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Abstract

This paper analyzes a two-timescale stochastic algorithm framework for bilevel optimization.
Bilevel optimization is a class of problems which exhibit a two-level structure, and its goal is
to minimize an outer objective function with variables which are constrained to be the optimal
solution to an (inner) optimization problem. We consider the case when the inner problem is
unconstrained and strongly convex, while the outer problem is constrained and has a smooth
objective function. We propose a two-timescale stochastic approximation (TTSA) algorithm for
tackling such a bilevel problem. In the algorithm, a stochastic gradient update with a larger step
size is used for the inner problem, while a projected stochastic gradient update with a smaller
step size is used for the outer problem. We analyze the convergence rates for the TTSA algorithm
under various settings: when the outer problem is strongly convex (resp. weakly convex), the
TTSA algorithm finds an O(K ~2/3)-optimal (resp. O(K ~2/®)-stationary) solution, where K is
the total iteration number. As an application, we show that a two-timescale natural actor-critic
proximal policy optimization algorithm can be viewed as a special case of our TTSA framework.
Importantly, the natural actor-critic algorithm is shown to converge at a rate of O(K -1/ 4) in
terms of the gap in expected discounted reward compared to a global optimal policy.

1 Introduction

Consider bilevel optimization problems of the form:

min  {(z) := f(z,y"(z)) subject to y*(z) € argmin g(z,y), (1)
z€XCR% yER2

where di,dy > 1 are integers; X is a closed and convex subset of R%, f : X x R% — R and
g: X xR% — R are continuously differentiable functions with respect to (w.r.t.) z,y. Problem (II)
involves two optimization problems following a two-level structure. We refer to min, g g(z,y) as
the inner problem whose solution depends on z, and g(z,y) is called the inner objective function;
mingex ¢(z) is referred as the outer problem, which represents the outer objective function that we
wish to minimize and ¢(z) = f(z,y*(x)) is called the outer objective function. Moreover, both f, g
can be stochastic functions whose gradient may be difficult to compute. Despite being a non-convex
stochastic problem in general, () has a wide range of applications, e.g., reinforcement learning,
hyperparameter optimization, game theory, etc..
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Table 1: Summary of the main results. SC stands for strongly convex, WC for weakly convex, C
for convex; k is the iteration counter, K is the total number of iterations.

l(x) CONSTRAINT  STEP SIZE (o, Bx) RATE (OUTER) RATE (INNER)

SC X CR* O(k™"), O(k™2/3) O(K—2/%)t O(K~2/3)*
C X CR% O(K~3*), O(K~Y?) O(K~Y/4H)T O(K~/?)*
WC  XCR"™  OK™?), 0O(K~°)  OK ) O(K /%)

Tin terms of ||z™ — z*||?, where z* is the optimal solution; *in terms of ||y — y*(z™~1)|?, where y*(z™~') is the

optimal inner solution for fixed z*~!; Ymeasured using ¢(x) — £(z*); #measured using distance to a fixed point with

the Moreau proximal map Z(-); see (I3]).

Tackling () is challenging as it involves solving the inner and outer optimization problems
simultaneously. Even in the simplest case when ¢(z) and g(z,y) are strongly convex in z, y,
respectively, solving (1)) is difficult. For instance, if we aim to minimize ¢(z) via a gradient method,
at any iterate 2" € R% — applying the gradient method for () involves a double-loop algorithm
that (a) solves the inner optimization problem y*(z°*) = argmin,cgs, g(z°",y) and then (b)
evaluates the gradient as V/(z°"") based on the solution y*(z“""). Depending on the application,
step (a) is usually accomplished by applying yet another gradient method for solving the inner
problem (unless a closed form solution for y*(z"") exists). In this way, the resulting algorithm
necessitates a double-loop structure.

To this end, [22] and the references therein proposed a stochastic algorithm for () involving a
double-loop update. During the iterations, the inner problem min cpa, g(x™™,y) is solved using a
stochastic gradient (SGD) method, with the solution denoted by y*(z°"). Then, the outer prob-
lem is optimized with an SGD update using estimates of V f(z", y*(z°")). Such a double-loop
algorithm is proven to converge to a stationary solution, yet a few practical issues lingers: How
to select step size and termination criterion for the inner loop? What if the (stochastic) gradients
of the inner and outer problems are only revealed sequentially, or these problems are required to be
updated at the same time (e.g., in sequential games)?

To address the above issues, this paper investigates a single-loop stochastic algorithm for ([I).
Focusing on a class of the bilevel optimization () where the inner problem is unconstrained and
strongly convex, and the outer objective function is smooth, our contributions are three-fold:

e We study a two-timescale stochastic approximation (TTSA) algorithm [7] for the concerned class
of bilevel optimization. The TTSA algorithm updates both outer and inner solutions simultane-
ously, by using some cheap estimates of stochastic gradients of both inner and outer objectives.
The algorithm guarantees convergence by improving the inner (resp., outer) solution with a larger
(resp., smaller) step size, also known as using a faster (resp., slower) timescale.

e We analyze the expected convergence rates of the TTSA algorithm. Our results are summarized
in Table[Il Our analysis is accomplished by building a set of coupled inequalities for the one-step
update in TTSA. For strongly convex outer function, we show inequalities that couple between
the outer and inner optimality gaps. For convex or weakly convex outer functions, we establish
inequalities coupling between the difference of outer iterates, the optimality of function values,
and the inner optimality gap. We also provide new and generic results for solving coupled



inequalities. The distinction of timescales between step sizes of the inner and outer updates
plays a crucial role in our convergence analysis.

e As an application, we illustrate the application of our analysis results on a two-timescale nat-
ural actor-critic policy optimization algorithm with linear function approximation [27,/40]. The
natural actor-critic algorithm converges at the rate O(K -1/ 4) to an optimal policy, which is
comparable to the state-of-the-art results.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. §2] formally describes the problem setting of bilevel
optimization and specify the problem class of interest. In addition, the TTSA algorithm is introduced
and some application examples are discussed. §3] presents the main convergence results for the
generic bilevel optimization problem (I). The convergence analysis is also presented where we
highlight the main proof techniques used. Lastly, §l discusses the application to reinforcement
learning. Notice that technical details of the proof have been relegated to the online appendix [23].

1.1 Related Works

The study of bilevel optimization problem ([Il) can be traced to that of Stackelberg games [46], where
the outer (resp. inner) problem optimizes the action taken by a leader (resp. the follower). In the
optimization literature, bilevel optimization was introduced in [10] for resource allocation problems,
and later studied in [9]. Furthermore, bilevel optimization is a special case of the broader class
problem of Mathematical Programming with Equilibrium Constraints [35].

Many related algorithms have been proposed for bilevel optimization. To list a few, this in-
cludes approximate descent methods [I8[50], and penalty-based method [24,52]. The approximate
descent methods deal with a subclass of problem where the outer problem possesses certain (local)
differentiability property, while the penalty-based methods approximate the inner problems and/or
the outer problems with an appropriate penalty functions. It is noted in [12] that descent based
method has relatively strong assumptions about the inner problem (such as non-degeneracy), while
the penalty based methods are typically slow. Moreover, these works typically focus on asymptotic
convergence analysis, without characterizing the convergence rates; see [12] for a comprehensive
survey.

In [13//22)25], the authors considered bi-level problems in the (stochastic) unconstrained setting,
when the outer problem is non-convex and the inner problem is strongly (or strictly) convex. These
works are more related to the algorithms and results to be developed in the current paper. In this
case, the (stochastic) gradient of the outer problem may be computed using the chain rule. However,
to obtain an accurate estimate, one has to either use double loop structure where the inner loop
solves the inner sub-problem to a high accuracy [13l22], or use a large batch-size (e.g., O(1/¢)) [25].
Both of these methods could be difficult to implement in practice. In reference [43], the authors
analyzed a special bi-level problem where there is a single optimization variable in both outer and
inner levels. The authors proposed a Sequential Averaging Method (SAM) algorithm which can
provably solve a problem with strongly convex outer problem, and convex inner problems. Building
upon the SAM, [32,[34] developed first-order algorithms for bi-level problem, without requiring that
for each fixed outer-level variable, the inner-level solution must be a singleton.

In a different line of recent works, references [33,[45] proposed and analyzed different versions
of the so-called truncated back-propagation approach for approximating the (stochastic) gradient



of the outer-problem, and established convergence for the respective algorithms. The idea is to use
a dynamical system to model an optimization algorithm that solves the inner problem, and then
replace the optimal solution of the inner problem by unrolling a few iterations of the updates. How-
ever, computing the hyper-gradient of the outer problem requires using back-propagation through
the optimization algorithm, and can be computationally very expensive. It is important to note that
none of the methods discussed above have considered single-loop stochastic algorithms, in which a
small batch of samples are used to approximate the inner and outer gradients at each iteration.
Later we will see that the ability of being able to update using a small number of samples for both
outer and inner problems is critical in a number of applications.

In contrast to the above mentioned works, this paper considers an TTSA algorithm for stochastic
bilevel optimization, which is a single-loop algorithm employing cheap stochastic estimates of the
gradient. Notice that TTSA [7] is a class of algorithms designed to solve coupled system of (nonlin-
ear) equations. While its asymptotic convergence property has been well understood, e.g., [7,8,29],
the convergence rate analysis have been focused on linear cases, e.g., [14,28,[31]. In general, the
bilevel optimization problem (I requires a nonlinear TTSA algorithm. For this case, an asymptotic
convergence rate is analyzed in [38] under a restricted form of nonlinearity. For convergence rate
analysis, [43] considered a single-loop algorithm for deterministic bilevel optimization with only one
variable, and [17] studied the convergence rate when the expected updates are strongly monotone.

Finally, it is worthwhile to mention that various forms of TTSA have been applied to tackle
compositional stochastic optimization [51], policy evaluation methods [6,49], and actor-critic meth-
ods [5)30436]. Notice that some of these optimization problems can be cast as a bilevel optimization,
as we will demonstrate next.

Notations Unless otherwise noted, || - || is the Euclidean norm on finite dimensional Euclidean
space. For a twice differentiable function f: X xY — R, V. f(z,y) (resp. V,f(x,y)) denotes its
partial gradient taken w.r.t. x (resp. y), and Vf/xf(a:,y) (resp. Viyf(a:,y)) denotes the Jacobian of

Vyf(z,y) at y (resp. V. f(z) at z).
2 Two-Timescale Stochastic Approximation Algorithm for ()
To formally define the problem class of interest, we state the following conditions on the bilevel

optimization problem ().

Assumption 1. The outer functions f(x,y) and () := f(x,y*(z)) satisfy:

1. For any x € RM, V,f(x,-) and V,f(z,-) are Lipschitz continuous with respect to (w.r.t.)
y € R%2 | and with constants L¢, and Ly,, respectively.

2. For any y € R%, Vyf(-,y) is Lipschitz continuous w.r.t. x € X, and with constants Efy.
3. For any x € X,y € R%, we have |V, f(x,y)| < Cy,, for some Cy, > 0.

4. The function ((-) is weakly convex with modulus py, i.e.,
f(w) > L(v) + (VL(v),w —v) + pgllw —v||?, ¥V w,v € X. (2)

Assumption 2. The inner function g(x,y) satisfies:



1. For any x € X and y € R®2, g(x,y) is twice continuously differentiable in (z,y);
For any x € X, Vyg(x,-) is Lipschitz continuous w.r.t. y € R% | and with constants L.

