], we obtain,

K
STEVT (s) — V% (s1)]

k=1
Ko IN= K |N-
<> E Z ((PTrs1) (58, ) = (P™%) (s, ), 7™ w51 ) | + ) B Z (P70 ) (s, ), 7™ — 770
k=1 |t=0 — =
= 2K
+N Y BT (Orr) — (00| + g (76)
k=1
(a) K N-1 K N-1
< Z EH PW9k+1 (Pﬂ’ek) Trek+1|| _|_Z E||T 01 ﬁek”oo
k=1 1=0 k=1 t=0
GT 7tk
+0 <O‘t7 [\/_ Glumix + LtmlxthmD
hit

where (a) follows from (73) and substituting N = 4¢,ix(logy T'). For the first term, note that,
(P = (P oy |

< ||P7T9k+1 ((Pﬁekﬂ)t_l — (P™0 )t_l)’l"ﬂek+1 HOO + H(Pﬂ9k+1 — P70 ) (P )t_lrﬁekﬂ ||OO 77

(a)
< [Pt = (P o |+ max [P (s, ) = P (s,

Inequality (a) holds since every row of P™ sums to 1 and H (P7or )t =1y g HOO < 1. Moreover, invoking (72), and the
parameter update rule 01 = 0 + awy, we get,

max || P"%+1 (s, ) — P™ (s, ) ||y = max
s s

DD (o (als) — ma, (als)) P(s'|5,a)
ZZWW (a|s)P(s'|s,a)

<@ H9k+1 — 9k |Inax

< aG [wg|
Plugging the above result into (77) and using a recursive argument we get,

[((PTower )t = (PTow) )rTonen || <ZmaX||P”k“( ) = P (s,
t'=1

t
<3 aGllull < at@ |l
t'=1
Finally, we have
K N-1
S SRR ) — (P ) ok |
k=1 t=0
N-—

,_.

Mx

atG ||wg]]

B
Il

1 t=0
K

< O(aGN?) Y B |lwi| (78)

k=1

K
O(aGN?*VK) (ZE |wk||2>
(a)

<0 (M [\/_ Ghomix + LtmlxthltD

2

thit



where (a) follows from (32). Moreover, notice that,

K N—1 K N—1
Z Z E |r™ s —pTon|| < Z E max Z(W9k+1(a|5) — 7o, (a|s))r(s,a) ]
k=1 t=0 k=1 t=0 a
( K
< aGN Y E|lwgl|
k=1 . (79
K 3
< aGNVEK <ZE |wk|2>
k=1

®) . T
<0 (a? [\/ZGtmix + Ltmixthit:|>

hit
where (a) follows from (72) and the parameter update rule 651 = 6x + awy while (b) is a consequence of (32). Combining
(76), (78), and (79), we establish the third statement. O

Proof of Theorem 2
Recall the decomposition of the regret in Eq. (35) and take the expectation

T—1
E[Reg;] = Z (J* = r(st,at)) Z J(6r)) +Z Z (Or) — r(se,ar))
t=0 k=1teTy (80)
= HZ J(0y) + E Z V™1 (s ) — V% (sprr) | + E[V™x (sp) — V7 (s0)]
and using the result in (34) Lemma 7 and Lemma 8, we get,
ABG*t2 B Ltmixtni ~ 1
E[Reg,] < O ( mlxz it ﬁ) +0 <[\/ZG2tmix +G Ltmixtm} (1 + M—) ) + T\/ébias
F
81)

A A tmix 1
+0 (LtmixthitESNdﬂ* [K L(7*(-|s)| 7, (-|s))]ﬁ) +0 ( 7 [\/Zc;%mix +G Ltmixthit] Ti> + O(tmix)
hit
Some Auxiliary Lemmas for the Proofs
Lemma 8. (Wei et al. 2020, Lemma 14) For any ergodic MDP with mixing time t,,ix, the following holds ¥(s,a) € S x A and
any policy T.
(@)[V7(s)] < Btmix, (b)|Q7 (s, a)| < 6lmix

Lemma 9. (Wei et al. 2020, Corollary 13.2) Let 6™ (-, T') be defined as written below for an arbitrary policy .

D [GORCDETAA
t=N

Iftmix < T'/4, we have the following inequality Vs € S: 6™(s,T) < 75
Lemma 10. (Wei et al. 2020, Lemma 16) Let T = {t1 + 1,t1 + 2, -+ , t2} be a certain period of an epoch k of Algorithm 2
with length N. Then for any s, the probability that the algorithm never visits s in L is upper bounded by

, Vs € S where N = 4tyix(logy T') (82)

LZ]
3dmex (s)\ L7
<1 _ 3d7(s) (S>) (83)
4
Lemma 11. (Wei et al. 2020, Lemma 15) For two difference policy m and 7', the difference of the objective function J is
=D d"(s)(n(als) —'(als)Q" (s.a) (84)

Lemma 12. (Dorfman and Levy 2022, Lemma A.6) Let € © be a policy parameter. Fix a trajectory z = {(8t, as, ¢, St+1) }ten
generated by following the policy g starting from some initial state so ~ p. Let, VL(6) be the gradient that we wish to
estimate over z, and [(0, -) is a function such that E ,.qve ,1(0,2) = VL(0). Assume that ||1(0, 2)||, || VL(9)| < G, V0 € O,

Vze S x AxRxS. Definel9 = % Z?Zl 1(0, z;). If P = 2tix log T, then the following holds as long as Q < T,

E[1?-vLe)’] <o <G2L log (PQ) g) (85)



