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POLICY OPTIMIZATION OVER GENERAL STATE AND ACTION SPACES ∗

GUANGHUI LAN †

Abstract.

Reinforcement learning (RL) problems over general state and action spaces are notoriously challenging. In contrast to the
tableau setting, one cannot enumerate all the states and then iteratively update the policies for each state. This prevents
the application of many well-studied RL methods especially those with provable convergence guarantees. In this paper, we
first present a substantial generalization of the recently developed policy mirror descent method to deal with general state and
action spaces. We introduce new approaches to incorporate function approximation into this method, so that we do not need
to use explicit policy parameterization at all. Moreover, we present a novel policy dual averaging method for which possibly
simpler function approximation techniques can be applied. We establish linear convergence rate to global optimality or sublinear
convergence to stationarity for these methods applied to solve different classes of RL problems under exact policy evaluation.
We then define proper notions of approximation errors for policy evaluation and investigate their impact on the convergence
of these methods applied to general-state RL problems with either finite-action or continuous-action spaces. To the best of
our knowledge, the development of these algorithmic frameworks as well as their convergence analysis appear to be new in the
literature.

1. Introduction. Stochastic dynamic programming provides a general framework to model the interac-
tions between an agent and its environment, and to improve the agent’s decisions through such interactions.
More specifically, the status of the environment is described by either discrete or continuous state variables,
while the agent’s behavior is described by actions. Upon the agent’s action, the system’s state gets updated,
and the agent receives some reward or pays some cost. The goal of stochastic dynamic programming is to
find the optimal policy which specifies the agent’s best action at a given state.

Markov decision process (MDP) is among the most widely used stochastic dynamic programming models.
Consider the Markov decision process M = (S,A,P , c, γ), where S is the state space, A denotes the action
space, P : S × S × A → R is transition model, c : S × A → R is the cost function, and γ ∈ [0, 1) is the
discount factor. A policy π : S → A determines a particular action to be chosen at a given state. Since MDP
can be used to model many important sequential decision making problems (e.g., inventory control, resource
allocation, and organ donation and transplantation), it had been a classic topic in the area of operations
research and stochastic control [22, 3]. While in the classic MDP literature, the transition model P is assumed
to be given when searching for the optimal policy π∗, we often have no access to exact information about
P in the more recent reinforcement (RL) literature [26]. This can be viewed as the main difference between
MDP and RL. During the past few years, RL has received widespread attention partly due to its success in
computer games such as AlphaZero [25, 24].

In general, RL methods can be divided into model-based and model-free approaches. In model-based
methods, one seeks to approximate the transition model P by using various statistical learning techniques and
then to solve an approximate problem to the original MDP. In model-free methods, one attempts to search
improved policies without formulating an approximate transition model first. The difference between model-
based and model-free RL is similar to the one between sample average approximation (SAA) and stochastic
approximation (SA) in the area of stochastic optimization. Model-based methods separate statistical analysis
from the design of optimization algorithms, while model-free methods intend to carefully trade-off the effort
needed for data collection and computation through a combined design and analysis. Model-free methods
appear to be more applicable to online reinforcement learning where the policies need to be improved as
streaming data is being collected. These types of methods are the main subject of this paper.

In spite of the popularity of RL, the development of efficient RL methods with guaranteed convergence is
still lacking in this area. Most existing theoretical studies focused only on problems with finite state and finite
action spaces. In this setting, a rich set of model-free methods have been developed by incorporating different
sampling schemes into the classic methods for Markov decision processes, including linear programming,
value iteration (or Q-learning), and policy iteration. In addition, there has been considerable interest in the
development of nonlinear optimization based methods that utilize the gradient information (i.e., Q function)
for solving RL problems (e.g., [27, 9, 8, 7, 2, 1, 23, 6, 31, 28, 17]). While these methods are very popular
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in practice, it was only until recently that we know these stochastic gradient type methods can exhibit
comparable and even superior performance than those based on classic dynamic programming and/or linear
programming approaches. In particular, we show in [12] that a general class of policy mirror descent method
can achieve linear convergence for solving both regularized and unregularized MDP problems. When applied
to RL problems with unknown P , it can achieve the optimal O(1/ǫ2) and O(1/ǫ) sample complexity for
solving unregularized and regularized problems, respectively. It is worth noting the latter sample complexity
has not been achieved even for model-based approaches. Further developments of PMD type methods can
be found in some more recent works (e.g., [10, 5, 32, 30, 16, 13, 14]).

RL problems with general state and action spaces are notoriously more challenging than the finite-
state finite-action setting mentioned above. One significant difficulty associated with a general state space
exists in that one cannot enumerate all the states and properly define the policy found for each state. In
order to address this issue, the current practice is to apply function approximation, e.g., by using a neural
network, for policy parameterization (see, e.g., [4, 5]). Then one can possibly apply stochastic gradient type
methods restricted to this policy class to search for the policy parameters. However, the incorporation of
policy parameterization would destroy the possible convexity of action space, and make it difficult to satisfy
the constraints imposed on policies. In many applications, to meet these constraints might be even more
important than to find an optimal policy, since the latter goal is usually not achievable for problems with
general state and action spaces due to their high nonconvexity. Moreover, with policy parameterization, it is
often difficult to assess the quality of the solutions since the stationarity is defined w.r.t. the specific policy
class rather than the original policy optimization problem. In addition, by using policy parameterization,
we often end up with an optimization problem of very high dimension in the space of policy parameters,
even if the dimension of the original action space is rather small. Finally, even with policy parameterization,
another type of function approximation is also needed to evaluate a policy and compute the gradients, since
one cannot save such gradient information in a tableau form. In general, there are very little theoretical
guarantees (e.g., feasibility, optimality, stationarity) on the convergence of existing RL methods dealing with
general state and action spaces.

This paper attempts to address some of the aforementioned issues by presenting novel algorithmic frame-
works to solve RL problems over general state and action spaces. The main contributions of this paper mainly
consist of the following two aspects. The first aspect of our contribution exists in a substantial generalization
of the policy mirror descent (PMD) method. More specifically, we start with an idealized situation for policy
optimization, where exact gradient information can be computed over general state and action spaces. We
generalize the PMD method and show its linear convergence to the global optimality and sublinear con-
vergence to a stationary point for solving different classes of RL problems depending on the curvature of
the action-value function. We then discuss how function approximation can be incorporated into the PMD
method. In contrast to existing methods, we will not incorporate policy parameterization into this algorith-
mic scheme at all. Instead, we apply function approximation only to the policy evaluation step applied to an
augmented action-value function. The policies will be represented by a simple optimization problem, and will
be computed, whenever needed, based on the parameters obtained during the policy evaluation step. For RL
problems with general state and finite action spaces, this method converges to the global optimality up to
function approximation errors. Moreover, its subproblems to compute the policy can have explicit solutions
in this setting. Furthermore, for RL problems with general state and continuous action spaces, it converges
to the global optimality up to function approximation errors if certain curvature condition is satisfied for the
approximation functions. Otherwise, it will converge to a stationary point for the original policy optimization
problem under certain conditions for the approximation error.

The second aspect of our contribution exists in the development of a novel class of policy dual averaging
(PDA) methods for solving RL problems. The dual averaging method was originally developed for convex
optimization [19] and later further studied for machine learning (e.g., [29]). Similar to the original dual
averaging method, the PDA method developed herein minimizes a weighted summation of the advantage
functions plus a certain regularization term at each iteration. The PDA method is equivalent to PMD
under the tabular setting with specific selection of distance generating functions, but these two methods are
different in general. In comparison with PMD, the PDA method appears to be more amenable to function
approximation as it only requires function approximation for the original action-value function, and the
stepsize parameters will not impact function approximation. However, other than the tableau setting, the
convergence of the PDA method has not been studied before in the literature. Through a novel analysis,
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we show that PDA also exhibits linear convergence to the global optimality and sublinear convergence to
a stationary point (in a slightly different sense than PMD) depending on the curvature of the action-value
function. We also study the impact of stochastic policy evaluation and function approximation on the
convergence of the PDA method for solving RL problems with general state and finite action spaces, as well
as general state and continuous action spaces. In general, PDA exhibits comparable convergence properties
to PMD. In some cases it does have some advantages over PMD by either allowing more adaptive stepsize
policy, e.g., when applied to general un-regularized RL problems with finite action spaces, or requiring less
restrictive assumptions on the function approximation error, e.g., for solving RL problems with continuous
action spaces.

This paper is organized as follows. We first formally introduce the problems of interest in Section 2.
Section 3 is devoted to the development of the PMD method for solving RL problems with general state and
action spaces. The development of the PDA method is detailed in Section 4, whose structure is parallel to
that of Section 3. Finally some concluding remarks are made in Section 5.

1.1. Notation and terminology. Let ‖ · ‖ be given norm in action space A and ω : A → R be a
strongly convex function w.r.t. to given ‖ · ‖ s.t.

D(a2, a1) := ω(a1)− [ω(a2) + 〈ω′(a2), a1 − a2〉] ≥ 1
2‖a1 − a2‖2, ∀a1, a2 ∈ A. (1.1)

For general-state and finite-action MDPs (see (2.1)-(2.2)), a common selection of ω for RL is the entropy
function ω(a) =

∑m
i=1 ai log ai. With this selection, the Bregman distance becomes the KL divergence (see

[12]) given by D(a′, a) = KL(a ‖ a′) =
∑m

i=1 ai log
ai

a′
i

. For general-state and continonus-action MDPs, the

selection of ω will be problem-dependent. A common section would be the Euclidean norm ω(a) =
∑m

i=1 a
2
i /2,

with the corresponding Bregrman distance given by D(a′, a) = 1
2‖a− a′‖22.

2. Problems of Interest. For a space Ω with a σ-algebra σΩ, we define M(Ω) as the set of all
probability measures over σΩ. In this paper, the term “measurable” refers to a Borel measurable set or
function depending on the context.

2.1. Markov Decision Processes. A Markov decision process (MDP) is a five-tuple (S,A,P , c, γ),
where S ⊆ R

n is a measurable state space, A ⊆ R
n is a measurable action space, P : S × A → M(S) is a

mapping with domain S ×A, c : S ×A → R denote the cost function, and γ ∈ [0, 1) is a discount factor. The
transition kernel P(·|s, a) is a probability measure on S for any (s, a) ∈ S ×A. The measurable cost function
c(s, a) specifies the instantaneous cost associated with the selection of action a in state s.

A policy π : S → A is a measurable mapping that determines a feasible action π(s) ∈ A for each state
s ∈ S. In this paper, we focus on the case when the action space A ⊂ R

n a compact convex set, and intend
to find a deterministic policy that maps a given state s to a specific selection of a ∈ A. It should be noted,
however, that our development covers the finite set of actions {A1, . . . ,Am} as an important special case.
Indeed, when the set of possible actions is finite, a widely used approach in policy optimization is to seek a
randomized policy that determines the probability of selecting a specific action. This is equivalent to specify
a continuous action a over the simplex set

A ≡ ∆m := {p ∈ R
m :

∑m
i=1 pi = 1, pi ≥ 0, i = 1, . . . ,m}, (2.1)

with each of its extreme point corresponding to an action Ai, i = 1, . . . ,m. Accordingly, the cost function
and the transition kernel, respectively, are given by

c(s, a) =
∑m

i=1 aic0(s,Ai) and P(s, a) =
∑m

i=1 aiP0(·|s,Ai), (2.2)

Here c0(s,Ai) and P0(·|s,Ai) denote the cost and transition probability when the action Ai is chosen. In this
rest of the paper, we will refer to the aforementioned situation as general-state and finite-action MDP even
though the action space is given by the simplex as in (2.1). More generally, our development also covers an
action space with mixed discrete and continuous actions by employing randomization over the discrete ones.

Let Π denote the set of all measurable stationary policies that are invariant of time epoch t. For any
π ∈ Π, we measure its performance by the action-value function Qπ : S ×A → R defined as

Qπ(s, a) := E
[∑∞

t=0 γ
t[c(st, at) + hπ(st)(st)] | s0 = s, a0 = a, at = π(st), st+1 ∼ P(·|st, at)

]
,

3



where ha(s) is a regularizer which is strongly convex w.r.t. a with modulus µh ≥ 0, i.e.,

ha1(s)− ha2(s)− 〈(ha2)′(s), a1 − a2〉 ≥ µhD(a2, a1).

Moreover, we define the state-value function V π : S → R associated with π as

V π(s) := E [
∑∞

t=0 γ
t[c(st, at) + hπ(st)] | s0 = s, at = π(st), st+1 ∼ P(·|st, at)] . (2.3)

Throughout the paper, we assume that c(s, a) + ha(s) ∈ [0, c̄] so that V π(s) ∈ [0, c̄
1−γ ]. It can be easily seen

from the definitions of Qπ and V π that

V π(s) = Qπ(s, π(s)), (2.4)

Qπ(s, a) = c(s, a) + hπ(s)(s) + γ

∫

P(ds′|s, a)V π(s′). (2.5)

Without specific mention, we assume throughout the paper that the integral is taken over the state space S.
The main objective in MDP is to find an optimal policy π∗ : S → A s.t.

