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Abstract

In these notes we will tackle the problem of finding optimal policies for Markov
decision processes (MDPs) which are not fully known to us. Our intention is to
slowly transition from an offline setting to an online (learning) setting. Namely,
we are moving towards reinforcement learning.

Contents

1 Preliminaries . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3
1.1 Policies . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3
2 Robustness of the infinite-horizon value functions . . . . . . . 4
2.1 Distance measures . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4
2.2 Expected total discounted rewards . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4
2.3 A proof of Theorem 2.1 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5

2.3.1 A rational hitting function . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6
2.3.2 A rational discounted-reward function . . . . . . . . . 7
2.3.3 Putting everything together . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8

2.4 Expected limit average rewards . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10
2.4.1 An analogue of Theorem 2.1 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 11

3 Model-based limit-average optimization . . . . . . . . . . . . . 12
3.1 Notation and assumptions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 12
3.2 Tail bounds for MDP exploration . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 12
3.3 Exploring and exploiting ad infinitum . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 13

3.3.1 Convergence speed to optimality . . . . . . . . . . . . . 14
3.3.2 Mixing times and uniform ergodicity . . . . . . . . . . 15
3.3.3 A sketch of Tracol’s argument . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 16
3.3.4 Using Tracol’s convergence lemma . . . . . . . . . . . . 16
3.3.5 Putting everything together . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 19

4 Model-free discounted-reward optimization . . . . . . . . . . . 20

1

http://arxiv.org/abs/2112.02976v2


2

4.1 Notation and assumptions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 20
4.2 The algorithm . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 21
4.3 The action-replay process . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 21
4.4 The action-replay process and the unknown MDP . . . . . . . 24
4.5 Putting everything together . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 25



1 Preliminaries 3

1 Preliminaries

As a reminder, a (stationary) MDP M is a 4-tuple (S,A, P, r) where:

• S is a finite set of states,

• A is a finite set of actions. In an abuse of notation, we also write A(·)
to denote a mapping S → 2A from states i to a finite set A(i) ⊆ A of
available actions.

• P : S × A× S ⇀ [0, 1] is a (time-independent) probabilistic transition
(partial) function defined for all i, j ∈ S and all a ∈ A(i), and

• r : S × A ⇀ Q is a (time-independent) immediate reward (partial)
function defined for all i ∈ S and all a ∈ A(i).

We will still make use of the abbreviated notation pij(a) for P (i, a, j) and
ri(a) for r(i, a).

1.1 Policies

Recall that a stationary policy π∞ is a sequence (π, π, . . . ) where π is a
non-negative function on S × A : (i, a) 7→ πia such that

∑
a∈A(i) πia = 1.

Indeed, π assigns to each i a distribution over available actions.

Unichain (stationary) policies: Consider the directed graph G(π∞) =
(S,E) with E ⊆ S × S such that (i, j) ∈ E if and only if pij(a)πia > 0
for some a ∈ A(i). We call this graph the support graph of π∞. The edges
of G(π∞) represent transitions of the MDP that have nonzero probability
when following π∞. We then say π∞ is a unichain policy from a given

state i ∈ S if the subgraph of G(π∞) induced by the subset of vertices reach-
able from i has a single maximal nontrivial strongly connected component.
(We omit references to i when it is clear from the context.) For intuition, this
is just a graph-based way of saying that the reachable part of the Markov
chain induced by the policy has a single closed communicating class.

Exercise 1.1. Let M be a communicating MDP and i one of its states.
Prove that there is an optimal unichain policy from i for the infinite-horizon
expected limit-average-reward criterion.
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2 Robustness of the infinite-horizon value functions

In this section we will be interested in how the values of policies in two MDPs
relate to each other. In particular, we will consider two MDPs on the same
state space S and action space A. Formally, let us fix M1 = (S,A, P (1), r(1))
and M2 = (S,A, P (2), r(2)). One would expect that if P (1) and P (2), and r(1)

and r(2), are not “too different” then the values of a policy followed in both
MDPs should not differ by too much.

2.1 Distance measures

Let f, g : A ⇀ [0, 1] be two real-valued partial functions. Below, to simplify
notation, we suppose f(a) > 0 does not hold for a ∈ A if f(a) is undefined.
We write dTV (f, g) to denote their total-variation distance, i.e.

sup
a∈A

{|f(a)− g(a)| : f(a), g(a) > 0}.

Similarly, we write drat (f, g) to denote the ratio distance:

sup
a∈A

{∣∣∣∣
f(a)

g(a)

∣∣∣∣ ,
∣∣∣∣
g(a)

f(a)

∣∣∣∣ : f(a), g(a) > 0

}
− 1.

Exercise 2.1. Prove that dTV (·, ·) is a metric and that drat (·, ·) is not.

2.2 Expected total discounted rewards

Let α ∈ (0, 1) be a discount factor. Recall that the expected total α-
discounted reward, given initial state i and policy R is:

vαi (R) := E
i,R

[
∞∑

t=1

αt−1rXt
(Yt)

]
,

where Xt denotes the random variable representing the state at time t and
Yt the chosen action at time t.

For convenience, in this section we will fix some initial state i ∈ S and
write vα instead of vαi . To avoid ambiguities, we will write vα1 to denote
the value function for M1 and vα2 to denote the value function for M2.
Furthermore, for a stationary policy π∞ we will write G1(π

∞) and G2(π
∞)

to denote the support graph of π∞ in M1 and M2 respectively.
In the sequel we will prove that, under certain conditions, the value of

any stationary policy from M1 when followed in M2 is “off” by a small ε

only. Below, we write
∥∥r(1)

∥∥
∞

to denote the value maxj∈S maxa∈A(j)

∣∣∣r(1)j (a)
∣∣∣.
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Theorem 2.1. Let α, ε ∈ (0, 1). Then for all stationary policies π∞ we have
that (1− α) |vα1 (π

∞)− vα2 (π
∞)| ≤ ε

2
+ ε

2

∥∥r(1)
∥∥
∞

if the following hold.

(A1) G1(π
∞) = G2(π

∞)

(A2) drat
(
P (1), P (2)

)
≤ ε

4 exp(2|S|)

(A3) dTV

(
r(1), r(2)

)
≤ ε

2

A proof of the theorem is given in the following subsection. The argument
presented there requires some further definitions and some intermediate re-
sults. Later, we will state and prove a similar result for the limit-average
reward. For now, it is interesting to note that the following is an immediate
corollary of the theorem that applies when rewards are non-negative values
from [0, 1].

Corollary 2.1. Let α, ε ∈ (0, 1) and suppose r
(1)
j (a) ∈ [0, 1] for all j ∈ S

and all a ∈ A(j). Then for all stationary policies π∞ we have that (1 −
α) |vα1 (π

∞)− vα2 (π
∞)| ≤ ε if item (A1), item (A2), and item (A3) hold.

Exercise 2.2. Argue that item (A1) in Theorem 2.1 is necessary. That is,
construct MDPs that satisfy the other conditions but not item (A1) and such
that policy values are not robust.

