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Abstract

We study regret minimization for infinite-
horizon average-reward Markov Decision Pro-
cesses (MDPs) under cost constraints. We start
by designing a policy optimization algorithm
with carefully designed action-value estimator
and bonus term, and show that for ergodic MDPs,
our algorithm ensures @(\/T) regret and con-
stant constraint violation, where T is the total
number of time steps. This strictly improves over
the algorithm of (Singh et al., 2020), whose re-
gret and constraint violation are both O(T2/3),
Next, we consider the most general class of
weakly communicating MDPs. Through a finite-
horizon approximation, we develop another algo-
rithm with O(T%/3) regret and constraint viola-
tion, which can be further improved to O(v/T)
via a simple modification, albeit making the al-
gorithm computationally inefficient. As far as
we know, these are the first set of provable al-
gorithms for weakly communicating MDPs with
cost constraints.

1. Introduction

Standard reinforcement learning (RL) algorithms aim at
finding the optimal policy that maximizes the accumulated
reward in a Markov Decision Process (MDP). In many
real-world applications, however, the algorithm is also re-
quired to satisfy certain constraints. For example, in au-
tonomous driving, the vehicle needs to reach the destina-
tion with minimum amount of time while obeying the traf-
fic rules. These constrained versions of RL problems can
be formulated by Constrained Markov Decision Processes
(CMDPs) (Altman, 1999), where a learning agent tries to
maximize the accumulated reward while ensuring that cer-
tain cost constraint is not violated or at least the violation
is small enough.
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Learning in a CMDP is a long-standing topic, and there is
a surge of interest in it in light of all other theoretical ad-
vances in RL. Almost all recent works on CMDP, however,
focus on the simpler finite-horizon setting (Kalagarla et al.,
2021; Efronietal., 2020; Qiuetal.,, 2020; Liuetal.,
2021b) or the discounted setting (Liangetal., 2017;
Tessler et al., 2018; Chen et al., 2021d; Liu et al., 2021a).
In contrast, learning CMDP in the infinite-horizon average-
reward setting, where the learner-environment interaction
never ends or resets and the goal is to achieve optimal long-
term average reward under constraints, appears to be much
more challenging. For example, (Zheng & Ratliff, 2020)
makes the restricted assumptions that the transition kernel
is known and an initial policy that satisfies the constraints
and induces an ergodic Markov chain is given, but still
only achieves @(T3/ 4) regret after 7' steps (with no con-
straint violation). Another recent work (Singh et al., 2020)
considers the special class of ergodic CMDPs, but only
achieves O(T2/3) regret and O(T2/3) cost constraint vio-
lation. These existing results are far from optimal, exhibit-
ing unique challenges of the constrained infinite-horizon
average-reward setting.

In this work, we manage to overcome some of these
challenges and significantly improve our understanding
of regret minimization for infinite-horizon average-reward
CMDPs. Our contributions are as follows:

* Following (Singh et al., 2020), we start by considering er-
godic CMDPs in Section 3. We develop an algorithm that
achieves @( V/T) regret and constant constraint violation,
strictly improving (Singh et al., 2020). The main tech-
nical challenge in getting @(\/T) regret for the upper-
confidence-type algorithm of (Singh et al., 2020) is the
lack of a tighter bound on the span of the estimated bias
function. Instead, we resolve this issue using a policy
optimization algorithm with a special action-value esti-
mator whose span is well controlled. To further control
the transition estimation error from the action-value es-
timator, we also include a new bonus term in the policy
update.

* In Section 4, we drop the ergodic assumption and con-
sider the most general class of weakly communicating
CMDPs. By reducing the original infinite-horizon prob-
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lem to a finite-horizon problem similarly to (Wei et al.,
2021), we show that a simple and efficient linear pro-
gramming approach gives O(T2/3) regret and O(T2/3)
constraint violation. Further introducing extra con-
straints to the linear program to control the span of some
bias function, we are also able to obtain @(\/T ) regret
and O(V/T) violation, with the price that the resulting
program can no longer be solved computationally effi-
ciently. As far as we know, these are the first results
for weakly communicating CMDPs (see some caveats be-
low).

Related Work As mentioned, learning in CMDP is
heavily studied recently in other settings (see refer-
ences listed earlier), but for the infinite-horizon average-
reward setting, other than the two recent works discussed
above (Zheng & Ratliff, 2020; Singh et al., 2020), we are
only aware of (Agarwal et al., 2021a;b) which also study
both the ergodic case and the weakly communicating case.
Unfortunately, their results appear to be wrong due to a
technical mistake which sidesteps an important challenge
for this problem on controlling the span of some bias func-
tion; see Appendix A for more details.

Regret minimization for the infinite-horizon average-
reward setting without constraints dates back
to (Bartlett & Tewari, 2009; Jaksch et al., 2010) and was
shown to be possible only when the MDP is at least weakly
communicating. Numerous improvements have been dis-
covered in recent years; see e.g. (Ortner, 2018; Fruit et al.,
2018; Talebi & Maillard, 2018; Abbasi-Yadkori et al.,
2019; Zhang & Ji, 2019; Wei et al., 2020; 2021). From a
technical perspective, designing provable algorithms for
the infinite-horizon average-reward setting, especially for
the general class of weakly communicating MDPs, has
always been more challenging than other settings. For
example, optimal model-free algorithms remain unknown
for this setting (Wei et al., 2020), but have been developed
for the finite-horizon setting (Jinetal., 2018) and the
discounted setting (Dong et al., 2020).

Apart from MDPs, researchers also study constrained
multi-armed bandit problems, such as conserva-
tive bandits (Wuetal., 2016; Kazerounietal.,, 2017
Garcelon et al., 2020) and bandits with safety con-
straints modeled by a cost function (similar to our
setting) (Amanietal., 2019; Pacchianoetal., 2021;
Liu et al., 2021¢).

2. Preliminaries

An infinite-horizon average-reward CMDP model is de-
fined as a tuple M = (S, A, r, ¢, 7, P). Here, S is the state
space, A is the action space, r € [0,1]°*4 is the reward
function, ¢ € [0, 1]5* is the cost function modeling con-

straints, 7 is a cost threshold, and P = {P; 4} (s,0)esx.4
with P, , € Ag is the transition function, where Ag is the
simplex over S. For simplicity, we assume that only the
transition function P is unknown, while all other param-
eters are known. Dealing with unknown reward and cost
functions can be done in a way similar to (Liu et al., 2021b)
by maintaining standard confidence sets.

Throughout, we also assume that the MDP is weakly com-
municating, which is known to be necessary for learning
even without constraints (Bartlett & Tewari, 2009). More
specifically, an MDP is weakly communicating if its state
space consists of two subsets: in the first subset, all states
are transient under any stationary policy (that is, a mapping
from S to A 4); in the second subset, every two state are
communicating under some stationary policy.

The learning protocol is as follows: the learner starts from
an arbitrary state s; € S, and interacts with the environ-
ment for T steps. In the ¢-th step, the learner observes state
s; € 8, takes an action a; € A, and transits to the next
state s¢+1 ~ Pk, q,. Informally, the goal of the learner is to
ensure large reward while at the same time incurring small
cost relative to the threshold 7.

To describe these objectives formally, we introduce the con-
cept of average utility function: for a stationary policy
7 € (A4)°, transition function P, and utility function
de Rf_XA, define the average utility for any s € S as

T
Jﬂ,P,d(S) = I%Hi}loréf %E lz d(St, at)

t=1

w, P, sy = 31

where the expectation is with respect to the random se-
quence aj, S2, a2, S3, as, . . . generated according to ay ~ T
and s;41 ~ P, 4. (Puterman, 1994, Theorem 8.3.2)
shows that, there exists an optimal policy 7* such that for
any s € S, 7* is the solution for the following optimization
problem

argmax J™P7(s), st JP(s) <7, (1

me(AL)S

and also J™ P77 (s) = J* and J™ P¢(s) = J* for some
constants J* and J independent of s. The performance of
the learner is then measured through two quantities: first,
her regret in reward against the optimal policy 7*, defined
as Ry = Zthl(J* — r(s¢,a¢)), and second, her regret in
cost against the threshold 7, or simply her constraint viola-
tion, defined as Cr = Zthl (c(st,ae) — 7).

Finally, (Puterman, 1994, Theorem 8.2.6) also shows that
for any utility function d, there exists a bias function
g™ € RS*A satisfying the Bellman equation: V(s, a) €
Sx A,

""" (s,0) + J7P(s) = d(s, a) + Barp, o™ (),
@
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where v™Pd(s) = Y w(als)g™"(s,a), and also
J©Pa" " (6) = 0 forall s € S. The functions ¢ and v

are analogue of the well-known )-function and state-value-
function for the discounted or finite-horizon setting.

Notations Let S = |S| and A = |A| be the number
of states and actions respectively. For an integer n, [n]
denotes the set {1,...,n}. For a distribution P € Ag
and a function V' € R®, define PV = Y __¢ P(s)V(s).
For any function v € RS, define its span as sp(v) =
maxses v(s) — minges v(s). When there is no confusion,
we write J™ P4 ag J™d g™ Pd a5 ¢4 and 0™ P4 as ™4,
Given a policy 7 and a transition P, define matrix P™ such
that PT,, = >, m(als)Ps q(s"). Forany e € (0,1), 7€ is
defined in the same way as 7* but with the threshold 7 re-
placed by 7 — e. Let J* denote the corresponding average
reward J™ 7 (s) (that is s-independent as mentioned).

