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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, ¢,7), where S is the state space, A denotes the action
space, P : § x § x A — R is transition model, ¢ : § x A — R is the cost function, and v € [0,1) is the
discount factor. A policy 7 : 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 7*, 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., @ function)
for solving RL problems (e.g., [27, O [8, [7, 2] [} 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 [I2] 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/€?) and O(1/¢) 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] B2} B0, 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 w : 4 — R be a
strongly convex function w.r.t. to given || - || s.t.
D(az,a1) == w(a1) — [w(az) + (W'(az),a1 — a2)] > L|jay — as||?,Vay, as € A. (1.1)

For general-state and finite-action MDPs (see (2I)-(22])), a common selection of w for RL is the entropy
function w(a) = " a;loga;. With this selection, the Bregman distance becomes the KL divergence (see
[12]) given by D(a’,a) = KL(a || /) = 37" a;log %. For general-state and continonus-action MDPs, the
selection of w will be problem-dependent. A common section would be the Euclidean norm w(a) = Y./, a?/2,
with the corresponding Bregrman distance given by D(a’,a) = %|la — |3

2. Problems of Interest. For a space ) with a o-algebra oq, we define M() as the set of all
probability measures over ogg. 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, ¢, ),
where S C R™ is a measurable state space, A C R™ is a measurable action space, P : § x A — M(S) is a
mapping with domain S X A, ¢: § x A — R denote the cost function, and v € [0, 1) is a discount factor. The
transition kernel P(+]s, a) is a probability measure on S for any (s,a) € S x A. The measurable cost function
(s, a) specifies the instantaneous cost associated with the selection of action a in state s.

A policy 7 : § — A is a measurable mapping that determines a feasible action 7(s) € A for each state
s € §. In this paper, we focus on the case when the action space A C R™ 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 {A;,..., A,,} 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

AEAm::{peRm:E?;lpi:lvpizovizlv'-'am}a (21)

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

c(s,a) = ZZl aico(s, A;) and P(s,a) = Z:il a;Po(:]s, Ai), (2.2)

Here ¢o(s, A;) and Po(+]s, A;) denote the cost and transition probability when the action \A; 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 (ZI). More generally, our development also covers an
action space with mixed discrete and continuous actions by employing randomization over the discrete ones.

Let IT denote the set of all measurable stationary policies that are invariant of time epoch ¢. For any
7 € I, we measure its performance by the action-value function Q™ : & x A — R defined as

Q7 (s,a) :==E X127 [c(se, ar) + R™G0 (s)] | s0 = 8,00 = a,a; = 7(s¢), 5641 ~ P (|5, ar)]
3



where h*(s) is a regularizer which is strongly convex w.r.t. a with modulus p, > 0, i.e.,
h® (s) = h*(s) = ((h**)'(s), a1 — az) = pnD(az, az).

Moreover, we define the state-value function V™ : S — R associated with 7 as

V() =B[22 [c(st, ae) + 17 (se)] | s0 = s, a0 = 7(s¢), se1 ~ P([se, ar)] (2.3)

Throughout the paper, we assume that ¢(s,a) + h®(s) € [0, ¢] so that V7™ (s) € [0, 1f7]. It can be easily seen
from the definitions of @™ and V™ that

V7(s) = Q7 (s, m(s)), (2.4)

Q™ (s,a) = c(s,a) + h™)(s) + V/P(ds’|s, a)V™(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 7* : S — A s.t.

V™ (s) <VT(s),¥r e ,Vs € S. (2.6)

Sufficient conditions that guarantee the existence of 7* have been intensively studied (e.g., [3 22]). For
example, one such sufficient condition is given by the existence of a measurable policy 7w € II such that

c(s,m(s)) + h™) (s) + ’y/V(s/)P(ds/|s,7r(s)) = gélﬁ {c(s, a) + h(s) + ”y/V(s')P(ds'|s, a)} .

Under these conditions, (Z.6) can be formulated as a nonlinear optimization problem with a single objective
function. More specifically, given an initial state distribution p over &, let f, be defined as

fom)i= [V (s)otas), (2.7)

Our goal is to solve the following policy optimization problem miny se4vses fp(T).

For a given policy m, let P™ be its associated transition kernel, i.e., P7(:|s) = P(:|s,7(s)). A probability
distribution v™ is said to be a stationary distribution of P™ if for all B € s, v™(B) = [ P™(B|s)v™(ds). The
existence and uniqueness of a stationary distribution »™, and the convergence of the Markov chain to v™ 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 [I§]). 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 v™ is the unique stationary distribution associated with
PT.