2.3 A proof of Theorem 2.1

We present an argument due to Eilon Solan [Sol03] and later refined by
Krishnendu Chatterjee [Cha12]. The crux of the proof lies in showing that
vα1 and vα2 have a “closed form” as a quotient of polynomials. That is, if we
see the transition probabilities pij(a) as variables x

a
ij , then the expected total

α-discounted reward is given by the quotient of two polynomial functions.

Lemma 2.1. For all stationary policies π∞ and all α ∈ (0, 1) there exist
polynomials f(x), g(x) of degree at most |S|, with non-negative coefficients,
and such that: vα1 (π

∞) = f(P (1))/g(P (1)) and vα2 (π
∞) = f(P (2))/g(P (2)).

Using the bounds on the degree of the polynomials, together with the
non-negativity of their coefficients, one can prove the following bound from
which Theorem 2.1 will (almost immediately) follow. For convenience, we
write below a ≤ b/c ≤ d to denote ac ≤ b and b ≤ dc. (Intuitively 0/0 can be
seen as 1 in such inequalities.)

Lemma 2.2. Let f(x1, . . . , xn) be a polynomial function of degree d with
non-negative coefficients, ε ∈ R with ε > 0, and a, b ∈ Rn with a, b ≥ 0. If
(1+ε)−1 ≤ ai/bi ≤ 1+ε for all 1 ≤ i ≤ n then (1+ε)−d ≤ f(a)/f(b) ≤ (1+ε)d.
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Exercise 2.3. Prove the bound.

In the following subsections we develop auxiliary lemmas that allow us
to prove Theorem 2.1. Then, in subsubsection 2.3.3, we provide the global
argument which makes use of said lemmas. The starting point for the ar-
gument is the observation that the reachability probability is a rational
function — i.e. a quotient of polynomial functions. This is made precise in
the sequel.

2.3.1 A rational hitting function

Let (S, δ) be a Markov chain with S the states and δ : S → [0, 1] the prob-
abilistic transition function. We will be interested in the probability of the
chain hitting states from Q ⊂ S. Denote by τ(Q) := inf{t ∈ N | Xt ∈ Q}
the first Q-hit time. Note that τ(Q) is a random variable whose value ranges
from 0 to +∞. Write F to denote the set of functions {f : S \ Q → S}
and let Gf = (S,Ef ) be the directed graph where (i, j) ∈ E if and only if
f(i) = j. For every f ∈ F we define αf ∈ {0, 1} and βf : S × S → {0, 1} as
follows:

• We set αf to 1 if Gf is a directed acyclic graph and to 0 otherwise;

• We set βf(i, j) to 1 if the unique path starting from i in Gf visits j and
to 0 otherwise.

The following is usually attributed to Freidlin and Wentzell [FW98]. This
specific version of the claim is explicitly proved in [CC97].

Lemma 2.3. If Pri(τ(Q) < +∞) > 0 for all i ∈ S then for all j 6∈ Q and all
k ∈ Q we have that Prj(Xτ(Q) = k) is equal to the following.

∑
f∈F βf (j, k)

∏
ℓ 6∈Q δ(ℓ, f(ℓ))∑

f∈F αf

∏
ℓ 6∈Q δ(ℓ, f(ℓ))

The fact that the reachability probability is a rational function is not
too surprising since it is the unique solution of a linear system of equations
A · x = b. Indeed, even if coefficients in A and b have polynomial functions
as entries instead of rational numbers, the system can be “symbolically”
solved using Cramer’s rule and Leibniz’ formula to obtain a rational function
as the “solution” of the system (cf. [Jun20, BHH+20, JKPW21]). However,
the above statement yields one with the property that all coefficients in the
numerator and the denominator are positive. The statement can also be seen
as a way to compute the determinant of a (stochastic) matrix by “counting
subgraphs” induced by it (cf. [Gre76]).
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2.3.2 A rational discounted-reward function

Using Lemma 2.3, we will now obtain a rational-function representation for
the expected total discounted reward function for Markov chains. Again, we
will view the transition probabilities as unknown parameter values. Con-
cretely, let S be a set of states and x = (x11, x12, . . . , xij, . . . ) be a tuple of
|S|2 variables. Then, for a polynomial f(x) over x and a probabilistic tran-
sition function δ such that (S, δ) is a Markov chain, we write f(δ) to denote
f(δ11, δ12, . . . , δij , . . . ). Finally, below, we will use the following definition.
For states i, j from a Markov chain,

MTα
i,j := E

i

[
(1− α)

∞∑

t=1

αt−11Xt=j

]
,

where 1Xt=j is the indicator function, denotes the expected discounted

time spent at state j.

Lemma 2.4. For all i, j ∈ S and all α ∈ (0, 1) there exist two polynomials
f(x) and g(x) such that the following hold.

1. Both f(x), g(x) have degree at most |S| and non-negative coefficients.

2. Let (S, δ) be a Markov chain. Then, MTα
i,j = f(δ)/g(δ).

Proof. Without going into all the mathematical details, we presently sketch
the argument given in [Cha12] to establish the result. Let i, j, α, and δ
be arbitrary. We will construct a Markov chain C obtained by duplicating
the set S of states. That is, its states S ′ include S and a set of copies
S1 = {k1 | k ∈ S}. The Markov chain will be such that Pri(Xτ(S′) = j1)
coincides with the value MTα

i,j from the claim. The desired result will thus
follow from Lemma 2.3 since the αf and βf (·, ·) terms do not depend on δ
and the monomials in the numerator and denominator of the given formula
are each products of at most |S| terms of the form δ(ℓ, f(ℓ)).

The probabilistic transition relation δ′ of C is defined as follows. First,
all copy states are absorbing: δ′(k1, k1) = 1 for all k1 ∈ S1. Second, for all
k ∈ S, the next state is the copy k1 with probability 1− α or a state ℓ from
S with probability α · δ(k, ℓ). This is repeated in symbols below.

δ′(k, ℓ) =





1− α if ℓ = k1

α · δ(k, ℓ) if ℓ ∈ S

0 if ℓ ∈ S1 \ {k1}
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Note that, by construction, we have that Prk(τ(S
′) < +∞) > 0 for all k ∈ S.

Indeed, we have that δ′(k)(k1) = 1− α > 0 so:

Pr
k
(τ(S ′) < +∞) ≥ Pr

k
(τ(S ′) = 1) = 1− α > 0.

To conclude the proof, it remains to establish the relation between MTα
i,j and

Pri(Xτ(S′) = j1) in C that was mentioned before. In this direction, we first
observe that (Prk(Xτ (S

′) = j1))k∈S can be obtained as the unique solution
of the following system of (Bellman optimality) linear equations:

yk = (1− α)1k=j +
∑

ℓ∈S

α · δ(k, ℓ) · yℓ for all k ∈ S

Furthermore, it is not hard to prove that the same holds for (MTα
k,j)k∈S,

which thus concludes the proof.

The above result already gives us a proof for Lemma 2.1.