3. Results for Ergodic MDPs

We start by considering a special case of ergodic MDPs,
which are self-explorative and often easier to learn com-
pared to the general case of weakly communicating MDPs.
However, even in this special case, the presence of cost
constraint already makes the problem highly challenging
as discussed below.

Specifically, an MDP is ergodic if for any stationary policy,
the induced Markov chain is ergodic (that is, irreducible
and aperiodic). There are several nice properties about
ergodic MDPs. First, the long term average behavior of
any stationary policy 7 is independent of the starting state:
one can define the occupancy measure (also called station-
ary distribution) g1 p € [0, 1]5%4 such that jir p(s,a) =
limy o0 ZE[Y 1, [{s; = s,a; = a}|r, P]is the fraction
of visits to (s, a) in the long run following 7 in an ergodic
MDP with transition P (the starting state is irrelevant to
this value). We also write ji p as (1 when there is no con-
fusion. By definition, for any utility function d € RS>,
the average utility .J™%(s) is also s-independent and can be
written as (i, d), denoted by J™¢ for short.

Moreover, ergodic MDPs have finite mixing time and hit-
ting time, defined as follows:

Imix = Maxmin {t >1: H(Pﬂ)z . _/erHl < 17v5}7
™ , 1
1

thit = Mmax max ——,
77 s /’Lﬂ'(s)

where fi(s) = >, fix (s, a). In words, mixing time is the
maximum time required for any policy starting at any initial
state to make the state distribution %-close to its stationary
distribution, and hitting time is the maximum inverse sta-
tionary probability of visiting any state under any policy.

As in previous work, we assume that £ix, thir are known,
and T is large enough so that T > 30 A max{tmix, thit }-

Compared to the finite-horizon setting, one key challenge
for learning infinite-horizon average-reward MDPs with
constraints is to control the span of the bias function with
respect to some estimated transition. How to do so is highly
unclear even though the same under the true transition is
simply bounded by O(tmix) for an ergodic MDP. In fact,
the MDP associated with the estimated transition might not
be ergodic any more. In the seminal work of (Jaksch et al.,
2010) for the unconstrained problem, they show that the
span of the optimistic bias function is upper bounded by
the diameter of the MDP. Their arguments, however, are not
applicable when constraints are presented. This brings se-
vere difficulties in the analysis for natural optimism-based
approaches. For example, Singh et al. (2020) exploit the
self-explorative property of ergodic MDPs to analyze an
extension of the UCRL algorithm (Jaksch et al., 2010), but
only manage to obtain O(7'%/3) bounds for both regret Ry
and constraint violation Cr. Moreover, their analysis does
not generalize to the case of weakly communicating MDPs.

3.1. Our Algorithm

To resolve the issue mentioned above, we take a different
approach — we adopt and extend the policy optimization
algorithm of (Wei et al., 2020) (called MDP-OOMD) from
the unconstrained setting to the constrained one. The ad-
vantage of policy optimization is that, instead of finding
optimistic policies and transitions based on full planning,
it updates policy incrementally based on an estimate of the
current policy’s bias function, which avoids the need to con-
trol the span of bias functions under estimated transition.
This, however, requires a careful design of the estimate of
the current policy’s bias function, which is our key algorith-
mic novelty.

We start by describing the framework of our algorithm,
which is similar to (Wei et al., 2020), and then highlight
what the key differences are. The complete pseudocode is
presented in Algorithm 1. Specifically, the algorithm pro-
ceeds in episodes of H = @(tmixthn) steps, with a total
of K = % episodes (assumed to be an integer for sim-
plicity). In each episode k, the algorithm (Line 1) exe-
cutes the same policy 7, for the entire H steps, collect-
ing a trajectory 7 of the form (s, a¢,,. .., St,,a,) for
t1 = (k—1)H+1and t; = kH. Then, using this trajectory
(together with other statistics), the algorithm (Line 2) in-
vokes a procedure ESTIMATEQ to compute a bias function
estimator 3; € RS*4, such that Bk(s, a) approximately
tells us how good taking action a at state s and then fol-
lowing 7y, in the future is. With such an estimator, the algo-
rithm (Line 3) updates the policy and find 741 for the next
episode, using the classic Online Mirror Descent (OMD)
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Algorithm 1 Policy Optimization for Ergodic CMDP

Algorithm 2 ESTIMATEQ

Parameter: episode length H, number of episodes K =
T/H, interval length N, learning rate 6, scaling parameter
7, dual variable upper bound ), cost slack ¢; see Eq. (5).
Initialize: 7 (a|s) = 1/Afor (s,a) € S x A, A1 = 0.
fork=1,..., K do

Execute 7, for H steps and obtain trajectory 7.

Br = ESTIMATEQ(Ty, Py,r — L;c) (Algorithm 2)
where Py is empirical transition (3).

for all s € S do

Update policy:

i1 (c]s) = ar;génﬁax {<7r, Br + uk> — D(m, wk)}

where D(p,q) = 5> .(p(a) 1n% — pla) +
q(a)), A = Ax N [5,1]4, and uy, is defined in
Appendix B.6 (see also Section 3.1).

Update dual variable

Ak+1 = min {/\,max{o, A+ fk +e— T}} ,

7 o_ H kR with of —
where Ji, = =5 > h_n41 C(s5,ap) with sj =

k __
S(k—1)H+h and ay = a(g—1)H+h-

framework. Below, we flesh out the details of each part.

Bias Function Estimates To simultaneously take re-
ward and cost constraint into account, we adopt the com-
mon primal-dual approach (Efroni et al., 2020; Liu et al.,
2021b) and consider the adjusted reward function d =
r — 2k¢ for episode k, where 7 is a scaling parameter and
Ak is a dual variable (whose update will be discussed later).
Intuitively, this adjusted reward provides a balance between
maximizing rewards and minimizing costs. The procedure
ESTIMATEQ is effectively trying to estimate the bias func-
tion associated with the current policy 7 and the adjusted
reward d, that is, q’”ﬁd (up to some additive term that is the
same across all (s,a) entries), using data from the trajec-
tory Ty of this episode. The pseudocode of ESTIMATEQ
in shown in Algorithm 2. It shares a similar framework
as (Wei et al., 2020): for each s € S, it collects data from
non-overlapping intervals of length N = @(tmix) that start
from state s, and also make sure that these intervals are at
least N steps apart from each other to reduce the correla-
tion of data (see the while-loop of Algorithm 2).

However, different from (Wei et al., 2020) which uses stan-
dard importance weighting when constructing the estima-
tor, we propose a new method that is critical to our analysis
(see last two lines of Algorithm 2). Specifically, for each
interval ¢ mentioned above, we compute the cumulative ad-

Input: trajectory 7 = (s, a4y, - -
transition P, and utility function d.
Define: N = 4tpix log, T'.
forall s € S do
Initialize: 7 «+ t1,7 < 0.
while 7 < t5 — N do

if s, = s then

1+ i+ 1.
Yi = ZZTN_I d(staat)'
T+ T+ 2N.
else 7 < 7+ 1.
| SetV(s) =1I{i >0} 3, y;.
return function Q such that Q(s,a) = d(s,a) + PV.

.y Sty, Gt, ), empirical

justed reward y;, and then average them over all intervals
starting from state s as a value-function estimate V' (s). Fi-
nally, we return the bias function estimate whose (s, a) en-
try is d(s,a) + PV, in light of the right-hand side of the
Bellman equation (2). Here, P is the current empirical
transition function such that

_ Ni(s,a,s’)
Prisa(s) = ——"", 3
k,s, ( ) N,:'(s,a) (3)
where Ni(s,a,s’) is the number of visits to state-action-
state triplet (s, a, s') before episode k and N,'(s,a) =
max{1, Ny(s,a)} with Ny(s,a) = >, Ni(s,a,s").

The reason of using this new estimator is to ensure that
the final estimator Bk (s, a) has a reasonable scale (roughly
O(N) = O(tmix)), which in turn makes sure that the policy
7, is relatively stable across episodes. On the other hand,
the importance-weighted estimator of (Wei et al., 2020)
scales with . for the (s, a) entry, which could be very
large. This is not an issue for their algorithm since they
use a more stable regularizer called log-barrier in the OMD
policy update, but this is not viable for us as explained next.

Policy Update With the estimate Bk, Algorithm 1 then
updates 75, according to the OMD update: 7p41(:|s) =

Here, A =
A4 N [£,1]4 is a truncated simplex, D(p,q) =

2> . (p(a)In % — p(a) + q(a)) is the KL-divergence
scaled by the inverse of a learning rate § > 0, and finally
uy, 1S an extra exploration bonus term used to cancel the
bias due to using Py instead of the true transition P when
computing Bk More concretely, u is an approximation of

qT* Pe:Tk where xy, is a reward bonus function defined as

argmax,. c x {<7r, Br + uk> — D(m, Wk)}.

“

1 mr(a’]s)
zi(s,a) = + E Ly
VN (s,a) @ /N (s,a)
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for. = M1 /S In =222 QSAT and failure probability § € (0, 1),

and Py is an optlmlstlc transition with respect to policy 7
and reward bonus x, that lies in some transition confidence
set. How to exactly compute Pj, and uj, via Extended Value
Iteration (EVI) (Jaksch et al., 2010) with precision egy; =
% is deferred to Appendix B.6 due to space limit.