V π∗

(s) ≤ V π(s), ∀π ∈ Π, ∀s ∈ S. (2.6)

Sufficient conditions that guarantee the existence of π∗ have been intensively studied (e.g., [3, 22]). For
example, one such sufficient condition is given by the existence of a measurable policy π ∈ Π such that

c(s, π(s)) + hπ(s)(s) + γ

∫

V (s′)P (ds′|s, π(s)) = min
a∈A

[

c(s, a) + ha(s) + γ

∫

V (s′)P (ds′|s, a)
]

.

Under these conditions, (2.6) can be formulated as a nonlinear optimization problem with a single objective
function. More specifically, given an initial state distribution ρ over S, let fρ be defined as

fρ(π) :=

∫

V π(s)ρ(ds). (2.7)

Our goal is to solve the following policy optimization problem minπ(s)∈A,∀s∈S fρ(π).
For a given policy π, let Pπ be its associated transition kernel, i.e., Pπ(·|s) = P(·|s, π(s)). A probability

distribution νπ is said to be a stationary distribution of Pπ if for all B ∈ σS , νπ(B) =
∫
Pπ(B|s)νπ(ds). The

existence and uniqueness of a stationary distribution νπ, and the convergence of the Markov chain to νπ is
ensured by ergodicity conditions. A sufficient condition is that the Markov chain is Harris ergodic, i.e., it
has a regeneration set, and is aperiodic and positively recurrent (see [18]). For discrete-state Markov chains,
it is well-known that any aperiodic and positive recurrent Markov chain has a unique invariant stationary
distribution. Throughout this paper, we assume that νπ is the unique stationary distribution associated with
Pπ.

In particular, we use ν∗ ≡ νπ
∗

to denote the stationary distribution induced by the optimal policy π∗.
To simplify our discussion, we choose ρ in (2.7) as the stationary distribution ν∗. In this case, our problem
of interest becomes

f∗ := min
π(s)∈A,∀s∈S

{f(π) := fν∗(π)} . (2.8)

It is clear that π∗ must be an optimal solution of problem (2.8). Moreover, an optimal solution of (2.8) must
be an optimal policy for our MDP if ν∗ is sufficiently random (i.e., supported over S).

2.2. Performance Difference and Policy Gradient. Given a feasible policy π ∈ Π, we define the
discounted state visitation measure by

κπs (B) = (1− γ)
∑∞

t=0 γ
tPrπ(st ∈ B|s0 = s) (2.9)

for B ∈ S. Here Prπ(st ∈ B|s0 = s) denotes the probability distribution of st at time epoch t after we
follow the policy π starting from s0 = s. Let (Pπ)t be the t-step transition kernel associated with Pπ defined
recursively according to

(Pπ)t(B|s) =
∫

(Pπ)t−1(ds′|s)Pπ(B|s′), t ≥ 2.
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Then we have Prπ(st ∈ B|s0 = s) = (Pπ)t(B|s).
We now state an important “performance difference” lemma which tells us the difference on the value

functions for two different policies.
Lemma 2.1. Let π and π′ be two feasible policies. Then we have

V π′

(s)− V π(s) = 1
1−γ

∫

ψπ(q, π′(q))κπ
′

s (dq), ∀s ∈ S, (2.10)

where

ψπ(q, a) := Qπ(q, a)− V π(q) + ha(q)− hπ(q)(q). (2.11)

Proof. By the definition of V π′

in (2.3), we have

V π′

(s)− V π(s)

= E

[
∑∞

t=0 γ
t[c(st, at) + hπ

′(st)(st)] | s0 = s, at = π′(st), st+1 ∼ P(·|st, at)
]

− V π(s)

= E

[
∑∞

t=0 γ
t[c(st, at) + hπ

′(st)(st) + γV π(st+1)− V π(st)]

| s0 = s, at = π′(st), st+1 ∼ P(·|st, at)]
+ E [V π(s0) | s0 = s, at = π′(st), st+1 ∼ P(·|st, at)]− V π(s)

= E

[
∑∞

t=0 γ
t[c(st, at) + hπ(st)(st) + γV π(st+1)− V π(st) + hπ

′(st)(st)− hπ(st)(st)]

| s0 = s, at = π′(st), st+1 ∼ P(·|st, at)] ,

where the second identity follows from the cancelation of the terms by taking telescoping sum, and the last
identity follows from

E [V π(s0) | s0 = s, at = π′(st), st+1 ∼ P(·|st, at)] = V π(s).

Now using the above identity, (2.5) and (2.9), we have

V π′

(s)− V π(s)

= E

[
∑∞

t=0 γ
t[Qπ(st, at)− V π(st) + hπ

′(st)(st)− hπ(st)(st)]

| s0 = s, at = π′(st), st+1 ∼ P(·|st, at)]

= 1
1−γ

∫

[Qπ(q, π′(q)) − V π(q) + hπ
′(q)(q)− hπ(q)(q)] dπ

′

s (dq).

We call ψπ in (2.11) the advantage function. It is different than the advantage function used in the RL
literature in that it deals with deterministic policies and involves the term ha.

Lemma 2.2. For any feasible policy π, we have

Es∼ν∗ [−ψπ(s, π∗(s))] = (1− γ)Es∼ν∗ [V π(s)− V π∗

(s)]

Proof. By Lemma 2.1 (with π′ = π∗),

(1− γ)[V π∗

(s)− V π(s)] = Eq∼κπ∗

s
[ψπ(q, π∗(q))] .

Taking expectation for w.r.t. ν∗ and noticing the stationarity of ν∗, we have

(1 − γ)Es∼ν∗ [V π∗

(s)− V π(s)] = Es∼ν∗,q∼κπ∗

s
[ψπ(q, π∗(q))] = Es∼ν∗ [ψπ(s, π∗(s))] .
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It is known that one can sometimes derive from Lemma 2.1 the formula for the gradients of the objective
function f in (2.8). Indeed, for simplicity let us assume that the state space is finite and denote δ = π′ − π.
Then by (2.10), we have

V π′

(s)− V π(s) =

∫

[Qπ(q, π′(q))−Qπ(q, π(q)) + hπ
′(q)(q)− hπ(q)(q)]κπ

′

s (dq)

=

∫

[Qπ(q, π′(q))−Qπ(q, π(q)) + hπ
′(q)(q)− hπ(q)(q)]κπs (dq)

+

∫

[Qπ(q, π′(q))−Qπ(q, π(q)) + hπ
′(q)(q)− hπ(q)(q)] [κπ

′

s (dq)− κπs (dq)]

Suppose that Qπ(s, a) is differentiable w.r.t. its second argument a, i.e.,

Qπ(q, π(q) + δ)−Qπ(q, π(q)) = 〈∇aQ
π(q, π(q)), δ〉 + o(‖δ‖2)

Also assume that hπ is also differentiable, i.e.,

hπ
′(q)(q)− hπ(q)(q) = 〈∇hπ(q)(q), δ〉+ o(‖δ‖2),

and that κπs is locally Lipschitz continuous, i.e.,

‖κπ′

s (dq) − κπs (dq)‖ ≤ Lπ‖δ‖.

Sufficient conditions to guarantee some of these assumptions have been developed in the literature (e.g.,
[20, 21, 4, 15]). Then for any δ s.t. π′ = π + δ ∈ A

lim
‖δ‖→0

1
‖δ‖

[

V π′

(s)− V π(s)−
〈∫

∇aQ
π(q, π(q))κπs (dq), δ

〉]

= lim
‖δ‖→0

1
‖δ‖

[

V π′

(s)− V π(s)−
∫

〈∇aQ
π(q, π(q)), δ〉κπs (dq)

]

= 0.

Therefore, whenever its exists, we can use the gradient of V π denoted by

[∇V π(s)](q) := [∇aQ
π(q, π(q)) +∇hπ(q)]κπs (q) (2.12)

as the termination criterion to evaluate the efficiency of policy optimization algorithms.

3. Policy Mirror Descent. The policy mirror descent method was initially designed for solving RL
problems over finite state and finite action spaces. Our goal in this section is to generalize this algorithm for
RL over general state and action spaces.

3.1. The Generic Algorithmic Scheme. For a given policy πk, the PMD method minimizes the
advantage function ψπk(s, a), plus the regularization term D(πk(s), a) with a certain stepsize parameter
ηk ≥ 0. In order to guarantee that each step of PMD is well-defined, we need to assume through this section
that the policy value function Qπ(s, a) satisfies certain curvature conditions. In particular, we assume that
for some finite µQ ≥ 0, the function

Qπ(s, a) + µQD(π0(s), a) (3.1)

is convex w.r.t. a for any s ∈ S and any π ∈ Π. Qπ(s, ·) is convex if µQ = 0, and strongly convex if µQ < 0.
Otherwise, if µQ > 0, Qπ(s, ·) is not necessarily convex and function of this type is also referred to as being
weakly convex. It is well-known that any differential function with Lipschitz continuous gradients are weakly
convex. Let us denote

µd := µh − µQ. (3.2)

The advantage function ψπ(s, ·) defined in (2.11) is convex if µd ≥ 0, and weakly convex otherwise.
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Algorithm 1 The policy mirror descent method

Input: ηk ≥ 0 and π0.
for k = 0, 1, . . . , do

πk+1(s) = argmin
a∈A

{ψπk(s, a) + 1
ηk
D(πk(s), a)} (3.3)

= argmin
a∈A

{Qπk(s, a) + ha(s) + 1
ηk
D(πk(s), a)}, ∀s ∈ S. (3.4)

end for

With a properly chosen ηk, the objective function of the subproblem in (3.3) is strongly convex, and thus
the new policy πk+1 is well-defined. The following result is well-known for mirror descent methods.

Lemma 3.1. If ηk in (3.3) satisfies

µd +
1
ηk

≥ 0, (3.5)

then for any a ∈ A,

ψπk(s, πk+1(s)) +
1
ηk
D(πk(s), πk+1(s)) + (µd +

1
ηk
)D(πk+1(s), a) ≤ ψπk(s, a) + 1

ηk
D(πk(s), a). (3.6)

Proof. Observe that the objective function of (3.3) is strongly convex w.r.t. a ∈ A with modulus
µd + 1/ηk. The result then follows immediately from the optimality condition of (3.3) (see, e.g., Lemma 3.5
of [11]).

We now show the progress made by each iteration of the PMD method.
Proposition 3.2. Suppose ηk in the PMD method satisfies (3.5). Then for any s ∈ S,

V πk+1(s)− V πk(s) ≤ ψπk(s, πk+1(s)) ≤ −[ 1
ηk
D(πk(s), πk+1(s)) + (µd +

1
ηk
)D(πk+1(s), πk(s))]. (3.7)

Proof. By (3.6) with a = πk(s), we have

ψπk(s, πk+1(s)) +
1
ηk
D(πk(s), πk+1(s)) + (µd +

1
ηk
)D(πk+1(s), πk(s))

≤ ψπk(s, πk(s)) +
1
ηk
D(πk(s), πk(s)) = 0, (3.8)

where the last identity follows from the fact that ψπk(s, πk(s)) = 0 due to (2.4) and (2.11). By Lemma 2.1,
(3.8) and the fact that κ

πk+1
s ({s}) ≥ 1− γ due to (2.9), we have

V πk+1(s)− V πk(s) = 1
1−γ

∫

ψπk(q, πk+1(q))κ
πk+1
s (dq)

≤ 1
1−γψ

πk(s, πk+1(s))κ
πk+1
s ({s})

≤ ψπk(s, πk+1(s)). (3.9)

The result then follows by combining (3.8) with (3.9).

In the following two results, we establish the convergence of the PMD method under the assumption
µd ≥ 0 and µd < 0, respectively.

Theorem 3.3. Suppose that µd ≥ 0 and ηk in the PMD method satisfies (3.5). Then for any k ≥ 1,

∑k−1
t=0 {ηt[f(πt+1)− f(π∗)]− γηt[f(πt)− f(π∗)]} + (µdηk−1 + 1)D(πk, π

∗) ≤ D(π0, π
∗), (3.10)

where

D(π, π′) := Es∼ν∗ [D(π(s), π(s′))]. (3.11)

7



In particular, if ηk = γ−k, then

f(πk)− f(π∗) + (µd + γk−1)D(πk, π
∗) ≤ γk[f(π0)− f(π∗)] + γk−1D(π0, π

∗).

Proof. Multiplying (3.6) by ηk and then taking the telescopic sum (in view of µd ≥ 0), we obtain

∑k−1
t=0 ηtψ

πt(s, πt+1(s)) +
∑k−1

t=0 D(πt(s), πt+1(s)) + (µdηk−1 + 1)D(πk(s), a) ≤
∑k−1

t=0 ηtψ
πt(s, a) +D(π0(s), a).