In particular, we use v* = ™ to denote the stationary distribution induced by the optimal policy m*.
To simplify our discussion, we choose p in ([Z7)) as the stationary distribution v*. In this case, our problem
of interest becomes

fr=min S0 = @) (28)
It is clear that * must be an optimal solution of problem (Z8]). Moreover, an optimal solution of (Z8]) must
be an optimal policy for our MDP if v* is sufficiently random (i.e., supported over S).

2.2. Performance Difference and Policy Gradient. Given a feasible policy m € II, we define the
discounted state visitation measure by

KI(B)=(1—7)Y207"Pr"(s; € Blsg = s) (2.9)

S

for B € S. Here Pr" (s, € Blsyp = s) denotes the probability distribution of s, at time epoch ¢ after we
follow the policy 7 starting from sy = s. Let (P™)! be the t-step transition kernel associated with P™ defined
recursively according to

(P™)!(Bls) = / (P™)=1(ds'|s)P™ (Bls').t > 2.
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Then we have Pr”(s; € Blsg = s) = (P™)!(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 m and 7' be two feasible policies. Then we have

V() = V(s) = k5 [ 0Tl @) T (da) Vs € S, (2.10)
where

U™ (q.a) = Q" (q,a) — V™ (q) + h*(q) — K™D (q). (2.11)

Proof. By the definition of V™ in ([Z3), we have
V™ (s) = V7 (s)
=E [Z:io Ye(se, ar) + h”/(sf)(st)] | so = s,a¢ = 7'(s¢), st41 ~ P(-|st, at)} —V7(s)

— B[S0 el 1) + 170 (50) 44V (5141) = V7 (s1)]

| s0 = 5,a0 = 7' (5¢), st1 ~ P51, a1)]
+E[V™(s0) | so = s,at = 7' (st), st41 ~ P(|st,at)] — V™ (s)

=E [Ztoio Vle(se, ar) + B (5) + AV (5041) — VT (s¢) + ™ ) (s¢) — h™50) ()]
| so = s,a; = 7' (51), 5041 ~ P(:|s¢,a0)]

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

E[VT(s0) | so = s,ar = 7' (s¢), se41 ~ P(:|s1,a1)] = V7 (s).
Now using the above identity, (23] and (Z3)), we have
V™ (s) = V()
= E [S272071Q7 (50, ar) = V™ (s0) + A6 (51) = b7 (s,)]
| s0=s,as =7 (1), 8141 ~ P(:|s¢, ar)]

= 5 [0 @)~ V) + 170 (g) — O o) d (d).

m
We call ¢™ in [2I1) 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 h®.
LEMMA 2.2. For any feasible policy m, we have

o [=47 (8,77 (8))] = (1 = 7)Esms [V7(8) = VT (5)]

Proof. By Lemma 2] (with 7/ = 7*),

(L= () = V()] = Egupr [7 (¢, 7" (a))].

Taking expectation for w.r.t. v* and noticing the stationarity of v*, we have

(1= 7Esms VT (5) = V(8)] = Eanpe gy 07 (@, 7 (0))] = Esr [§7 (5,7 (5))]



It is known that one can sometimes derive from Lemma[2ZT] the formula for the gradients of the objective
function f in (Z8)). Indeed, for simplicity let us assume that the state space is finite and denote 6 = 7’ — 7.
Then by (2I0]), we have

V™ (s) = V7(s) = / Q" (¢, 7 (0)) — Q™ (g, 7(q)) + h™ @ (q) — k™ (q)] kT (dq)
- / Q™ (¢, 7(a)) — Q7 (¢, 7(a)) + b @ (g) — W@ (g)] w7 (dg)
+ / [Q(¢.7'(q)) — Q" (g,7(q)) + h™ D (q) — K™D (q)] [xT (dg) — #7T (dq)]

Suppose that Q™ (s, a) is differentiable w.r.t. its second argument a, i.e.,
Q"(q,7(q) +8) = Q" (¢, 7(9)) = (VaQ" (g, 7()), 8) + o(|[6]]*)
Also assume that A7 is also differentiable, i.e.,
WD (q) = b7 (q) = (V™D (), 8) + o [13]]%),
and that 7 is locally Lipschitz continuous, i.e.,
157 (dg) — K5 (dg)|| < Lall0])-

Sufficient conditions to guarantee some of these assumptions have been developed in the literature (e.g.,

[20, 211 [4] [15]). Then for any d s.t. 7’ =740 € A

’

iy V76 = Vi) - ([ Va@ram(aneztan. o) |

i
ll51l—0

m gy V76 = V76 = [ (9,07 m(a)).0) o )|

=1l
lI811—0
= 0.