If A is replaced with the standard simplex A 4, then the
update rule would be in the standard form of multiplica-
tive weight update. However, we use a truncated simplex
because our analysis requires a so-called “interval regret”
guarantee from OMD (that is, regret measured on a specific
interval; see the proof of Lemma 19), and multiplicative
weight update over a truncated simplex is a standard way
to achieve so. This is why we cannot use the log-barrier
OMD of (Wei et al., 2020) because as far as we know it
does not provide an interval regret guarantee.

Dual Variable Update The dual variable \;y; is up-
dated via gradient descent Ag + fk +¢e—7, projected back to
[0, A; see Line 4 of Algorithm 1. Here, € is a cost slack, A
is an upper bound for the dual variable, and fk is the empir-
ical average cost suffered by the learner in the last H — NV
steps of this episode (discarding the first N steps to ensure
that the state-action distribution is close to p,, due to er-
godicity). It can be shown that fk is an accurate estimate
of J™¢; see Lemma 7.

Parameter Tuning Finally, we list the exact value of the

parameters below (recall . = % 1/ Sn %):

H = [16tmictnic(logy T)?], N = [4tmixlog, T1,
6 = min {1/(4HL), n T/(4KH2L2)} ,

4SAT?
n=1+2"r cO)N\/§1n< S >><
0 ®)
3
(\/SQAT +VHT + S**AH In <4S?T )>) ,
A= 4077 € = min —T_CO %
B 2 K[’
Here, ¢ is a constant such that there is a (strictly safe) pol-

icy 70 with ¢ = max, J™ P¢(s) < 7. We assume that
¥ is known (but not the policy 7°), similarly to prior work
such as (Efroni et al., 2020; Liu et al., 2021b).

3.2. Guarantees and Analysis

The guarantee of Algorithm 1 is summarized below.

Theorem 1. With probability at least 1 — 169,
Algorlthm] ensures the following guarantees: Rp =

O ((Leslty (VSSAT + v/ SloaliaT + 82 Atict) + il

th 12 53 A4t 13 5 t2 S2A
and OT — O ( ‘mix hn(T c-f’)_)g’” hit _|_ mu hit = )

Looking only at the dependence on 7', our bounds are
Ry = O(VT) and Cp = O(1), improving the O(T2/3)
bounds of (Singh et al., 2020) for both metrics. Below, we
show a proof sketch of this theorem.

Regret For regret Rr, we start by decomposing it as

M=

Rr = (J* — (s, ar)) = T(J* — J*) +
t=1 DIFF
K K H
S I 305 0 rlshal)
k=1 k=1h=1
REG DEvV

where s = s,_1)g+s and af = ag_1)m+n. We bound
each of the three terms separately below.

lowing lemma directly, which shows the difference in opti-
mal reward when shrinking the constraint threshold by e.

J*E €

— 70"

Lemma 1. Fore € [0,7 — "], J* —

Boundlng REG We decompose the REG term as REG =

Zk 1(J7T —J™ Tﬁ_c) + Zk 1 A (me’c
J™¢). The first term can be rewritten by the value dif-
ference lemma (Lemma 16), and is bounded following the
standard OMD analysis. The final result is shown below.

’I"*—C

Lemma 2. For any policy © and a subset of episodes
o A
T={ii+1,... ,j} C [K], we have: e J™7 77 —

_ 2k
Jﬂ'k,’r‘ TIC<

< 4(T = wzth probability at least 1 — 49.

For the second term, we have

K LK
Ak (@) py?

Z_(Jﬂ- J“kC)SZ—(T—e Jﬂ'k-,c)

1 1 =1 'l

i Ko ~ WY

< Z—k (T—E—Jk) +Z_k(‘]k — Ex[Jk])
=1 'l =

(i) 1 <& K (A

< - /\k()\k_/\k-i-l)""T—i_O(_\/E)

k=1

@o(n+ \/_)‘V) (T_ACO).

Here, (i) is by the definition of 7*¢; (ii) is because Ek[fk]
is a good estimate of J™*¢ (E; denotes the expectation
given everything before episode k); (iii) applies Azuma’s
inequality and the following argument: if Ag1q > O,

) then 7 — € — Jiy < Ay — Ap4+1 by the definition of
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Ak, otherwise, \p, < 7 — € — fk < 7 and A\g(7 —
€ — jk) < 72; (iv) is because Zszl Mk — Apg1) =
IS (2 =22, 4+ (e — M)?) < K, where the
last inequality is by Ay = 0 and |\ — Ag41] < 1; (v) is by
the value of the parameters in Eq. (5). Putting everything
together, we have REG = O( T_)‘ ).

c0

Bounding DEV  We prove a more general statement say-
ing that Zszl ZhHZI(J’T’“d — d(s¥,ak)) < X for any
utility function d € [0,1]5%4; see Lemma 18. The
idea is as follows. Using the Bellman equation (2),
the left-hand side is equal to S p_, Zthl(PS§7a¢ v™d
q™=4(s¥,ak)), which can then be decomposed as
the sum of three terms: S i S L (P ap ™4

Um"d(sﬁﬂ))v Zszl ZhH:1(”wk’d(SZ) - q™ (wa Ubﬁ)),
and Zszl Zthl(v”k’d(sﬁH) — v™4(sK)). The first two
terms are sums of martingale difference sequence and of
order O(tmixv/T) by Azuma’s inequality. The last term
can be rearranged and telescoped to 1 (v™4(sk) —
v™-1:4(sk)) (dropping two negligible terms). Now, this is
exactly the term where we need the stability of 7: as long
as 7 changes slowly, this bound is sublinear in K. As dis-
cussed, we ensure this by using a new estimator Bk whose
scale is nicely bounded, allowing us to show the following.
Lemma 3. For any k, we have |mi(als) — mp—1(a|s)| <
80H my—1(als) and "Um" (s) —v™-1d(s)| < 650H N2
where d € [0,1]5*A is any utility function.

Putting everything together then finishes the proof for Rr.

Constraint Violation For Cr, we decom }J)ose as: Cr =
Zk 1Zh (le(syyap) = J™0¢) + H 30, (J™° = 7).
The first term is similar to DEV and is of orde£ A by
Lemma 18. The second term is roughly H Zszl (Jg —7)
(recall jk is a good estimator of J™*'¢), and can be further
bounded by H (A — K¢). The reason of the last step is that
in Lemma 19, using the interval regret property (Lemma 2)
ensured by our OMD update, we show A\, < A, that is, the
truncation at A never happens in the update rule of Ay, (with
high probability). This implies A1 > Ap + Ji +€— 7 by
definition, and rearranging thus shows Zle(fk —7) <
Zszl(/\kJrl — g — 6) =Ag+1 — Ke <\ — Ke.

Now if € = 3\/K (c.f. Eq. (5)), the negative term —H Ke
above cancels out all the positive terms and Cr < 0. Oth-
erwise, we have T = @(N2H2(b;3_‘40}§)]¥2H3S + lef A4) by
the definition of ¢, and the trivial bound C'; < T concludes
the proof after we plug in the definition of N and H.

4. Results for Weakly Communicating MDPs

In this section, we drop the ergodic assumption and con-
sider the most general case of weakly communicating

MDPs. As in the unconstrained case, the span of the bias
function of the optimal policy 7* plays an important role
in this case and is unavoidable in the regret bound. More
concretely, our bounds depend on sp(v™ ") and sp(v™ ),
and our algorithm assumes knowledge of these two param-
eters, which we also write as sp;: and sp; for short. We note
that even in the unconstrained case, all existing algorithms
whose regret bound depends on sp} need the knowledge of
Sp.

Weakly communicating MDPs impose extra challenges
in learning. Specifically, there is no uniform bound for
sp(v™") and sp(v™°) for all stationary policy « (while in
the ergodic case they are both @(tmix)). It is also unclear
how to obtain an accurate estimate of a policy’s bias func-
tion as in ergodic MDPs, which as we have shown is an
important step for policy optimization algorithm. We are
thus not able to extend the approach from Section 3 to this
general case. Instead, we propose to solve the problem via
a finite-horizon approximation, which is in spirit similar to
another algorithm of (Wei et al., 2020) (called Optimistic
@-Learning).

Specifically, we still divide the T' steps into K episodes,
each of length H. In each episode, we treat it as an
episodic finite-horizon MDP, and try to find a good (non-
stationary) policy through the lens of occupancy measure,
in which expected reward and cost are both linear functions
and easy to optimize over. Concretely, consider a fixed
starting state s, a non-stationary policy 7 € (A 4)S*[H]
whose behavior can vary in different steps within an
episode, and an inhomogeneous transition function P =
{Ps,a,n}(s,a,n)esxAx[H] Where P o, € Ag specifies the
probability of next state after taking action a at state s and
step h. The corresponding occupancy measure v, p s €
[0, 1] *AX[H]XS {5 then such that v p (s, a, b, s") is the
probability of visiting state s’ at step h, taking action a, and
then transiting to state s”, if the learner starts from state s,
executes 7 for the next H steps, and the transition dynamic
follows P.