For any x € X, g(z,-) is strongly convex in y, and with modulus pg > 0.

e e

For any x € X, V2yg(:17, -) and szg(x, \) are Lipschitz continuous w.r.t. y € R%, and with

X
constants Lgzy > 0 and Lgy, > 0, respectively.

5. For any x € X and y € R®, we have |[V2,9(x,y)|| < Cgay for some Cyzy > 0.

6. For any y € R™, Viyg(-,y) and szg(-,y) are Lipschitz continuous w.r.t. © € X, and with
constants Lgzy > 0 and Lgy, > 0, respectively.

Basically, Assumption [l Bl require that the inner and outer functions f,g are well-behaved.
In particular, V. f, V,f, Viyg, and szg are Lipschitz continuous w.r.t. x when y is fixed, and
Lipschitz continuous w.r.t. ¥ when z is fixed.

Our first endeavor is to develop a single-loop stochastic algorithm for tackling (Il). Focusing
on solutions which satisfy the first-order stationary condition of (), we aim at finding a pair of
solution (x*,y*) such that

Vyg(z*,y*) =0, (Vl(z*),z—2) >0, VzelX. (3)

Given z*, a solution y* satisfying the first condition in (B]) may be found by a cheap stochastic
gradient recursion such as y < y — Bhy with E[hy] = Vyg(2*,y). On the other hand, given y*(z)
and suppose that we can obtain a cheap stochastic gradient estimate hy with E[h;] = Vl(z) =
V.f(z,y*(x)), where V,f(z,y) is a surrogate for V/(x) (to be described later), then the second
condition can be satisfied by a simple projected stochastic gradient recursion as x < Px (z — ahy),
where Px(-) denotes the Euclidean projection onto X.

A challenge in designing a single-loop algorithm for satisfying (3] is to ensure that the outer
function’s gradient V,f(z,y) is evaluated at an inner solution y that is close to y*(x). This led
us to develop a two-timescale stochastic approximation (TTSA) [7] framework, as summarized in
Algorithm 1. An important feature is that the algorithm utilizes two step sizes ay, Si for the outer
(%), inner (y*) solution, respectively, designed with different timescales as oy /8, — 0. As a larger
step size is taken to optimize y¥, the latter shall stay close to y*(z¥). Using this strategy, it is
expected that y* will converge to y*(x*) asymptotically.

Inspired by [22], we provide a method for computing a surrogate of V{(z) given y with general
objective functions satisfying Assumption [Il Pl Given y*(x), we observe that using chain rule, the
gradient of ¢(x) can be derived as

Vi(x) = Vo f (2,9%(2)) = V3,0(0,v" @) [Vi,g( v @)] " Vyf (2,5*(2)). (4)
We may now define V, f(z,y) as a surrogate of V/(z) by replacing y*(x) with y € R%:
Vaf(x,y) = Vaf(z,y) = Va9, 9) Vo, gz, y)] ' Vy flz,y). (5)

Notice that V/(z) = V. f(z,y*(z)). Eq. ([B) is a surrogate for V/(z) that may be used in TTSA.
We emphasize that (B is not the only construction and the TTSA can accommodate other forms of
gradient surrogate.



Algorithm 1. Two-Timescale Stochastic Approximation (TTSA)

S0) Initialize the variable (z°,1°) € X x R% and the step size sequence {ag, By, x>0
S1) For iteration k =0, ..., K,

Y=ok — By b, (6a)
" = Py (ab — oy, - h];), (6b)

where h"gc ) h’} are stochastic estimates of V,g(x¥,y*), V. f(z*,y**1), respectively, and Px(-) is
the Euclidean projection operator onto the convex set X.

Let Fp = o{y°, 2% ..., v* 2}, Fp = o{y®,20...,y* ¥ y**1} be the filtration of the random
variables up to iteration k, where o{-} denotes the o-algebra generated by the random variables.
We consider the following assumption regarding h’}, hlg:

Assumption 3. For any k > 0, there exist constants 04,0, and a nonincreasing sequence {by}r>0
such that:

E[RE| 7] = Vyg(a®,y¥), ER|FL = Vaf(@® ") + By, Bkl < b, (7a)
E[||hf — Vyg(a®, y)|21Fs] < o2 - {1+ | Vyg(=®,y")|1?}, (7b)
E[||1} — By — Vo f (@, ") || 7] < oF. (7c)

Notice that the conditions on hlg are standard when the latter is taken as a stochastic gradient
of g(z*,y*), while h'fc is a potentially biased estimate of V,f(z*,y**1). As we will see in our
convergence analysis, the bias shall decay polynomially to zero. In light of (), it is possible to
design a practical scheme for constructing h’} with O(1+1log k) stochastic oracle calls to satisfy such
requirements; we relegate the details to § E.4 of our online version [23].

To further understand the property of the TTSA algorithm with (&), we borrow the following
results from [22] on the Lipschitz continuity of the maps V{(z), y*(x):

Lemma 1. [22, Lemma 2.2] Under Assumption[d, [2. It holds

IVof(@,y) = V)| < Llly*(@) —yll, [ly*(21) =y (@)l < Lyllwr — 22], (8a)
IVU(x1) = V(o) || = [V f (21,5 (21)) = V[ (22,5 (w2)) | < Lyllwy — w2l|. (8b)
for any x,x1, 20 € X and y € R%, where we have defined
L:=Lg + 7Lfychy + Yy, <ngy + Lgyyggzy ),
Hg Hg Hy )
Ly +L)C L Ly, C
Lf::sz_’_( fy ) Jzy +ny< sz+ gyy2gzy>7 Ly:&
Hg Hg Hg Hg

The above properties will be pivotal in establishing the convergence of TTSA. Notice that assumption
(7cd) combined with Lemma [I]leads to the following estimate:

E[|PfI1*|1 7] < 67 + 30 + 3L2|y" ™ —y*(@M)|*, 7% = 0f +3 sup V(). (10)
x



Throughout, we assume 5]20 is bounded, e.g., it can be satisfied if X is bounded, or if ¢(x) has
uniformly bounded gradient.

2.1 Applications

Practical problems such as hyperparameter optimization [21,37.145], Stackelberg games [46] can be
cast into special cases of bilevel optimization problem () satisfying the aforementioned assumptions.
To be specific, we discuss two applications of the bilevel optimization problem (II) below.

Model-Agnostic Meta-Learning An important paradigm of machine learning is to find model
that adapts to multiple training sets in order to achieve the best performance for individual tasks.
Among others, a popular formulation is model-agnostic meta learning (MAML) [I9] which minimizes
an outer objective of empirical risk on all training sets, and the inner objective is the one-step
projected gradient. Let DU) = {zl-(j) ", be the j-th (j € [J]) training set with sample size n,
MAML can be formulated as a bilevel optimization problem [42]:

J n
géiél Z Z 6(9*(])(9), zi(]))
7j=11i=1 (11)

subject to  §*VU)(6) € arg min {Z(H(j),VM(H,zi(j)» + %HHQ) - 9”2}.
o =

Here 6 is the shared model parameter, #) is the adaptation of @ to the jth training set, and £ is the
loss function. It can be checked that the inner problem is strongly convex. Moreover, [20] proved
that, assuming ) is sufficiently large and /¢ is strongly convex, the outer problem is also strongly
convex (HI)). We have HII] H2l(b), and HBlfor stochastic gradient updates, assuming  is sufficiently
regular, and the losses are the logistic loss. In fact, [41] demonstrated that an algorithm with no
inner loop achieves a comparable performance to [20].

Policy Optimization Another application of the bilevel optimization problem is the policy op-
timization problem, particularly when combined with an actor-critic scheme. The optimization
involved is to find an optimal policy to maximize the expected (discounted) reward. Here, the
‘actor’ serves as the outer problem and the ‘critic’ serves as the inner problem which evaluates the
performance of the ‘actor’ (current policy). To avoid redundancy, we refer our readers to §4] where
we present a detailed case study. The latter will also shed lights on the generality of our proof
techniques for TTSA algorithms.

3 Main Results

This section presents the convergence results for TTSA algorithm for (Il). We first discuss a few
concepts pivotal to our analysis.

Tracking Error TTSA tackles the inner and outer problems simultaneously using single-loop
updates. Due to the coupled nature of the inner and outer problems, in order to obtain an upper



bound on the optimality gap AF := E[||z* — 2*||?], where z* is an optimal solution to (), we need
to estimate the tracking error defined as

k‘ * — * .
Ay = E[||ly* — y*(*1)|?] where y*(z)=argmin g(z,y). (12)
yER2

For any x € X, y*(z) is well defined since the inner problem is strongly convex due to Assumption 21
By definition, AZ quantifies how close y* is from the optimal solution to inner problem given z*~1.

Moreau Envelop Fix p > 0, define the Moreau envelop and proximal map as
1/, (2) = min {£() + (p/2)]|x — 2|1%}, = arg min {0) + (p/2)l|lz — =[P} (13)
jAS]

For any € > 0, z¥ € X is said to be an e-nearly stationary solution [16] if z* is an approximate fixed
point of {z — I}(-), where N
Ay = E[|z(2") — 2P < p? - e (14)

We observe that if € = 0, then 2* € X is a stationary solution to (I)) satisfying the second condition
in [@). As we will demonstrate next, the near-stationarity condition (I4)) provides an apparatus to
quantify the finite-time convergence of TTSA in the case when ¢(z) is non-convex.

3.1 Strongly Convex Outer Objective Function

Our first result considers the instance of ([{l) where ¢(x) is strongly convex. We obtain:

Theorem 1. Under Assumptiond with e > 0, Assumption[2 [3 Assume that the step sizes satisfy

ar < ¢ 5,3/2, Br < Clai/g, B; L<q +5kﬂg/8 (15a)
1 1 ne

<= B < 8ppcs < VEk>0 15b

< P mm{ T2+ o8) BRLALE [ ° oMk < HoPk VR 20, (15D)

where the constants L, L, were defined in Lemma [1 and we have co,cy > 0. The bias satisfies
bi < Cpagy1. For any k > 1, the TTSA iterates satisfy

k—1 2 272
L2 al?ro; oL 2/3
AL S [T = aipg) [AY + 5 A7) + = [_ng 2 Uf] o,
=0 oy My Litg Hg
(16)
k-l 02 chQ 9
A S T = Butg /A + |22 + 2257 By,
i=0 Ng Ng

where the symbol < denotes that the numerical constants are omitted.

We emphasize that the conditions in (I5]) are satisfied by both constant and diminishing step sizes.
For example, we set ay = co/(k + ka), Bx = cg/(k + kg)?/3 with

3
L,\3 s (512)2L2L2 8 1 32
kazmaX{35<—g) 1+o07 577@,}7 Ca=5—> kg = —ka, cg = 5. 17
1y (4 2) I Bug U A P 3y, {an



3/2 2/3
Then, the step sizes satisfy (5] with ¢y = %, c1 = 10%—9. Theorem [l then shows the last iterate

convergence rate for the optimality gap and the tracking error to be (’)(k:_2/ 3). To compute an
e-optimal solution with A¥ < ¢ the TTSA algorithm requires O(log(1/€)/€3/?) calls of stochastic
oracles of the inner and outer gradient.