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

[VVT(9)](q) := [VaQ7 (g, 7(q)) + VA" (q)]r (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 7, the PMD method minimizes the
advantage function ¢ (s,a), plus the regularization term D(m(s),a) with a certain stepsize parameter
Nk > 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 Q7 (s, a) satisfies certain curvature conditions. In particular, we assume that
for some finite g > 0, the function

Q"(s,a) + pD(mo(s), a) (3.1)

is convex w.r.t. a for any s € S and any m € II. Q7 (s, -) is convex if pg = 0, and strongly convex if g < 0.
Otherwise, if pg > 0, Q™ (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

fd *= fih — Q- (3:2)

The advantage function 1™ (s, -) defined in (2I1)) is convex if ug > 0, and weakly convex otherwise.
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Algorithm 1 The policy mirror descent method

Input: n; > 0 and .
for k=0,1,..., do

Thy1(s) = argen;‘in{d)” (s,a) + %D(wk(s), a)} (3.3)
= argeain{Q”" (s,a) + h%(s) + %D(wk(s), a)},Vs € S. (3.4)

end for

With a properly chosen 7y, the objective function of the subproblem in ([B.3]) is strongly convex, and thus
the new policy 741 is well-defined. The following result is well-known for mirror descent methods.
LEMMA 3.1. If g in [33) satisfies

then for any a € A,
(5, M1 (5)) + - Dk (), To41(8)) + (1 + 2)D(mis (5),0) < (5, ) + L D(mi(s),0).  (3.6)

Proof. Observe that the objective function of [B3]) is strongly convex w.r.t. a € A with modulus
tta + 1/n;. The result then follows immediately from the optimality condition of (B3] (see, e.g., Lemma 3.5

of [I1I). ]

We now show the progress made by each iteration of the PMD method.
PROPOSITION 3.2. Suppose ny, in the PMD method satisfies (32). Then for any s € S,

VTt (s) — VT (s) < ™ (s, Try1(5))

IN

—[nl—kD(ﬂ'k(S)vﬂkJrl(S)) + (pa + ,,%)D(Wkﬂ(s)v”k(s))]' (3.7)

Proof. By (B:6) with a = 7(s), we have

™ (8,11 (5)) + 1= D(r(s), Tt (5)) + (g + 7-) D(Tr41 (5), 7 (s))
< "/’ﬁk (vak(s)) + nikD(T‘—k(S)v T‘—k(s)) =0, (3'8)

where the last identity follows from the fact that ™ (s, 7 (s)) = 0 due to [24) and (ZII)). By Lemma 211
@) and the fact that xs*"' ({s}) > 1 — v due to ), we have

[

VIR (s) = VT (s) = = /‘/””‘ (¢, Th+1(q)) w5+ (dg)

< T (s, mga () KT ({53)
<P (s, Mt (5))- (3.9)
The result then follows by combining (3.8) with (33]). L]

In the following two results, we establish the convergence of the PMD method under the assumption
g > 0 and pg < 0, respectively.
THEOREM 3.3. Suppose that pg > 0 and ny, in the PMD method satisfies (32). Then for any k > 1,

Sizo el (o) = F)] = el f () = F ()]} + (ams—1 + 1)D(m, ) < Do, 7°), (3.10)

where

D(m,7') := Egup [D(7(s), m(s"))]. (3.11)
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In particular, if g, =~F, then

Fmi) = f(m*) + (pa + 1D, ) < A*[f(m0) — f(7*)] + 7" D(mo, 7).

Proof. Multiplying (3.6) by 7y and then taking the telescopic sum (in view of ug > 0), we obtain

10 1™ (5,741 (5)) + 42y D(me(s), misa(s)) + (pami—1 + 1)D(mi(s),a) < 3725 mb™ (s,a) + D(mo(s), a).

Setting a = 7*(s) in the above inequality, and using the first relation in (B1), we then have

Si20 MV (8) = V()] + (namp—1 + 1D (wx(s), 7" (s)) < t2g mtp™ (5,7 (s)) + D(mo(s), 7" (s)).