Proof of Lemma 2.1. Observe that (1 − α)vα1 (π
∞) =

∑
j∈S

∑
a∈A(j) rj(πja) ·

MTα
i,j where the expectation in the definition of MTα

i,j is taken on the Markov
chain induced by following π∞ in the MDP M1. The analogue holds for
(1− α)vα2 (π

∞). Lemma 2.1 thus follows from Lemma 2.4.

2.3.3 Putting everything together

Now that we have proved Lemma 2.1, we will make use of the bound from
Lemma 2.2 to conclude the proof of Theorem 2.1.

Proof of Theorem 2.1. We begin with some simplifying preliminaries. First,
we will define the expected total discounted reward obtained by π∞ in M2

if we replace r(2) by r(1). This will allow us to deal with a single reward
function. In symbols:

vα3 (π
∞) := E

i,π∞

[
∞∑

t=1

αt−1r
(1)
Xt
(Yt)

]

where the expectation is taken with respect to the probability space induced
by M2 and π∞. The inequality below follows from the definition.

|vα2 (π
∞)− vα3 (π

∞)| ≤
dTV

(
r(1), r(2)

)

1− α

Hence, it will suffice to prove that 2(1 − α) |vα1 (π
∞)− vα3 (π

∞)| ≤ ε
∥∥r(1)

∥∥
∞
.

Indeed, by item (A3) the desired result follows from the latter inequalities.



2 Robustness of the infinite-horizon value functions 9

We introduce one further simplification to make sure the expected total dis-
counted rewards can be assumed to be positive. Let ρ := −

∥∥r(1)
∥∥
∞
be a lower

bound for rewards from r(1). We will “shift” the reward function to make sure
all rewards are positive. Formally, define r(3) such that r

(3)
j (a) = r

(1)
j (a)−ρ for

all j ∈ S and all a ∈ A(j). We will henceforth focus on the value functions

wα
1 (π

∞) and wα
2 (π

∞) defined as: Ei,π∞

[∑∞
t=1 α

t−1r
(3)
Xt
(Yt)

]
with respect to

the probability spaces induced by M1 and π∞ and M2 and π∞, respectively.
It is easy to see that by definition we have:

wα
1 (π

∞) = vα1 (π
∞)−

ρ

1− α
and wα

2 (π
∞) = vα3 (π

∞)−
ρ

1− α

and that therefore the following equality holds.

|wα
1 (π

∞)− wα
2 (π

∞)| = |vα1 (π
∞)− vα3 (π

∞)|

By the arguments above, to prove the claim it suffices to show that

|wα
1 (π

∞)− wα
2 (π

∞)| ≤
ε
∥∥r(1)

∥∥
∞

2(1− α)
. (1)

This is precisely what is done below.
By Lemma 2.1 we have that there exist polynomials f(x), g(x) of degree

at most |S| and non-negative coefficients such that the following holds.

wα
1 (π

∞)

wα
2 (π

∞)
=

f(P (1))g(P (2))

g(P (1))f(P (2))

That is, there is a polynomial h : (x,y) 7→ f(x)g(y) of degree at most 2|S|
and non-negative coefficients such that:

wα
1 (π

∞)

wα
2 (π

∞)
=

h(P (1), P (2))

h(P (2), P (1))
.

Let δ = drat
(
P (1), P (2)

)
. Then, the following inequalities then follow from

Lemma 2.2.

(1 + δ)−2|S| ≤
wα

1 (π
∞)

wα
2 (π

∞)
≤ (1 + δ)2|S| (2)

Using Equation 2, we will now argue that the following inequality holds.

|wα
1 (π

∞)− wα
2 (π

∞)| ≤

(
2
∥∥r(1)

∥∥
∞

1− α

)((
1 + drat

(
P (1), P (2)

))2|S|
− 1
)

(3)
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Let us focus on the case when wα
1 (π

∞) ≥ wα
2 (π

∞), the other case is symmet-
rical. Note that we can assume wα

2 (π
∞) > 0 lest wα

1 (π
∞) = wα

2 (π
∞) = 0 and

the inequality holds. Indeed, if wα
2 (π

∞) = 0, since the rewards from r(3) are
all non-negative, it must be that all edges reachable from the initial state i in
G1(π

∞) — and thus G2(π
∞) — correspond to zero-reward transitions. We

thus have the following.

|wα
1 (π

∞)− wα
2 (π

∞)|

= wα
2 (π

∞)

(
wα

1 (π
∞)

wα
2 (π

∞)
− 1

)
well def’d since wα

2 (π
∞) > 0

≤ wα
2 (π

∞)
(
(1 + δ)2|S|)− 1

)
by Equation 2

Since
∥∥r(3)

∥∥
∞

≤ 2
∥∥r(1)

∥∥
∞
, we have that wα

1 (π
∞), wα

2 (π
∞) ≤ 2

∥∥r(1)
∥∥
∞
(1 −

α)−1 and Equation 3 follows from our choice of δ.
To conclude, note that the following inequalities hold.

(1 + δ)2|S| − 1 =

n=2|S|∑

k=1

(
n

k

)
δk by the binomial expansion

≤

n=2|S|∑

k=1

(
n

k

)
δ since δ < 1 by item (A2)

≤ 22|S|δ ≤ exp(2|S|)δ

≤
ε exp(2|S|)

4 exp(2|S|)
=

ε

4
choice of δ and item (A2)

Hence, by Equation 3 we have:

|wα
1 (π

∞)− wα
2 (π

∞)| ≤
(ε
2

)(∥∥r(1)
∥∥
∞

1− α

)

as required.

2.4 Expected limit average rewards

Recall that the expected (lower) limit average reward, given initial state i
and policy R is:

φi(R) := E
i,R

[
lim inf
T→∞

1

T

T∑

t=1

rXt
(Yt)

]
,



2 Robustness of the infinite-horizon value functions 11

where Xt denotes the random variable representing the state at time t and
Yt the chosen action at time t. We also write φ = supR φ(R) and omit the i
in φi if it is clear from the context.

Mertens and Neyman originally proved the following equivalence [MN81].

Lemma 2.5. Consider an MDP. For all stationary policies R we have that
φ(R) = limα→1(1− α)vα(R).

2.4.1 An analogue of Theorem 2.1

As before, we will fix some initial state i ∈ S and write φ instead of φi. To
avoid ambiguities, we will write φ1 to denote the value function for M1; and
φ2, the value function for M2.

The result for expected limit average rewards follows from Lemma 2.5
and Theorem 2.1.

Theorem 2.2. Let ε ∈ (0, 1). Then for all stationary policies π∞ we have
that |φ1(π

∞)− φ2(π
∞)| ≤ ε

2
+ ε

2

∥∥r(1)
∥∥
∞

if the following hold.