While this is arguably the easiest case of (), we notice that the double-loop algorithm in [22]
requires O(1/¢), O(1/€?) stochastic oracles for the outer, inner functions, respectively. As such, the
TTSA algorithm requires less number of stochastic oracles for the inner function.

3.2 Smooth (Possibly Non-convex) Outer Objective Function

We focus on the case where £(z) is weakly convex. We obtain

Theorem 2. Under Assumption[d, 2, [ Let K > 1 be the mazimum iteration number and set

2
. Hg 1 —3/5 . Hg 2 o
« = min , K , B=miny ——"—, —K . 18

{8LyLL§(1+J§) 4L,L } {Lg(l—i—ag) g } (18)

Assume by < . For any K > 1, the iterates from the TTSA algorithm satisfy
E[AY] = O(K*P), E[AfH) = O(K /), (19)

where K is an independent uniformly distributed random wvariable on {0, ..., K — 1}; and we recall
AF = ||2(2®) — 2F||2. When K is large and pp < 0, setting p = 2|py| yields
2 _2 0 2
~ o K5 A o
EAY) S [£2(A%+2) + 183 T, EIASHS [+ L+
‘ 2/ I / pe M2
where we defined A := max{@l/p(azo),OPTO,Ag}, and used the approximations L ~ L,, a < 1,
pg < 1; the symbol < denotes that the numerical constants are omitted.

2
HgOy

2 K3, (20)

The above result uses constant step sizes determined by the maximum number of iterations,
K. Here we set the step sizes as ag =< K3/% and 8, = K~2/°. Similar to the previous case,
oy /By converges to zero as K goes to infinity. Nevertheless, Theorem [2] shows that TTSA requires
O(e%/?log(1/€)) calls of stochastic oracle for sampled gradient/Hessian to find an e-nearly station-
ary solution. In addition, it is worth noting that when X = R%  Theorem [ implies that TTSA
achieves E[||V£(zX)||2] = O(K~2/%), i.e., 2X is an O(K ~2/%)-approximate stationary point of £(z)
in expectation.

Let us compare our sampling complexity bounds to the double loop algorithm in [22], which
requires O(e~3) (resp. O(e72)) stochastic oracle calls for the inner problem (resp. outer problem),
to reach an e-stationary solution. The sample complexity of TTSA yields a tradeoff for the inner
and outer stochastic oracles. We also observe that a trivial extension to a single-loop algorithm
results in a constant error bound?. Finally, we can extend Theorem [ to the case where £(-) is a
convex function.

Bach stochastic oracle call requires a stochastic gradient /Hessian sample. The polynomial bias decay requires
O(1 + log(k)) calls to the oracle, justifying the log factor in the bound.

2To see this, the readers are referred to |22, Theorem 3.1]. If a single inner iteration is performed, tx = 1, so
A* > ||y — y*(2¥)|| which is a constant. Then the r.h.s. of (3.70), (3.73), (3.74) in |22} Theorem 3.1] will all have a
constant term.



Corollary 1. Under Assumption [ with yu, > 0, Assumption[d, [3. Consider () with X C R™ such
that Dy = sup, ey ||v — 2| < 0o. Let K > 1 be the mazimum iteration number and set

2
. Hg 1 —3/4} . { Hg 2 —1/2}
- K —min{ F0__ Z g2l 21
“ mm{SLyLLg(Hag)’zlLyL  PEm Ay, )

Assume that by, < ¢, K~Y*. For large K, the TTSA algorithm satisfies
E[((zX) — £(z*)] = O(K ™), E[AKT] = O(K~1/?), (22)

where K is an independent uniform random variable on {0,..., K — 1}. By convezity, the above

implies E[¢(+ SO 2k — f(a*)] = O(K /),

3.3 Convergence Analysis

We now present the proofs for Theorem [I1 The proof for Corollary [ is similar to that of
Theorem 2l Due to the space limitation, we refer the readers to [23]. We highlight that the proofs
of both theorems rely on the similar ideas of tackling coupled inequalities.

Proof of Theorem [I] Our proof relies on bounding the optimality gap and tracking error coupled
with each other. First we derive the convergence of the inner problem.

Lemma 2. Under Assumption[D, [2, [3. Suppose that the step size satisfies ([I5al), (I5Dh). For any
k > 1, it holds that

k 212

8 4es Lz

AR < TT( — Bopg/2) AY + M—g{ag + % 52 + 302) }ﬁk. (23)
=0

Notice that the bound in (23]) relies on the strong convexity of the inner problem and the Lipschitz
properties established in Lemma [ for y*(x); see §A. 1l We emphasize that the step size condition
ar < cg ﬁ,‘z/ ?is crucial in establishing the above bound. As the second step, we bound the convergence
of the outer problem.

Lemma 3. Under Assumption [l with py > 0, Assumption [Q, [3 Assume that the bias satisfies
b2 < 1. With (I5a), [ABL), for any k > 1, it holds that

k - ~9 2
4c 20 +6b0
A< T = aup) A + [—; + fT}ak
=0 ol ¢ (24)
k k
2_L2 2 . _ Jj+1
+ + 3agL Za] H (1 agug)Ay .
He im0 =i

see §A.21 We observe that [23), (24]) lead to a pair of coupled inequalities. To compute the final
bound in the theorem, we substitute (23) into (24). As AgJH = 0(B;) = (9(04?/3), the dominating
term in (24]) can be estimated as

k k k k
o [T (0= awmealtt =302 [ (1 - awme) = 00}, (25)
j=0  fl=j+1 §j=0 1=5+1

yielding the desirable rates in the theorem. See §A.3|for details.
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Proof of Theorem Without strong convexity in the outer problem, the analysis becomes more
challenging. To this end, we first develop the following lemma on coupled inequalities with numerical
sequences, which will be pivotal to our analysis:

Lemma 4. Let K > 1 be an integer. Consider sequences of non-negative scalars {QFHE , {TFHE |
{@k}szo. Let cg,c1,c2, do,d1,do be some positive constants. If the recursion holds

QL < QF — g0 4o TFF ey, TRFL < (1 — do)TF 4 d,0F + do, (26)
for any k > 0. Then provided that co — c1dy(dg) ™! > 0,dg — dycy(co) ™t > 0, it holds

ii@k Q0+ E(T0+di0°% +da) ¢y + cda(dg) !

K 1 o (C() — Cldl(do)_l)K Co — Cldl(do)_l ( 7)
K 2

ii'fk 10 +di6° +da + CCI_SQO da 4 dica(co)

K =1 - (do — dlcl(Co)_l)K do — d1C1 (Co)_l ’

The proof of the above lemma is simple and is relegated to §B.1l

We demonstrate that stationarity measures of the TTSA iterates satisfy (26). The conditions
co — c1di(do) ™! > 0,dg — dyci(co)™ > 0 impose constraints on the step sizes and (Z7) leads to a
finite-time bound on the convergence of TTSA. To begin our derivation of Theorem Bl we observe
the following coupled descent lemma:

Lemma 5. Under Assumption [, 2, 8 If peB8/2 < 1, BLg(l + 03) < g, then the following
inequalities hold for any k > 0:

1—al
OPTHF! < OPT* — TfIE[ka“ — ¥ + a[202A8 1 262 + 03] (28a)
2 _
AR < (1= py8/2) Ak 4 (M—B —1) L2 Ella* — oF ] + 502 (28b)
g

The proof of ([28al) is due to the smoothness of outer function ¢(-) established in Lemma [I while
([28h) follows from the strong convexity of the inner problem. See the details in §B.21 Note that

(2Ral), (28L)) together is a special case of (26]) with:

1 L
0F = OPT, O =E[|a* — o*1|*], ¢ = 5= — ", 1 = 2aL, c2 = o285 +07),
o
2
TF = AF dg = peB/2, di = <— - 1>L§, da = f%2.
,ug/B
Notice that O = 0. Assuming that o < 1/2L 7, we notice the following implications:
o di _ 1 c1 _ fgP
- < —c—>—>0, dg—d1— > —=— >0, 29
3 = 8L,L 0T Ba 0Ty = (29)

i.e., if (29) holds, then the conclusion (27)) can be applied. It can be shown that the step sizes in
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([I8) satisfy ([29). Applying Lemma Ml shows that

0_ L (AO 27,2 2 2
1 ZE[H;E g 20PT" + 7-(Ay + 4oy /pg) . (2b5 + 0%)
K “ - LyL-K8/5 ZLZLQ-KG/E’ ’
K 0+ %% 4 Ay opro o5 | He@b+o])
iZAk - 2A e +OPT N 8/@ + SIZ
K P Yy — K3/5 K2/5

Again, we emphasize that the two timescales step size design is crucial to establishing the above
upper bounds. Now, recalling the properties of the Moreau envelop in (I3]), we obtain the following
descent estimate:

Lemma 6. Under Assumption[d, [2, [ Set p > —py. For any k > 0,

5p 20pL?
E[®y, (") — @y, (a*)] < SB[+ — 2*|P] + [ + 30 pLﬂ A
2 P+ e (30)
(p+pe)por ik k2 2p ~2
- E[||z* - - +p(5F +3
1 [llz"* — 2" [04—M5 p(cy a)}a

See details in §B.3] Summing up the inequality ([B0) from & = 0 to k = K — 1 gives the following
upper bound:

| Kl 4 By,
7 2 BlIa) — 17 < nl ), ZEH |

P+ pe 2
K
k=

Combining the above and o = K~3/5 yields the desired rate of + f:_olE[HE(a:k) — k|2 =
O(K~2/5). In particular, the asymptotic bound is given by setting p = 2|pe|.

+ 3aL?