Now taking expectation of the above inequality w.r.t. s ~ v*, applying Lemma [22] and using the definition
of f and D in ([28)) and (BII]), we then obtain

Yt20 Ml (i) = f (0] + (pami—1 + 1)D(me, ) < (1= 7) 4 melf (%) = f ()] + Do, ),

which clearly implies (B.I0) after rearranging the terms.
L]

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 pg < 0.

THEOREM 3.4. Suppose that pg < 0 and that n = |pual/2 for any k > 0. Then for any s € S, there exist
iteration indices k(s) found by running k iterations of the PMD method s.t.

0 < =Y (5, 755y 11 ()] < F[V™(s) = VT (s))], (3.12)
2D (g (s, Ti(s)41(5)) + D (M) 11(8), M) (8)) < gpagr [V () = V™ (s)]. (3.13)

Proof. Taking telescopic sum of (B7), we obtain

o [ (s, g ()] < S =0 (5, M (5))] S VTO(s) = VE(s) S V™o(s) = VT (s),¥s € S, (3.14)

The iteration indices k(s) in (3I12) are given by the ones with the smallest value of [—™ (s, T:41(s))],
t=0,...,k— 1. The relation in 3I3) follows directly from [B7) and BI2]). m

Observe that the relation in [B.I3) tells us some information about the stationarity of the policy 7;,
for any s € S. For simplicity, let us assume that w(a) = ||al|3/2, A = R™, and that Q7 (s,-) and h%(s) have
Lipschitz continuous gradient w.r.t. a. Then the optimality condition of problem ([B4]) given by

VaQW® (s, m5(5)41(8)) + Vah™ O (s) + 2 pal[m5(5)11(8) = ) ()] = 0, Vs € S,

implies that
IVaQ 5 (5,755) () + Vah™ ()] < (L + L + 2al) | 75(0)41(5) = w0 (5)|] = O(1/VE), Vs € S.

Hence, by ([ZI2), the gradient VV™ is also O(1/vk) with the selection of the policy 7(s) = i(s)(8), 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 j(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.



3.2. Function Approximation in PMD. In an ideal situation for the PMD method, we update a
given policy 7 by

Tht1(s) = argerjin{Q”k(s, a) — n%(Vw(wk (s)),a) +h%(s) + nikw(a)},Vs esS (3.15)

L7k (s,a)

for some properly chosen stepsize 7, > 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 Q™ (s,a) and computing a parameterized form of mj(s). While the idea of using a
parameterized form of 7 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 L™ (s,a) (rather than Q™" (s, a)) used to define the objective

function in (BI5).

Algorithm 2 The policy mirror descent method with function approximation
Input: n; > 0 and .
for k=0,1,..., do
Set

L™ (s,a) = Q" (s,a) + %(Vw(ﬂ'k(s)), a). (3.16)

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

L(s,a;0r) =~ L™ (s,a),Vs € S,Va € A. (3.17)
Update the policy to
Trs1(s) = argmin{L(s, a; 0;) + h*(s) + nikw(a)},Vs €S. (3.18)
acA

end for

In B177), f/(s, a; 0y) represents a function approximation, parameterized by 6y, of the augmented action-
value function L™ (s,a). In the simplest form of function approximation, we are given a set of linearly
independent basis functions 1y (s, a),l2(s,a), . ..,l4(s,a), and the goal is to determine the coefficients 6 € R?
so that L(s,a;0) = Z'Z:l 0i1;(s,a) approximates L™ (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 L™ (s,a). We will study impact of the error of approximating L (s,a) on the
convergence of the PMD method in the next few subsections.

The equation in [BI])) tells us how to compute the new policy 7i41. In some cases, the solution of
Tr+1 18 given in an explicit form (see Section B3). In a more general setting, ;41 is represented as an
optimal solution of problem ([BI8]). With a properly choosen 7y, the objective function of [BI8) is strongly
convex, and hence the policy 741 is uniquely defined. Moreover, any efficient numerical procedures (e.g., the
Ellipsoid method and accelerated gradient method) can be used to solve (BIF)). For the sake of simplicity,
we assume throughout this paper that exact solutions can be computed for (3.I8). However, our analysis can
be extended to the case when only approximate solutions of (BI8) are available (see Section 6 of [12]) for
an illustration). Observe that, different from existing policy gradient methods, we do not actually compute
mr+1(s) for any s € S. Since the function approximation L(s,a;6y) is given in a parametric form (through
0r’s), we can compute k1 (s) using (BI8]) 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.