(A1) G1(π
∞) = G2(π

∞)

(A2) drat
(
P (1), P (2)

)
≤ ε

4 exp(2|S|)

(A3) dTV

(
r(1), r(2)

)
≤ ε

2

Proof. The result is proved using the following equalities.

|φ1(π
∞)− φ2(π

∞)|

=
∣∣∣lim
α→1

(1− α)vα1 (π
∞)− lim

α→1
(1− α)vα2 (π

∞)
∣∣∣ by Lemma 2.5

=
∣∣∣lim
α→1

(1− α)(vα1 (π
∞)− vα2 (π

∞))
∣∣∣

= lim
α→1

|(1− α)(vα1 (π
∞)− vα2 (π

∞))|

= lim
α→1

(1− α) |vα1 (π
∞)− vα2 (π

∞)| since α ≤ 1

In the last equality above, by Theorem 2.1 every element in the (limit of the)
sequence is at most the following value.

(1− α)

(
ε

2(1− α)
+

ε

2(1− α)

∥∥r(1)
∥∥
∞

)
=

ε

2
+

ε

2

∥∥r(1)
∥∥
∞

Hence, the value of the limit is at most ε
2
+ ε

2

∥∥r(1)
∥∥
∞

as required.

The above result tells us that we can get “good” policies for MDPs with
unknown dynamics. Indeed, we just need to explore the MDP to approximate
the probabilities and rewards, and then apply any policy-synthesis algorithm
that we want. We formalize this approach in the rest of this notes.
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3 Model-based limit-average optimization

In this section we will present a learning algorithm for limit-average opti-
mization based on two papers [KPR18, KMMP20]. It consists in bringing the
previous results to practice: We will execute ever longer episodes consisting
of exploration phases followed by exploitation phases. The exploration
phases will allow us to compute good approximations of the unknown MDP
while the exploitation phase will follow an optimal policy for the approxi-
mated MDP. Importantly, the exploitation phase has to compensate for the
potentially sub-optimal exploration phase. Before we present the algorithm
we have to recall some preliminaries regarding tail bounds.

3.1 Notation and assumptions

As in section 2, we will consider two MDPs M1 and M2. Intuitively, M1

is the real environment with which our algorithm is interacting and will
compute approximations M2 of it as a side product of the algorithm. To
avoid ambiguities, we recall the formal definitions: M1 = (S,A, P (1), r(1))
and M2 = (S,A, P (2), r(2)). Further, as in subsection 2.4, we fix some initial
state i ∈ S and write φ instead of φi. To avoid ambiguities, we will write φ1

to denote the value function for M1; and φ2, the value function for M2.

Assumptions. In this section we will make the assumption that we have
one additional piece of information regarding M1. Namely, we are given
pmin ∈ Q such that 0 < pmin ≤ 1 and 0 < p

(1)
ij (a) =⇒ pmin ≤ p

(1)
ij (a)

for all i, j ∈ S and all a ∈ A(i). In words, pmin is a lower bound for the
(unknown) non-zero transition probabilities from M1. We will also assume
that the rewards are bounded by W : i.e. |ri(a)| ≤ W for all i ∈ S and all
a ∈ A(i). Additionally, we will assume that M1 is communicating — since
otherwise there is no way we can learn. Recall that M1 is communicating
(or an end component) if for every i, j ∈ S there exists a deterministic
stationary policy f ∈ C(D) such that j is accessible from i under the policy
f . In other words, there exists n ≥ 0 such that (P (1)(f))nij > 0.

3.2 Tail bounds for MDP exploration

To computeM2, we will follow a stationary policy (ρ, ρ, . . . ) which — roughly
speaking — executes “uniform random exploration”. Formally, the policy ρ
is S × A : (i, a) 7→ 1/|A(i)| for all i ∈ S. Intuitively, each time the MDP
enters a state i then ρ performs an experiment by playing ρ(i, a) uniformly
at random (over a ∈ A(i)) and observes both the resulting successor state
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as well as the immediate reward. Note that, since we have assumed M1 is
communicating, such a policy ρ always exists. Further, if we follow it for
an infinite number of steps then we must see all state-action pairs infinitely
often with probability 1. Indeed, this follows, for instance, from the second
Borel-Cantelli lemma and our definition of communicating MDPs. However,
since we plan on exploiting for some time after having explored, we cannot
continue following ρ forever. A natural question arises: how long should we
follow ρ before we are sure that we can construct P (2) and r(2) so that M1

and M2 are not “too different”.

Lemma 3.1. For all ε, δ ∈ (0, 1) one can compute n ∈ N such that fol-
lowing ρ for n steps suffices to collect enough statistics to compute M2 so
that item (A1), item (A2), and item (A3) from Theorem 2.2 all hold with
probability at least 1− δ.

Before we give some intuition on how to prove the above lemma, we
establish a relation between the distance measures mentioned in it. The
following is a simple observation due to Chatterjee [Cha12].

Lemma 3.2. Let M2 be such that item (A1) from Theorem 2.2 holds. Then,
it holds that drat

(
P (1), P (2)

)
pmin ≤ dTV

(
P (1), P (2)

)
.

Exercise 3.1. Prove Lemma 3.2.

It follows from the above lemma that to prove Lemma 3.1 we can focus on
reducing the total-variation distance of the P (i) and r(i). Thankfully, this is
precisely what tail bounds are great for. Indeed, since M1 is communicating
and we have a lower bound pmin on the non-zero transition probabilities, we
know that the following holds.

(P (1)(ρ))
|S|
ij ≥ p

|S|
min

The rest of the proof is a straightforward application of Hoeffding’s inequality
which is left to the reader as an exercise.

Exercise 3.2. Prove Lemma 3.1.

3.3 Exploring and exploiting ad infinitum

We now present a policy R that ensures an optimal limit average with prob-
ability 1. To avoid clutter, we describe the policy in words. However, from
the description it is straightforward to formalize its definition. The policy R
plays in episodes sub-divided into repeated exploration and exploitation

phases as follows.
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Explore: First, R follows a policy ρ to realize uniform random exploration.
During episode i, ρ is followed for Li steps and M

(i)
2 is constructed

from the collected statistics.

Exploit: Second, R follows an optimal unichain policy π∞ w.r.t. to the ex-
pected limit average in M

(i)
2 . The latter is done for Oi steps.

In this section we will argue that R is almost-surely optimal.

Theorem 3.1. Let j ∈ S. For all i ∈ N one can compute Li, Oi ∈ N so that
the following holds.

Pr
j,R

(
lim inf
T→∞

1

T

T∑

t=1

rXt
(Yt) ≥ φj

)
= 1

Lemma 3.1 gives us a way of computing Li so that M
(i)
2 is arbitrarily

close to M1 with as probability as close to 1 as desired. Then, because of
Theorem 2.2, we know that optimizing the expected limit-average reward in
M

(i)
2 means we are near-optimal in M1. (Indeed, we do not claim this is the

case with probability 1. Rather, we can do so with probability 1 − δ only
because of the approximation guarantee from Lemma 3.1.) If the sequences
of Li, Oi are increasing then the result should intuitively follow. The one
remaining issue is that we need each Oi to be finite! Furthermore, it needs to
account for all preceding episodes and get us closer to the optimal expected
limit average in M

(i)
2 .

3.3.1 Convergence speed to optimality

Our goal is to prove the following result regarding unichain Markov chains
C = (S, P, r). It will allow us to compute Oi as desired.