Setting a = π∗(s) in the above inequality, and using the first relation in (3.7), we then have

∑k−1
t=0 ηt[V

πt+1(s)− V πt(s)] + (µdηk−1 + 1)D(πk(s), π
∗(s)) ≤ ∑k−1

t=0 ηtψ
πt(s, π∗(s)) +D(π0(s), π

∗(s)).

Now taking expectation of the above inequality w.r.t. s ∼ ν∗, applying Lemma 2.2, and using the definition
of f and D in (2.8) and (3.11), we then obtain

∑k−1
t=0 ηt[f(πt+1)− f(πt)] + (µdηk−1 + 1)D(πk, π

∗) ≤ (1− γ)
∑k−1

t=0 ηt[f(π
∗)− f(πt)] +D(π0, π

∗),

which clearly implies (3.10) after rearranging the terms.

In view of Theorem 3.3, the PMD method will exhibit a linear rate of convergence if the advantage
function is convex w.r.t. a ∈ A. This result generalizes the previous linear rate of convergence for the
PMD method in the tabular setting to more general problems. The following result further shows that this
algorithm converges to a stationary point of problem (2.8) if µd < 0.

Theorem 3.4. Suppose that µd < 0 and that ηk = |µd|/2 for any k ≥ 0. Then for any s ∈ S, there exist
iteration indices k̄(s) found by running k iterations of the PMD method s.t.

0 ≤ −ψπk̄(s)(s, πk̄(s)+1(s))] ≤ 1
k [V

π0(s)− V π∗

(s)], (3.12)

2D(πk̄(s), πk̄(s)+1(s)) +D(πk̄(s)+1(s), πk̄(s)(s)) ≤ 1
k|µd| [V

π0(s)− V π∗

(s)]. (3.13)

Proof. Taking telescopic sum of (3.7), we obtain

∑k−1
t=0 [−ψπt(s, πt+1(s))] ≤

∑k−1
t=0 [−ψπt(s, πt+1(s))] ≤ V π0(s)− V πk(s) ≤ V π0(s)− V π∗

(s), ∀s ∈ S. (3.14)

The iteration indices k̄(s) in (3.12) are given by the ones with the smallest value of [−ψπt(s, πt+1(s))],
t = 0, . . . , k − 1. The relation in (3.13) follows directly from (3.7) and (3.12).

Observe that the relation in (3.13) tells us some information about the stationarity of the policy πj̄(s)
for any s ∈ S. For simplicity, let us assume that ω(a) = ‖a‖22/2, A = R

m, and that Qπ(s, ·) and ha(s) have
Lipschitz continuous gradient w.r.t. a. Then the optimality condition of problem (3.4) given by

∇aQ
πj̄(s)(s, πj̄(s)+1(s)) +∇ah

πj̄(s)+1(s) + 2|µd|[πj̄(s)+1(s)− πj̄(s)(s)] = 0, ∀s ∈ S,

implies that

‖∇aQ
πj̄(s)(s, πj̄(s)(s)) +∇ah

πj̄(s)(s)‖ ≤ (LQ + Lh + 2|µd|)‖πj̄(s)+1(s)− πj̄(s)(s)‖] = O(1/
√
k), ∀s ∈ S.

Hence, by (2.12), the gradient ∇V π is also O(1/
√
k) with the selection of the policy π(s) = πj̄(s)(s), s ∈ S.

It should be noted, however, that it might be difficult to implement this strategy in practice, since it requires
us to specify a different index j̄(s) for a different state s ∈ S. In practice, one can possibly select one
random iterate for all different states. In addition, the strategy of choosing a different iteration index for a
different state can possibly be implemented when function approximation is used in PMD as shown in the
next subsection.
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3.2. Function Approximation in PMD. In an ideal situation for the PMD method, we update a
given policy πk by

πk+1(s) = argmin
a∈A

{Qπk(s, a)− 1
ηk
〈∇ω(πk(s)), a〉

︸ ︷︷ ︸

Lπk(s,a)

+ha(s) + 1
ηk
ω(a)}, ∀s ∈ S (3.15)

for some properly chosen stepsize ηk ≥ 0. However, for the general state space S, it is impossible to perform
these updates since S is possibly infinite. Current practice is to apply different function approximations
for both estimating Qπk(s, a) and computing a parameterized form of πk(s). While the idea of using a
parameterized form of πk appears to be conceptually simple, it often results in a few significant limitations.
First, it introduces additional approximation error due to the difficulty to identify the optimal policy class.
Second, it will destroy the convexity of the action space A, and make it difficult to satisfy these constraints.

In order to deal with these issues for RL with general state spaces, we adopt the idea of using function
approximation for the value functions. However, different from existing methods that require function ap-
proximation for both value function and policy parameterization, we will not use policy parameterization in
the policy optimization step. Instead, as shown in Algorithm 2, we suggest to compute a function approxi-
mation for an augmented action-value function Lπk(s, a) (rather than Qπk(s, a)) used to define the objective
function in (3.15).

Algorithm 2 The policy mirror descent method with function approximation

Input: ηk ≥ 0 and π0.
for k = 0, 1, . . . , do

Set

Lπk(s, a) = Qπk(s, a) + 1
ηk
〈∇ω(πk(s)), a〉. (3.16)

Run a policy evaluation procedure to estimate Lπk(s, a) s.t.

L̃(s, a; θk) ≈ Lπk(s, a), ∀s ∈ S, ∀a ∈ A. (3.17)

Update the policy to

πk+1(s) = argmin
a∈A

{L̃(s, a; θk) + ha(s) + 1
ηk
ω(a)}, ∀s ∈ S. (3.18)

end for

In (3.17), L̃(s, a; θk) represents a function approximation, parameterized by θk, of the augmented action-
value function Lπk(s, a). In the simplest form of function approximation, we are given a set of linearly
independent basis functions l1(s, a), l2(s, a), . . . , ld(s, a), and the goal is to determine the coefficients θk ∈ R

d

so that L̃(s, a; θk) =
∑d

i=1 θ
i
kli(s, a) approximates Lπk(s, a). More powerful and sophisticated nonlinear

function approximation methods, such as Reproducing Kernel Hilbert Space (RKHS) and Neural network,
can also be used to estimate Lπk(s, a). We will study impact of the error of approximating Lk(s, a) on the
convergence of the PMD method in the next few subsections.

The equation in (3.18) tells us how to compute the new policy πk+1. In some cases, the solution of
πk+1 is given in an explicit form (see Section 3.3). In a more general setting, πk+1 is represented as an
optimal solution of problem (3.18). With a properly choosen ηk, the objective function of (3.18) is strongly
convex, and hence the policy πk+1 is uniquely defined. Moreover, any efficient numerical procedures (e.g., the
Ellipsoid method and accelerated gradient method) can be used to solve (3.18). For the sake of simplicity,
we assume throughout this paper that exact solutions can be computed for (3.18). However, our analysis can
be extended to the case when only approximate solutions of (3.18) are available (see Section 6 of [12]) for
an illustration). Observe that, different from existing policy gradient methods, we do not actually compute
πk+1(s) for any s ∈ S. Since the function approximation L(s, a; θk) is given in a parametric form (through
θk’s), we can compute πk+1(s) using (3.18) whenever needed, e.g., inside the policy evaluation procedure. The
idea of representing a policy by an optimization problem has been used in the area of multi-stage stochastic
optimization.

9



3.3. PMD for general state and finite action spaces. In this subsection, we focus on RL with a
fine set of actions {A1, . . . ,Am}. As mentioned earlier, in this case we search for an optimal randomized
policy in the probability simplex A = ∆m in (2.1), with the cost and transition probability defined in (2.2).
For a given iterate πk(s) ∈ A, we use

Qπk

0 (s,Ai) := c0(s,Ai) + hπk(s)(s) + γ

∫

P0(ds
′|s,Ai)V

πk(s′), i = 1, . . . ,m, (3.19)

Lπk

0 (s,Ai) := Qπk

0 (s,Ai) +
1
ηk
∇iω(πk(s)), i = 1, . . . ,m, (3.20)

respectively, to denote the value function and augmented value function associated with each action Ai. For
notational convenience, we also denoteQπk

0 (s) = (Qπk

0 (s,A1), . . . , Q
πk

0 (s,Am)) and Lπk

0 (s) = (Lπk

0 (s,A1), . . . , L
πk

0 (s,Am)).
It then follows that Qπk(s, a) = 〈Qπk

0 (s), a〉 and
Lπk(s, a) = Qπk(s, a) + 〈∇ω(πk(s)), a〉/ηk = 〈Lπk

0 (s), a〉.
We suggest to approximate Lπk

0 (s,Ai) by L̃0(s,Ai; θk), i = 1, . . . ,m, where L̃0(s,Ai; θ) denotes some function
class parameterized by θ. Then the subproblem in (3.4) reduces

πk+1(s) = argmin
a∈∆m

{〈L̃0(s; θk), a〉+ ha(s) + 1
ηk
ω(a)}, ∀s ∈ S, (3.21)

where L̃0(s; θk) := (L̃0(s,A1; θk), . . . , L̃0(s,Am; θk)). The objective function of (3.21) is strongly convex with
modulus µh + 1/ηk. It is well-known that the above problem has an explicit solution, for example, when
ω(a) =

∑m
i=1 ai log ai and h

a = λKL(a||π0(s)) for some λ ≥ 0.
In order to find the parameter θk, we need to solve the following statistical learning/estimation problem

min
θ∈Θ

∫

1
2‖L̃0(s; θ)− Lπk

0 (s)‖2∞ρ(ds)

= min
θ∈Θ

Es∼ρ

{

max
y≥0

max
‖z‖1≤1

y
[

〈L̃0(s; θ) − Lπk

0 (s), z〉
]

− y2

2

}

, (3.22)

for a given distribution ρ over S. Observe that there exist two types of uncertainty for the nested stochastic
composite optimization (NSCO) problem in (3.22), including: a) the sampling of s from S according to ρ
in the outer minimization problem, and b) the estimation of Lπk

0 (s,Ai) through the sampling of the Markov
Chain induced by πk for the inner maximization problem. We use ξk to denote these random samples
generated at iteration k to solve problem (3.22), and Fk := {ξ1, . . . , ξk} denote its associated filtration. Let
θ∗k be an optimal solution of (3.22) and θk be an approximate solution found by using some policy evaluation
algorithms. Note that problem (3.22) is convex when linear function approximation is used, and we can apply
either sample averaging approximation or stochastic gradient type methods to solve it.

It is worth noting that in the PMD method the stepsize ηk appears in the definition of Lπk , which may
impact the magnitude of the stochastic first-order information of the policy evaluation problem (see (3.22)).
As a result, the sample complexity of solving this statistical learning problem might increase as ηk decreases.
One can possibly alleviate this issue by using constant stepsize ηk, which might worsen the dependence on
1 − γ as noticed in [12]. Another possible solution is to use a larger sample size to approximate the term
∇ω(πk(s)) than that for the action-value function Qπk , since the former sampling scheme does not involve
the Markov chain and can be performed faster than collecting samples from the Markov chain associated
with πk. Yet we will propose another different approach that can possibly address this issue by developing
the policy dual averaging method in the next section.

In this section we assume that the approximation error

δk(s) := L̃0(s; θk)− Lπk

0 (s) (3.23)

can be decomposed into the following components:

δk(s) = Eξk [L̃0(s; θk]− Lπk

0 (s)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

δdet
k

(s)

+ L̃0(s; θk)− Eξk [L̃0(s; θk]
︸ ︷︷ ︸

δsto
k

(s)

= L̃0(s; θ
∗
k)− Lπk

0 (s)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

δapp

k
(s)

+Eξk [L̃0(s; θk)]− L̃0(s; θ
∗
k)

︸ ︷︷ ︸

δbia
k

(s)

+ L̃0(s; θk)− Eξk [L̃0(s; θk]
︸ ︷︷ ︸

δsto
k

(s)

, (3.24)
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where the expectation Eξk denote the expectation w.r.t. ξk conditional on Fk−1. Note that δ
det
k (s) and δstok (s)

denote the deterministic and stochastic errors, respectively. Moreover, the deterministic error δdetk (s) can be
further decomposed into the error caused by function approximation δappk (s) and the bias term δbiak (s) when
computing the estimation. One can possibly reduce the δappk (s) by using more complex function class. In
particular, we have δappk (s) = 0 in the tabular case, and for some specific kernels in RKHS. Moreover, the
bias term δbiak (s) can be usually reduced much faster than the stochastic error δstok (s) as observed previously
in [12]. While these two deterministic error terms are caused by different sources, their impact on the overall
convergence of the PMD method is similar. We make the following assumptions about these error terms:

Es∼ν∗ [‖δdetk (s)‖∞] ≤ ς, (3.25)

Eξk

{
Es∼ν∗ [‖δstok (s)‖2∞]

}
≤ σ2, (3.26)

for some ς ≥ 0 and σ ≥ 0.