3.3. PMD for general state and finite action spaces. In this subsection, we focus on RL with a
fine set of actions {A1,...,An}. As mentioned earlier, in this case we search for an optimal randomized
policy in the probability simplex A = A,, in (Z), with the cost and transition probability defined in (Z2).
For a given iterate m(s) € A, we use

T (s, Ai) = co(s, Ai) + h™ ) (s) + / Po(ds'|s, A)V™(s'),i = 1,...,m, (3.19)

Li* (s, Ai) :== Qg (s, Ay) + nikviw(mg(s)),i =1,....m, (3.20)

respectively, to denote the value function and augmented value function associated with each action A;. For
notational convenience, we also denote Qg (s) = (Q¢* (s, A1), ..., Q5" (s, Am)) and Lg*(s) = (Lg* (s, A1), ..., Lg* (s, Am)).
It then follows that Q™ (s, a) = (Qg*(s), a) and

L™(s,a) = Q™ (s,a) + (Vw(m(s)), a) /me = (Lg" (s), a).

We suggest to approximate L3* (s, A;) by Lo(s, Ai; 01), 7 = 1,...,m, where Lo(s, A;; §) denotes some function
class parameterized by 6. Then the subproblem in ([B4]) reduces
Tra1(s) = argmin{(Lo(s; 0x), a) + h(s) + nikw(a)},Vs es, (3.21)
acA,,
where Lo(s; 01) :== (Lo(s,A1;01), ..., Lo(s, Am; 0x)). The objective function of BZI)) is strongly convex with
modulus pp + 1/n. It is well-known that the above problem has an explicit solution, for example, when
w(a) =>1" a;loga; and h® = AKL(a||mo(s)) for some A > 0.
In order to find the parameter 6, we need to solve the following statistical learning/estimation problem

min [ H1Zo(s:6) - L3 (9)]%n(ds)

0cO
s T . _ T Tk _ yi
- minE,., {mx max g [(Ea(si6) — LF(5).)] - % } (3.22)

for a given distribution p over S. Observe that there exist two types of uncertainty for the nested stochastic
composite optimization (NSCO) problem in [322), including: a) the sampling of s from S according to p
in the outer minimization problem, and b) the estimation of Lg* (s, A;) through the sampling of the Markov
Chain induced by 7 for the inner maximization problem. We use & to denote these random samples
generated at iteration k to solve problem (B:22), and F := {&1,. .., &k} denote its associated filtration. Let
0} be an optimal solution of (3.:22]) and 6 be an approximate solution found by using some policy evaluation
algorithms. Note that problem ([B.: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 7, appears in the definition of L™, 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 7 decreases.
One can possibly alleviate this issue by using constant stepsize 7y, which might worsen the dependence on
1 — v as noticed in [I2]. Another possible solution is to use a larger sample size to approximate the term
Vw(my(s)) than that for the action-value function @™, 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 7. 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

6k(s) == Lo(s;0x) — L*(s) (3.23)
can be decomposed into the following components:

0k (s) = Ee, [Lo(s; 0] — LG* (s) + Lo(s; 0x) — Ee, [Lo(s; Ox]

6get(s) 52“’(5)
= Lo(5;05) — L3*(s) + Ee, [Lo(s;01)] — Lo(s; 05) 4+ Lo(s; 0x) — Ee, [Lo(s; 0], (3.24)
6:??(5) 5)1;1‘(1(5) 5]Sct°(s)
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where the expectation Eg, denote the expectation w.r.t. &, conditional on Fj,_1. Note that §¢(s) and 65'°(s)
denote the deterministic and stochastic errors, respectively. Moreover, the deterministic error §¢¢(s) can be
further decomposed into the error caused by function approximation d;7"(s) and the bias term d2°(s) when
computing the estimation. One can possibly reduce the 6,"”(s) by using more complex function class. In
particular, we have 6,""(s) = 0 in the tabular case, and for some specific kernels in RKHS. Moreover, the
bias term 6% (s) can be usually reduced much faster than the stochastic error 6;'°(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:

Eonu (167 (5) o] < s, (3.25)
Ee, {Eons[107(5)]12]} < o2, (3.26)
for some ¢ > 0 and o > 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

— ™ (s,a) + h™) (s) = h(s) + (1 + 1) D(Th11(s), a)
< o-D(mk(s),a) + %"[1 5 (5) oo + 1162 ()l o
— (03 (5), Tk (s) — a), ¥ (3.27)