Conversely, a function v € [0, 1]S*AXHIXS i5 an occu-
pancy measure with respect to a starting state s, some pol-
icy m,, and transition P, if and only if it satisfies:

1. Initial stateis s: >, > ., v(s',a,1,s") =1{s' = s}.
Zs’ Za Zs” V(S/v a, h7 S//) =

2. Total mass is 1:
1, Vh.

3. Flow conservation: Y ., > v(s",a,h,s") =
Youdogn V(s a,h+1,5") foralls’ € S,h € [H—1].

We denote the set of all such v as V,. For notational
convenience, for a v € Vs, we define v(s',a,h) =
Yov(sah s, v(sa) = > ,v(s ah), and
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Algorithm 3 Finite Horizon Approximation for CMDP
Define: H = [(T/S?A)'/3], K = T/H.
fork=1,..., K do

Observe current state s’f = S(k—1)H+1-

Compute occupancy measure:

Vg = argmax (v, ), (6)

uev,m%c H(v,c) <HTHspk

where Vi, s = {v € V, : P, € Py} (see Eq. (7)).
Extract policy 7, = 7, from vy,
forh=1,...,H do

L Play action af ~ (|}, h) and transit to s ;.

v(s',h) = >, v(s';a,h). Also note that the corre-
sponding policy 7, and transition P, can be extracted via
m(als', h) = LB and P, (") = Lot
These facts are taken directly from (Rosenberg & Mansour,
2019) (although there the starting state is always fixed).
Note that Vs is a convex polytope with polynomial con-
straints. Also note that if one were to enforce P, to be
homogeneous (that is, same across different steps of an
episode), V; would become non-convex. This is why we
consider inhomogeneous transitions even though we know
that the true transition is indeed homogeneous.

With the help of occupancy measure, we present two algo-
rithms below. As far as we know, these are the first provable
results for general weakly communicating CMDP.

4.1. An Efficient Algorithm

Our first algorithm is simple and computationally efficient;
see Algorithm 3 for the pseudocode. At the beginning of
each episode k, our algorithm observes the current state
s¥ and finds an occupancy measure vy, € Vi, sk that maxi-
mizes expected reward (v,7) = >__  v(s,a)r(s,a) under
the cost constraint (v, c) < H7 + sp;. Here, Vo sk is a sub-
set of Vi such that P, for each v € Vy, .« lies in a standard
Bernstein- -type confidence set Py, defined as

Pr = {P/ = {PS' ah}(s,an)eSxAx[H] Poan € As
‘ sah Pksa( )’
< 4\/]5;675@(5’)0[;6(5, a) + 28y (s, a)}, @)

where P, is the same empirical transition function de-
fined in Eq. 3), ax(s,a) = N;(S 5> and /= In23AT
As a standard practice, Py, is c?onstructed in a way such
that it contains the true transition with high probability
(Lemma 20). With v, we simply follow the policy 7;, =

7, extracted from vy, for the next H steps.

Note that the key optimization problem (6) in this algorithm
can be efficiently solved, because the objective function is
linear and the domain is again a convex polytope with poly-
nomial constraints, thanks to the use of occupancy mea-
sures. We now state the main guarantee of Algorithm 3.

Theorem 2. Algorithm 3 ensures with probability at least

1 — 109,
= O ((1+spp)(524) T |
Cp=0 ((1 + spg)(52A)1/3T2/3) .
Analysis  As the first step, we need to quantify the finite-

horizon approximation error. For any non-stationary pol-
icy 1 € (A4)S*H], inhomogeneous transition function
P = {P; 4,n}(s,a,n)» and utility function d, define value
function V,;""%(s) = E[X 5 _, d(sw,an)|m, Pos, =
S} where apr ~ 7T(~|Sh/, h/) and Sh/41 ™~ Psh/vah/vh/’
and similarly action-value function QZ’P’d(s, a) =

[Zg d(sp,ap)|m, P,sp, = s,a, = a]. Addition-
ally, define Vi 1ﬁd(s) = Q}}fld(s a) = 0. Further let
P = {Psa h}(s,a,h) be such that Psa n = P (the true
transition fgnctlon) for all h. We often ignore the depen-
dency on P and r for simplicity when there is no confu-
sion. For example, V;™ denotes V""" and V"¢ denotes
V¢ For a stationary policy 7 € (A4)S, define 7 as
the policy that mimics 7 in the finite-horizon setting, that
is, 7(+|s, h) = 7(:|s). The following lemma shows the ap-
proximation error.

Lemma 4. For any stationary policy © € (A4)° and util-
ity function d € RS*A such that J™%(s) = J™¢ for all
s € S, we have |Vhﬂ’d(s) — (H — h+ 1)J™4] < sp(v™?)
forall state s € S and h € [H].

Next, in Lemma 22 (see appendix), we show that because
P, contains P with high probability, the occupancy mea-
sure with respect to the policy 7* and the transition P is
in the domain of (6) as well. As the last preliminary step,
we bound the bias in value function caused by transition
estimation, that is, difference between P and P, = P, .

Lemma 5. For any utility function d € |0, 1]8XA, with
probability at least 1 — 46, we have | ZkK 1(V”k= (sh) —
v Ped(sh))| = O(VS2AH?K + H2S?A).

We are now ready to prove Theorem 2.
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Proof of Theorem 2. We decompose R into three terms:

T K H
RT:ZJ*—T(St,at)Z (HJ*—ZT(SZ,(LZ)>
t=1 k= h=1

K

(s v+ 3 (v

1 k=1
H
+Z<Vlﬂ’“ %) Zr sh,ah>
h=1

The first term above is upper bounded by Ksp: by
Lemma4. For the second term, by Lemma?22 and
Lemma 5, we have

Mw

SRR

>
Il

K K

S (k) v sh)) = 30 (v st - v sh))
k=1 k=1

—0 (\/S2AH2K + HQSZA) .

The last term is of order O(H+/K) by Azuma’s inequality
(Lemma 28). Using the definition of H and K, we arrive at

Rr = O ((1+sp1))(524) *T2%)

For constraint violations, we decompose C'r as:

T K H
Z(C(Staat) - T) = Z (Z C(Si’ai) _ ‘/vlﬂhc(slf))

t=1 k=1 \h=1

K

+ 30 (ve(sh) - v (st
k}:{l

+ > (v e(sh) - Hr).

E
Il
—

The first term is again of order O(HVK) by
Azuma’s inequality. = The second term is of order

10) (\/SQAHQK + H?S?A) by Lemma5. The third
term is upper bounded by Ksp} because of the constraint
(v,c¢) < HT + sp? in the optimization problem (6). Using
the definition of H and K, we get:

Or=0 ((1 + sp;)(32A)1/3T2/3) .
This completes the proof. o

4.2. An Improved but Inefficient Algorithm

The bottleneck of the last algorithm/analysis is that the
span of value functions are bounded by H, which is 7T'-
dependent and leads to sub-optimal dependency on T
eventually. Below, we present an inefficient variant that
achieves @(\/T) bounds for both regret and constraint vio-
lation.

Algorithm 4 Finite Horizon Approximation for CMDP
with Span Constraints

Define: H = \/T/S?A, K =T/H.
fork=1,..., K do

Observe current state s = s(,_1)m4+1.
Compute occupancy measure:

(v,r), (®)

V = argmax
veW, k(v,c)<HT+spk
51

whereWks—{VEV P, € P, and Vh €
[H],sp(V,"") < 2spy,sp(V,") < 2sp} }.

Extract policy 7, = 7, from vy,

forh=1,...,H do

L Play action af ~ 7 (-|s}, h) and transit to s ;.

The only new ingredient compared to Algorithm 3 is to
enforce a proper upper bound on the span of value func-
tions. Specifically, for any occupancy measure v and util-
ity function d, define V”’d = V”“’P“’d We then enforce
constraints sp(V,*"") < 2sp and sp(V,*¢) < 2spy; see
the new domain W , in the optimization problem (8) of
Algorithm 4. This new domain is generally non-convex,
making it unclear how to efficiently solve this optimization
problem.

Nevertheless, we show the following improved guarantees.

Theorem 3. Algorithm 4 ensures with probability at least

1—-60, Ry = O(sprSVAT) and Cr = O(sp SV AT).
Analysis Similarly to proving Theorem 2, we first show

in Lemma 23 that the occupancy measure with respect to
the policy 7* and the transition P is in the domain of (8).
We will also need the following key lemma.

Lemma 6. For some utility function d € [0,1]5*4, sup-
pose sp(V;™ %Y < B for all episodes k € [K| and
h € [H]. Then, with probability at least 1 — 20,

K H
5(rv1a-fass)
k=1 h=1

= O ((B+1)SVAT + BHSQA) .



Learning Infinite-horizon Average-reward Markov Decision Process with Constraints

Proof of Theorem 3. We decompose the regret as follows:

T K
Rr = ZJ* —r(se,ar) = Z (HJ* - Vlﬂ*(slf))
t=1 k=1
K H
iy (v;f (54 - zr<sz,az>)
k=1 h=1
K H
Ky (v ()~ 3" n(sl, >) |
k=1 h=1

(Lemma 4 and Lemma 23)

By Lemma 6 with B = 2sp} and the definition of H and
K, we have shown Ry = O ((sp: + 1)5\/AT).

For constraint violation, by Lemma 6 with B = 2sp, and
VPl (sky — Hr < sp* due to the constraint (v, ¢) <
HT + sp} in (8), we have

t=1 k=1
K H
+ <Z c(sh, k) — VP C(s’f))
h=1

This completes the proof. O

We leave the question of how to achieve the same @( VT)
results with an efficient algorithm as a key future direction.
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A. Preliminaries for the Appendix

Notations Note that all algorithms proposed in this paper divide 7" steps into K episodes. Throughout the appendix,
denote by Ey['] the expectation conditioned on the events before episode k and define PF = Ps;}3 ak-

Issues of Some Related Work In (Agarwal et al., 2021a), they bound the span of the bias function w.r.t learner’s policy
and some estimated transition function by diameter D; see their Equation (90). They directly quote (Jaksch et al., 2010) as
the reasonings. However, the arguments in (Jaksch et al., 2010) is only applicable when the learner’s policy is computed
by Extended Value Iteration without constraints, while their learner’s policy is computed by solving some constrained
optimization problem.