The following result states an important recursion about each PMD iteration for solving RL problems
with finite action space.

Proposition 3.5. For any s ∈ S, we have

− ψπk(s, a) + hπk(s)(s)− ha(s) + (µh + 1
ηk
)D(πk+1(s), a)

≤ 1
ηk
D(πk(s), a) +

ηk

2 [ c̄
1−γ +Mh + ‖δstok (s)‖∞]2 + ‖δdetk (s)‖∞

− 〈δstok (s), πk(s)− a〉, ∀a ∈ A. (3.27)

Proof. By the optimality condition of (3.21), we have

〈Lπk

0 (s), πk+1(s)− a〉+ hπk+1(s)(s)− ha(s) + 1
ηk
[ω(πk+1(s)) − ω(a)] + (µh + 1

ηk
)D(πk+1(s), a)

+ 〈δk(s), πk+1(s)− a〉 ≤ 0. (3.28)

Using the facts 〈Lπk

0 (s), a〉 = Lπk(s, a) = Qπk(s, a) + 1
ηk
〈∇ω(πk), a〉 in the above relation, we obtain

Qπk(s, πk+1(s)) −Qπk(s, a) + hπk+1(s)(s)− ha(s) + 1
ηk
[ω(πk+1(s))− ω(a)] + (µh + 1

ηk
)D(πk+1(s), a)

+ 1
ηk
〈∇ω(πk(s)), πk+1(s)− a〉+ 〈δk(s), πk+1(s)− a〉 ≤ 0.

Noticing that

ω(πk+1(s))− ω(a) + 〈∇ω(πk(s)), πk+1(s)− a〉 = D(πk(s), πk+1(s))−D(πk(s), a),

we have

Qπk(s, πk+1(s))−Qπk(s, a) + hπk+1(s)(s)− ha(s) + 1
ηk
[D(πk(s), πk+1(s))−D(πk(s), a)]

+ (µh + 1
ηk
)D(πk+1(s), a) + 〈δk(s), πk+1(s)− a〉 ≤ 0,

which, in view of (2.11), then implies that

ψπk(s, πk+1(s))− ψπk(s, a) + hπk+1(s)(s)− hπk(s) + 1
ηk
[D(πk(s), πk+1(s))−D(πk(s), a)]

+ (µh + 1
ηk
)D(πk+1(s), a) + 〈δk(s), πk+1(s)− a〉 ≤ 0. (3.29)

Noticing that

ψπk(s, πk+1(s)) = Qπk(s, πk+1(s)) − V πk(s) = 〈Qπk

0 (s), πk+1(s)− πk(s)〉, (3.30)

|hπk+1(s)(s)− hπk(s)(s)| ≤Mh‖πk+1(s)− πk(s)‖∞, (3.31)

〈δk(s), πk+1(s)− a〉 = 〈δdetk (s) + δstok (s), πk+1(s)− a〉
= 〈δdetk (s), πk+1(s)− π∗(s)〉+ 〈δstok (s), πk+1(s)− πk(s)〉
+ 〈δstok (s), πk(s)− a〉, (3.32)
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we have

ψπk(s, πk+1(s)) + hπk+1(s)(s)− hπk(s)(s) + 〈δk(s), πk+1(s)− a〉+ 1
ηk
D(πk(s), πk+1(s))

≥ −[‖Qπk

0 (s)‖∞ +Mh) + ‖δstok (s)‖∞]‖πk+1(s)− πk(s)‖1 + 1
2ηk

‖πk(s)− πk+1(s)‖21
− ‖δdetk (s)‖∞ + 〈δstok (s), πk(s)− a〉

≥ − ηk

2 [‖Qπk

0 (s)‖∞ +Mh + ‖δstok (s)‖∞]2 − ‖δdetk (s)‖∞ + 〈δstok (s), πk(s)− a〉
≥ − ηk

2 [ c̄
1−γ +Mh + ‖δstok (s)‖∞]2 − ‖δdetk (s)‖∞ + 〈δstok (s), πk(s)− a〉.

The result then follows by using the above relation in (3.29) and rearranging the terms.

Observe that in the proof of Proposition 3.27, we bound the term ψπk(s, πk+1(s)) and hπk+1(s)(s) −
hπk(s)(s) in (3.30) and (3.31) simply by the Cauchy Schwarz inequality and Lipschtiz continuity of ha,
respectively. These relations are sufficient to prove the sublinear rate of convergence for the PMD method.
In order to prove the linear rate of convergence of the PMD method in terms of number of iterations for the
stochastic setting, more sophisticated techniques to bound this term are needed as initially shown in [12].

Theorem 3.6. Assume that the stepsize ηk satisfies

βk

ηk
≤ βk−1(µh + 1

ηk−1
), k ≥ 1, (3.33)

for some βk ≥ 0. Then

[
∑k−1

t=0 βt]
−1

{

(1− γ)
∑k−1

t=0 βtE[f(πt)− f∗] + βk−1(µh + 1
ηk−1

)E[D(πk , π
∗)]

}

≤ [
∑k−1

t=0 βt]
−1

{
β0

η0
D(π0, π

∗) +
∑k−1

t=0 βtηt(
c̄

1−γ +Mh + σ2)
}

+ ς.

where D(π, π′) := Es∼ν∗ [D(π(s), π′(s))].
Proof. Fixing a = π∗(s), taking expectation w.r.t. s ∼ ν∗ for (3.27), and using (3.25)-(3.26), we have

Es∼ν∗

[

−ψπk(s, π∗(s)) + hπk(s)(s)− hπ
∗(s)(s) + (µh + 1

ηk
)D(πk+1(s), π

∗(s))
]

≤ 1
ηk
Es∼ν∗D(πk(s), π

∗(s)) + ηk

2 [ c̄
1−γ +Mh + Es∼ν∗‖δstok (s)‖∞]2 + ς

− Es∼ν∗ [〈δstok (s), πk(s)− π∗(s)〉], (3.34)

Taking conditional expectation of (3.27) w.r.t. ξk, it then follows from Lemma 2.2, (??) and Eξk [δ
sto
k (s)] = 0

that

(1− γ)Es∼ν∗

{

[V πk(s)− V π∗

(s)] + (µh + 1
ηk
)Eξk [Es∼ν∗D(πk+1(s), π

∗(s))]
}

≤ 1
ηk
Es∼ν∗

{

D(πk(s), π
∗(s)) + ηk[

c̄
1−γ +Mh + σ2] + ς

}

.

Taking full expectation w.r.t. Fk and the βk-weighted sum of the above inequalities, it then follows from
(3.33) and the definition of f in (2.8) that

(1− γ)
∑k−1

t=0 βtE[f(πt)− f∗] + βk−1(µh + 1
ηk−1

) {E[Es∼ν∗D(πk(s), π
∗(s))]}

≤ β0

η0
Es∼ν∗D(π0(s), π

∗(s)) +
∑k−1

t=0 βt

[

ηt(
c̄

1−γ +Mh + σ2) + ς
]

,

which implies the result follows immediately.

We specify the selection of ηk and βk in the following result which follows immediately from Theorem 3.6
by straightforward calculations.

Corollary 3.7.

a) If µh = 0, the number of iterations k is given a priori, and

ηt =
√

D(π1,π
∗)

k[c̄/(1−γ)+Mh+σ2] and βt = 1, t = 0, . . . , k − 1,

then

(1− γ) 1k
∑k−1

t=0 [f(πt)− f∗] ≤ 2

√
D(π1,π

∗)[c̄/(1−γ)+Mh+σ2]
k + ς.
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b) If µh > 0 and

ηt =
1

µht
and βt = 1, t = 0, . . . , k − 1,

then

(1 − γ) 1k
∑k−1

t=0 [f(πt)− f∗] + µhE[D(πk+1, π
∗)]

≤ 1
k

{

µhD(π1, π
∗) + ( c̄

1−γ +Mh + σ2) log k
}

+ ς.

c) If µh > 0 and

ηt =
2

µht
and βt = t+ 1, t = 1, 2, . . . ,

then

2(1−γ)
k(k+1)

∑k
t=0(t+ 1)E[f(πk)− f∗] + µhE[D(πk, π

∗)]

≤ 2
k(k+1)µhD(π1, π

∗) + 8
k+1 (

c̄
1−γ +Mh + σ2) + ς.

In view of the previous result, we can randomly select the output solution πR from {π0, . . . , πk−1} with

Prob{R = t} = βt/
∑k−1

t=0 βt, t = 0, . . . , k− 1. Observe that both part a) and part b) also provides a so-called

regret bound, i.e.,
∑k−1

k=0[f(πt)− f∗], for RL problems.

3.4. PMD for general state and continuous action spaces. In this subsection, we consider RL
problems with continuous action spaces. Different from finite action spaces, the augmented-value function
Lπk(s, a) and its approximation L̃(s, a; θk) are not necessarily linear w.r.t. to a ∈ A anymore. Instead, we
assume that L̃(s, a; θk) is given in the form of

L̃(s, a; θk) = Q̃(s, a; θk) + 〈∇̃ω(s; θk), a〉, (3.35)

where Q̃(s, a; θk) and ∇̃ω(s; θk) approximate Qπk(s, a) and ∇ω(πk(s))/ηk, respectively. We assume that
Q̃(s, a; θ) is weakly convex, i.e.,

Q̃(s, a; θ) + µQ̃D(π0(s), a) (3.36)

is convex w.r.t. a ∈ A for some µQ̃ ≥ 0 and denote

µ̃d = µh − µQ̃.

Moreover, we assume that Q̃(s, ·; θ) and Qπ(s, ·) are Lipschitz continuous s.t.

|Q̃(s, a1; θ)− Q̃(s, a2; θ)| ≤MQ̃‖a1 − a2‖, ∀a1, a2 ∈ A, (3.37)

|Qπ(s, a1)−Qπ(s, a1)| ≤MQ‖a1 − a2‖, ∀a1, a2 ∈ A. (3.38)

Note that the Lipschitz constant of Lπk(s, a) can be very large, since ηk can possibly be small. That explains
why we need to handle the two terms Q̃(s, a; θk) and 〈∇̃ω(s; θk), a〉 in the definition of L̃ separately.

In order to find θk, we can possibly formulate the following statistical learning/estimation problem

min
θ∈Θ

{

E(s,a)[(Q̃(s, a; θ)−Qπk(s, a))2 + ‖∇̃ω(s; θ)−∇ω(πk(s))/ηk‖2∗]
}

, (3.39)

where the expectation is taken w.r.t. (s, a) according to a given distribution function and ‖ · ‖∗ is the dual
norm of a given arbitrary norm ‖ ·‖ of the action space. This problem is also convex if Q̃(s, a; θ) and ∇̃ω(s; θ)
are linear w.r.t. θ. Let us denote

δQk (s, a) := Q̃(s, a; θk)−Qπk(s, a), (3.40)

δωk (s) = ∇̃ω(s; θk)− 1
ηk
∇ω(πk(s)) (3.41)

= E[∇̃ω(s; θk)]− 1
ηk
∇ω(πk(s))

︸ ︷︷ ︸

δω,det

k
(s)

+ ∇̃ω(s; θk)− E[∇̃ω(s; θk)]
︸ ︷︷ ︸

δω,sto

k
(s)

. (3.42)
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We start with the convex case when µ̃d ≥ 0. In this case, we need to make the following assumption
about the approximation error δQk (s, a) and δωk (s).