4 4 [p+ue
P+ pe

Proof of Corollary [II We observe that Lemma [5l can be applied directly in this setting since
convex functions are also weakly convex. With the step size choice (21]), similar conclusions hold
as:

9 9 0'2L2
20PT + = (A] + 4oy /) (265 +07) + 85

K
1 ko k=12 :
| & 200+ 3% Ay opr0 g% 4 L2
_ ZA]@ < g + Mg
K = Yy — K1/2 K1/2

With the additional property uy > 0, in §E.1] we further derive an alternative descent estimate to
([28al) that leads to the desired bound of K ~! Zszl OPT*.
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4 Application to Reinforcement Learning

Consider a Markov decision process (MDP) (S, A,~, P,r), where S and A are the state and action
spaces, respectively, v € [0,1) is the discount factor, P(s|s,a) is the transition kernel to the
next state s’ given the current state s and action a, and r(s,a) € [0,1] is the reward at (s,a).
Furthermore, the initial state sg is drawn from a fixed distribution pg. We follow a stationary
policy m : S x A — R. For any (s,a) € S x A, mw(als) is the probability of the agent choosing
action a € A at state s € S. Note that a policy 7 € X induces a Markov chain on S. Denote
the induced Markov transition kernel as P™ such that s;y1 ~ P™(:|s¢). For any s,s’ € S, we have
P7(s'|s) = > ,cam(als)P(s']s,a). For any m € X, P™ is assumed to induce a stationary distribution
over S, denoted by u™. We assume that |A| < oo while | S| is possibly infinite (but countable). To
simplify our notations, for any distribution p on S, we let (-,-), be the inner product with respect
to p, and || - ||mer be the weighted fo-norm with respect to the probability measure u™ ® 7 over
S x A (where f,g are measurable functions on S x A)

(Fog)p =D (F(s,):9(s: o) I flmam = [ D LD wlals) - [f(s,@)2 b (s).

seSs sES  a€cA

In policy optimization, our objective is to maximize the expected total discounted reward re-
ceived by the agent with respect to the policy =, i.e.,

— () = E,T[Z’yt -7 (s¢,ae) | 50 ~ po), (31)

max
[S|x|A]|
TeXCR >0

where E; is the expectation with the actions taken according to policy m. To see that (BI)) is
approximated as a bilevel problem, set P™ as the Markov operator under the policy w. We let Q™
be the unique solution to the following Bellman equation [48]:

Q(s,a) =r(s,a) +7(P"Q)(s,a), ¥V s,a € 5 x A. (32)
Notice that the following holds:
Qﬂ—('s’ a) = EW[ZVtr(St, at)|30 = 8,40 = CL], EGNT(("S) [Qﬂ—('s’ CL)] = (Qﬂ—(s’ ')7 7T(|S)>

t>0

Further, we parameterize Q@ using a linear approximation Q(s,a) ~ Qg(s,a) := ¢ ' (s,a)d, where
¢: S8 x A— R?is a known feature mapping and 6 € R? is a finite-dimensional parameter. Using
the fact that ¢(r) = —E;[Q"(s,a)], problem (31l can be approximated as a bilevel optimization
problem such that:
nexlgan\g\x\A\ 6m) = ={Qp+(m): T o
subject to 0*(m) € arg n;in Qo — 17— ’waQQHZW@T
fcR

(33)

Solving Policy Optimization Problem We illustrate how to adopt the TTSA algorithm to solve
B3). First, the inner problem is the policy evaluation (a.k.a. ‘critic’) which minimizes the mean
squared Bellman error (MSBE). A standard approach is TD learning [47]. We draw two consecutive

ok

state-action pairs (s, a, s',a’) satisfying s ~ u™ , a ~ 7¥(-|s), s’ ~ P(-|s,a), and a’ ~ 7¥(-|s'), and
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update the critic via
k+1 _ pk k : k _ 14T k T k
0 = 0" — 5]19 with hg - [¢ (87 a)e - 7"(8, CL) - 7@5 (8/7 a/)e ]¢(87 (I), (34)

where 3 is the step size. This step resembles (Gal) of TTSA except that the mean field E[h%| 7] is a
semigradient of the MSBE function.

Secondly, the outer problem searches for the policy (a.k.a. ‘actor’) that maximizes the expected
discounted reward. To develop this step, let us define the following visitation measure and the
Bregman divergence as:

P (s) = (L =) Y A B(st = 8), Dy e (m,7) =Y Dy (w(|s), 7 ([s)) "

t>0 seS

k

(s),

such that {s¢}+>0 is a trajectory of states obtained by drawing sg ~ po and following the policy 7",
and Dy, is the Kullback-Leibler (KL) divergence between probability distributions over A. We also
define the following gradient surrogate:

(Vo f (7%, 05 1))(s,0) = —(1 = 9) 7' Qgrsa(5,)p™ (5), ¥ (s,a).
Similar to (B]) and under the additional assumption that the linear approximation is exact, i.e.,
Qor(nky = Q™" , we can show Vo f(m* 60%(7*)) = Vi(x*) using the policy gradient theorem [48§].
In a similar vein as (Gh) in TTSA, we consider the mirror descent step for improving the policy
(cf. proximal policy optimization in [44]):
1~ k
D, .(mm )}, (35)

where « is the step size. Note that the above update can be performed as:

o = arg min{—(l — )" HQpr+1, T — 7Tk>p,,rk +

meX (e

K
T H(fs) o 7 ([s) exp [k (1 = 7) 7' Qprra(s,)] = 7O(|s) exp [(1 =) 'o(s,) T D ab™].
i=0

In other words, 7**! can be represented using the running sum of critic Zf:o a1, This is similar
to the natural policy gradient method [27], and the algorithm requires a low memory footprint.

Finally, the recursions ([34), ([B5) give the two-timescale natural actor critic (TT-NAC) algorithm.

4.1 Convergence Analysis of TT-NAC

Consider the following assumptions on the MDP model of interest.

Assumption 4. The reward function is uniformly bounded by a constant 7. That is, |r(s,a)| < T
for all (s,a) € S x A.

Assumption 5. The feature map ¢: S x A — R? satisfies ||¢(s,a)||2 < 1 for all (s,a) € Sx A. The
action-value function associated with each policy is a linear function of ¢. That is, for any policy
T € X, there exists §*(m) € RY such that Q™(-,-) = ¢(-,-) 1 0*(7) = Qpe(m)(+,+).

Assumption 6. For each policy m € X, the induced Markov chain P™ admits a unique stationary
distribution p™ for allm € X . Let there exists puy > 0 such that Bz qrn(.|s)[P(5, a)o' (s,a)] = ,ué-[d
forallme X.
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Assumption 7. For any (s,a) € S x A and any 7 € X, let o(s,a, ) be a probability measure over
S, defined by

lo(s,a,M(s') = (1 =) X7 - Plse =), Vs’ €S, (36)

That is, o(s, a, ) is the visitation measure induced by the Markov chain starting from (sg, ag) = (s, a)
and follows m afterwards. For any 7, there exists C, > 0 such that

ES/Nprr* |:

In Assumption [§, we assume that each QT is linear which implies that the linear function ap-
proximation is exact. The assumption that the stationary distribution p™ exists for any policy 7
is a common property for the MDP analyzed in TD learning, e.g., [4[15]. Assumption [6] further
assumes that the smallest eigenvalue of ¥ is bounded uniformly away from zero. Finally, Assump-
tion [7 postulates that p* is regular such that that the density ratio between o(s,a,7) and p* has
uniformly bounded second-order moments under p*. Such an assumption is closely related to the
concentratability coefficient [1,[2,39], which characterizes the distribution shift incurred by policy
updates and is conjectured essential for the sample complexity analysis of reinforcement learning
methods [11].

2
o)

T

}Scﬁ, V (s,a) € S x A, € X.

To state our main convergence results, let us define the quantities of interest:
AGT = E[|0F — 0% (x")|3],  OPT* := E[¢(n*) — £()), (37)

where the expectations above are taken with respect to the i.i.d. draws of state-action pairs in
(4) for TT-NAC. We remark that A analogous to AZ used in TTSA, is the tracking error that

characterizes the performance of TD learning when the target value function, Q“k, is time-varying
due to policy updates. We obtain:

Theorem 3. Consider the TT-NAC algorithm [B4)-B5) for the policy optimization problem (B3).
Let K > 322 be the maximum number of iterations. Under Assumption[§) -4, and we set the step
s1zes as
1—7)3 1— )2 L=y 1
a:wmin{%,l(_g/‘l}, £ = min ( ’Y)M(ﬁ, 0 2K_1/2 . (38)
N 12841, 8 (I —=uy

Then the following holds
E[OPTX] = O(K~'*), E[AGM] = O(K /), (39)
where K is an independent random variable uniformly distributed over {0, ..., K — 1}.

To shed lights on our analysis, we first observe the following performance difference lemma
proven in [26, Lemma 6.1]:

((r) — (%) = (1 — )~ HQ™, 7* — ) e s Ve X, (40)

where 7* is an optimal policy solving (33). The above implies a restricted form of convexity, and
our analysis uses the insight that (40) plays a similar role as ([2]) [with p, > 0] and characterizes the
loss geometry of the outer problem.

Our result shows that the TT-NAC algorithm finds an optimal policy at the rate of O(K -1/ 4) in
terms of the objective value. This rate is comparable to another variant of the TT-NAC algorithm
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in [54], which provided a customized analysis for TT-NAC. In contrast, the analysis for our TT-
NAC algorithm is rooted in the general TTSA framework developed in §3.3] for tackling bilevel
optimization problems. Notice that analysis for the two-timescale actor-critic algorithm can also be
found in [53], which provides an O(K~%/®) convergence rate to a stationary solution.

5 Conclusion

This paper develops efficient two-timescale stochastic approximation algorithms for a class of bi-
level optimization problems where the inner problem is unconstrained and strongly convex. We
show the convergence rates of the proposed TTSA algorithm under the settings where the outer
objective function is either strongly convex, convex, or non-convex. Additionally, we show how our
theory and analysis can be customized to a two-timescale actor-critic proximal policy optimization
algorithm in reinforcement learning, and obtain a comparable convergence rate to existing literature.

A Omitted Proofs of Theorem (I

To simplify notations, for any n,m € N, we define the following quantities for brevity of notations.

Gy = [T = Bing/9), G = [T (1~ o). (41)

A.1 Proof of Lemma

Following a direct expansion of the updating rule for y**1 and taking the conditional expectation
given filtration Fj yield that

Ellly* =y ()P1F] < (1= 2Bkmg)lly™ — v (=")° + BRE[IHG 11| Fi],
where we used the unbiasedness of h’; [cf. Assumption [B] and the strong convexity of g. By direct
computation and (D) in Assumption B] we have
B[l (1?1 F] = E[llhg — Va(a*, ¢*) 1| Fi] + [Vg(a®, ")
<og+ (1L+0)IVe(® y")|? < of + (1 +07) - Lilly" — v ("), (42)

where the last inequality uses Assumption[2land the optimality of the inner problem V, g(mk, y*(mk)) =
0. As 5kL§(1 + 03) < g, we have

Eflly** — y* (@)1 Fk] < (1 = Brpg) - lly"* — v (=")* + Biog. (43)
Using the basic inequality 2ab < 1/c-a? 4 c- b® for all ¢ > 0 and a,b € R, we have
ly* = y* (@) < (1 +1/¢) - lg" =y (@ DI7 + (1+¢) [l (") =y (@))% (44)
Note we have taken the convention that 2! = 2%, Furthermore, we observe that
ly* (") =y ()P < Lylla® — 2" 71)1* < af 4 L - IR, (45)

where the first inequality follows from Lemma [Il and the second inequality follows from the non-
expansive property of projection. We have set hJIl = 0 as convention.
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Through setting ¢ = W’ we have (1+1/c)(1 — Brpg) = 1 — 52 Bk. Substituting the above

quantity ¢ into ([44)) and combining with (@3] show that

E[ly*™ — y*(2")||?| F]

/Bkﬂg

2 -
R A [ A7 Rt LU

B sy Ly - (IR (46)
Hg

Taking the total expectation and using (I0), we have

AU < (1= Brpg/2) - AL + BRo? + ;‘g’ﬁ’f@z \L2[5F +3b_, + 3L*AL],
gk

with the convention av_; = 0. Using ag_1 < 2ay, ap < coﬂ2/2, we have

12c2L2 2 4c212
5k] A} + Biog + 13 55 - [5F + 3b3]
g

AR < (1= Bugag /2 +
g

ko oaza, ABLY o 2
< [1= Bumo/4] - AF + 5oy + = 087 57 + 345),
g
where the last inequality is due to (I5a). Solving the recursion leads to

4202 o
AL < GRLAY+ ko 82GH), {0+ S 5 4 03] | (47)