In (Agarwal et al., 2021b, Lemma 11), they claim that the span of the bias function of any stationary policy is upper
bounded by D, which is clearly not true. Again, their learner’s policy is computed by solving some constrained optimiza-
tion problem.

B. Omitted Details for Section 3

Notations Define function Vj, such that B, (s, a) = r(s,a) — ’\7’“0(5, a) + P;w,af/k. Note that HVkH < ”TN For any
subset of episodes Z = {i,...,i + 1,5} C [K], define Z;; = i as the smallest element in 7.

B.1. Proof of Lemma 1

Proof. Since the occupancy measure space is convex, one can find a policy 7' such that v = (1 — ) pins + Ypiz0 with
v = =5.Nowby J™ = (u,,d):

T—c0"

JThe = (1- 'y)J”*’C —i—'yJ’TU’C <A=-Y7+7" <7 -6

Thus, J* — J*€ < J* = J7 7 = (J* — J77) < =55 O
B.2. Bounding Estimation Error of Bk and fk
The next two lemmas bound the bias of 31@ and fk w.r.t the quantities they estimate.
Lemma 7. }Ek[fk] _ | <172
Proof. For h > N, we have ||(P”k)27, — fhry Hl < % for any s € S by Lemma 11. Thus,

R =

‘Ek[Jk] — J™C = |H — ((P”")g,fys, — iy (8)) Zﬂ'k(a|s')c(s', a)| <1/T2
h=N s’ a
O
i T r— 2k e T r— 2k A

Lemma 8. ‘Ek[Vk(s)] — ™R () - NI < A

Proof. Note that Vi(s) = > 7(als)Qk(s,a) where Qy is the estimator 3 in (Wei et al., 2020, Lemma 6) with re-
~ A A
ward r — ’\7’“0, and we have |Ex[Qk(s,a)] — q”"’T_T;cc(s,a) - NJ’T’“T_ch| < 73;07,; (the constant is determined by

tracing their proof of Lemma 6 in Appendix B.2) by Hr - %c‘ < 2\/n. Then by T > 30 max{tmix, thic} and

A A
> Tr(als)g™ "™ (s, a) = 0™~ 7 %(s), the statement is proved. O

B.3. Proof of Lemma 3

Proof. By the update rule of 7 and following the proof of (Chen et al., 2021c, Lemma 17) (by Lemma 15, we have
Cmax = 2H in their proof), we have

mi(als) € [exp (—40H 1) ,exp (40H1)] mp—1(als).
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Therefore, by |e® —1| < 2|z| forz € [—1, 1], we have |7 (als) — mip—1(a|s)| < 80Hvm,_1(als). For the second statement
first note that by Lemma 16 and Lemma 13:

7= I = (3 e ) (a) = s )5, 0) < 3 () rals) = s el ™ )

< Z L, (8) - 80H i —1(al$) - 6tmix < 480 H ttmix

Next, for any policy , define d™(s) = Y 7(a|s)d(s, a). Note that by (i, d™) = J™4,

) N—-1
=D (P = pmd™y = > {(P NJ”+Z (P™)L . — pim,d™).
t=0 t=0 t=N

Moreover, by Lemma 12, we have ’Zfi N <(P’T)?S — o, d”>’ < 75 for any policy . Therefore,

[ 4(s) — v (s)]

N—-1 N—-1
< Z <(P7Tk)z)' — (P71 dﬂ'k + Z Pﬂ'k ) 7d77k _ dﬂ'k—1> +N}J7Tk A gre-1d| 4 %
t=0 t=0
N-1 N-1
< H(Pm)t _ (mel)t)dwkHoo + Z [|d™ — dﬁk71||oo + 480 H N ttmix + T3
t=0 t=0

For the first term, note that:

H((Pmc)t _ (Prrk,l)t)dwkuoo S ||P7rk((P7rk)t71 _ (Pﬂ'k,l)tfl)drrk ||OO 4 ||(1:)7'r;C

_ Pﬂ'k,l)(PTrk,l )tfldﬂ';C ||OO
S ||((P7Tk)t*1 _ (Pﬂ'k,l)tfl)drrk ||

., T max | Pr — P;f“’lHl .
(every row of P™ sums to 1 and ||(P™=1)"1d™ || < 1)
Moreover, by |7 (als) — mx—1(a|s)| < 80Himi—1(als),

max || PT* — PJF? H1 = max Z Z(ﬂ'k(a|s) — mr—1(als))Ps.a(s")| < 80H.L.

Plugging this back and by a recursive argument, we get ||((P™)*

Yty lld — dmr|

_ (Pﬂ'k—l)t)dﬂ'k ||Oo < 80H.t. Moreover,
. < Zi\igl max, H7Tk(|5) — ﬁk,l(-|S)Hl < 89H N.. Thus,

|04 (5) — o™= (s)| < 8OH N2 + 80H Nt + 480 HN ttmix + 2/T3 < 650 HN 1,

(fld™ = d™ |, < maxs |32, (7k(als) — me-1(als))d(s, a)| < 80H1)
This completes the proof of the second statement.

O
B.4. Proof of Lemma 2

Proof. Define policy 7 such that w(a|s) = (1 — £)#(als) + %. Clearly, 7 € A. Moreover, by Lemma 16 and Lemma 13:

kZu*”%"c T = 303 pals) (e (als) — mwlals))g™ T (5, a)
€z

ke s,a

1Y s, 124\
SIPIHC < (o) = 3 ) " Ho(s.0) < 222
keZ s,a

Ui
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Therefore,

Z(Jﬂ r——c Jﬂk,r——C) Z(Jﬂ r——c g r——c + Z Jﬂ' r——c Jﬂ'k,’I‘—LC)

kel kel kel
12AX LY o=k
< D0 D pals)(nlals) — ma(als)) (@™ (s, a) + (N 1) T

k€EZ s,a

(Lemma 16 and ) (m(a|s) — mp(als))(N + 1)5777’““%’cc =0)

o gZuw — mk(als))Br(s, )

+ ZZ pir () (w(als) — mi(a]s)) (Pua(o™ "¢ 4 NI770) = By o Vi)
- 22 %Z;Zuw — mu(als))Bi (s, a)

+I§;juﬁ<s><ﬂ<a| — mh(a]$)Pyq (0777 4 N )

- kZZ pix(5)(m(als) = mi(a]s))(Pra = Prysa) Vi

For the third term above, by Lemma 8, Lemma 28, and H\A/k H < %, with probability at least 1 — 4,

ZZN#(S)(T((M —7Tk(a| )) o (,Umc,r—— + NJ™er— —c Vk)

kel s,a
PN A 4AN 4T3
< 32D pn(o)mals) — mu(als)) P (BalVi = Vi) + - < ==/ 17lm =
k€L s,a

For the fourth term above, with probability at least 1 — 4:

ZZMW(S)(F(G|S)_WK(G/'S))(PSII_PICS(; Vk<ZZMﬂ- a| +7Tk a| HPSQ—P]gsaulHVkH

kET s,a keZ s,a

(Cauchy-Schwarz inequality)

QSAT 7 (a’|s)
< - S'in
;;“ " \/N+sa Z N+sa

(Lemma 30 with a union bound over § x A x [T] and HVkH < 2’\TN)

— Z Zuﬁ(s,a)xk(s,a) _ Z Jrr.,P.,zk — Z(Jﬂ',P,zk _ ka,Pk,xk) + Z Jﬂk,Pk,xk.

keZ s.a keT keT keT
By Lemma 10,
TP Pt < S (s) (n(als) — me(als)us(s, ) + 3 pin(5,)(Pa — Phsia)ui + exv
< Z wr(8)(m(als) — mx(als))uk (s, a) + egvr. (definition of Py s )

Substituting these back, we have:

Z Ak
JTI' T*—C Jﬂ'k ’I"*—C

keZ

12A)\ 4)\]\] 473
< ——l—zzlu,, —ﬂ'k(a|s))(ﬂk(s a) + ug(s,a) \/|I|1n——I—ZJ’T’“P’“I"—FKGEVI

ke s,a kel
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Note that by the standard OMD analysis (Hazan, 2019), for any s € S:

> (w(als) — milals)) (B(s, a) + ui(s,a))

k€Z ac A

< D (D((ls), mi(-[s)) = Dl (-[s)s M1 (1)) + D(mi(-ls), whpr (15)))

kel

where 7}, (a|s) = mx(als) exp(0(Br (s, a) + uk(s,a))). Then by 0 | By (s, a) + ug(s, a)‘ < 20H: <1 (Lemma 15):