Lemma 3.3 (Tracol’s lemma). Let C be a finite unichain Markov chain and
pmin be a lower bound for all nonzero transition probabilities in C. For all
ε ∈ (0, 1) one can compute K0 ∈ N and α, β ∈ Q (from |S|, pmin, and ε alone)
such that α, β > 0 and the following holds for all T ≥ K0 and all i ∈ S.

Pr
i

(
T∑

t=1

rXt
(Yt) ≥ E

i

[
T∑

t=1

rXt
(Yt)

]
− Tε

)
≥ 1− αe−Tβε2

The convergence lemma was first proved by Mathieu Tracol [Tra09]. We
state it here in a slightly more general way since we need to be able to
compute the constants from the limited information we have available to us.
(Namely, we cannot use the transition probabilities!) Before we sketch an
argument to prove it, we have to make a digression into mixing times and
uniform ergodicity.



3 Model-based limit-average optimization 15

3.3.2 Mixing times and uniform ergodicity

We say the Markov chain C is regular if |Q| is finite and it is both aperiodic
and irreducible. Recall that a state i ∈ S has period gcd{t > 0 : Pr(Xt =
i) > 0}. The Markov chain is said to be aperiodic if the period of every state
is 1; it is irreducible if (S, {(i, j) ∈ S2 | P (i, j) > 0}) is a strongly connected
directed graph. Further recall that we write P ∗ for the stationary matrix of
a regular Markov chain.

We recall a sufficient condition for a Markov chain to be uniformly

ergodic [MT93]: C satisfiesDoeblin’s condition if there exist λ ∈ R, λ > 0,
a probability measure ϕ over (subsets of) S, and an integer t ∈ T, such that:

Pr
i
(Xt ∈ T ) ≥ λϕ(T )

for all T ⊆ S and all i ∈ S. The constant λ is usually called the ergodicity

coefficient and t the mixing time.
It is easy to prove that Doeblin’s condition holds for all regular Markov

chains. For completeness, we provide an argument to this effect below while
highlighting that both the ergodicity coefficient and the mixing time can be
computed even in the absence of the transition probabilities.

Lemma 3.4. Let C be a regular Markov chain and let pmin be a lower bound
for all of its nonzero transition probabilities. One can compute λ ∈ Q, λ > 0
and t ∈ N (from |S| and pmin alone) such that Pri(Xt ∈ T ) ≥ λP ∗(T ) for all
T ⊆ S and all i ∈ S.

Proof. First, since C is regular, we know it has a unique stationary distri-
bution with matrix P ∗. We now observe that, because of aperiodicity and
irreducibility, we know there exists some t such that Pri(Xt = j) > 0 for any
i, j ∈ S. To give an explicit definition of such a t we need to recall some
definitions.

Given a finite set N = {a1, . . . , aℓ} of positive integers suc that gcd(N) =
1, we write g(N) to denote its Frobenius number. That is, the maximal
integer that cannot be obtained as a conical combination of the ai, i.e. as
a sum of the form:

∑ℓ

x=1 kiai where k1, . . . , kℓ ∈ N. The existence of g(N)
is guaranteed by Schur’s theorem which gives a bound on the amount of
numbers that cannot be obtained as such conical combinations. We thus set:
t := maxN⊆S g(N) + 1. Since C is regular, we have that:

∀i, j ∈ S : Pr
i
(Xt = j) ≥ ptmin > 0.

To conclude, we set λ := ptmin. Hence, Pri(Xt ∈ T )λ−1 ≥ 1 ≥ P ∗(T ) for all
T ⊆ S and all i ∈ S as required.
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3.3.3 A sketch of Tracol’s argument

We briefly describe how Lemma 3.3 can be proved. The original proof by
Tracol consists in decomposing C into its transient set of states and the
regular sub-chain C′ it contains. Then, one can further decompose C′ into
aperiodic components based on all the residue classes modulo the period
of states in C′. Finally, one can use Lemma 3.4 to obtain bounds for each
such regular chain. Critically, K0, α, β can all be computed as a function
of |S|, pmin, the ergodicity coefficient of each regular sub-chain, as well as
their mixing times. Since C is finite and the period of C′ is bounded by
|S|, we can compute K0, α, β taking all possible such decompositions into
account. (This allows us the flexibility of not having to rely on the actual
transition-probability values, which we do not have!)

Exercise 3.3. Use the optimality equations for the expected limit-average-
reward criterion and the convergence bounds that follow from Lemma 3.4 to
prove Lemma 3.3.

3.3.4 Using Tracol’s convergence lemma

We will now use Tracol’s lemma to prove the following properties hold for
policies used in M1.

Lemma 3.5. For all j ∈ S and all unichain policies π∞ the following hold.

1. Prj,π∞

(
lim infT→∞

1
T

∑T

t=1 rXt
(Yt) ≥ φj(π

∞)
)
= 1

2. For all ε ∈ (0, 1) one can compute M (from |S|, |A|, and pmin) we have:

Pr
j,π∞

(
∀N ≥ M :

N∑

t=1

rXt
(Yt) ≥ E

j,π∞

[
N∑

t=1

rXt
(Yt)

]
−Nε

)
= 1− ε.

The first item in the above lemma is folklore. We give a self-contained
proof of it based on the second item. Thus, let us first argue the latter holds.

Proof of Lemma 3.5 item 2. Recall the bound from Lemma 3.3 and let K0

be the corresponding integer computed for ε and the Markov chain induced
by π∞ and M1. Note that we can compute some K1 ≥ K0 such that the
following holds for all T ≥ K1.

1− αeTβε2 ≤ 1−
1

2T
(4)
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We intend to use this in conjunction with the following inequality which holds
for all T ∈ N.

∞∏

t=T

(1− 2−t) ≥ exp
(
−22−T

)
(5)

Indeed, we want to choose M such that M ≥ K1 and
∏∞

t=T (1− 2−t) ≥ 1− ε.
Towards this, we note that the following hold.

exp
(
−22−T

)
≥ 1− ε ⇐⇒ − 22−T ≥ ln(1− ε)

⇐⇒ 22−T ≤ ln ε

⇐⇒ T − 2 ≥ − log2(ln(ε))

⇐⇒ T ≥ 2− log2(ln(ε))

=⇒

∞∏

t=T

(1− 2−t) ≥ 1− ε by Equation 5

We therefore set M := max{K1, 2− log2(ln(ε))}.
Let us denote by ET the event satisfying the following for all T ≥ M .

T∑

t=1

rXt
(Yt) ≥ E

j,π∞

[
T∑

t=1

rXt
(Yt)

]
− Tε

Note that Prj,π∞(ET ) ≥
∏T

t=M(1−2−t) because M ≥ K1. Furthermore, since
ET ⊆ ET ′ , for any T ≤ T ′, the following holds (see, e.g., [BK08, page 756]).

Pr
j,π∞

(
⋂

T≥M

ET

)
≥

∞∏

t=M

(1− 2−t)

Then, since M ≥ 2− log2(ln(ε)), the desired result follows.

Exercise 3.4. Prove that there exists some K1 ∈ N such that Equation 4
holds for all 0 < ε < 1 and all K1 ≤ T .