Proof. By the optimality condition of (321]), we have
(Lg"(5), M1 (s) = a) + h™1 ) (5) — h(5) + = [w(mrs1(5) = w(@)] + (un + =) D(mrt1(s), a)
+ (0k(8), Tkt1(s) —a) <O0. (3.28)

Using the facts (L (s),a) = L™ (s,a) = Q™ (s,a) + %(Vw(wk), a) in the above relation, we obtain

Q™ (5, m41(s)) — Q™ (s,a) + K™+ ) (5) = h®(s) + ;- [w(mr1(s)) — w(@)] + (un + =) D (w41 (s), a)
+ 7 (Vw(m(5)), 1 (s) — @) + (k(s), Tt (s) — a) < 0.
Noticing that

w(mpp1(s)) — wla) + (Vw(m(s), Thy1(s) — a) = D(mx(s), mrra(s)) — D(mi(s), ),

we have

Q™ (5,1 () — Q™ (s,a) + ™18V () — B (s) + o= [D(mi(s), mhr1(5)) = D(m(s), a)]
+ (un + 50)D(Tria(s), @) + (0(s), T (s) —a) <0,
which, in view of (ZI1J), then implies that
O (s, g1 (5)) — 9™ (s, ) + RO (5) = T (s) + = [D(ma(s), Trra (s) = D(m(s), a)]
+ (n + 5-)D(Tiia(s), @) + 0k (), Ty 1 (s) — a) < 0. (3.29)
Noticing that
P (s, Ty (s)) = Q7 (s, Ty (s)) — VT (s) = (Q6" (), Th1(s) — Th(s)), (3.30)
[P (5) — W) ()] < M| mi1(8) = 7 (5) | o (3.31)
(8(5), 1 () — @) = (624(s) + 832°(s), w1 (5) — a)
= (01 () mhr1 (s) — () + (57 (), a1 (5) — Tk (s))
+ (62 (5), mi(s) — a), (3.32)
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we have
Y (5, M1 (8)) + AT (5) = R () 4 (8 (8), g (5) - a> + o D(me(s), a1 ()
~[1Q5* () lloo + M) + 15 (5)lloo] 1 mr1(8) = ()11 + gy 7k (5) — Tos1 ()13
— 115 ()llow + (03 (), i (5) — a)
~ 3 1R (9)lloo + M + 1877 (5)loo)® = 18 (5)llow + (03 (), 7 (5) — a)
FO() o) = 1077 (8)lloo + (577 (5), ma(s) — @)

The result then follows by using the above relation in (8:229) and rearranging the terms. [

> =%l

Observe that in the proof of Proposition B27 we bound the term 7 (s, 1(s)) and h™+1(5)(s) —
h™(5)(s) in B30) and @B3I) simply by the Cauchy Schwarz inequality and Lipschtiz continuity of h?,
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 ny satisfies

Be < B (pn + 72k > 1

e — "7k1 -7

(3.33)

for some By > 0. Then
[23m*ﬁhwzg@mv>fywkMMw“mmmfﬂ
< (2400 B~ {8D(mo, 7) + T150 B35 + Ma+0%) | +<.
where D(r, 1) = Bynye [D((s), 7'(5))].
Proof. Fixing a = 7*(s), taking expectation w.r.t. s ~ v* for (3217), and using -25)-([B-28)), we have
Easr |07 (5,7 (5)) + h7) () = 7)) + (un + ) Dl (), 7 (5))]
< B D(mi(s), 7" (5)) + % 1077 (5) o] + ¢

<2 £ [r

= Esnn [(037°(s), e (s) — 7 (5)))]; (3.34

)
Taking conditional expectation of (B21) w.r.t. &, it then follows from Lemma 22 (?7) and E¢, [6;%°(s)] = 0
that

(1 =7)Esup {[Vm (s) = V™ ()] + (un + L)Eg, [Eanrs D(mhi1(s), ﬁ*(s))]}
< LB, {D(m(s) “(s) + [ + My + 0] + g} ,

Taking full expectation w.r.t. Fj and the Si-weighted sum of the above inequalities, it then follows from
B33) and the definition of f in (28] that