D(my(-]8), Ty (- =y Z (7% als) Fk(al ) — i (als) +7r§€+1(a|s)>

2
i Z Tk (als) ( 0(Br(s,a) +u(s,a)) — 1 + ee(gk(s’“”“k(s’“)))
aGA
<4 Z 7 (als) (Bk(s,a) + uk(s,a))2 . (e —1+z<zforz>-1)
acA
Therefore,
D> () (r(als) — me(als))(Br(s, a) + un(s, a))
kel s,a
2
SHYHODS (D<w<-|s>,m<-|s>> = D(r(ls), ms1 (15)) + 0 > mulals) (Buls, a) +un(s, a) )
s€S keT acA
InT 2 _
< Zuﬁ(s) < - 92 Z mr(als) (ﬂk s,a) + uk(s, a)) ) (m(+]s) € A)
seS k€T ac A
< Z fir (5 (m—T +40|T|H?1 2) <4HWKInT +4H:InT. (Lemma 15 and definition of )
seS

Moreover, with probability at least 1 — 24,

Ty Pr Tk _ Tk, Pr,xr _ 77, Pay Tk, P, T
S S J )+ > T

keT keT keT
SIS pm (8,0)[Prsa — Poaltl, + > pim, (5, 0)2(s,0) + Kegvi (Lemma 10)
ke s,a keZ s,a
3H/Sn 2847
< Z Z o, (8, Q) 0 + Kegvi (Lemma 9, definition of Qj,, and Lemma 14)
keZ s,a Nl:_ (S, CL)
25 AT 4SAT
< 24L\/ S2AH|Z|In ST +60S'5AH 1n%? <ST> + Kegvr. (Lemma 17)
Substituting these back and by the definition of A completes the proof. O
B.5. Proof of Theorem 1

Proof. For constraint violation, note that:

K H K
st,at ) :ZZ S}”ah Jmc,C)_i_HZ(Jrrk,c_T)'
k=1

MH

t:l k=1h=1

For the first term, by Lemma 18, we have Zszl Zthl( (SZ, ak) — J™¢) < A+ O (tmix) with probability at least 1 — 24.
For the second term, by Lemma 19, we have A\, > A\p + Jk + € — 7 with probability at least 1 — 66, and with probability
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atleast 1 — 0,
K K K L K
HY (J™C—7) < H Y (J™ —Ex[Jx]) + HY (Bi[J] = k) + HY  (Ars1 — A —€)
k=1 k=1 k=1 k=1
1 473
§T+H1/2KlnT+H(/\—Ke) (Lemma 7 and Lemma 28)
<OQ1)+ A+ H\ - Ke). (definition of \)
When € = 3\/K, thatis, 3A\/K > (7 — c°)/2, we have

T
Z c(sg,ap) —7) <2)\+(9(mlx)—i—H()\—Ke):@(tmix).

Otherwise, K <
orderby Cp < T.

. . ~ 27723 2773 2 o2 . . . .
— co, which gives T' = O (N H (5714;5)];[ HS N f,fo A) and the constraint violation is of the same

For regret, note that ZkK:l(J*’6 — JmeT) = Zle(f’*' ’ — Jme Tf_kc) + Zk 1o A (e _ Jmeoc) | and with
probability at least 1 — 4,
S
Z _’f — Jmee) < Z 2k (1 —e— J™°) (definition of %)
k=1 77 =1 !
A N e A A
SZ—k(T—e—Jk)—l—Z—k(Jk—Ek[Jk])—i—— (Lemma 7)
=1 ! =1 ! nr
1< 2K~ (A
< ;Z)\k(/\k - A1) +——+0O (5\/?) ,
k=1

where in the last step we apply Azuma’s mequahty and the following argument: if )\k+1 >0, then 7 — € — J, k= Ak — Agt1
by the definition of \;. Otherwise, \p, < 7 — € — Jk < 7and \g(T — € — Jk) < 72, Moreover, Zk 1 A (A — A1) =

IS (O =22+ (M1 — A)?) < B by A = 0and [\, — Ajg1| < 1. Therefore, by Lemma 2 and definition of A
and 7, with probability at least 1 — 44,

al al *,€ )‘k K A
Z(J*,E _ Jﬁk,T S Z JT — JTk T*— ) + O (_ + _\/E)
k=1 =1 n n
N 1
(VSPAT + VSHT + S2AH) + —— ).
T — (1 —c9)2
Thus, with probability at least 1 — 24,
T K K H
> (I = r(si,ar) HZ — IR FH Y (I =) +ZZ (J™" — (s}, af))
t=1 k=1 k=1h=1
T ~ H
< < +0|—— (\/S3AT+VSHT+52AH) 4+ — (Lemma 1 and Lemma 18)
T—c0 T—c0 (1 —9)?
H
=0 ( (v SSAT + VSHT + SZAH) W) . (by the definition of €)
— C
Plugging in the definition of NV and H completes the proof. O

B.6. Transition Estimation and Computation of v, P,
Define Qy, as a transition confidence set based on Weissman’s inequality (Lemma 30), such that Qy = Ny 4 Q5,4 and

) S 1n 25AT
Qe = {P' Pl = Prsal, < ﬁ}
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We first show that P falls in Qj with high probability.
Lemma 9. With probability at least 1 — 6, P € Qy, for all k.

Proof. For any (s,a), n € [T] and m = S, Lemma 30 gives with probability at least 1 —

S1n 2SAT

gart [Poa = Pla|| <

, where P” is the empirical distribution computed by 7 1.i.d samples from Ps ,. Taking a union bound over
(s,a) €8x A,ne [T] proves the statement. O

Next, we show the computation procedure of uy and P for a fixed episode k. Note that P is an approximation of
P} = argmaxp,cg, J™ P'xk and finding P} is equivalent to computing the optimal policy in an extended MDP M k
with state space S and extended action space Qk, such that for any extended action P’ € Qy, the reward at (s, P’) is
> acaTk(als)r(s, a) and the transition probability to s” is 3, mx(als) P ,(s"). Note that since Qi =, , Qk,s,a Where

Qk.s.q Only puts constraints on transition at (s, a), any deterministic policy in M % can also be represented by an element
in Qj. We adopt a variant of Extended Value Iteration (EVI) in (Jaksch et al., 2010, Theorem 7) to approximate P}, where
we execute the following value iteration procedure in My,

0(c) — itlg) — i
=0 = P, . 9
u’(s) =0, u'T(s) Zwk(a|s) (:vk(s,a)—i—lgéag)i all ) 9)
acA

We stop the iteration above at index ¢*, which is the first index 4 such that sp(u“rl — uz) < €gyi = % Then we define
ug(s) = u" (s) — ming uT(s), up(s) = u' (s) — ming u” (s'), Py = argmaxpeg, Psqu’ as the transition
in uy, and ug (s, a) = z(s,a) — ming u’ *1(s') + Py s qu’ so that uy(s) = Y, 7 (als)u (s, a), which is the function
used in Algorithm 1. Also note that the maximization in Eq. (9) can be solved by (Jaksch et al., 2010, Figure 2).

Now we show that the value iteration in Eq. (9) always converges (specifically, the transition converges to FP;) similar

to (Jaksch et al., 2010, Theorem 7). First note that M, is communicating since P € Qj whose corresponding MDP is
ergodic. Moreover, the transition chosen in each iteration of Eq. (9) is aperiodic and unichain. This is because in each
iteration of Eq. (9) there is a “best” state and every state has non-zero probability transiting to the “best” state. Following
the proof of (Jaksch et al., 2010, Theorem 7), we conclude that EVI in Eq. (9) converges.

Since P, is aperiodic and unichain by the arguments above, there exist constant J™* &%k guch that J™Fk:%k (5) =
Jmk Pk Importantly, by (Puterman, 1994, Theorem 8.5.6), we have:

|ui*+1(s) — ui*(s) — J’T’“P’“I’“| < €gvI (10)

This leads to the following approximated value difference lemma.

Lemma 10' ']mpﬂzk - Jﬂ-kypkyxk = Zs,a :LLTI'(S) (7T(CL|S) - 7Tk(CL|S)) Uk(S, a) + Zs,a :LLTr(Sv a)(PS,a - Pk,s.,a)u;g + 5EVI:
W/’l@f'@ |5EVI| S €EVI-

Proof. Define u'(s,a) = zj(s,a) + maxpeg, Psqu'"! so that u’(s) = >, mx(als)u’(s,a). Since P is ergodic, we
have:

JPTe — Zuﬂ (s,a)zi(s,a) Zuﬂ (s,a (ui*“(s,a) — P;C,S7aui*)
- Zuﬂ(s,a) (ul (s a) —u” H(s)) + Zuw(s,a) (ui*“(s) — Py qu’ ) + Zuﬂ (s,a) — Pega)u’
_Z,uﬁsa)(uk(sa—uk —I—Z,u,,sa (ui*Jrl(s)— s,a U’ ) Zuﬁsa (Ps.o — Prs.a)Uj-

S,a

Let dgvi = Y., , in (s, @) (ui*+1(s) — P, ,u’"). By Eq. (10), we have
dgvr < ZMF(Sa a) (Ui*(s) - Pmui* + J P 6EVI) = J™ P Lepvr (n(s') = > s b (8,0) Ps o(s"))

Showing dgyr > —egyr is similar. Further by > i+ (s, a)(ur(s, a) —ur(s)) = px(s) >, (m(als) — 7 (als))ur(s, a), the
statement is proved. O
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B.7. Auxiliary Lemmas

Lemma 11. (Wei et al., 2020, Corollary 13.1) For any ergodic MDP with mixing time t,,, we have || (P”)’; — U ||1 <
2. 27 tix for all policy T, state s € S, and t > 2t s

Lemma 12. (Wei et al., 2020, Corollary 13.2) Let N = 4ty logy T. For an ergodic MDP with mixing time ty;, < T/4,
we have for all m: > H (P’T — ,LL,THl Tg

Lemma 13. (Wei et al., 2020, Lemma 14) For an ergodic MDP with mixing time t,,;, utility function d € |0, 1]SXA, and
any 7,5, a, [v™%s)| < Bty and | (s, a)| < 6ty

Lemma 14. Under the event of Lemma 9, max{sp(uy,), sp(u},)} < 4ictni[logy (4t)]e < £L.