Exercise 3.5. Prove that Equation 5 holds for all T ∈ N.

Before we proceed to the proof of the first item of the lemma, we prove
an ergodic theorem for unichain policies.

Lemma 3.6. For all j ∈ S and all unichain policies π∞ the following hold.

{φ(π∞)}j = lim inf
T→∞

1

T
E

j,π∞

[
T∑

t=1

rXt
(Yt)

]
= lim sup

T→∞

1

T
E

j,π∞

[
T∑

t=1

rXt
(Yt)

]
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Proof. The argument consists in applying Lebesgue’s dominated convergence
theorem, which gives sufficient conditions for the equivalence between the
limit of the expectation of functions and the expectation of their limit. Sim-
ply stated, we need the (pointwise) limit of the averages to almost-surely
exist and a (finite-expectation) bound on all averages for all possible out-
comes. For the second point: recall that the reward function is bounded.
Hence, for all outcomes we have bounded averages. It remains to prove the
first point.

For finite irreducible Markov chains, the ergodic theorem (see, e.g., [Nor98,
Theorem 1.10.2]) tells us the following.

Pr

(
lim inf
T→∞

1

T

T∑

t=1

r(Xt) = lim sup
T→∞

1

T

T∑

t=1

r(Xt)

)
= 1

Hence, in that case the limit almost-surely exists. To conclude we just observe
that the ergodic theorem clearly extends to unichain Markov chains since the
function is “prefix-independent”. That is, ignoring any finite prefix of the
sequence of averages before taking the limit yields the same value. Since π∞

induces a unichain Markov chain, the result follows by Lebesgue’s dominated
convergence theorem.

We are now ready to prove the folklore result.

Proof of Lemma 3.5 item 1. Let εk = 2−k. We write Ek for the event satis-
fying the following.

∃M, ∀N ≥ M :
N∑

t=1

rXt
(Yt) ≥ E

π∞

[
N∑

t=1

rXt
(Yt)

]
−Nεk

Note that Ek ⊆ Eℓ for all k ≤ ℓ. From item 2 we have that:

Pr
j,π∞

(Ek) ≥ 1− εk = 1− 2−k

and therefore:

Pr
j,π∞

(
⋂

k≥1

Ek

)
= lim

k→∞
1− 2−k = 1.

To conclude the proof we argue that the event
⋂

k≥1Ek almost-surely coin-
cides with the required event. Indeed the former is equivalent to the event
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satisfying the following.

∀k ≥ 1, ∃M, ∀N ≥ M :
N∑

t=1

rXt
(Yt) ≥ E

π∞

[
N∑

t=1

rXt
(Yt)

]
−Nεk

⇐⇒ lim inf
T→∞

1

T

(
T∑

t=1

rXt
(Yt) ≥ E

π∞

[
T∑

t=1

rXt
(Yt)

])
≥ 0

⇐⇒ lim inf
T→∞

1

T

T∑

t=1

rXt
(Yt) ≥ lim sup

T→∞

1

T
E
π∞

[
T∑

t=1

rXt
(Yt)

]
.

By Lemma 3.6, the last event defined above almost-surely coincides with the
event:

lim inf
T→∞

1

T

T∑

t=1

rXt
(Yt) ≥ φ(π∞),

which thus concludes the proof.

3.3.5 Putting everything together

Let SN :=
∑N−1

t=0 Lk + Ok. The proof of Theorem 3.1 uses the following
intermediate result.

Lemma 3.7. Let (εi)i∈N be a sequence of values 0 < εk < εj such that for all
j < k. For all i ∈ N one can compute Li, Oi ∈ N so that the following holds
for all i ≥ 1.

Pr
R

(
∀T ∈ (Si, Si+1] :

1

T

T∑

t=1

rXt
(Yt) ≥ φ− εi

)
= 1− εi

Let εi := 2−i and consider the event Ei defined as satisfying the following.

∀T ∈ (Si, Si+1] :
1

T

T∑

t=1

rXt
(Yt) ≥ φ− εi

Note that D :=
⋃

i≥0

⋂
j≥iEj is the event consisting of samples whose ex-

pected limit average is optimal. Hence, to conclude it suffices to argue that
D — the complement of D — has probability measure 0. The theorem thus
follows from the Borel-Cantelli lemma since

∑
i≥0 PrR(Ei) < ∞ and therefore

PrR(
⋂

i≥0

⋃
j≥iEj) = 0

We do not provide a proof of the lemma as it is elementary yet tedious.
For all i ≥ 0 one can assume the accumulated reward is W · Si and then use
the bounds from previous sections to choose Li and Oi to learn and optimize
so as to get close enough to the optimal value. Since all convergence bounds
we have developed are exponential, finding such values is not a problem.
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4 Model-free discounted-reward optimization

We turn our attention back to the expected total-discounted reward func-
tion. In this case, we will not try to approximate the unknown MDP.
Instead, our approach consists in approximating the optimal value of states
and state-action pairs. That is, we present a learning policy which internally
computes increasingly better such approximations. Namely, we will study
the classical Q-learning algorithm due to Watkins and Dayan. [WD92].

Because of the nature of the total-discounted reward function, no learning
policy can really be optimal. However, our policy will be such that — under
some conditions — its approximations will converge to the optimal ones.
Since we avoid constructing an approximation of the unknown MDP, the
algorithm we focus on (and similar ones) are sometimes said to lean in a way
that is model free.

4.1 Notation and assumptions

Henceforth, let us fix an MDP M = (S,A, P, r) and a discount factor α ∈
(0, 1). We write V ∗ : S → Q to denote the function that maps every i ∈ S
to its optimal value. Formally, for all i ∈ S, we define:

V ∗(i) := sup
R∈C(D)

vαi (R),

where C(D) still denotes the set of all deterministic stationary policies. Sim-
ilarly, we define the Q values to refer to the optimal values of state-action
pairs. That is, we define Q∗ : S ×A → Q for all i ∈ S as follows.

Q∗(i, a) := ri(a) + α
∑

j∈S

pij(a)V
∗(j)

From the definition of C(D) and the discounted-reward objective, we have
the following for all i ∈ S.

V ∗(i) = max
a∈A(i)

Q∗(i, a) (6)

Assumptions. We will only assume that the rewards are bounded by W ,
that is |ri(a)| ≤ W for all i ∈ S and all a ∈ A(i). Further assumptions will
be made explicit in formal statements.
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4.2 The algorithm

We presently describe the policy R corresponding to the Q-learning algo-
rithm. Though not explicit in all presentations of it, Q-learning is in fact pa-
rameterized by a sequence of learning rates γ1, γ2, . . . such that 0 ≤ γk < 1
for all k ≥ 1.

The policy R, at every timestep t, keeps an approximation Q(t) of the Q
values. We will make no assumption about Q(1) other than that all state-
action pairs are mapped to some rational value. For t ≥ 2, the choice of
action Yt to play from the current state Xt is resolved using:

Yt := argmax
a∈A(Xt)

Q(t)(Xt, a).