Since Bj_ 1/ﬁk <1+ Bk - (1g/8), applying Lemma [ to {Bk } x>0 with a = p4/4 and ¢ = 2, we have
Z i=0 ﬁ2G( ik S iﬁg’“. Finally, we can simplify (A7) as

8 4212
AI;H < Gg,)g A2 + Cél)ﬂk, where C?(Jl) = —{03 + 0 [af + 3b3] } (48)
Hg Hg
A.2 Proof of Lemma [3
Due to the projection property, we get
2"+ — 2% < [la¥ — aphff —a*|® = (|2 — 2*|* — 20 (R}, 2" — a*) + aF ||

Taking the conditional expectation given F, gives
E[lla*+ — 2" || 7] < Jla* —a*|* — 20<k<W( 5)oat —a >+%E[Hh I1*17%) (19)

where the inequality follows from (7a). The strong convexity implies (V£(z¥), 2% — 2*) > py|ja* —
x*||?, we further bound the r.h.s. of (@9) via

Ef| 2" —a*|?| 7]

(1= 20ppe) |l2* — 2*|* = 200 (Vo f (2", y*F) = V(") + Br, a* — 2*) + R E[|1f]|*|F7]
* Ak =

(1= agpe) 2" — ||2+Ellvmf(x’“,y’““)—Vé(af’“)+Bkll2+akE[llh 1% %]

IN A

IN

(1= awpue) - lla* = a*I* + an/pe) - {L2[ly" =y (2")1* + 07 } + of - B[RS F7,
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where the last inequality is from Lemma [Il Using (I0) and taking total expectation:
ARTU <1 — o] A% + [20/pe ] LPAET + 200,08 /i + 0 [57 + 365 + 3L2 A5
< [1—agpe] - AL+ [200 /e + 307 - L2 - AET + 0 [26, /0 + 57 + 36,

where we have used bi < ¢pag. Solving the recursion above leads to

2) 212 2
AR+ < GRIAO Z { E +32 4 362] 3G+ S+ 300 L]0, G, A )
7=0

2[&

212
< GRIAD+ = [0 457 4 8] - o+ (- + 30 L?) > oG A

7=0

The last inequality follows from applying Lemma [0l with ¢ = 2 and a = .

A.3 Bounding A* by coupling with A’;
Using (48]), we observe that
1
Z?:o O‘J'G§421 kAJH < Z] oO‘JG§421 k{G(()])AO + C 5)} (50)

We bound each term on the right-hand side of (B0). For the first term, as peo; < pgfi/8 [cf. (IED)],
applying Lemma [0 with a = py, b = pg/4, vi = i, pi = B; gives

2 1
Z?:o ajG('JZLkG(():g)AS > G(() I)cAO (51)
Recall that g; <cq - / . Applying Lemma [0 with ¢ = 5/3, a = p yields

k 5/3 2/3
> =0 55; yzm <c E] 0% / G§+)1k §C1%%/ ) (52)

We obtain a bound on the optimality gap as

At <e@{al+ [2L 3O‘:ZLZ}A2}+%[%+ &3 + 33| a H%ﬁf +30012| Ve

To simplify the notation, we define the constants

2L L?
Nz He

2 1% 2y [2L2
Jas,cm = Z[Z2 452 4 aif] + L2 430022 O
‘ [ AN pe L pie ‘

Then, as long as aj < 1/uy and we use the step size parameters in (7)), we have
Lzag N Lng(UJ% + SUp,cx HV@(J})\P)} 1 )
g2 1 k23

2 2/3
A < GRICP + cPail = o]

18



B Omitted Proofs of Theorem [21 and Corollary [l

B.1 Proof of Lemma {4

We observe that summing the first and the second inequalities in ([20) from £k =0to k = K — 1
gives:

o 0F < Q4o 3 TR ey K. (53)
do S p  Th <Y 4d; 0 OF +dy - K. (54)

Substituting (G3]) into (B4) gives
dOEszlT’fgT1+d2-K+§—;[Qo+clsz:1Tk+C2-K]. (55)

Therefore, if dg — dlg—é > 0, a simple computation yields the second inequality in (27)). Similarly,
we substitute (54) into (G3]) to yield

oY f OF S04 ep K+ 5| T +di X[, 0F +dy - K] (56)

Under cg — Clg—é > 0, simple computation yields the first inequality in (27]).

B.2 Proof of Lemma

Recall that we defined OPT* := E[¢(z¥) — ¢(x*)] for each k > 0. To begin with, we have the
following descent estimate

Oz h) < (F) + (V) " —a®) + (Lg/2) 2 =22, (57)
The optimality condition of step (GD) leads to the following bound
(Ve(z®), 2" — 2%y < (Ve(a®) = Vo f (2", ") — By, 2" — 2F)

N (G L S PP

where we obtained the inequality by adding and subtracting By, + V, f (z*, y*t1) — h]]i. Then, taking
the conditional expectation on F;, for any c¢,d > 0, we obtain

E[(Ve(zF), 28T — k)| 7]
<E[|Ve(2F) = Vo f (2", y" ) — Byl - |2 — 2% | 7]

_ 1
+E[I1Br + Vo f (a8, ") = Wl = 28| 7] — ~E[la™ = 25|77

1 o C

< S ElIVA?) = Vof (@F, g = BelP|F) + SElla* — || 7]
o2 d 1

+ 5+ Bl = aFPIF] - ~E[l P,
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where the second inequality follows from the Young’s inequality and Assumption Bl Simplifying the
terms above leads to

E[(Ve(z*), 2" — 2*)| Fp)

< LIveeh) - Tastah, ) - BA) + 2+ (S50 L) ke - oty
= 2 v wI Y S Y 2 a T TR
Setting d = ¢ = %, plugging the above to (57)), and taking the full expectation:
1 L
OPTH! < OPTF — <2— — 7f> CE[)]* T — 2] 4+ aAM + a0, (58)
o

where we have denoted AFt! as follows

— (Ba)
ARTL = B[V f (2% ") = V) = Bell®] < 2L2E[|ly"* — y* (")) + 283,

where the last inequality follows from Lemma [Il and (7al) in Assumption Bl Next, following from
the standard SGD analysis [cf. [@3)] and using 8 < pg/(L2(1+ 07)), we have

Ellly*™* =y (@)*1F] < (1 = noBElly* — y* (@)1 Fi] + 520,
< (L+0)(1 = pgBElly" —y™ (" HIPIF] + (L + 1/)E[ly* («*) — y* (@ HI*|F] + 20

< (1 - uoB/2)E[ly* — y* () 2|7 + (Mgiﬁ —1) -Elly*(e*) - y* (" DIPIF] + B2,

_ 2 _
< (1= B 2)Ell* — " @ IR + (5 — 1) 13- Ellet — "5+ 63,
g
where the last inequality is due to the Lipschitz continuity property (8al) and p45 < 1. Furthermore,
we have picked ¢ = p 83 - [2(1 — pgB)] 71, so that
(L)L —peB) =1—pgB/2,  1/c+1=2/(ugB) — 1.

Taking a full expectation on both sides leads to the desired result.

B.3 Proof of Lemma

For simplicity, we let 2%+ and 2 denote Z(2**1) and Z(z), respectively. For any x € X, letting
x1 =7 and z9 = x in ([2)), we get

0@) 2 t(z) + (VE(),7 — @) + 57 — o] (59)
Moreover, by the definition of Z, for any x € X, we have
Ua) + Sz — o2 = [6@) + ZI17 — 2ll?] = (@) — [6@) + £ — al?] = 0. (60)
Adding the two inequalities above, we obtain
L g — ) > (Ve(),E - ). (61)

20



Note that we choose p such that p 4+ puy > 0. To proceed, combining the definitions of the Moreau
envelop and Z in (I3)), for z**!, we have

@1/p($k+1) @ E({L:k—i-l) + g . ka—i—l _ §k+1||2 < f(i/fk) + g . ||:Ek+1 _ :/E\k||2

<@+ Lo llah = 3K+ L2t —ab2 4 pa 3 - b )
+ ap(hk,xk _ xk+1> —l—prkH _ ka2
@) op ~
= ip(a’) + 5 [ = b2+ pa @ — 2t ) + o pl I, (62)

where the first equality and the first inequality follow from the optimality of ZF*! = Z(2*+1), and
the second term is from the optimality condition in (6B]). For any x* that is a global optimal solution
for the original problem ming¢ x ¢(x), we must have

*\ ol B _ 5120 — *
@1,(@*) = min {(z) + Ll —2*|2} = 6(a),

where the last equality holds because

* : p * * p
B, = min{€(w) + Llle — a2} <€) + Dl — ¥ = 0a), (63)
. p . .
®y/,(2) = min {¢(z) + §||:17 - z||2} > gél)I{lf($) =/{(z*), VzeX. (64)

Taking expectation of (z¥ — z*, h’]‘i> while conditioning on Fj,, we have:

E[(@* - z*, h})|F]
= E[(@" — a® hf = Vo f (", g + Vo f(aF, ") = Ve@b) + Vih)) | F]

where the second equality follows from ([7al) in Assumption 3l By Young’s inequality, for any ¢ > 0,
we have c 1
(@ —a*, By) < lelfk —a"|* + b7, (66)

_ _ c
E[(#* — 2*, Vo f (o, 4 = V") ] < [V f(2*, ™) = Veh)|? + lefﬁk — |,
where we also use ([al) in deriving (66]). Combining (61I), (63]), (66]), and setting ¢ = (p + ) /2, we
obtain that

Tz —x,
E[(@" — %, )| 7y 67
C, 1 1 _ + R
< SIRF = o~ BT,y ) - Ve - LR - o
2 = (p+ 1) i k12 2 2
= 2 E[|[V.f(k, ") — weh)|?) - EEEE L 2E — gk —— b
o Bl )= V") - LR I+ 8
2L2 + % 2
B T N I Gt B T S S
P+ e 4 P+ e
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where the last step follows from the first inequality of Lemma [Il Plugging the above into (62), and
taking a full expectation, we obtain

E[®, /(") — E[®,,(z")]
2 2 b
< Pt b2y 4 2O e RO gy 2000 2

p+ e Y 4 P+ e

5p 2pal? (p+ pe)pa_.. 2pab?

< SE[|a* T — 2P + S—At! - = E[|7" - o]+ —£
2 P+ pe 4 P+ he

+a’p(GF + 3b + 3L2AGT)
5) 2apL? ~
< pE[H k+1 k‘H2] [ ap + 3a pL2 Ak—l—l ME[H$I€ _ $kH2]
2 p+ e 4

2p
+ | ——+p +3b] ,
P (7 + 3b5)

where the last inequality is due to the assumption bi < a.

C Proof of Theorem

Hereafter, we let (-,-) and || - || denote the inner product and ¢;-norm on R4/, respectively. For any
two policies 7 and o, for any s € S, ||mi(:|s) — m2(+]s)||1 is the total variation distance between
m1(-]s) and ma(-|s). For any f, f': S x A — R, define the following norms:

1 o = [Saes IR0 2 oo = [Ses 15, ) Zp(s)] 2

The following result can be derived from the Holder’s inequality:

(0] < Pses (50 /(s o(s) < A1 F ol lpuoc- (68)

Lastly, it can be shown that ||7]/,1 =1, ||7[[p,0c0 < 1.