Proof. For a fixed k, it suffices to show that for any two states s,s" and H > 1, u (s) — u(s') = O((\/1)thittmix)-
where u’ defined in Eq. (9) is the optimal value function of taking H steps in M k. Without loss of generality, assume
H(s) > u*l(s’). Define random variable T as the number of steps it takes to transits from state s’ to s. Then by Lemma 9,
H(s") > B, [uff~min{H.7} (5) |7y, P] (the right hand side is a lower bound of the expected reward of a history-dependent
policy in M  which follows P at first and then switches to P, when reaching s, and it is dominated by u g (s’) by the
Markov property). Thus by zj(s,a) < 2¢,

uf(s) —uf(s') < uf(s) = B, [u T (5 my, P = Ep[u (s) — w00 T () my,, P
S QET [Tlﬂ'k, P]L S 4tmixthil ﬂogg (4thit)~|5-

For the last inequality above, note that when ¢ = tyix [logs (4thit) |, we have || (P’”C) — U, || for any s € S by

— ch
Lemma 11. Therefore, (P™)" , > im, (8') > %hl for any s, s’ € S. This imphes that we can reach any state at least
once by taking 2t - tp; steps in expectation, that is, E, [7|my, P] < 2t - tp;. The second inequality in the statement follows

directly from the definition of H. O

15 (s,a) +ur(s,a)] <2Hiforall (s,a) € S x A.

Proof. Note that B (s, a) < WA(N + 1) < H.. Define s* = argmin, u’ *'(s). By Lemma 14,

uk(s7 a) = (Ek(S, a) + Pk,s,aui* - ui*+1 (S ) = xk S, a Zﬂ-k |S :Ek s* ,a ) (Pk,s,a - (P]:k)s*,»)ui*
< 2+ sp(u’’) < Hu.

This completes the proof. o

Lemma 16. (Wei et al., 2020, Lemma 15) For any two policies , 7' and utility function d,

T — =" e (s)(m(als) — 7 (als))g™ (s, a).

Lemma 17. With probability at least 1 — 6, forany T C [K], > 273, o \jﬂN’ls—a) 8\/SA[Z|/H +20SAIn L.

Proof. Define n(s,a) = ZhH:N_H I{s¥ = s,af = a}. Note that E[n(s,a)] = hH;Jb(P“k)Z§75wk(a|s). Moreover,
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by Lemma 11, for any state s and h > N: pir, (s,a) — (P™)} mi(als) < 1/T2. Therefore,

Pl m(als)
,U/Trk < sk.s
I;I; \/NJFSCL I;I;TQ N;;i;\i Nt (s,a)
< SA/(HT)+ m(5:0) g1 AT

H— N%ZM /7( : 5

(Lemma 32 with a union bound over T" possible values of Zj;))

nk(s,a) 4T
< NZZ +23 % \/N+Sa \/k+1 +175*AlnT

kET s.a k+1(5 a) kET s.a

IN

%\/SAH|I| + 205 A1 2 7 — 8/SATZJH + 20SA1In > 7,

where the last inequality isby >, 7 \/% < 24/ pez nk(s, a), Cauchy Schwarz inequality, and H — N >4 0

Lemma 18. For any utility function d € [0,1]°*4, we have }Z?:l Zthl d(sk,ak) — J”’f’d‘ < 126y /2T In % +
33N2VKInT + O (tmix) < A+ ) (tmix) with probability at least 1 — 24.

Proof. With probability at least 1 — 26,

B (Eq. (2))
k=1h=1 k=1h=1
K H K K H
= 10D (am sk ak) = 0™ (sh)) + DD (™ (sh) — o™ (sl ) + D (0 (s ) — P
k=1h=1 k=1 k=1h=1

(0™ (s 1) = Pro™ )| + O (tmix)

INA
[~
[]=
—
(=}
3
kol
a
—~
Y2l
Bl
Q
>
S~—
S
B
kol
a
~—~
¥
e
S~—
SN—
_|_
[~
—
S
B
kol
a
—
VA
e
S—
<
B
E
|
a
—
VA
e
S—
S—
_|_
[~
[]=

(3H+1 = skJrl and Lemma 13)

473 4T3 -
12tmixy/ 27 In -+ 650 HN?K 1 + O (tmix) < 12tmixy/ 27 In — 33N VK InT + O (tmix) -

(Lemma 3, Lemma 13, and Lemma 28)

| /\

The second inequality directly follows from the definition of . O

Lemma 19. With probability at least 1 — 66, A\, < X for any k, that is, the upper bound truncation of Ay, is never triggered.

Proof. We prove this by induction on k. The base case k = 1 is clearly true. For k > 1, if Ay < %, the statement is
proved. Otherwise, let j = max{j’ < k: A\ < 25774;[1)) J A 41 > %} We have:

k—1 2 +1) 2 k-1
A= )‘5 + ()\?H =) < (ﬁ) + Z (2/\i()‘i+1 = Ai) A (A1 — )‘i)2) ‘

i=j

@.
Al
J
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Note that A; > 0 for j < i < k. Therefore, with probability at least 1 — 64,

k—1 k—1
3 2N Ak = M)+ Qi =A%) <Y ( (Ti+e—1)+ 1) (definition of \; and [Ai41 — \i| < 1)
i=j i=j

k—1 k—1

< (2)\ (2E:[Ji] + ¢ —7) + 1) +32/\ln% <3 @I 4 e—T) £ 1) +33/\ln%

3

J =]
(Lemma 32 with a union bound over 7" possible values of j, \; < X by definition, and Lemma 7)

AT i AT
<4Z (e +e—7’)+1)+33A1n—-4Z(77J”” nJ””_%c—/\i(T—e)—l—l)—|—33)\1n—

5 — 5
; AT A
< 42 (nJ’”’T L D W 1) + 33\ — + —— (Lemma 2)
— T—cC
= AT A 0
<4y ( > +33AIn — + ZCO (Jmr — JT < 1,07 = 0, and € < T5E)
i=j
AT A
<4+ 1)+33An— + — 7 O > 200D for j < i < k)
T —C
Thenby% > %andnz 132(T—co)ln%,wehave/\k:/\i//\kS %+2+%+%<)\. O

C. Omitted Details for Section 4

As a standard practice, we first show that the true transition lies in the transition confidence sets with high probability, and
provide some key lemmas related to transition estimation.

Lemma 20. With probability at least 1 — 5, P € P, Vk.

Proof. Forany (s,a) € S x A, s’ € S, by Lemma 31 and Ng 11(s,a) < T, we have with probability at least 1 — S2A,

[Poals’) = Prsa(s')] < 44/ Prsa(s)k(s. a) + 280k (s, a).

By a union bound over all (s,a) € S x A, s’ € S and ﬁm,h = P; 4, the statement is proved. O

< 8\/Pso(s)ak(s,a) + 136ax(s,a) £ €i(s,a,s’)

Lemma 21. Under the event of Lemma 20,
forany P’ € Py.

Psah( I)_ Sll S/

Proof. By Pec Pk, we have for all (s,a) € S x A,and s’ € S:

Prsa(s) < Psol(s') + 4\/16;@75),1(5’)6%(3, a) + 28ax(s, a).

Applying 22 < ax +b = z < a+ Vbwitha = 4\/ay(s,a) and b = P ,(s") + 28cu(s, a), we have

Prsa(s) < 4y/ag(s,a) + \/Psa ) + 28y (s, a) \/Psa + 10y/ (s, a).

Substituting this back to right-hand side of the inequality in Eq. (7), we have

4\/15;@,57@(3’)0416(3, a) + 28a(s,a) < 44/ Ps o (s ) (s, a) + 68ax(s, a).

By P,P' € P, Eq. (7), and the triangle inequality | P’ L an(8) = Poa(s)| < |PL,u(s') = Prsa(s)| + [Prsals’) —
P ,(s")], the statement is proved. O
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Lemma 22. Under the event of Lemma 20, Algorithm 3 ensuers v-. « lies in the domain of Eq. (6).
1

* ,IB,S
Proof. By Lemma 4, we have:

T

<V~*.13 S’f’c> = Vi %(sh) < sps+ HJ™ ¢ < spi + Hr. (11)

Then by P € Py, the statement is proved. O

Lemma 23. Under the event of Lemma 20, Algorithm 4 ensures v, 5 .. lies in the domain of Eq. (8).
IEELS )

Proof. Note that Eq. (11) still holds. Moreover, by Lemma 4, for any two states s, s’ and h € [H]:
Vi () = Vil () S Vi () = (H =+ )T 7|+ Vi (s') = (H = h+1)J7 7| < 2sp},
Vi () = Vil (D < IV () = (B = bt DI |V 5(s') = (H = b 1)J7] < 2spl.