Eξk {Es∼ν∗ [|δk(s, πk(s))| + |δk(s, π∗(s))|]} ≤ ςQ, (3.43)

Eξk

{

Es∼ν∗ [‖δω,det
k (s)‖∗]

}

≤ ςω, (3.44)

Eξk

{
Es∼ν∗ [‖δω,sto

k ‖2∗]
}
≤ (σω)2. (3.45)

Theorem 3.8. Suppose (3.43)-(3.45) hold. Also assume that the stepsize ηk satisfies

βk

ηk
≤ βk−1(µ̃d +

1
ηk−1

), k ≥ 1, (3.46)

for some βk ≥ 0. Then

[
∑k−1

t=0 βt]
−1

{

(1 − γ)
∑k−1

t=0 βtE[f(πt)− f∗] + βk−1(µ̃d +
1

ηk−1
)E[D(πk, π

∗)]
}

≤ [
∑k−1

t=0 βt]
−1

{
β0

η0
D(π0, π

∗) +
∑k−1

t=0 βtηt[(2MQ +MQ̃ +Mh)
2 + (σω)2)

}

+ ςQ + ςωD̄A,

where

D̄A := max
a1,a2∈A

D(a1, a2). (3.47)

Proof. Denote δ(s, a) := Ψk(s, a)− Lk(s, a). By the optimality condition of (3.18), we have

L̃(s, πk+1(s); θk)− L̃(s, a; θk) + hπk+1(s)(s)− ha(s) + 1
ηk
[ω(πk+1(s))− ω(a)] + (µ̃d +

1
ηk
)D(πk+1(s), a) ≤ 0,

which implies that

Lk(s, πk+1(s))− Lk(s, a) + [hπk+1(s)(s)− ha(s)] + 1
ηk
[ω(πk+1(s))− ω(a)] + (µ̃d +

1
ηk
)D(πk+1(s), a)

+ δQk (s, πk+1(s))− δQk (s, a) + 〈δωk (s), πk+1(s)− a〉 ≤ 0. (3.48)

Similarly to (3.29), we can show that

ψπk(s, πk+1(s))− ψπk(s, a) + hπk+1(s)(s)− hπk(s)(s) + 1
ηk
[D(πk(s), πk+1(s)) −D(πk(s), a)]

+ (µ̃d +
1
ηk
)D(πk+1(s), a) + δQk (s, πk+1(s)) − δQk (s, a) + 〈δωk (s), πk+1(s)− a〉 ≤ 0. (3.49)

Noting that

ψπk(s, πk+1(s)) = Qπk(s, πk+1(s))−Qπk(s, πk(s)) ≥ −MQ‖πk+1(s)− πk(s)‖, (3.50)

hπk+1(s)(s)− hπk(s)(s) ≥ −Mh‖πk+1(s)− πk(s)‖, (3.51)

δQk (s, πk+1(s)) = δQk (s, πk+1(s))− δQk (s, πk(s)) + δQk (s, πk(s))

≥ −(MQ +MQ̃)‖πk+1(s)− πk(s)‖ + δQk (s, πk(s)), (3.52)

〈δωk (s), πk+1(s)− a〉 = 〈δω,det
k (s), πk+1(s)− a〉+ 〈δω,sto

k (s), πk(s)− a〉+ 〈δω,sto
k (s), πk+1(s)− πk(s)〉

≥ −‖δω,det
k (s)‖∗D̄A − ‖δω,sto

k (s)‖∗‖πk+1(s)− πk(s)‖ + 〈δω,sto
k (s), πk(s)− a〉, (3.53)

we then conclude from (3.49) and Young’s inequality that

−ψπk(s, a) + (µ̃d +
1
ηk
)D(πk+1(s), a) ≤ 1

ηk
D(πk(s), a) +

ηk

2 (2MQ +MQ̃ +Mh + ‖δω,sto
k (s)‖∗)2

− δQk (s, πk(s)) + δQk (s, a) + ‖δω,det
k (s)‖∗D̄A − 〈δω,sto

k (s), πk(s)− a〉.

The rest of the proof is similar to that in Theorem 3.6.

The following result follows immediately from Theorem 3.6 by straightforward calculations, and it re-
sembles Corollary 3.7 for RL with finite action spaces.

Corollary 3.9.
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a) If µ̃d = 0, the number of iterations k is given a priori, and

ηt =

√

D(π1,π
∗)

k[(2MQ+MQ̃+Mh)2+(σω)2] and βt = 1, t = 0, . . . , k − 1,

then

(1− γ) 1k
∑k−1

t=0 [f(πt)− f∗] ≤ 2

√
D(π0,π

∗)[(2MQ+MQ̃+Mh)
2+(σω)2]

k + ςQ + ςωD̄A.

b) If µ̃d > 0 and

ηt =
1

µ̃dt
and βk = 1, k = 1, . . . , N,

then

(1− γ) 1k
∑k−1

t=0 [f(πt)− f∗] + µ̃dE[D(πk, π
∗)]

≤ 1
k

{

µ̃dD(π1, π
∗) + [(2MQ +MQ̃ +Mh)

2 + (σω)2] log k
}

+ ςQ + ςωD̄A.

c) If µ̃d > 0 and

ηk = 2
µ̃dt

and βt = t+ 1, t = 0, 1, . . . ,

then

2(1−γ)
k(k+1)

∑k−1
k=0(t+ 1)E[f(πt)− f∗] + µ̃dE[D(πk, π

∗)]

≤ 2
k(k+1) µ̃dD(π1, π

∗) + 8
k+1 [(2MQ +MQ̃ +Mh)

2 + (σω)2] + ςQ + ςωD̄A.

We now consider the case when µ̃d < 0. In this case, our goal is to find an approximate stationary point
and we need to assume estimation error terms δω,det

k (s) and δω,sto
k (s) have bounded support, i.e.,

‖δω,det
k (s)‖∗ ≤ ς̄ω and ‖δω,sto

k (s)‖∗ ≤ σ̄ω . (3.54)

On the other hand, we do not need to make any assumptions about the error term δQk (s, a) as long as it is
Lipschitz continuous w.r.t. a.

Theorem 3.10. Let the number of iterations k is fixed a priori. Suppose that (3.54) holds. Also assume
that µ̃d < 0 and that

ηt = η = min{|µ̃d|/2, 1/
√
k}, t = 0, . . . , k − 1.

Then for any s ∈ S, there exist iteration indices k̄(s) found by running k iterations of the PMD method s.t.

− ψπk̄(s)(s, πk̄(s)+1(s))] ≤ 1
k [V

π0(s)− V π∗

(s)] + γ
1−γ

[
(Mh+MQ+MQ̃+σ̄ω)2√

k
+ ς̄ωD̄A

]

, (3.55)

1
2ηD(πk̄(s), πk̄(s)+1(s)) + (µ̃d +

1
η )D(πk̄(s)+1(s), πk̄(s)(s))

≤ 1
k [V

π0(s)− V π∗

(s)] + 1
1−γ

[
(Mh+MQ+MQ̃+σ̄ω)2√

k
+ ς̄ωD̄A

]

. (3.56)

Proof. Setting a = πk(s) in (3.49), and using the facts that ψπk(s, πk(s)) = 0 and D(πk(s), πk(s)) = 0,
we obtain

ψπk(s, πk+1(s)) + hπk+1(s)(s)− hπk(s) + 1
ηk
D(πk(s), πk+1(s))

+ (µ̃d +
1
ηk
)D(πk+1(s), πk(s)) + δQk (s, πk+1(s)) − δQk (s, a) + 〈δωk (s), πk+1(s)− a〉 ≤ 0 ≤ 0.
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Using the above inequality, (3.51)-(3.53), and Young’s inequality, we then have

ψπk(s, πk+1(s)) +
1

2ηk
D(πk(s), πk+1(s)) + (µ̃d +

1
ηk
)D(πk+1(s), πk(s))

≤ (Mh +MQ +MQ̃ + ‖δω,sto
k (s)‖∗)‖∗‖πk+1(s)− πk(s)‖ − 1

2ηk
D(πk(s), πk+1(s))

+ ‖δω,det
k (s)‖∗D̄A

≤ ηk(Mh +MQ +MQ̃ + ‖δω,sto
k (s)‖∗)2 + ‖δω,det

k (s)‖∗D̄A.

≤ ηk(Mh +MQ +MQ̃ + σ̄ω)2 + ς̄ωD̄A. (3.57)

Similar to (4.10), we can show that

V πk+1(s)− V πk(s) = 1
1−γ

∫

ψπk(q, πk+1(q))]κ
πk+1
s (dq)

= 1
1−γ

∫

ψπk(q, πk+1(q)) −
[

ηk(Mh +MQ +MQ̃ + σ̄ω)2 + ς̄ωD̄A
]

κπk+1
s (dq)

+ 1
1−γ

[

ηk(Mh +MQ +MQ̃ + σ̄ω)2 + ς̄ωD̄A
]

≤ ψπk(s, πk+1(s)) +
γ

1−γ

[

ηk(Mh +MQ +MQ̃ + σ̄ω)2 + ς̄ωD̄A
]

(3.58)

The result in (3.55) follows by taking the telescopic sum of (3.58), while the one in (3.56) follows directly
from (3.55) and (3.57).

Observe that the assumptions in (3.54) are needed to provide a constant upper bound in (3.57). Other-
wise, if we only make the weaker assumptions in (3.44) and (3.45), the relation in (3.58) does not necessarily
hold since the distribution κ

πk+1
s depends on the random sample ξk generated in the k-th iteration. In the

next section, we will show that this issue can possibly be addressed by using the policy dual averaging method.

4. Policy Dual Averaging. Inspired by the dual averaging method for convex optimization, we present
in this section a new class of policy gradient type method, referred to as policy dual averaging (PDA), for
reinforcement learning. Similar to the previous section, we will first present the generic algorithmic scheme
in Subsection 4.1 and discuss the incorporation of function approximation into PDA in Subsection 4.2. The
convergence properties of PDA under stochastic policy evaluation will be established in Subsections 4.3 and
4.4, respectively, for RL problems with finite and continuous action spaces.

4.1. The Generic Algorithmic Scheme. In this section, we assume that we have access to exact
action-value function Qπ for a given policy π. We present a basic policy dual averaging method for RL and
establish its convergence properties.

Let ‖ · ‖ be given norm in action space A and ω : A → R be a strongly convex function w.r.t. to
given‖ · ‖ and D(·, ·) be its associated Bregman’s distance defined in (1.1). At the k-iteration of the PDA
method (see Algorithm 3), we minimize Ψk defined as the weighted sum of the advantage functions plus the
regularization term λkD(π0(s), a) (see (4.1)). For notational convenience, we set Ψ−1(s, a) = λ−1D(π0(s), a)
for some λ−1 ≥ 0. Since ψπt(s, a) differs from Qπt(s, a)+ha(s) by a constant independent of a, the update in
(4.1) is equivalent to (4.2), and we only need to evaluate the action-value function Qπk(s, a) at each iteration.
Different from the PMD method in the previous section, the prox-center π0(s) in the regularization term
λkD(π0(s), a) does not change over different iterations. This fact makes it more convenient to implement
function approximation techniques in PDA. While it is easy to see that PDA is equivalent to PMD under
certain specific settings (e.g. in the tabular setting with KL divergence as the Bregman’s distance), the
algorithmic scheme of PDA is different from PMD in general, and its convergence for solving general RL
problems has not been studied before in the literature.
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Algorithm 3 The policy dual averaging (PDA) method

Input: βk ≥ 0, λk ≥ 0 and initial policy π0(s) ∈ A.
for k = 0, 1, . . . , do

πk+1(s) = argmin
a∈A

{

Ψk(s, a) :=
∑k

t=0 βtψ
πt(s, a) + λkD(π0(s), a)

}

(4.1)

= argmin
a∈A

{
∑k

t=0 βt[Q
πt(s, a) + ha(s)] + λkD(π0(s), a)

}

, ∀s ∈ S. (4.2)

end for

In the remaining part of this subsection, our goal is to show that PDA achieves mostly comparable
performance to the PMD method under exact policy evaluation. However, the analysis of PDA is significantly
different from PMD as well as the dual averaging method for convex optimization.

Similar to the previous section, we need to assume that Qπ(s, ·) is µQ-weakly convex and define µd :=
µh − µQ (see (3.2)). We say that the advantage function ψπ(s, ·) is convex if µd ≥ 0, and weakly convex
otherwise. Then, for some properly chosen λk ≥ 0, the subproblem in (4.1) is strongly convex and has a
unique solution characterized by the following result.

Lemma 4.1. Suppose that {βt} and λk are chosen such that

µk := µd

∑k
t=0 βt + λk ≥ 0, ∀k ≥ 0. (4.3)

Also let us denote µ−1 = λ−1. Then for any k ≥ −1, we have

Ψk(s, πk+1(s)) + µkD(πk+1(s), a) ≤ Ψk(s, a), ∀s ∈ S, ∀a ∈ A. (4.4)

Proof. Note that the result holds obviously for k = −1. For any k ≥ 0, observe that by (3.1), Ψk(s, ·)
is strongly convex w.r.t. modulus µk. The result then follows immediately from the optimality condition of
(4.1) (see, e.g., Lemma 3.5 of [11]).