(1 =) rg BELf(m) — f*] + Brer (un + ) {E[Esnys D(mi(s), 7 (s))]}
< BB,y Dimo(s), 7 (5)) + 420 B [melSs + Ma+02) +¢] |

which implies the result follows immediately. [

We specify the selection of ny and Sy in the following result which follows immediately from Theorem [3.6]
by straightforward calculations.
COROLLARY 3.7.
a) If pp, = 0, the number of iterations k is given a priori, and

nt:\/% and Btzl,t:(),...,k—l,
then

(1= NE TS [Fm) — ] < 2/ PGl
12



b) If pn, > 0 and
m=ﬁ and By =1,t=0,....k—1,
then

(1= 7% S0 [f () = £+ prE[D(mpgr, 7))
< % {uhD(m,w*) + (% + My, + 0?) 1ogk} +<.
¢) If pup, > 0 and

nt:ﬁ and By =t+1,t=1,2,...,

then
2(1— k X X
2 Tiso(t + DELF(me) — £]+ uaE[D(my, 7))
< ﬁ#iﬂ)(mﬂf*) + %H(% + My, + %) +«.
In view of the previous result, we can randomly select the output solution wg from {m,...,mx_1} with

Prob{R =t} = ;/ Zf;ol Bt, t =0,...,k—1. Observe that both part a) and part b) also provides a so-called
regret bound, i.e., E:;é[f(ﬂ't) — [*], 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
L™ (s,a) and its approximation L(s,a;60y) are not necessarily linear w.r.t. to a € A anymore. Instead, we
assume that L(s, a;0y) is given in the form of

f)(s, a;0y) = Q(s, a; 0) + <@w(s; 0r),a), (3.35)

where Q(s,a;0;) and Vw(s;0y,) approximate Q™ (s,a) and Vw(my(s))/nk, respectively. We assume that
Q(s,a;0) is weakly convex, i.e.,

Q(s,a;0) + 1o D(mo(s), a) (3.36)
is convex w.r.t. a € A for some 1) > 0 and denote
Ad = [th = -
Moreover, we assume that Q(s, -;0) and Q™ (s, -) are Lipschitz continuous s.t.
1Q(s,a1;0) — Q(s,a2;0)| < Mgllay — az|,Vas, az € A, (3.37)
Q™ (s,a1) = Q7 (s,a1)| < Mglla1 — a2, Yai, as € A. (3.38)

Note that the Lipschitz constant of L™ ~(s, a) can be very large, since ), can possibly be small. That explains
why we need to handle the two terms Q(s, a;0;) and (Vw(s;0), a) in the definition of L separately.
In order to find 6y, we can possibly formulate the following statistical learning/estimation problem

min B [(Q(s,a:0) — Q7 (5,0))? + 955 0) — Vi) e 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 Q(s, a; ) and Vw(s; 0)
are linear w.r.t. 6. Let us denote

6,?(5, a) = Q(s,a;0;) — Q™ (s,a), (3.40)
8¢ (s) = Vw(s; 0x) — 77%Vw(wk(s)) (3.41)
= E[Vw(s; 0;)] — nika(mg(s)) + Vw(s; 0x) — E[Vw(s; 0k)] - (3.42)

6:@“(5) 5:,sto(s)
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We start with the convex case when jig > 0. In this case, we need to make the following assumption
about the approximation error 5]?(5, a) and 6¢(s).

Ee, {Eswu~ [|0k(s, mi(s))] + [0k (s, (s ))l]} (3.43)
Ee, {EW* (1894 (s } ¥ (3.44)
Ee, {Esmo[[16I121} < (0 ) (3.45)

THEOREM 3.8. Suppose [343)-(547) hold. Also assume that the stepsize mi, satisfies
ﬁk < Bre-i(fia+ 715) k> 1, (3.46)
for some B, > 0. Then
[S000 A7 {(1 = 9) 423 BELF () — £+ Be-a(fia + 525 E[D(me, 7)) }

<[00 B { 8D (mo, ) + 120 Biml(2Mg + Mg + M) + (0)%) } 452 +¢“Da,

where

Dy := max D(ay,as). (3.47)