Under Assumption B, 6*(7) is the solution to the inner problem with Q™(-,-) = ¢(-,-)"6*(n).
Below we first show that 6*(7) and Q™ are Lipschitz continuous maps with respect to || - || 1, where
p* is the visitation measure of an optimal policy 7*.

Lemma 7. Under Assumption[{{4, for any two policies mi,m € X,
Q™ = Q™| pr 00 < (1 =772 T Cp - [Im1 — a1,
10(m1) = 0*(m2) ||, < (L =) 72 T Cp/hg - Im1 — w2l 1, (69)
where T is an upper bound on the reward function, pg is specified in Assumptionl8, and C, is defined
in Assumption [
The proof of the above lemma is relegated to §C.11

In the sequel, we first derive coupled inequalities on the non-negative sequences OPT* :=
E[(n*) — £(7)], A’é = E[||6% — 0*(x*=1)|]?], E[||7* — ﬂkHH?ﬁ’l], then we apply Lemma Ml to derive
the convergence rates of TT-NAC. Using the performance difference lemma [cf. (d0)], we obtain the

22



following
O — o7y = —(1 =) HQ™ T A — ) e 4+ (1 — ) QT 7 — ) e
= (1 =) =Q" 7" — k) (1 =) Q™ — Q™ A — ), (70)

Applying the inequality (G8]), we further have

k k+1 k k+1
QT QT 7" 1) QT = QT ool = e (71)
1—7 4L% o
k k+1 k+1 k12 Q
<2Lg|Im" = 7 T [ n < WHW =1 + = (72)
where Lg = (1 — )72 - C,. The above inequality follows from |7% — 75¥1| ;1 < 2 for any
71, € X and applying Lemma [[l Then, combining (70)), (2] leads to

1 1 al

k+1 k k+1 k k+1 k|2 Q
(r™) = 4(7") < ﬁ@ﬂ e v At PR +4W- (73)

Let us bound the first term in the right-hand side of (73]). To proceed, note that the policy
update (33]) can be implemented for each state individually as below:

7Tk+1('|8) = argmin {—(1 — 7)_1 (Qpr+1(8,+),v) + 1/ - Dy, (1/, 7rk('|s))}, (74)
v: >, v(a)=1,v(a)>0

for all s € S. Observe that we can modify ,0”’c in (35) to p* without changing the optimal solution
for this subproblem. Specifically, ([35]) can be written as

1=
w1 = argmin{ (1~ ) (Qprsn, 7 — 7Y + Dy e (m) (75)
meX o

We have

_ k _ k
(A=) THQT mM = aF) g = (1= )T [(Qprer — QT 7 — 1) e — (Qprra, T — 1) ]
Furthermore, from (75]), we obtain

(Qgrsr, 7" — M) 1 ket k k1 k "
T > EZWDM?T (Cls), 7 ([8)), 7T (o[ s) — 77 (-[5))p"(s), (76)

seS

where the inequality follows from the optimality condition of the mirror descent step. Meanwhile,
the 1-strong convexity of Dy (-,-) implies that

(VDy (" (|s), 75 ([5)), 75 (|s) = 78 (fs)) = 71 () — 7 ()12 (77)
Thus, combining (70) and (77)), and applying Young’s inequality, we further have
1 Ak
—(1=n)HQ™ 7 — k),

1 _ k 1
< Let 2 a1 =) Q7 — Qe — Sl — R

_ k 3
=a(l —v) 2. Q™ — Qakﬂ”%*,oo - E”Wkﬂ - Wk\\z*,l- (78)
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By direct computation and using ||¢(s,a)|| < 1 [cf. Assumption [B], we have

k 2
17" = Qe e = - {masclos, )T [6"(n") = 11| | (o)
S

EIS

< Zgﬂg}{\ld& a)|[2}16* (%) — 0512 p*(s) < 107 (x*) — 0" Y2 (79)

sesS
Combining (73], ([8), and (79), we obtain
1
Ut — o(F) < a1 =) 7207 (7F) — 5P - %Hﬂk“ — P2 41 =) P Lga
Taking full expectation leads to
1
OPT*! — OPT* < a(1 — 7) 2AF — %E[HﬂkH —7¥|2. ]+ 4(1 — y) Lo (80)
Next, we consider bounding the convergence of Ag. Let Fp, = o{6°,7°,...,60% 7%} be the o-

algebra generated by the first k + 1 actor and critic updates. Under Assumption Bl we can write
the conditional expectation of h’; as

E[hg|Fi] = E,r [{Qr (5,0) —1(s,a) —1Qgr(s',a') }é(s, )| Fi]
=E .+ [6(s, a){d(s. a) — yo(s,a)} "] [6% — 6*(")], (81)

m
where E [] denotes the expectation taken with s ~ ™, a ~ 7*(:|s), ' ~ P(|s,a), a' ~ 7*(:|s).

Under Assumption [l and [6] Lemma 3 of [4] shows that E[hl;\fk] is a semigradient of the MSBE
function [|Qgr — Qg*(ﬂ.k)Hiﬂ_k ok Particularly, we obtain

Elhg | Fi] " [0% — 0"(7)] = (1 = )] Qar — Qov () |25 ¢ i = 11eal|0° — (713, (82)

where we have let g = (1 — y)ui. Moreover, Lemma 5 of [4] demonstrates that the second order
moment E[thngafk] is bounded as

E(llhgl131F5] < 811Qak = Qpe(rt) 2, i + 10 < 8116% = 0*(a") 3 + o, (83)
where 02, = 47%(1 — v)~2. Combining (82), (83) and recall 8 < p4/8, it holds
E[|6¥F! — 6*(x*)|31Fx] = (6% — 6" (x")|3 — 28E[g| Fi] T (6 — 6* ()] + B°E[| g |1317]

< (1= 24108 +85%) - [10% — 0*(7") 15 + B2 - oy
< (1= peaB) - 0% = 07(7)[3 + 52 - o (84)

By Young’s inequality and Lemma [1 we further have

E[|6"+ — 6*(7")|1317]
< (L4 ) (L= puaB) 16" — 0" (@3 + (L + 1/e)|6*(7*) — (") + BP0y

< (1= peaBB/2) )16 — 6% (7" )|I5 + (/Ltidﬁ

where we have chosen ¢ > 0 such that (1 + ¢)(1 — paf8) = 1 — pa3/2, which implies that 1/c +
1 = 2/(uaf) — 1 > 0 [cf. (B8)]; The last inequality comes from Lemma [7] with the constant
To=(1-7) "7 C2py2

—1)Lqlln* — 712, , + 203, (85)
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From (B0), (85), we identify that condition (26]) of Lemma [ holds with:
1 2

il o =g a=all=9)7% =401 —7)72Lg

2 _
= E[|6" — 6" (=" N)|I?], do = paB/2, di = (— - 1)LQ >0, dy = 82 02,
Htd B

QF = oPT*, ©F = E[||z* — =¥~

Selecting the step sizes as in (38)), one can verify that 3 < L té’&_'y) This ensures
Co — Cldl(do)_l > 1/(404), do — Cldl(Co) > ,utdﬂ/él. (86)
Applying Lemma [ we obtain
K 0 8a2(1=79)7% ( A O 22 20472 2
iZE[”ﬂ'k ESETED OPTY - 4a + T(AQ + B7oy) N 8a” (4L + Boyy /)
K & Pl K (1—-7)?
2 _
_ ZE Ak+1 E[AOQ] + 620t2d udﬁLQOPTO + 2Jt2d + Lb;;lﬁ (1-7) 2L22a2
K& o ped BK /4 I B/4

Particularly, plugging in o < K_3/4, 8 = K12 shows that the convergence rates are K1 Zszl IE[||7rk—
_ _ K _
T2 ) = O(K=302), K=V S BIAGT] = O(K7172).

Our last step is to analyze the convergence rate of the objective value OPTF. To this end, we
observe the following three-point inequality [3]

—(Qgrrr, T — ) 17 5 >
: -7 =5 [DW* (7%, 7") = Dy pr (7%, 74) = Dy v (wkﬂ’wk)]' (87)

Meanwhile, by the inequalities (68]), (7Q), (7I]), we have
— 7Tk — 7'I'IC 7Tk 1 *
) — (™) = (1 =) HQ™ A = rF) e + (1= ) THQT — Q7 A =),
* s * * 7'l'lC 7'l'lC 1
(—Q™ =) — Q™ 7 = 7 T = e 1Q7 = Q7 | o]
<_Q7r ,7Tk+1 _ 7T*>p* _ <Q7r 77_‘_* _ 7Tk>p* + 2LQ||7T]€+1 _ T‘—ka*,l]v
where the last inequality follows from Lemma [[l Now, with the performance difference lemma
Ur*) = U(n%) = (1 — )" H=Q™" , 7* — 7k ¢, the above simplifies to
Uty — o) < (1= )7 [ (@™, 7+ — 1) e + 2L |t — b e 4]

With <Q7Tk,ﬂ'k+1 — ) = (Q”’c — Qgrr1, ™ — %) o + (Qgryr, 7T — %), and applying the
three-point inequality (87)), we have

* 2 i
o(rF ) — f(m*) < —— T [Lollm™ Y — 7%l 1 + Q™ — Qors || 00)
1 = —
E Dw pr (7, ) — Dy pr (W*aWkJrl) — Dy pr (ﬂ'k+1,7rk)]
2 - :
< T—~ [LQHwarl — o1 + 110% (%) — 9k+1||2] + - [Dy, e (7*,7%) — Dy, p» (77*77Tk+1)}

where the last inequality used ([9) and the fact that Ddf,p* is non-negative. Finally, taking the full
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expectation on both sides of the inequality, we obtain
OPT*! < 2(1 — 7)T'E[||0*(7*) — 0" |la] + 2(1 — 7) 7 LQE[||m* ! — 7 oo 1]
1 _
+ EE [Ddhp* (71-*7 Wk) - DTZ&P* (71-*7 Wk—l—l)] : (88)

Summing up both sides from £ =0 to kK = K — 1 and dividing by K yields

K

1 1 - _ .

? E OPTk S E{Dw’p* (71'*,7'('0) - Dd}’p* (7'(' ,FK)}
k=t (89)

K
T S {0 — 041 + Ll — ol
k=1

Using Cauchy-Schwarz’s inequality, it can be easily seen that the right-hand side is O(K -1/ 4). This
concludes the proof of the corollary.