Proposition 4.2 establishes some descent property of the PDA method.
Proposition 4.2. If βk > 0, relation (4.3) holds, and

λk ≥ λk−1, ∀k ≥ 0, (4.5)

then

V πk+1(s)− V πk(s)− γ(λk−λk−1)
(1−γ)βk

D̄A ≤ ψπk(s, πk+1(s))

≤ −µk

βk
D(πk+1(s), πk(s)) − µk−1

βk
D(πk(s), πk+1(s)) +

λk−λk−1

βk
D̄A (4.6)

for any k ≥ 0, where D̄A is defined in (3.47)
Proof. First note that by the definition of Ψk in (4.1) and Lemma 4.1 (applied to the k − 1 iteration),

we have for any k ≥ 0,

βkψ
πk(s, a) = Ψk(s, a)−Ψk−1(s, a)− (λk − λk−1)D(π0(s), a)

≤ Ψk(s, a)−Ψk−1(s, πk(s))− µk−1D(πk(s), a)− (λk − λk−1)D(π0(s), a). (4.7)

Setting a = πk+1(s) and using (4.5) in the above relation, we obtain

βkψ
πk(s, πk+1(s)) ≤ Ψk(s, πk+1(s)) −Ψk−1(s, πk(s)) − µk−1D(πk(s), πk+1(s)). (4.8)

By the above inequality, and Lemma 4.1 ( with a = πk(s) in (4.4)), we have

βkψ
πk(s, πk+1(s))

≤ Ψk(s, πk(s))− µkD(πk+1(s), πk(s))−Ψk−1(s, πk(s))− µk−1D(πk(s), πk+1(s))

= βkψ
πk(s, πk(s)) − µkD(πk+1(s), πk(s))− µk−1D(πk(s), πk+1(s))

+ (λk − λk−1)D(π0(s), πk(s))

= −µkD(πk+1(s), πk(s)) − µk−1D(πk(s), πk+1(s)) + (λk − λk−1)D(π0(s), πk(s)), (4.9)
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where the last two identities follows from the definition of Ψk and the fact that ψπk(s, πk(s)) = 0. The
previous conclusion and the assumption βk > 0 then clearly implies that

ψπk(s, πk+1(s))− 1
βk

(λk − λk−1)D̄A ≤ −µk

βk
D(πk+1(s), πk(s))− µk−1

βk
D(πk(s), πk+1(s)) ≤ 0, ∀s ∈ S. (4.10)

By Lemma 2.1, (4.10) and the fact that κ
πk+1
s ({s}) ≥ 1− γ due to (2.9), we have

V πk+1(s)− V πk(s) = 1
1−γ

∫

[ψπk(q, πk+1(q))− 1
βk

(λk − λk−1)D̄A]κ
πk+1
s (dq) + 1

(1−γ)βk
(λk − λk−1)D̄A

≤ 1
1−γ [ψ

πk(s, πk+1(s))− 1
βk

(λk − λk−1)D̄A]κ
πk+1
s ({s}) + 1

(1−γ)βk
(λk − λk−1)D̄A

≤ ψπk(s, πk+1(s)) +
γ

(1−γ)βk
(λk − λk−1)D̄A, (4.11)

which together with (4.10) clearly imply the result.

Below we establish the linear convergence rate of PDA for the case when the advantage function defined
in (2.11) is convex w.r.t. a, i.e., µd ≥ 0 in (4.3).

Theorem 4.3. Suppose that βk > 0 and that relations (4.3) and (4.5) hold for the PDA method. Then

∑k−1
t=0

{

βt {[f(πt)− f(π∗)]− γ[f(πt−1)− f(π∗)]} − γ(λt−λt−1)
(1−γ)βt

D̄A
}

+ µk−1D(πk, π∗)

+
∑k−1

t=0 [µt−1D(πt, πt+1)] ≤ λkD(π0, π∗), (4.12)

for any k ≥ 1, where

D(π1, π2) :=

∫

D(π1(s), π2(s))ν∗(ds). (4.13)

In particular, if µd ≥ 0, βk = γ−k, and λk = λ for some λ > 0 for any k ≥ 1, then

[f(πk)− f(π∗)] + [(1− γk)/(1− γ)µd + λγk−1]D(πk, π∗)

≤ γk−1λD(π0, π∗) + γk[f(π0)− f(π∗)], ∀k ≥ 1. (4.14)

If in addition, λ = 0 in the PDA algorithm, then

[f(πk)− f(π∗)] + (1− γk)/(1− γ)µdD(πk, π∗) ≤ γk[f(π0)− f(π∗)], ∀k ≥ 1.

Proof. We first show part a). By taking the telescopic sum of (4.8), we have

∑k−1
t=0 βtψ

πt(s, πt+1(s)) ≤ Ψk−1(s, πk(s))−Ψ−1(s, π0(s)) −
∑k−1

t=0 [µt−1D(πt(s), πt+1(s))]

= Ψk−1(s, πk(s))−
∑k−1

t=0 [µt−1D(πt(s), πt+1(s))],

where the equality follows from the fact that Ψ−1(s, π0(s)) = λ−1D(π0(s), π0(s)) = 0. It then follows from
the above conclusion and Lemma 4.1 that

∑k−1
t=0 βtψ

πt(s, πt+1(s))

≤ Ψk−1(s, a)− µk−1D(πk(s), a)−
∑k−1

t=0 [µt−1D(πt(s), πt+1(s))]

=
∑k−1

t=0 βtψ
πt(s, a) + λk−1D(π0(s), a)− µk−1D(πk(s), a)

−∑k−1
t=0 [µt−1D(πt(s), πt+1(s))], (4.15)

where the identity follows from the definition of Ψk. Using (4.6) and the above inequality, we obtain

∑k−1
t=0 βt[V

πt+1(s)− V πt(s)− γ(λt−λt−1)
(1−γ)βt

D̄A] +
∑k−1

t=0 [µt−1D(πt(s), πt+1(s))]

≤
∑k−1

t=0 βtψ
πt(s, a) + λk−1D(π0(s), a)− µk−1D(πk(s), a) (4.16)
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for any s ∈ S and a ∈ A. Setting a = π∗(s) in (4.16), taking expectation w.r.t. ν∗ on its both sides, and
using Lemma 2.2, we then obtain

∑k−1
t=0

{

βt
∫
[V πt+1(s)− V πt(s)]ν∗(ds)− γ(λt−λt−1)

(1−γ)βt
D̄A

}

+
∑k−1

t=0

∫
[µt−1D(πt(s), πt+1(s))]ν∗(ds)

≤ ∑k−1
t=0 βt(1 − γ)

∫
[V π∗(s)− V πt(s)]ν∗(ds) + λk−1

∫
D(π0(s), π∗(s))ν∗(ds)− µk−1

∫
D(πk(s), π∗(s))ν∗(ds).

Using the definition of f and D, and rearranging the terms, we have

∑k−1
t=0

{

βt[f(πt+1)− f(πt)]− γ(λt−λt−1)
(1−γ)βt

D̄A
}

+
∑k−1

t=0 [µt−1D(πt, πt+1)]

≤ ∑k−1
t=0 βt(1− γ)[f(π∗)− f(πt)] + λk−1D(π0, π∗)− µk−1D(πk, π∗),

which implies (4.12) after rearranging the terms. Now using (4.12) and the selection of βk and λk, we have

γ−(k−1)[f(πk)− f(π∗)]− γ[f(π0)− f(π∗)] + µk−1D(πk, π∗) ≤ λD(π0, π∗).

Also note that by (4.3),

µk = µd

∑k−1
t=0 γ

−t + λ = µd(1−γk)
γk−1(1−γ)

+ λ.

Combining the above two relations, we obtain

γ−(k−1)[f(πk)− f(π∗)] + [(1 − γk)γ−(k−1)(1− γ)µd + λ]D(πk, π∗)

≤ λD(π0, π∗) + γ[f(π0)− f(π∗)],

from which (4.14) follows immediately.

We add some remarks about Theorem 4.3. First, the PDA method achieves a linear rate of convergence
with properly chosen βk. Since βk in Theorem 4.3 is geometrically increasing, in the limiting case the PDA will
be approaching the classic policy iteration method. Below we provide a simple and alternative convergence
analysis of the policy iteration method as it might of some interest in its own right.

Corollary 4.4. Suppose πk+1 = argmina∈A ψ
πk(s, a) for any s ∈ S. Then we have

f(πk+1)− f(π∗) ≤ γ[f(πk)− f(π∗)].

Proof. By the definition of πk+1, we have

ψπk(s, πk+1(s)) − ψπk(s, a) ≤ 0, ∀a ∈ A. (4.17)

Setting a = πk(s), we have ψπk(s, πk+1(s)) ≤ ψπk(s, πk(s)) = 0. Therefore, similarly to (4.11), we have
V πk+1(s)− V πk(s) ≤ ψπk(s, πk+1(s)). Using the previous inequality in (4.17) (with a = π∗(s)), we have

V πk+1(s)− V πk(s) ≤ ψπk(s, π∗(s)).

Taking expectation w.r.t. s ∼ ν∗, using Lemma 2.2 and the definition of f , we conclude f(πk+1)− f(πk)] ≤
(1− γ)[f(π∗)− f(πk)], from which the result immediately follows.

Second, in view of Theorem 4.3, one can set λ = 0 and so it appears that adding the strongly convex term
λkD(π0(s), a) in the definition of Ψk is useless. It should be noted, however, that this term will be critical
in the following sense: a) for the convex settings (i.e., µd ≥ 0), this term will help with suppressing the
impact of the noisy estimation of Qπk as will be demonstrated later; and b) for the nonconvex setting (i.e.,
µd < 0), adding λkD(π0(s), a) will make the subproblem tractable and thus the policy easily computable.
The following result discusses the convergence for PDA for RL problems with nonconvex advantage functions
(i.e., µd < 0).

Theorem 4.5. Suppose that µd < 0. Assume that the number of iterations k is fixed a priori, λt = λ =
k(k + 1)|µd| and βt = t+ 1, t = 0, . . . , k − 1. Then for any s ∈ S, there exist iteration indices k̄(s) s.t.

0 ≤ −ψπk̄(s)(s, πk̄(s)+1(s)) ≤ 2[V π0(s)−V π∗(s)]
(1−γ)(k+1) , (4.18)

µk̄(s)

βk̄(s)
D(πk̄(s)+1(s), πk̄(s)(s))+

µk̄(s)−1

βk̄(s)
D(πk̄(s)(s), πk̄(s)+1(s)) ≤ 2[V π0(s)−V π∗ (s)]

(1−γ)(k+1) , (4.19)
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where µk = |µd|k(k + 1)/2.
Proof. Clearly, the relation (4.3) is satisfied. It follows from (4.6) that

βk

1−γ [V
πk+1(s)− V πk(s)] ≤ βkψ

πk(s, πk+1(s)) ≤ 0. (4.20)

Taking telescopic sum, we have

0 ≤ ∑k−1
t=0 [−βtψπt(s, πt+1(s))] ≤ 1

1−γ

∑k−1
t=0 βt[V

πt(s)− V πt+1(s)].

The indices k̄(s) are given by the one which minimizes −βtψπt(s, πt+1(s)) for any s ∈ S. Also notice that

∑k−1
t=0 βt[V

πt(s)− V πt+1(s)] = β0V
π0(s) +

∑k−2
t=0 (βt+1 − βt)V

πt+1(s)− βk−1V
πk(s)

=
∑k−1

t=0 V
πt(s)− kV πk(s)

≤ k[V π0(0)− V π∗(s)] (4.21)

where the first inequality follows from the monotonicity of V πt due to (4.20) and the second inequality holds
since V πk(s) ≥ V π∗(s). Combining the above two relations, we obtain the result in (4.18). The result in
(4.19) follows immediately from (4.6) and (4.18).

Comparing Theorems 4.3 and 4.5 with Theorems 3.3 and 3.4, we can see that the PDA method exhibits
similar convergence behavior to the PMD method. However, possible limitation for the PDA method exists
in that the relation in (4.19) does not necessarily imply the stationarity of the policy πk̄(s)(s), s ∈ S, for the
original problem in (2.8) as for the PMD method (see discussion after Theorem 3.4).

4.2. Function Approximation in PDA. In this subsection, we discuss how to incorporate function
approximation into the PDA method described in the previous section to solve RL problems over general
state spaces.

Similar to the PMD method, we also adopt the idea of using function approximation for the value func-
tions in the PDA method. However, different from the PMD method that requires function approximation for
an augmented value function Lπk(s, a), we will compute a function approximation Q̃(s, a; θk), parameterized
by θk, directly for the action value function Qπk(s, a) in (4.2), i.e.,

Q̃(s, a; θk) ≈ Qπk(s, a). (4.22)

As a result, the algorithmic parameters βk and λk do not appear in the subjects that we need to approximate.
On the other hand, in the PMD method the stepsize ηk does enter into the definition of Lπk , which may
impact the magnitude of the stochastic first-order information of the policy evaluation problem (see the
discussion after (3.22)). Moreover, the appearance of ηk in Lπk also resulted stronger assumptions in (3.54)
to guarantee the convergence of the PMD method for RL over continuous action spaces with µ̃d < 0.