Then, having received a reward of rXt
(Yt) before reaching state Xt+1, the

policy internally computes Q(t+1) from Q(t) by changing Q(t)(Xt, Yt) to the
following value.

(1− γt)Q
(t)(Xt, Yt) + γt

(
rXt

(Yt) + max
a∈A(Xt+1)

αQ(t)(Xt+1, a)

)

We now formalize our convergence claim from before. Below, we denote
by Nia : N → N the function mapping n to the n-th timestep for which
Xt = i and Yt = a.

Theorem 4.1. Let α ∈ (0, 1) and i ∈ S. Then for the Q-learning policy R
we have Pri,R(limt→∞Q(t) = Q∗) = 1 if the following hold with probability 1
for all i ∈ S and all a ∈ A(i).

∞∑

n=1

γNia(n) = ∞ and
∞∑

n=1

(
γNia(n)

)2
< ∞

We present the proof from [WD92] for this claim. The argument consists
of two steps. First, we relate the Q values to the optimal values of states in
a second MDP we introduce in the next subsection.

4.3 The action-replay process

Consider a sample X1Y1X2Y2 . . . drawn from the Markov chain induced by
the Q-learning policy R and M. We will define what Watkins and Dayan
call the action-replay process A. It is an MDP A = (Ŝ, A, P̂ , r̂) where:

• Ŝ = S × N>0 ∪ {⊥};
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• r̂(〈i, ·〉, a,⊥) = Q(1)(i, a) and r̂(〈i, ·〉, a, ĵ) = ri(a) for all i ∈ S, all
a ∈ A(i), and all ĵ 6= ⊥.1

• Finally, to define P̂ (〈i, t〉, a, ĵ), let t1, t2, . . . , tk be the maximal sequence
of timesteps such that tℓ = Nia(ℓ) and tℓ < t for all 1 ≤ ℓ ≤ k. Now,
we set:

P̂ (〈i, t〉, a, ĵ) =





γtk if ĵ = 〈Xtk+1, tk + 1〉

γtk−1
(1− γtk) if ĵ = 〈Xtk−1+1, tk−1 + 1〉

...
...

γtℓ
∏k

m>ℓ(1− γtm) if ĵ = 〈Xtℓ+1, tℓ + 1〉
...

...∏k

ℓ=1(1− γtℓ) if ĵ = ⊥

0 otherwise.

The next result follows from the definition of the action-replay process.
We denote by Q∗

A the optimal values of state-action pairs in A.

Lemma 4.1. Let n be a positive integer. Then Q(n)(i, a) = Q∗
A(〈i, n〉, a) for

all i ∈ S and all a ∈ A(i).

Proof. We argue that the claim holds by induction.
For the base case, we observe that if n = 1 then P̂ (〈i, n〉, a,⊥) = 1

for all i ∈ S and all a ∈ A(i). Indeed, the sequence t1, . . . , tk is empty in
this case. Hence, the product

∏k

ℓ=1(1 − γtℓ) evaluates to 1. Furthermore,
by construction, we have that r̂(〈i, n〉, a,⊥) = Q(1)(i, a). Since ⊥ has no
outgoing transitions, Q∗

A(i, a) = r̂(〈i, n〉, a,⊥) = Q(1)(i, a). It follows that
there is some n for which the claim holds.

For the inductive step, we first observe there are some trivial cases. Con-
sider 〈i, n〉 and a ∈ A(i) such that i 6= Xn or a 6= Yn. We have that
Q(n+1)(i, a) = Q(n)(i, a). Also, by construction of A, the following hold for

all ĵ ∈ Ŝ:

P̂ (〈i, n+ 1〉, a, ĵ) = P̂ (〈i, n〉, a, ĵ) and

r̂(〈i, n+ 1〉, a, ĵ) = r̂(〈i, n〉, a, ĵ).

Hence, Q∗
A(〈i, n+1〉, a) = Q∗

A(〈i, n〉, a). For such state-action pairs the claim
follows from our inductive hypothesis. It remains for us to prove that it also

1 Note that rewards for this MDP depend on the played action and both the source
and target states! This is no loss of generality: one can always get back to state-action
rewards by adding intermediate states.
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holds when i = Xn and a = Yn. Let us write î = 〈i, n〉 and ĵ = 〈Xn+1, n〉. In
this case, by definition, Q(n+1) is equal to the following.

(1− γn)Q
(n)(i, a) + γn

(
ri(a) + max

b
αQ(n)(Xn+1, b)

)

=(1− γn)Q
∗
A(̂i, a) + γn

(
ri(a) + max

b
αQ∗

A(ĵ, b)
)

by IH

=(1− γn)Q
∗
A(̂i, a) + γn

(
ri(a) + αV ∗

A(ĵ)
)

Equation 6

=(1− γn)Q
∗
A(̂i, a) + γn

(
r̂(̂i, a, ĵ) + αV ∗

A(ĵ)
)

def. of r̂

On the other hand, observe that for all k̂ 6= ĵ the following hold:

P̂ (〈i, n+ 1〉, a, k̂) = (1− γn)P̂ (̂i, a, k̂) and

r̂(〈i, n+ 1〉, a, k̂) = r̂(̂i, a, k̂).
(7)

Therefore, we have that Q∗
A(〈i, n+ 1〉, a) is equal to the following.

∑

k̂ 6=ĵ

P̂ (〈i, n+ 1〉, a, k̂)
(
r̂(〈i, n+ 1〉, a, k̂) + αV ∗

A(k̂)
)
+

P̂ (〈i, n+ 1〉, a, ĵ)
(
r̂(〈i, n+ 1〉, a, ĵ) + αV ∗

A(ĵ)
)

=(1− γn)
∑

k̂ 6=ĵ

P̂ (̂i, a, k̂)
(
r̂(̂i, a, k̂) + αV ∗

A(k̂)
)
+ Equation 7

P̂ (〈i, n+ 1〉, a, ĵ)
(
r̂(̂i, a, ĵ) + αV ∗

A(ĵ)
)

def. of r̂

=(1− γn)Q
∗
A(̂i, a) + def. of Q∗

P̂ (〈i, n+ 1〉, a, ĵ)
(
r̂(̂i, a, ĵ) + αV ∗

A(ĵ)
)

=(1− γn)Q
∗
A(̂i, a) + γn

(
r̂(̂i, a, ĵ) + αV ∗

A(ĵ)
)

def. of P̂

The result thus follows by induction.

We will now consider the probability of staying above a certain “level”
in the action-replay process. Recall that τ(T ) := inf{t ∈ N | Xt ∈ T} is the
first T -hit time and that it is a random variable whose value ranges from 0
to +∞. We further write [m], for m ∈ N>0, to denote the set {1, 2, . . . , m}.

Lemma 4.2. Let ℓ,m ∈ N>0 and ε ∈ (0, 1). Then there exists n ≥ m such
that Pr〈i,n〉,R(τ(S × [m]) ≤ ℓ) ≤ ε for all i ∈ S and all policies R in A if the
following holds with probability 1 for all i ∈ S and all a ∈ A(i).