C.1 Proof of Lemma [7]

We first bound |Q™ (s,a) — Q™ (s, a)|. By the Bellman equation (B2]) and the performance difference
lemma (40), we have

Q™ (s,a) — Q™ (s,a) Z P(s'|s,a) - [VT(s") = V(5]
s’'es
R ZP(S/|S7G)' S~o(s',m1) [<Q7r2( ),7T1('|§)—7T2('|§)>], (90)
s'eS
where 9(s, 1) is the visitation measure obtained by the Markov chain induced by 7y with the initial

state fixed to s’. Recall the definition of the visitation measure o(s,a,n) in (36). We rewrite (@0
as

Qm (37 CL) - QWQ (37 CL) = (1 - 7)_1 : Eg~g(8,&,ﬂ1) [<Q7r2 (§7 ')7 7'('1(-‘5) - 7T2(‘§)>] . (91)

Moreover, notice that sup ,)esx4 [@"(s,a)] < (1 — 7)~! -7 under Assumption @l Then, applying
Holder’s inequality to (@II), we obtain

Q™ (s,a) = Q™(s,0)| < (1= 7)7" - Egogrsr m) [1Q™ (5, Moo - 71 (13) = ma2(-[3) 1]

< (177 7 By [E20T ) (5) = maC )

S, a, 7T 1/2
< -yt Lo [ 80D P s 13) - o)
<1-)2FCp |Im —mupm (92)

where the second inequality is from the boundedness of Q™, the third one is the Cauchy-Schwarz
inequality, and the last one is from Assumption [7l Finally, we have

1Q™ = Q™ llpr 00 < (1 =7)7* T+ Cp - [lm1 = 72| pr 1.
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It remains to bound |6*(m;) — 6*(m2)||?. Under Assumption [5] we have
™ s ™ YIS 2
HQ ' — Q ? Hifr*@n* = Esw;ﬂ*,aww*(-\s){ [Q 1(8’ a) - Q 2(8’ a)] }
* * 2
=By i {005,0)T[0%(m1) — 07(m2)] )

= [0"(m1) — 0% (m2)] " S [0" (1) — 6% (m2)]. (93)
Then, combining Assumption [6 and (92)), we have
pgll0*(m) = 0*(m)|* < Q™ = Q72| rs e < (1 =) 7472 CF - |lmy = a5y, (94)

which yields the second inequality in Lemma [7l We conclude the proof.

D Auxiliary Lemmas

The proofs for the lemmas below can be found in the online appendix [23].

Lemma 8. [28, Lemma 12] Let {vj};>0 be a non-increasing, non-negative sequence such that
Yo < 1/a, it holds for any k > 0 that

k k 1
2 J] G=ma) <. (#0)
J=0  {=j+1

Lemma 9. Fiz a real number 1 < q¢ < 2 Let {~; }]>0 be a mon-increasing, non-negative sequence
such that o < 1/(2a). Suppose that W L <1+ IR Then, it holds for any k > 0 that

q 1)
k k 9
Do T (= nea) < 297 (96)

Lemma 10. Fiz the real numbers a,b > 0. Let {v;};>0,{p;}j>0 be nonincreasing, non-negative
sequences such that 2afy] < bp] for all j. Then, it holds that

j k
Z’yj H 1—’}/5(1)}1)1—/)Z Sél;[ 1 —ya), VEk>0. (97)

7=0 {=j+1

E Technical Results Omitted from the Main Paper

E.1 Proof of Corollary [

Our proof departs from that of Theorem 2] through manipulating the descent estimate (57)) in an

alternative way. The key is to observe the following three-point inequality [3]:
1

(Bl 24— %) < = { = oF = ot — 2R — et — 2R, (98)

where x* is an optimal solution to (). Observe that

(VO(xF), aF T — 2ky = (Ve(a®) — ph 2P — 2%y 4 (BE oM — %) + (VLR 2 — 2F). (99)
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Notice that due to the convexity of £(x), we have (V{(z*), 2* — zF) < ~OPT¥. Furthermore,
(VE(*) — b, 2+ — )
= (VU(zF) — h’} + By + Vo f (2%, y¥ 1) — By — Vi f(aF, "), 21 — o)
< Do{b + Ly = y* (@)} + (B + Vo f (2", g") — B, " — 2k - 2F — 7).

We notice that E[(By, + V, f(xF, y**+1) — h’},xk — x*)|F,] = 0. Thus, taking the total expectation

on both sides and applying Young’s inequality on the last inner product lead to

1
B[(VE(®) — 25— 0] < Dy {tn + LE[ly*+ — y*(@")]} + 503 + -

Substituting the above observations into (57)) and using the three-point inequality (@8] give

Ellz"*! — 2*|?

EWﬁ“ww@mSDAW+UMMH—wuwm+§ﬁMth%wﬂ—ﬁ“W}

+ QUf OPTF + fE[Ha;k“ — 2|2
Summing up both sides from £ =0 to k = K — 1 and dividing by K gives
0H2

K
1 U |la* — z
%E:OPT’fSDIbOJr Ry § E(ly* — y* ("]
k=1

L &
ko k=12
+ 53 kEZIE[Hw "7

Applying the Cauchy-Schwartz inequality shows that - S L EllyE -yt R Y]] = + Y Ak =
O(K~*). The proof is concluded.

E.2 Proof of Lemma

To derive this result, we observe that

k k Eoojeel
> 8 I = wa) <A vi—= I (0 —a)
=0 e=j11 =0 Tk =it
k ks -
- 1
=" v 11 <—> (1—a)
i=0 o= N

Furthermore, from the conditions on ~p,

q—1
_ a —1 a
<—W 1) (1 —ea) < (1+ Y)* (1= yea) <1 — =,

Ve 2(g—1) 2
Therefore,
k k k
>4 I =) < Z% IT a- gw) < =t
j=0  f=j+1 J=0  {=j+1

This concludes the proof.
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E.3 Proof of Lemma [10l

First of all, the condition 2a7y; < bp; implies

L—pi ,
pib <1-—pb/2, ¥i>0.
1—a
As such, we observe Hl —0 :11 ,pyzz < 320(1 — pib/2) and subsequently,
k J k k J
Z% IT 0 =va) [T —pib) < [H(l - wa)} > o [ =pib/2).
0=j+1 i=0 =0 J=0 =0

Furthermore, for any j =0, ..., k, it holds

Jj—1 J
o) H —ob/2) = S[TI0 - piby2) ~TTC — /2], (100)
i=0 1=0

where we have taken the convention [, o(1 = pib/2) = 1. We obtain that

k J b k j—1
Z%H(l—plb/2 < %ZPJH 1—pib/2)
=0 =0 =0 =0
1 k j—1 j 1
EZ [TI—pib/2) =TT = pit/2)] < -
7=0 =0 1=0

where the last inequality follows from the bound 1 — H?:o(l — piftgb/2) < 1. Combining with the
above inequality yields the desired results.

E.4 Computing Biased Samples of V, f(z*, ")

We illustrate how to construct estimates h'; which satisfy Assumption Bl where the approximate
composite gradient is give by (Bl), and analyze the magnitude of the bias involved. Note that for
general TTSA, as analyzed in Theorem [l Theorem [2] it is necessary for the gradient estimate h'fc

to have a bias that decays polynomially. To this end, we recall that h]} aims to estimate

Vo f (@, yFY) = Vo f(aF, y# 1) — V2 g(aF, yF ) [V2 gk, )] TV, £ g, (101)

Without loss of generality, we shall drop the superscripts of iteration index from now on. We declare
r = 2¥,y = y**1. Each of the gradient/Jacobian/Hessian in the above can be written as (where
¢ is distributed with u®, i = 1,2)

Vo f(2,9) = By [Va f (0,5 €0)], Yy f(2,) = By [Vy f @, 3€D)),
V2yg($ y) EM@) [vmyg(‘ra Y; 6(2 )]7 szg(l', y) = EM(Q) [vyyg(x7 Y; g )]
Inspired by [22], let ¢ > 1 be an integer, we consider the following procedure:

1. Select p € {0,...,t — 1} uniformly at random.

2. Draw 2 + p samples as £ ~ (D), 5(()2), . ,§ ~ 1@ independently.
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3. Construct h'} via

t

p
B = Vo f(2,9;60) = V2,9(2,5:67) [L_ [1(r-
g

1

7 szg(:c,y;fim))] Vo f (,y;:60), (102)
g

i=1

where as a convention, we have set [[?_, (I — Ligvzyg(a:, y; {Z.(z)) =Tifp=0.

The following lemma shows that h]]i satisfies Assumption [

Lemma 11. Under Assumption[d [A Consider h]} constructed in (I02). For anyt > 1,

|9t =B8] < ConsCr - (1= 52)" (103

Furthermore, assume that E[Hvyf(x,y;f(l))\\z] <C,, E[HV%yg(az,y;SQ))Hz] <,
E[|Vof(z,y) = Vaf (2, 5: 6P < 0y ElIVyf(2,y) = Vyf (z,5:6M)P] < 07y,
E[|V2,9(z,y) — V2,9(z,y;:6@)|?] < 02,

then we have

3
[}~ Ef1I) < of, + (03, + CD) {02, +2C2

2 ~2
gzy gxy} + UfyC
g

2oy (104)

Proof. Since the samples are drawn independently, the expected value of h]; is

E[Y] = Vo f(2,y) = V3,9, 9)E[£ T, (1 = £ V2,90 5:6))]V,y f(2,y).  (105)

We have
IVaf(,y) — E[RS)|
— | V2,90 ) ELE T (7= £ 92,00, 5:67)] = [Vang(e )] }Va s (.9)|
< ConCry B T (7 = 25 V2000 62))] = [Vunst0)] ™))

where the last inequality follows from Assumption [[}3 and Assumption 2+5. Applying [22] Lemma
3.2], the latter norm can be bounded by ;Tlg (1 — Z—i)t. This concludes the proof for the first part.

It remains to bound the variance of h’}. We first let Hy, = Lig I, (I — Ligvgyg(:n, y; 52.(2))). To

estimate the variance of h’}, using (I05), we observe that
E[|n} — E[RF]IP) = E[|Vaf (2, y; €M) = Vo f (z,9)|]
9 2
E[|| V2,005 6) Hyy ¥y £ ,5:60) = V00 9)E[Hy, | Vo f )|
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The first term on the right hand side can be bounded by ‘7]2”:(;- Furthermore

V29 667y, Yy f (2,560 = Vg y)E[Hy, |V, (2,y)
= {V2,0(x,5:67) = V2,90, 9) } Hyy Vy f (2, 5:6D)
+ vxyg(fﬂa Yy Hyy — E[Hyy|}Vy f (2, y; ¢W)
+ V2,9(2, )E[Hy {V, f(2,4:¢V) = V, f(2,9) }.
We also observe
E[[Vyf (@, y: €)% = ElIVyf (@, 5:60) = Vy f (2,9)|P) + B[V, f (2. 9)|] < 0F, + Cf-
Using (a + b+ ¢)? < 3(a? + b% + ¢?) and the Cauchy-Schwarz’s inequality, we have
E[|[ V2,902, 53 67 Hyy Vo f (2,5360) = V2, 90w, )E[Hy Vyf(w,y)m
< 8{(03, + C2){2 Bl Hyy |?) + OBl Hyy — BL %1} + 0%, Cy - [ELH, )2},
Next, a slight modification of the proof of Lemma 3.2 in [22] gives

IE[H)I” < (B[l Hyyl)? < pg*. (106)

Together, the above gives the following estimate on the variance:

3
E[|h% — E[RE]|?] < o2, + M—g{(aj%y + O {02y + 202} + 03,C2, | (107)
This concludes the proof for the second part. O

Finally, let us discuss the consequence of Lemma [I1] on the sample complexity of the TTSA
algorithm under the bias assumptions in Theorem [l 2] Corollary [[l In particular, (I03]) shows that
E[h}] = Vo f(a, 4" + By with  [|By| < be = O((1 — pg/Ly)"). (108)

Recall that the theorems require by < cpk™® for some a > 0. To satisfy this, one only needs
= O(logk). As such, the k-th iteration of TTSA requires 1 + O(logk) queries of stochastic
oracles.