Algorithm 4 The policy dual averaging method with function approximation

Input: βk ≥ 0, λk ≥ 0 and initial policy π0(s) ∈ A.
for k = 0, 1, . . . , do

Define an approximate advantage function

ψ̃(s, a; θk) := Q̃(s, a; θk)− V πk(s). (4.23)

Replace the update formulas in (4.1)-(4.2) by

πk+1(s) = argmin
a∈A

{

Ψ̃k(s, a) :=
∑k

t=0 βtψ̃(s, a; θt) + λkD(π0(s), a)
}

(4.24)

= argmin
a∈A

{
∑k

t=0 βt[Q̃(s, a; θt) + ha(s)] + λkD(π0(s), a)
}

, ∀s ∈ S. (4.25)

end for

In the simplest form of function approximation, we are given a set of linearly independent basis functions
[q1(s, a), q2(s, a), . . . , qd(s, a)], and the goal is to determine the coefficients θk ∈ R

d so that Q̃(s, a; θk) =
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∑d
i=1 θ

i
kqi(s, a). More powerful and sophisticated nonlinear function approximation methods, such as RKHS

and Neural networks, can also be used to estimate Qπk(s, a).
The equation in (4.25) then tells us how to compute the new policy πk+1 from the parameters θ[k] :=

{θ0, . . . , θk}. Instead of saving every iteration of the policy πk(s) for all s ∈ S, we only save these parameters
used for function approximation. Similar to the PMD method, we suggest to compute πk+1(s) using (4.25)
whenever needed, e.g., inside the policy evaluation procedure. In fact, given θ[k], for any s ∈ S, πk+1(s)
can be computed by an explicit formula in some important cases. This happens, for example, when the
approximation function Q̃(s, a; θt) is linear w.r.t. to a and D is given by the KL divergence for solving RL
problems with finite actions (see Section 4.3). In a more general setting, πk+1 is represented as an optimal
solution of problem (4.25). With a properly chosen λ, the objective function of (4.25) is strongly convex, and
hence the policy πk+1 is uniquely defined. Moreover, the dimension for the action space is usually relatively
small, in comparison with the dimension of state space, for RL problems with continuous action space. Hence,
any efficient numerical optimization procedures can be used to solve (4.25) quickly. For the sake of simplicity,
we also assume throughout this section that exact solutions can be computed for (4.25).

Observe that when evaluating the term

Q̃k(s, a; θ[k]) :=
∑k

t=0 βtQ̃(s, a; θt)

used in (4.25), one can possibly use the recursive formula

Q̃k(s, a; θ[k]) = Q̃k−1(s, a; θ[k−1]) + βkQ̃(s, a; θk) (4.26)

with Q̃0(s, a; θ[−1]) = 0. When Q̃(s, a; θ) is a linear w.r.t. θ, the above formula further simplifies to a

recursive updating on
∑k

t=0 βtθt. In this way, we can also significantly save the memory required to store the

parameters {θ1, . . . , θt}. For the more general case (e.g., Q̃(s, a; θ) is given by a Neural network), in order to
save both computation and memory, we can possibly modify the policy evaluation step in (4.22) so that we
have a single set of parameters Θk satisfying

Q̃(s, a; Θk) ≈ Q̃(s, a; Θk−1) + βkQ
πk(s, a) (4.27)

at the k-th iteration with Q̃(s, a; Θ−1) = 0. In other words, we would apply function approximation directly

for estimating
∑k

t=0 βtQ
πt(s, a) in a recursive manner. However, this would require us to design a modi-

fied policy evaluation procedure and to consider the impact of the algorithmic parameters βk for function
approximation. In this section we focus only on the policy evaluation step in (4.22) for the sake of simplicity.

4.3. PDA for General State and Finite Action Spaces. In this subsection, we focus on RL with
a finite set of actions {A1, . . . ,Am}. As mentioned earlier, in this case we search for an optimal randomized
policy in the probability simplex A = ∆m in (2.1), with the cost and transition probability defined in (2.2).
For a given iterate πk ∈ A, we use

Qπk

0 (s,Ai) := c0(s,Ai) + hπk(s)(s) + γ

∫

P0(ds
′|s,Ai)V

πk(s′), i = 1, . . . ,m, (4.28)

to denote the value function associated with each action Ai. For notational convenience, we also denote
Qπk

0 (s) = (Qπk

0 (s,A1), . . . , Q
πk

0 (s,Am)). It then follows that Qπk(s, a) = 〈Qπk

0 (s), a〉. We suggest to approxi-
mate Qπk

0 (s,Ai) by Q̃0(s,Ai; θk), i = 1, . . . ,m, where Q̃0(s,Ai; θ) denotes some function class parameterized
by θ. Let us denote Q̃0(s; θk) = (Q̃0(s,A1; θk), . . . , Q̃0(s,Am; θk)) and Q̃(s, a; θk) = 〈Q̃0(s; θk), a〉 and also
let ψ̃(s, a; θk) be defined in (4.23). Then the subproblem in (4.24)-(4.25) reduces to

πk+1(s) = argmin
a∈∆m

{∑k
t=0 βt[〈Q̃0(s; θt), a〉+ ha(s)] + λkD(π0(s), a)}, ∀s ∈ S, (4.29)

It is well-known that the above problem has an explicit solution, for example, when ω(a) =
∑m

i=1 ai log ai
and ha = λKL(a||π0(s)) for some λ ≥ 0.

In order to find the parameter θk, we need to solve the following statistical learning/estimation problem

min
θ∈Θ

∫

‖Q̃0(s; θ)−Qπk

0 (s)‖2∞ρ(ds) (4.30)
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for a given distribution ρ over S. We use ξk to denote these random samples generated at iteration k to
solve problem (4.30), and Fk := {ξ1, . . . , ξk} denote its associated filtration. Let θ∗k be an optimal solution of
(4.30) and θk be an approximate solution found by using some policy evaluation algorithms. In this section
we assume that the approximation error

δ0,k(s) := Q̃0(s; θk)−Qπk

0 (s) (4.31)

can be decomposed into the following components:

δ0,k(s) = Eξk [Q̃0(s; θk)]−Qπk

0 (s)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

δdet0,k (s)

+ Q̃0(s; θk)− Eξk [Q̃0(s; θk)]
︸ ︷︷ ︸

δsto0,k(s)

(4.32)

= Q̃0(s; θ
∗
k)−Qπk

0 (s)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

δapp

0,k
(s)

+Eξk [Q̃0(s; θk)]− Q̃0(s; θ
∗
k)

︸ ︷︷ ︸

δbia0,k (s)

+ Q̃0(s; θk)− Eξk [Q̃0(s; θk)]
︸ ︷︷ ︸

δsto0,k (s)

, (4.33)

where the expectation Eξk denote the expectation w.r.t. ξk conditional on Fk−1, δ
det
0,k (s) represent the deter-

ministic error which can be further decomposed to δapp0,k (s) and δbia0,k(s), and δ
sto
0,k(s) represent errors caused

by stochastic estimation. We make the following assumptions about these error terms:

Es∼ν∗ [‖δdet0,k (s)‖∞] ≤ ς, (4.34)

Eξk

{
Es∼ν∗ [‖δsto0,k(s)‖2∞]

}
≤ σ2, (4.35)

for some ς ≥ 0 and σ ≥ 0.

Theorem 4.6. Assume that βk and λk satisfy

µ̃k := µh

∑k
t=1 βt + λk ≥ 0 and λk ≥ λk−1. (4.36)

Also let us denote β̄k :=
∑k−1

t=0 βt. Then we have

(1− γ)β̄−1
k

∑k−1
t=0 βtE[f(πt−1)− f(π∗)] + β̄−1

k µ̃k−1E[D(πk, π∗)]

≤ λk−1β̄
−1
k D(π0, π∗) + [( c̄

1−γ +Mh)
2 + σ2]β̄−1

k

∑k−1
t=0 (β

2
t /µ̃t−1) + ς. (4.37)

In particular, if µh > 0, βk = k + 1 and λk = µh, then

2(1−γ)
k(k+1)

∑k−1
t=0 {(t+ 1)E[f(πt)− f(π∗)]}+ µhE[D(πk, π∗)]

≤ 2µhD(π0,π∗)
k(k+1) + 4

µh(k+1) [(
c̄

1−γ +Mh)
2 + σ2] + ς. (4.38)

Moreover, if µh = 0, βk = k + 1 and λk = λ(k + 1)3/2 with

λ =
√

2D(π0, π∗)[(
c̄

1−γ +Mh)
2 + σ2]−1/2,

then

2(1−γ)
k(k+1)

∑k−1
t=0 {(t+ 1)E[f(πt)− f(π∗)]}

≤ 4
( √

k
k+1 + 2

√
k+1
k

)√

2D(π0, π∗)[(
c̄

1−γ +Mh)2 + σ2] + ς. (4.39)

Proof. Similar to (4.15), we can show that

∑k−1
t=0 βtψ̃(s, πt+1(s), θt) ≤

∑k−1
t=0 βtψ̃(s, a, θt) + λk−1D(π0(s), a)− µ̃k−1D(πk(s), a)

−
∑k−1

t=0 µ̃t−1D(πt(s), πt+1(s)). (4.40)

Using the relation

ψ̃(s, a; θk) = ψπk(s, a) + δk(s, a) = ψπk(s, a) + 〈δ0,k(s), a〉.
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in (4.40), we have

∑k−1
t=0 βtψ

πt(s, πt+1(s)) ≤
∑k−1

t=0 βt[ψ
πt(s, a) + 〈δ0,t(s), a− πt+1〉] + λk−1D(π0(s), a)

− µ̃k−1D(πk(s), a)−
∑k−1

t=0 µ̃t−1D(πt(s), πt+1(s)). (4.41)

Note that

ψπt(s, πt+1(s)) = 〈Qπt

0 (s), πt+1(s)− πt(s)〉+ hπt+1(s)(s)− hπt(s)(s)

≥ −(‖Qπt

0 (s)‖∞ +Mh)‖πt+1(s)− πt(s)‖1
≥ −( c̄

1−γ +Mh)‖πt+1(s)− πt(s)‖1. (4.42)

Also observe that

〈δ0,t(s), a− πt+1(s)〉 = 〈δdet0,t (s) + δsto0,t (s), a− πt+1(s)〉
= 〈δdet0,t (s), a− πt+1(s)〉 + 〈δsto0,t (s), πt(s)− πt+1(s)〉
+ 〈δsto0,t (s), a− πt(s)〉. (4.43)

Combining the above three relations, fixing a = π∗(s) and rearranging the terms, we have

−∑k−1
t=0 βtψ

πt(s, π∗(s)) + µ̃k−1D(πk(s), π∗(s))

≤ λk−1D(π0(s), π∗(s)) +
∑k−1

t=0 βt[〈δdet0,t−1(s), π∗(s)− πt+1(s)〉+ 〈δsto0,t (s), π∗(s)− πt(s)〉]
+
∑k−1

t=0 [βt(
c̄

1−γ +Mh + ‖δsto0,t (s))‖∞‖πt+1(s)− πt(s)‖1 − µ̃t−1

2 ‖πt(s)− πt+1(s)‖21]
≤ λk−1D(π0(s), π∗(s)) +

∑k−1
t=0 βt[‖δdet0,t (s)‖∞ + 〈δsto0,t (s), π∗(s)− πt(s)〉]

+
∑k−1

t=0
β2
t

2µ̃t−1
( c̄
1−γ +Mh + ‖δdev0,t (s)‖2∞).

Taking expectation for s w.r.t. ν∗ and then taking expectation w.r.t. Fk, and using the assumptions in
(4.34)-(4.35), and Lemma 2.2, we have

(1− γ)
∑k−1

t=0 βtE[f(πt)− f(π∗)] + µ̃k−1E[D(πk, π∗)]

≤ λk−1D(π0, π∗) +
∑k−1

t=0 βtς +
∑k−1

t=0
β2
t

µ̃t−1
[( c̄

1−γ +Mh)
2 + σ2],

which clearly implies (4.37). The result in (4.38) follows from straightforward calculations. Similar to (4.52),
we can show that

2(1−γ)
k(k+1)

∑k−1
t=0 {tE[f(πt)− f(π∗)]} ≤ 2λD(π0(s),a)

√
k

k+1 + 4
√
k+1
λk [( c̄

1−γ +Mh)
2 + σ2] + ς, (4.44)

which implies (4.39) by the selection of λ.

Notice that in comparison with the PMD method, we do not need to fixed the number of iterations k
a priori when µh = 0. As a result, the stepsize selection of the PDA method is more adaptive than PMD
for this case. Note that an alternative way to bound ψπt(s, πt+1(s)) in (4.42) is to modify Proposition 4.2,
similarly to how the linear convergence for the SPMD method was established in [12].

4.4. PDA for General State and Continuous Action Spaces. We now investigate the impact
of the approximation error in (4.22) on the convergence of the PDA method for solving RL problems with
continuous action spaces. Observe that when estimating Qπk there exist two possible types of stochasticity
including: a) the sampling of (s, a) from S ×A according to some given intitial distribution ρS × ρA; and b)
the estimation of Qπk(s, a) through the sampling of the Markov Chain induced by πk. Similar to previous
discussions, we use ξk to denote these random samples generated at iteration k and Fk := {ξ1, . . . , ξk} denote
its associated filtration. Let

δk(s, a) := Q̃(s, a; θk)−Qπk(s, a). (4.45)
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We need to make the following assumptions on these error terms.

Eξk {Es∼ν∗ [|δk−1(s, πk−1(s))|+ |δk−1(s, π∗(s))|]} ≤ ς, (4.46)

where Eξk denotes the expectation w.r.t. ξk conditional on Fk−1. In addition, we also need to assume that

Q̃(s, a; θk) + µ̃QD(π0(s), a)

is convex for some µ̃Q ≥ 0 and denote

µ̃d = µh − µ̃Q.