∞∑

k=1

γNia(k) = ∞
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Proof. We will argue that P̂ (〈i,m〉, a, 〈j,m〉) ≤ ε/ℓ where, for ease of read-
ability, we focus on an arbitrary i ∈ S and action a ∈ A(i). It will be clear
how to extend the argument so that m is chosen for the claim to hold uni-
formly for all such i and a. Essentially, the latter is achieved by choosing the
most “restrictive” state-action pair and the corresponding value of n. The
claim follows from the above by induction and the Markov property (since
the probabilities add up).

Consider some value n ≥ m. By construction of P̂ , we have that the
probability of hitting S × [m] in one step, i.e.

∑m

k=1 P̂ (〈i,m〉, a, 〈j, k〉), is:
(

n∏

k′>k

(1− γNia(k′))

)
k′−1∑

ℓ=1

(
γNia(ℓ)

k′−1∏

ℓ′>ℓ

(1− γNia(ℓ′))

)
≤

n∏

k′>k

(1− γNia(k′)).

Furthermore, note that:

n∏

k′>k

(1− γNia(k′)) ≤ exp

(
n∑

k′>k

(1− γNia(k′))

)
(8)

since exp(·) is monotonic. Now, recall that we have assumed, for all i ∈ S
and all a ∈ A(i),

∑∞
k=1 γNia(k) = ∞ holds with probability 1. Since the γt

are bounded in [0, 1) then
∑n

k′>k(1 − γNia(k′)) = ∞ with probability 1 too.
In particular, this means that Equation 8 tends to 0 as n goes to infinity.
Hence, we can certainly choose n so that Equation 8 is bounded above as
required.

Exercise 4.1. Complete the induction in the proof sketch given above.

4.4 The action-replay process and the unknown MDP

The second step we take towards proving Theorem 4.1 consists in establish-
ing a relation between the action-replay process A = (Ŝ, A, P̂ , r̂) and the
unknown dynamics of the MDP. It will be convenient to define a probabilis-
tic transition function induced by P̂ when projected on S×A. Formally, we
define P̂t as follows.

P̂t : (i, a, j) 7→
∑

s∈N>0

P̂ (〈i, t〉, a, 〈j, s〉)

Note that from any state 〈i, n〉 inA and for all actions a ∈ A(i), all transitions
in the process lead to states 〈j,m〉 such that m < n or to ⊥. Hence, we also

have that the following holds for P̂t.

P̂t(i, a, j) =
t−1∑

s=1

P̂ (〈i, t〉, a, 〈j, s〉)
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We also define r̂t such that r̂t : (i, a) 7→ r̂(〈i, t〉, a, ĵ) for any ĵ ∈ Ŝ \ {⊥} for
which this is defined. (Note that this is well-defined since r̂ only depends on
the target state if the latter is ⊥.)

Lemma 4.3. For the Q-learning policy R we have:

Pr
i,R

(
lim
t→∞

P̂t = P and lim
t→∞

r̂t = r
)
= 1

for all i ∈ S if the following hold with probability 1 for all i ∈ S and all
a ∈ A(i).

∞∑

n=1

γNia(n) = ∞ and
∞∑

n=1

(
γNia(n)

)2
< ∞

We do not present a proof of this claim. Watkins and Dayan give a proof
of it using classical stochastic convergence results (see, e.g. the Robbins-
Monroe algorithm [KC12]). There seem to exist alternative arguments using
ordinary differential equations. However, these techniques go beyond the
scope of these notes.

4.5 Putting everything together

Lemma 4.3 essentially allows us to argue that we get increasingly better
estimates of the desired Q values via the optimal values in the MDP induced
by P̂t. Below, we write Q̂t to denote the optimal Q values in the MDP
(S,A, P̂t, r̂t) induced by P̂t and r̂t.

Lemma 4.4. Let ε ∈ (0, 1) and R be the Q-learning policy. Then there exists

T ∈ N>0 such that Pri,R

(
∀t ≥ T : dTV

(
Q̂t, Q

∗
)
> ε
)
≤ ε for all i ∈ S if the

following hold with probability 1 for all i ∈ S and all a ∈ A(i).

∞∑

n=1

γNia(n) = ∞ and

∞∑

n=1

(
γNia(n)

)2
< ∞

Proof. We choose T so that Nia(1) ≤ T with probability 1 for all i ∈ S and
a ∈ A(i). In words, this means that all state-action pairs have almost-surely
been witnessed. (This happens with probability 1 due to our assumptions.)
Additionally, we ask that:

Pr
i,R

(
∀t ≥ T : drat

(
P̂t, P

)
, dTV (r̂t, r) ≤

ε exp(−2|S|)

4W (1− α)

)
≥ 1− ε.

The latter is guaranteed to hold for a large enough value of t because of
Lemma 4.3. It then follows from Theorem 2.1 that, with probability at least
1− ε, the values Q̂t and Q∗ have a difference of at most ε as required.
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As a final stepping stone towards the theorem, we prove an analogue of
the above lemma which completes the link between the action-replay process
and the Q values.

Lemma 4.5. Let ε ∈ (0, 1) and R be the Q-learning policy. Then there exists
T ∈ N>0 such that Pri,R

(
∀t ≥ T : dTV

(
Q(t), Q∗

)
> ε
)
≤ ε for all i ∈ S if the

following hold with probability 1 for all i ∈ S and all a ∈ A(i).

∞∑

n=1

γNia(n) = ∞ and
∞∑

n=1

(
γNia(n)

)2
< ∞

Note that the only difference with respect to Lemma 4.4 is that the total-
variation bound applies to Q(t) and Q∗ instead of Q̂t and the latter. Intu-
itively, policies in (S,A, P̂t, r̂t) can be seen as playing in the action-replay
process for some steps and then following an arbitrary policy. The proof
below formalizes this intuition.

Proof. To begin, we observe that the total-discounted-rewards function has
a “bounded cutoff” property. Formally, we have that for all η there exists
T ∈ N such that:

vαi (R)− E

[
T∑

t=1

αt−1rXt
(Yt)

]
≤ η (9)

holds for all i ∈ S and all policies R. Since we have assumed bounded rewards
(with absolute value of at most W ), the minimal such T is easy to compute.
Indeed, we only need to solve for T in W/1−αT−1 ≤ η. Henceforth, let T be
such that Equation 9 holds for η = ε/2.

We now further constraint T so that we can apply Lemma 4.2 for ε/2. For-
mally, let T ′ ≥ T be such that Pr〈i,n〉,R(τ(S × [T ]) ≤ ℓ) ≤ ε/2 for all n ≥ T ′.
Observe that, from our assumptions and Lemma 4.2, such a T ′ necessar-
ily exists. Together with the cutoff property proved above and Lemma 4.4
(adapted for ε/2), this implies the desired result.

Theorem 4.1 is then easy to prove using the above lemma and a similar
argument to the one we gave for Lemma 3.5.
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Your name could also be here if you find a typo and report it to the
author. Alternatively, you could find shorter, more elegant proofs for any
of the claims. Proofs for the claims which have not been proved here are of
special interest!
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