References

[1] AGARWAL, A., KAKADE, S. M., LEE, J. D., AND MAHAJAN, G. (2019). Optimality and approximation
with policy gradient methods in Markov decision processes. arXiv preprint arXiv:1908.00261 .

[2] ANTOS, A., SZEPESVARI, C., AND MUNOS, R. (2008). Learning near-optimal policies with bellman-

residual minimization based fitted policy iteration and a single sample path. Machine Learning 71, 1,
89-129.

[3] BECK, A. (2017). First-order methods in optimization. Vol. 25. STAM.

[4] BHANDARI, J., RUsso, D., AND SINGAL, R. (2018). A finite time analysis of temporal difference learning
with linear function approximation. In Conference On Learning Theory. 1691-1692.

[5] BHATNAGAR, S., GHAVAMZADEH, M., LEE, M., AND SuTTON, R. S. (2008). Incremental natural
actor-critic algorithms. In Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems. 105-112.

31



[6] BHATNAGAR, S., PRECUP, D., SILVER, D., SUTTON, R. S., MAEI, H. R., AND SZEPESVARI, C. (2009).
Convergent temporal-difference learning with arbitrary smooth function approximation. In Advances in
Neural Information Processing Systems. 1204—1212.

[7] BORKAR, V. S. (1997). Stochastic approximation with two time scales. Systems & Control Letters 29, 5,
291-294.

[8] BORKAR, V. S. AND PATTATHIL, S. (2018). Concentration bounds for two time scale stochastic approx-
imation. In Allerton Conference on Communication, Control, and Computing. 504-511.

[9] BRACKEN, J., FALK, J. E., AND McGILL, J. T. (1974). Technical note—the equivalence of two math-
ematical programs with optimization problems in the constraints. Operations Research 22, 5, 1102-1104.

[10] BRACKEN, J. AND McGiLL, J. T. (1973). Mathematical programs with optimization problems in the
constraints. Operations Research 21, 1, 37—44.

[11] CHEN, J. AND JIANG, N. (2019). Information-theoretic considerations in batch reinforcement learning.
arXiwv preprint arXiv:1905.00360.

[12] CoLsoN, B., MARCOTTE, P., AND SAVARD, G. (2007). An overview of bilevel optimization. Annals
of Operations Research 153, 1, 235-256.

[13] CoUELLAN, N. AND WANG, W. (2016). On the convergence of stochastic bi-level gradient methods.

[14] DaLAL, G., SZORENYI, B., AND THOPPE, G. (2019). A tale of two-timescale reinforcement learning
with the tightest finite-time bound. arXiv preprint arXiv:1911.09157.

[15] DanN, C., NEUMANN, G., PETERS, J., AND OTHERS. (2014). Policy evaluation with temporal differ-
ences: A survey and comparison. Journal of Machine Learning Research 15, 809-883.

[16] Davis, D. AND DRUSVYATSKIY, D. (2018). Stochastic subgradient method converges at the rate
o(k_l/ 4) on weakly convex functions. arXiv preprint arXiv:1802.02988.

[17] Doan, T. T. (2020). Nonlinear two-time-scale stochastic approximation: Convergence and finite-time
performance. arXiv preprint arXiv:2011.01868.

[18] FALK, J. E. AND Liu, J. (1995). On bilevel programming, part I: General nonlinear cases. Mathematical
Programming 70, 47-72.

[19] FinN, C., ABBEEL, P., AND LEVINE, S. (2017). Model-agnostic meta-learning for fast adaptation of
deep networks. In International Conference on Machine Learning. 1126-1135.

[20] FInN, C., RAJESWARAN, A., KAKADE, S., AND LEVINE, S. (2019). Ounline meta-learning. arXiv
preprint arXiv:1902.08438.

[21] FrRANCESCHI, L., Frasconi, P., Sarzo, S., Grazzi, R., AND PonTIL, M. (2018). Bilevel pro-
gramming for hyperparameter optimization and meta-learning. In International Conference on Machine
Learning. 1563-1572.

[22] GHADIMI, S. AND WANG, M. (2018). Approximation methods for bilevel programming. arXiv preprint
arXiw:1802.02246.

[23] HoNa, M., WaI, H., WANG, Z., AND YANG, Z. (2020). A two-timescale framework for bilevel opti-
mization: Complexity analysis and application to actor-critic. arXiv preprint arXiv:2007.05170.

[24] IsHIZUKA, Y. AND ArvosHI, E. (1992). Double penalty method for bilevel optimization problems. Ann
Oper Res 34, 73-88.

[25] J1, K., YANG, J., AND LIANG, Y. (2020). Provably faster algorithms for bilevel optimization and
applications to meta-learning.

[26] KAKADE, S. AND LANGFORD, J. (2002). Approximately optimal approximate reinforcement learning.
In International Conference on Machine Learning. 267-274.

[27] KAKADE, S. M. (2002). A natural policy gradient. In Advances in Neural Information Processing
Systems. 1531-1538.

32



[28] KALEDIN, M., MOULINES, E., NAuMOv, A., TADIC, V., AND WAL, H.-T. (2020). Finite time analysis
of linear two-timescale stochastic approximation with Markovian noise. arXiv preprint arXiv:2002.01268.

[29] KARMAKAR, P. AND BHATNAGAR, S. (2018). Two time-scale stochastic approximation with controlled

Markov noise and off-policy temporal-difference learning. Mathematics of Operations Research 43, 1,
130-151.

[30] KonpA, V. R. AND TsITSIKLIS, J. N. (2000). Actor-critic algorithms. In Advances in Neural Infor-
mation Processing Systems. 1008-1014.

[31] Konpa, V. R., TsITsIKLIS, J. N., AND OTHERS. (2004). Convergence rate of linear two-time-scale
stochastic approximation. Annals of Applied Probability 14, 2, 796-819.

[32] L1, J., Gu, B., AND HuaNgG, H. (2020). Improved bilevel model: Fast and optimal algorithm with
theoretical guarantee.

[33] LIKHOSHERSTOV, V., SONG, X., CHOROMANSKI, K., Davis, J., AND WELLER, A. (2020). Ufo-blo:
Unbiased first-order bilevel optimization.

[34] Liu, R., Mu, P., Yuan, X., ZENG, S., AND ZHANG, J. (2020). A generic first-order algorithmic
framework for bi-level programming beyond lower-level singleton.

[35] Luo, Z.-Q., PANG, J.-S., AND RALPH, D. (1996). Mathematical Programs with Equilibrium Con-
straints. Cambridge University Press.

[36] MaEl, H. R., SzEPESVARI, C., BHATNAGAR, S., AND SUTTON, R. S. (2010). Toward off-policy
learning control with function approximation. In International Conference on Machine Learning.

[37] MEHRA, A. AND HamM, J. (2019). Penalty method for inversion-free deep bilevel optimization. arXiv
preprint arXiw:1911.03432.

[38] MOKKADEM, A., PELLETIER, M., AND OTHERS. (2006). Convergence rate and averaging of nonlinear
two-time-scale stochastic approximation algorithms. Annals of Applied Probability 16, 3, 1671-1702.

[39] Munos, R. AND SzZEPESVARI, C. (2008). Finite-time bounds for fitted value iteration. Journal of
Machine Learning Research 9, May, 815-857.

[40] PETERS, J. AND SCHAAL, S. (2008). Natural actor-critic. Neurocomputing 71, 7-9, 1180-1190.

[41] RacHu, A., RAGHU, M., BENGIO, S., AND VINYALS, O. (2019). Rapid learning or feature reuse?
towards understanding the effectiveness of MAML. In International Conference on Learning Representa-
tions.

[42] RAaJESWARAN, A., FINN, C., KAKADE, S., AND LEVINE, S. (2019). Meta-learning with implicit
gradients. arXiv preprint arXiv:1909.04630.

[43] SABACH, S. AND SHTERN, S. (2017). A first order method for solving convex bilevel optimization
problems. SIAM Journal on Optimization 27, 2, 640—660.

[44] ScHULMAN, J., WoLsKI, F., DHARIWAL, P., RADFORD, A., AND KLiMOV, O. (2017). Proximal policy
optimization algorithms. arXiv preprint arXiv:1707.06347.

[45] SHABAN, A., CHENG, C.-A., HATCH, N., AND BooTs, B. (2019). Truncated back-propagation for
bilevel optimization. In Artificial Intelligence and Statistics. 1723-1732.

[46] STACKELBERG, H. V. (1952). The theory of market economy. Oxford University Press.

[47] SuTTON, R. S. (1988). Learning to predict by the methods of temporal differences. Machine Learn-
ing 3, 1, 9-44.

[48] SuTTON, R. S. AND BARTO, A. G. (2018). Reinforcement learning: An introduction. MIT press.

[49] SutToN, R. S., MaEl, H. R., PrRECUP, D., BHATNAGAR, S., SILVER, D., SZEPESVARI, C., AND
WIEWIORA, E. (2009). Fast gradient-descent methods for temporal-difference learning with linear function
approximation. In International Conference on Machine Learning. 993—1000.

[50] VICENTE, L., SAVARD, G., AND JUDICE, J. (1994). Descent approaches for quadratic bilevel program-
ming. Journal of Optimization Theory and Applications 81, 379-399.

33



[61] WaNG, M., Fang, E. X., AND Liu, H. (2017). Stochastic compositional gradient descent: algorithms
for minimizing compositions of expected-value functions. Mathematical Programming 161, 1-2, 419-449.

[62] WHITE, D. J. AND ANANDALINGAM, G. (1993). A penalty function approach for solving bi-level linear
programs. Journal of Global Optimization 3, 397-419.

[63] Wu, Y., ZHANG, W., XU, P., AND GU, Q. (2020). A finite time analysis of two time-scale actor-critic
methods. arXiv preprint arXiv:2005.01350.

[54] Xu, T., WANG, Z., AND LIANG, Y. (2020). Non-asymptotic convergence analysis of two time-scale
(natural) actor-critic algorithms. arXiv preprint arXiv:2005.03557.

34



	1 Introduction
	1.1 Related Works

	2 Two-Timescale Stochastic Approximation Algorithm for (1)
	2.1 Applications

	3 Main Results
	3.1 Strongly Convex Outer Objective Function
	3.2 Smooth (Possibly Non-convex) Outer Objective Function
	3.3 Convergence Analysis

	4 Application to Reinforcement Learning
	4.1 Convergence Analysis of TT-NAC

	5 Conclusion
	A Omitted Proofs of th:sc:uc
	A.1 Proof of lemma:refineddy
	A.2 Proof of lemma:refineddx
	A.3 Bounding xk by coupling with yk

	B Omitted Proofs of th:wc:c and cor:c:c
	B.1 Proof of lem:recurlem
	B.2 Proof of Lemma 5
	B.3 Proof of lem:moreau

	C Proof of cor:rl
	C.1 Proof of lem:rllip

	D Auxiliary Lemmas
	E Technical Results Omitted from the Main Paper
	E.1 Proof of cor:c:c
	E.2 Proof of lem:aux2
	E.3 Proof of lem:aux3
	E.4 Computing Biased Samples of xf(xk,yk+1)