Note that µ̃Q can be viewed as an estimation of µQ.

Moreover, we assume that Q̃(s, ·; θ) and Qπ(s, a) are Lipschitz continuous s.t.

|Q̃(s, a1; θ)− Q̃(s, a2; θ)| ≤MQ̃‖a1 − a2‖, ∀a1, a2 ∈ A, (4.47)

|Qπ(s, a1)−Qπ(s, a1)| ≤MQ‖a1 − a2‖, ∀a1, a2 ∈ A. (4.48)

Note that if Q̃ is MQ̃-Lipschitz continuous, then ψ̃ is also MQ̃-Lipschitz continuous. Moreover, δt(s, a) is
(MQ̃ +MQ)-Lipschitz continuous w.r.t. a ∈ A.

Theorem 4.7. Suppose µ̃d ≥ 0 and that βk and λk satisfy

µ̃k := µ̃d

∑k
t=0 βt + λk ≥ 0 and λk ≥ λk−1. (4.49)

Also let us denote β̄k :=
∑k−1

t=0 βt. Then we have

(1 − γ)β̄−1
k

∑k−1
t=0 βtE[f(πt)− f(π∗)] + β̄−1

k µ̃k−1E[D(πk, π∗)]

≤ λk−1β̄
−1
k D(π0, π∗) +M2

Q̃
β̄−1
k

∑k−1
t=0 (β

2
t /µ̃t−1) + ς. (4.50)

In particular, if µ̃d > 0, βk = k + 1 and λk = µ̃d, then

2(1−γ)
k(k+1)

∑k−1
t=0 {(t+ 1)E[f(πt−1)− f(π∗)]} + µ̃dE[D(πk , π∗)] ≤ 2µ̃dD(π0(s),π∗)

k(k+1) +
4M2

Q̃

µ̃(k+1) + ς. (4.51)

Moreover, if µ̃d = 0, βk = k + 1 and λk = λ(k + 1)3/2 with λ =MQ̃/
√

D(π0(s), π∗), then

2(1−γ)
k(k+1)

∑k−1
t=0 {tE[f(πt)− f(π∗)]} ≤ 2λD(π0(s),π∗)

√
k

k+1 +
4M2

Q̃

√
k+1

λk + ς. (4.52)

Proof. First observe that (4.40) still holds. Also note that ψ̃(s, a, θt) = ψπt(s, a) + δt(s, a) and that

ψ̃(s, πt+1(s), θt) = ψ̃(s, πt+1(s), θt)− ψ̃(s, πt(s), θt) + ψ̃(s, πt(s), θt)

≥ −MQ̃‖πt+1(s)− πt(s)‖+ ψ̃(s, πt(s), θt)

= −MQ̃‖πt+1(s)− πt(s)‖+ ψπt(s, πt(s)) + δt(s, πt(s))

= −MQ̃‖πt+1(s)− πt(s)‖+ δt(s, πt(s)).

Combining these relations and rearranging the terms, we obtain

−∑k−1
t=0 βtψ

πt(s, a) + µ̃k−1D(πk(s), a) ≤ λk−1D(π0(s), a) +
∑k−1

t=0 βt[δt(s, a)− δt(s, πt(s))]

+
∑k−1

t=0

[

βtMQ̃‖πt+1(s)− πt(s)‖ − µ̃t−1D(πt(s), πt+1(s))
]

≤ λk−1D(π0(s), a) +
∑k−1

t=0 βt[δt(s, a)− δt(s, πt(s))]

+M2
Q̃

∑k−1
t=0 (β

2
t /µ̃t−1).
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Setting a = π∗(s), taking expectation of s w.r.t. ν∗ and then w.r.t. Fk, and using the assumption in (4.46)
and Lemma 2.2, we then have

(1− γ)
∑k−1

t=0 βtE[f(πt)− f(π∗)] + µ̃k−1E[D(πk, π∗)] ≤ λk−1 D(π0(s), a) +
∑k−1

t=0 βtς +M2
Q̃

∑k−1
t=0 (β

2
t /µ̃t−1),

which clearly implies (4.50). The result in (4.51) follows from straightforward calculations, and (4.52) can

be verified similarly in view of the observation that
∑k−1

t=0 (β
2
t /µ̃t−1) =

1
λ

∑k−1
t=0

√
t+ 1 ≤ 2

3λ (k + 1)3/2.

We now consider the case when µd < 0. It is interesting to note that we only need to assume the Lipschitz
continuity of Q̃(s, a; θ) and Qπ(s, a) w.r.t. a ∈ A to show the convergence of PDA to a stationary point in
this case.

Theorem 4.8. Suppose that µd < 0. Assume that the number of iterations k is fixed a priori, λt = λ =
k(k + 1)|µd|, and βt = t+ 1, t = 0, . . . , k − 1. then for any s ∈ S, there exist iteration indices k̄(s) s.t.

− (MQ+MQ̃)2

|µ̃d|(k+1) ≤ −ψπk̄s(s, πk̄(s)+1(s)) ≤ 2[V π0(0)−V π∗ (s)]
k+1 +

3(MQ+MQ̃)2

(1−γ)|µ̃d|(k+1) . (4.53)

Moreover, we have

µ̃k̄(s)

2βk̄(s)
D(πk̄(s)+1(s), πk̄(s)(s)) +

µ̃k̄(s)−1

2βk̄(s)
D(πk̄(s)(s), πk̄(s)+1(s))

≤ 2[V π0(0)−V π∗ (s)]
k+1 +

3(MQ+MQ̃)2

(1−γ)|µ̃d|(k+1) +
2(MQ+MQ̃)2

|µ̃d(k+1) , (4.54)

where µ̃t = [t(t+ 1)µ̃d/2 + k(k + 1)|µ̃d|, t = 0, . . . , k − 1.
Proof. Similar to (4.10), we can show that

ψ̃(s, πk+1(s), θk)− 1
βk

|λk+1 − λk|D̄A

≤ ψ̃(s, πk(s), θk)− µ̃k

βk
D(πk+1(s), πk(s)) − µ̃k−1

βk
D(πk(s), πk+1(s)),

which in view of the definition of δk(s, a) in (4.45) and ψπk(s, πk(s)) = 0 then implies that

ψπk(s, πk+1(s)) + δk(s, πk+1(s))− 1
βk

|λk+1 − λk|D̄A

≤ δk(s, πk(s))− µ̃k

βk
D(πk+1(s), πk(s))− µ̃k−1

βk
D(πk(s), πk+1(s))

≤ δk(s, πk(s))− 1
4βk

(µ̃k + µ̃k−1)‖πk+1(s)− πk(s)‖2

− µ̃k

2βk
D(πk+1(s), πk(s))− µ̃k−1

2βk
D(πk(s), πk+1(s)).

Also note that

δk(s, πk(s))− δk(s, πk+1(s))− 1
4βk

(µ̃k + µ̃k−1)‖πk+1(s)− πk(s)‖2

≤ (MQ +MQ̃)‖πk+1(s)− πk(s)‖ − 1
4βk

(µ̃k + µ̃k−1)‖πk+1(s)− πk(s)‖2

≤ βk(MQ+MQ̃)2

µ̃k+µ̃k−1
.

Combining these two relations, we have

ψπk(s, πk+1(s)) +
µ̃k

2βk
D(πk+1(s), πk(s)) +

µ̃k−1

2βk
D(πk(s), πk+1(s))

≤ |λk+1−λk|D̄A

βk
+

βk(MQ+MQ̃)2

µ̃k+µ̃k−1
. (4.55)

Using the above relation, we can show similarly to (4.11) that

V πk+1(s)− V πk(s) ≤ ψπk(s, πk+1(s)) +
γ|λk+1−λk|D̄A

(1−γ)βk
+

γβk(MQ+MQ̃)2

(1−γ)(µ̃k+µ̃k−1)
. (4.56)

Using the fact that λk = λk−1 in the previous two relations, we conclude that

βk[V
πk+1(s)− V πk(s)]− γβ2

k(MQ+MQ̃)2

(1−γ)(µ̃k+µ̃k−1)
≤ βkψ

πk(s, πk+1(s)) ≤
β2
k(MQ+MQ̃)2

µ̃k+µ̃k−1
.

25



Rearranging terms in the above inequality, we then have

0 ≤ −βk
[

ψπk(s, πk+1(s))−
βk(MQ+MQ̃)2

µ̃k+µ̃k−1

]

≤ βk[V
πk(s)− V πk+1(s)] +

β2
k(MQ+MQ̃)2

(1−γ)(µ̃k+µ̃k−1)
. (4.57)

Moreover, summing up (4.55) and (4.56), we have

V πk+1(s)− V πk(s) ≤ βk(MQ+MQ̃)2

(1−γ)(µ̃k+µ̃k−1)
, (4.58)

which implies that

V πk(s) ≤ V π0(s) +
∑k−1

t=0

βt(MQ+MQ̃)2

(1−γ)(µ̃t+µ̃t−1)
≤ V π0(s) +

(MQ+MQ̃)2

2(1−γ)|µ̃d| ,

where the last inequality follows from µ̃t = µ̃d

∑t
j=0 βj + λk ≥ |µ̃d|k(k + 1)/2. It then follows from the

selection of βt = t+ 1 and the previous inequality that

∑k−1
t=0 βt[V

πt(s)− V πt+1(s)] =
∑k−1

t=0 V
πt(s)− kV πk(s)

≤ k[V π0(0) +
(MQ+MQ̃)2

2(1−γ)|µ̃d| − V πk(s)]

≤ k[V π0(0) +
(MQ+MQ̃)2

2(1−γ)|µ̃d| − V π∗(s)]. (4.59)

Taking the telescopic sum of (4.57), and utilizing the above bound in (4.59), we then have

−
∑k−1

t=0 βk

[

ψπk(s, πk+1(s))−
βk(MQ+MQ̃)2

µ̃k+µ̃k−1

]

≤ ∑k−1
t=0 βt[V

πt(s)− V πt+1(s)] +
∑k−1

t=0

β2
k(MQ+MQ̃)2

(1−γ)(µ̃k+µ̃k−1)

≤ k[V π0(0) +
(MQ+MQ̃)2

2(1−γ)|µ̃d| − V π∗(s)] +
∑k−1

t=0

β2
k(MQ+MQ̃)2

(1−γ)(µ̃k+µ̃k−1)

≤ k

[

V π0(0)− V π∗(s) +
3(MQ+MQ̃)2

2(1−γ)|µ̃d|

]

,

where the last inequality follows from the fact that

∑k−1
t=0

β2
t

µ̃t+µ̃t−1
≤

∑k−1
t=0

(t+1)2

|µ̃d|k(k+1) ≤ k
|µ̃d| .

Noticing the first inequality in (4.57), it then follows from the above inequality by choosing k̄(s) as the

iteration with the smallest value of −
[

ψπk(s, πk+1(s))−
βk(MQ+MQ̃)2

µ̃k+µ̃k−1

]

that

−k(k+1)
2

[

ψπk̄(s)(s, πk̄(s)+1(s))−
βk̄(s)(MQ+MQ̃)2

µ̃k̄(s)+µ̃k̄(s)−1

]

≤ k

[

V π0(0)− V π∗(s) +
3(MQ+MQ̃)2

2(1−γ)|µ̃d|

]

.

The result in (4.53) then clearly follows from the above inequality and the fact that

0 ≤ βk̄(s)

µ̃k̄(s)+µ̃k̄(s)−1
≤ 1

|µ̃d|(k+1) .

The result in (4.54) follows immediately from (4.53) and (4.55).

We make a few remarks about the above results. First, Theorem 4.8 appears to stronger than the
corresponding one in Theorem 3.10 for PMD in the sense that it requires much weaker assumptions. Second,
while for the case µ̃d ≥ 0, the number of iterations k does not need to fixed a priori for the PDA method,
Theorem 4.8 does require us to fix the number of iterations in order to reduce λk+1−λk. It will be interesting
to see if more adaptive selection of λk is possible for the PDA method when µ̃d < 0.
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5. Concluding Remarks. In this paper, we study new policy optimization methods for solving Markov
decision process and reinforcement learning problems over general state and action spaces. We first present a
generalization of the policy mirror descent method and suggest a novel function approximation scheme into
it to deal with general state spaces. We then introduce a new class of policy dual averaging methods for
reinforcement learning that might be more amenable for function approximation in that it only requires the
approximation of the action-value function. We establish the convergence properties of both methods under
different situations, including the linear convergence to the global optimality under exact action-value function
evaluation, the sublinear convergence to the global optimality up to function approximation error under
certain curvature conditions, and the sublinear convergence to a stationary point up to function approximation
if such curvature conditions are violated. Future research will be directed to efficient implementation and
extensive numerical experimentation of these new algorithmic frameworks and the design of better schemes
to estimate problem parameters and select stepsizes.
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