Then by Pe Pi, the statement is proved. o

C.1. Proof of Lemma 4

Proof. For any state s and h € [H], we have:

[ H
Vird(s) = (H—=h+1)J"=E | Y (d(sw,an) — J°)| 7, P,sp = s

Lh/=h
- )

=E | Y (¢ (s, an) = Payy o v™)| 7. P, sp = s] (Eq. (2))
Lh/=h
r H N ~

=E | Y (0™ (sn) — v (sn41))| T, P, s = S] (definition of 7 and P)
Lh/=h

= ™) - E |:’U7T"d(SH+1)’ 7 P,sy = 3] .
Thus, |Vh%’d(s) — (H — h+1)J™4 < sp(v™?) and the statement is proved. O

C.2. Proof of Lemma 5

Proof. We condition on the event of Lemma 20, which happens with probability at least 1 — §. Note that with probability
atleast 1 — 4:

K K H
S = V) = D B Y (Pt — POV i, P (Lemma 26)
k=1 k=1 h=1
K H
< ZE lz ‘(P,w;;)a;;)h — P,]f)V}ff’lp’“’d‘ Ty P (Jensen’s inequality)
k=1 h=1
K H
<23y ‘(kasi_,aﬁ_,h - P,’;)V,;’;fk"d’ + 0 (H?) (Lemma 32)
k=1h=1
K H
=0 | 524 > v v + H2S?A (Lemma 25)
k=1h=1

Then by Lemma 24 and H = (T//S?A)'/3, with probability at least 1 — 24,

K
SOVt = v td(sh)| = O (VSTACHPK + HIS?A) + H2S5?A) = O (VSPAIPK + H2SA) .
k=1

This completes the proof. O
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C.3. Proof of Lemma 6

Proof. Define VPl gy = v Pod (o) _ming VP04 () and QTF (s, a) = QT4 (s, a) —ming VTR
so that V™% (s) € [0, B] and

’Q” Frod(s q ’ = ’Q” Freod(s a) — Ve Peod () (s* = argmin, V"% (s))

<

d(s,a) — Z i (als™)d(s*, a)

| PrsaViis ™ = (PP Vi < B+ 1.
acA

h+1

Also define I,(s") = I{s = s'}. Then with probability at least 1 — 29,

]~

H
(oot = Yot
1 h=1

K H
Z(Vl“k’Pk’d(s’f)— FPd(gh o) 1 QTP (s’f,a’f)—d(s’f,a’f)—zd(si,a’ﬁ)>

E
Il

k=1 h=2
K
Tk, P ,d Tk, Pr,d Tk, Pr,d Tk, Pr,d
= 3 (VT sh) = QT s )+ (Peag g o — POVES ™ 4 (P = Ly v )
k=1

K H
+ Z <V27”“’P’C Zd sh,ah )

1

h+1 s h+1

I
M=
M= 1

(Vir et (sh) = QR P sk ) (Prg g~ V™ + (P = Ly V™)

LS
Il
—
=
Il
—

(repeat the decomposition above)

K
=22 (V”’“’P"’ )= QP sk ab) + (P o — PRV (P = Ly )W)
k=1 h=1
= O ((B+)VT + BSVAT + BHS*A). (Lemma 28, Lemma 25, and V(PF, Vi 74) < B?)

O

C4. Auxiliary Lemmas

Lemma 24. Under the event of Lemma 20, for any utility function d € [0,1]5*4, with probability at least 1 — 24,
Sk S VIR ViIE™ ) = O(HP (K + VT) + H?S?A).

Proof. We decompose the variance into four terms:

H K H
SV V) = S0 (BRI - (V)

1h=1 k=1 h=1

K K
Py,dy\2 P
Z ( (Vi = = Vil “(sh1) ) + Z

M=

Mm
M=

(V}f—ilpk (she1)® — V;kﬂpk’d(slﬁy)

k=1 h=1 k=1 h=1
K H K H
Ty Pr,d 2 T, Pr,d k 2 Wk;Pk; T, Pr,d\2
+§§,(V — &y (sp.ar) )‘f‘E E ( (sp.ar)? (Pth+1 ))
k=1 h=1 k=1 h=1
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For the first term, by Lemma 29, with probability at least 1 — §

K H K H
T, P Tk, P ,d - T, P
DSOS T PEWIEE? v (sE )2 = O (4| D0 D VPE, (Vs )2) + B
k=1h=1 k=1 h=1
_ K H
=0 H,\|> Y v@r vt + H? (Lemma 27)
k=1 h=1

The second term is upper bounded by 0 by VHﬂif i d

(s) = 0 for s € S. For the third term, by Cauchy-Schwarz inequality
and Lemma 28, with probability at least 1 — d:

Shy @

K H K H
szﬂ'k,Pk, ;lrk,Pk, S}“ h 2 ZZ (Zﬂ-k a|sh, ﬂ'k,Pk, ( k )2 _Q;lflmpk,d( k k)2>
k=1h=1 =1h=1

Sh7 a/h
O (H*VT).
For the fourth term, by a? — b? = (a + b)(a — b) and HV’T’“P’“ H HQ”"’P’“’ H < H:
K H K H
37 Qg sl PRV < 2033 |07 ek - PV
k=1h=1 k=1h=1
K H K H
<2H’K +2HY Y |(P, PRyvEPed — O | H2K + H ZZ V(P VY 4 H3S2A
= k,s;‘“a’;’,h h+1 - h+1
k=1h=1 k=1h=1
(Lemma 25)
Putting everything together, we have
K H
> V@RI
k=1h=1
) K H K H
=0 | H > Y V(PF Vs + HX (K +VT) + H, | S?AY Y V(P V™) + HS?A
k=1h=1 k=1h=1
Solving a quadratic inequality, we get 3", S37L | V(PE, V%) = O(H?(K + VT) + H?S?A). O

Lemma 25. Under the event of Lemma 20, for any value function V with Vj, € [0, B]®,Vh € [H], we have

H

K K H
SN |Pesgagn = PVana| =0 [ 524 Z (PE,Viy1) + BHS?A
k=1 h=1 k=1h=1

Proof. Define I, = I{¥(s,a) : Niy1(s,a) < 2Ny (s,a)} and 2f(s'") = Vi11(s') — PFVj11. By Lemma 21,

K H K H K H
k kN k : k _k k
SN [Prstatn = PEVasa| = D07 (P aps = PI2E] <D0 min {B,Zez<sh,ah, s'>|zh<s'>|}
k=1 h=1 k=1 h=1 k=1 h=1 s’
K
<

H
2 Zmin{B,ZeZH(slﬁ,ah, Nzr (s }+BHZHC
k=1 s’

h=1
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Note that Zszl I5 = O(SA) by definition. Thus it suffices to bound Zszl Zthl Sy €1 (sk,af, s)]zf(s")]. Note
that:

SN N, s PF(s")2F(s")? K~ SB .
ZZZGZJrl(Shaahus )|Zh(5 )l =0 ZZZ W + ZZ W (definition OfGZ)
h

Spy Qp

K H K H
~ S
=0 E E ~ g g V(PF,Vii1) + BS*A (Cauchy-Schwarz inequality)
k=1h=1 Nk+1(8h’ah) k=1h=1

K H
=0 [S2ADY > V(P Vi) + BS?A

k=1h=1

Plugging these back completes the proof. o

Lemma 26. (Shani et al., 2020, Lemma 1) For any policy m € (AA)SX[H] two transition functions P, P’, and utility

function d € RS*A, we have V| Pd( ) — Vlﬂ"P ’d( )= [Zh 1 (P an,h — Psh an. h)V,ZT_i_I;UlhT7 P’ s = s].

Lemma 27. (Chen et al., 2021a, Lemma 30) For a random variable X such that |X| < C, we have: VAR[X?] <
4C?VAR[X].
D. Concentration Inequalities

Lemma 28 (Any interval Azuma’s inequality). Let {X;}:°, be a martingale difference sequence and | X;| < B almost

4(l+n—1)3
v/ ———.

surely. Then with probability at least 1 — 6, for any [, n: }ZH" !

Proof. For each [,n € N,, we have with probability at least 1 — m’ Zi;r?—l Xi‘ < By/2nln M by
(Chen & Luo, 2021, Lemma 20). The statement is then proved by a union bound (note that Y ,;°, > >, m =
Zil 23:1 % = Zz 1 212 <D O

Lemma 29. (Chen et al., 2021b, Lemma 38) Let {X;}32, be a martingale difference sequence adapted to the filtration
{Fi}2, and | X;| < B for some B > 0. Then with probability at least 1 — 6, for all n > 1 simultaneously,

4B2p? 4B2p3
+2B1
5 S

Xi| <3,| Y E[X2|Fi4]In

=1

=1

Lemma 30. (Weissman et al., 2003) Given a distribution p € /A, and let p be an empirical distribution of p over n

< \/m1n 2 /n with probability at least 1 — 6.

Lemma 31. (Cohen et al., 2020, Theorem D.3) Let { X, }52, be a sequence of i.i.d random variables with expectation
and X,, € [0, B] almost surely. Then with probability at least 1 — ¢, for anyn > 1:

samples. Then,

Lemma 32. (Cohen et al., 2020, Lemma D.4) and (Cohen et al., 2021, Lemma E.2) Let { X, }3°, be a sequence of random
variables w.r.t to the filtration {F;}32, and X; € [0, B] almost surely. Then with probability at least 1 — 6, for alln > 1
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simultaneously:

n

Y EX|Fi] <2 Zn: Xi+4BIn
i=1 i=1

an

5 )

X; <2 E[Xi|Fi 1] + 8BIn 2.
Z; < ; [XilFioa] +8B1In —