ai,az€A

Proof. Denote 6(s,a) := Wi(s,a) — Li(s,a). By the optimality condition of (BI8]), we have
L(s, mu41(5); 0) — L(s, a5 6) + b7+ (5) — h(s) + o [w(miga (5) — w(@)] + (fia + 50) D (T (), 0) <0,
which implies that
Li(s, mr41(5)) = Li(s, @) + (27O (5) = h ()] + - [w(mrga (5)) = w(@)] + (i + 50) D (g (5), a)
+ 02 (5, mr1(5)) — 02 (5, @) + (3 (5), Ty (5) — a) < 0. (3.48)
Similarly to (329), we can show that
U (3,1 (5)) — 07 (5, @) + B0 (s) = () 4 LD (i (8), T (5)) — Dimi(s), a)]
+ (i + 2)D(rir1(5),0) + 02(5, Mg () = 62(s,0) + (6(5), T (5) — @) < 0. (3.49)
Noting that
P (s, mrp1(5)) = Q7 (8, mrpa (5)) — Q™ (5, mr(5)) = —Mgl|meta(s) — mi(s)l], (3.50)
WO (8) — HTO (5) 2 My (5) — ma ()] (3.51)
67 (5, mr41(5)) = 67 (5, may1 () = 6 (5, M) + 67 (5, ma(s))
—(Mq + Mg)|mia(s) = mu(s)l| + 6 (s, m(s)), (3.52)
(871 (5), M1 () — @) + (8717 (s), me(s) — @) + (6" (5), msa () — ma(s))
— 16 (5) 1D = 167" () | I m1 (5) = me(s) | + (57 (5), m(s) — @), (3.53)
we then conclude from ([B.49) and Young’s inequality that
— ™ (s,a) + (f1a + 1) D(mrr1(s), @) < =D(mx(s), a) + % (2Mg + Mg + My + |6 (s)].)?
=67 (5, mi(s)) + 67 (s,0) + 1657 (5)||.Da = (6" (s), ma () — ).

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

| \/

(0% (s), mt1(s) — @)

Y

L]
The following result follows immediately from Theorem 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 g = 0, the number of iterations k is given a priori, and

D(my,7" _ _
N = \/k[(QMQJrM;erh))ZJF(UW)Z] and By =1,t=0,...,k—1,

then

L=t S lf(m) — £ < 2\/D(FO’W*)[(2MQ+24Q+M’L)2+(UW)2] +¢9+¢“Da.
b) If fig > 0 and
N = ﬁ and B, =1,k=1,...,N,
then
(1= )3 Si5o[f(m) = ] + AaB[D(mi, 7))
< £ {fuD(m,7) + [(2Mq + Mg + Mp)? + (0*)]log k } + <@+ D.a.
c) If fig > 0 and

me === and Br=t+1,t=0,1,...,

at

=

then

— k— N ~ .
200 SR (¢ + DELS () — f*] + iaE[D (i, 7))
< k(k2+1) ﬂdp(ﬂlaﬂ*) + %[(QMQ + MQ + Mh)2 + (Uw)Q] + CQ + (wDA.

We now consider the case when iy < 0. In this case, our goal is to find an approximate stationary point
and we need to assume estimation error terms &% (s) and §:*°(s) have bounded support, i.e.,

1674 ()]« < ¢ and (|67 (s)]]+ < 0. (3.54)

On the other hand, we do not need to make any assumptions about the error term 5,?(5, a) as long as it is
Lipschitz continuous w.r.t. a.

THEOREM 3.10. Let the number of iterations k is fized a priori. Suppose that (3-54)) holds. Also assume
that fig < 0 and that

ne =1 = min{|fig|/2,1/VE}, t =0,... k—1.

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

% ™ o Mu+Mo+Mg+5*)* =
— YT (5, T ()41 ()] < £ V() = VT ()] + 125 [( s Q\/g SRR S NE (3.55)
2 D (T (6)s Th(s)11(8)) + (fia + 5) D(5)11(5), Th(s) (5))
- ot (Mp+Mg+Ms+5°)? =
SV VT ()] + 5 |2 +3 DA:|- (3.56)

Proof. Setting a = 7 (s) in (349), and using the facts that ¢™ (s, m,(s)) = 0 and D(m(s), mx(s)) = 0,

we obtain
O (5, s (8)) + BT (5) — BT () + oD (i (), mg (5))
+ (fia + 1) D(mri1 (8),m(5)) + 6 (5, a1 (5)) = 6 (5,0) + (57 (), a1 (5) — a) <0 <0
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Using the above inequality, (B.51)-([B.53]), and Young’s inequality, we then have

™ (5, Th41(8)) + gy D (), 1 () + (fia + 5) D(mhep (5), 7 (5))
< (M + Mg + Mg + 1|85 () ) |« 1. (5) = ma(8)]| = 5= D (), mrr1(s))
+ 11877 (8)|+ D
< (M + Mg + Mg + (167 (5)|)* + 167" (5)]| Da.
< m(Mp + Mg + Mg +6*)% +Da. (3.57)

Similar to (ZI0), we can show that

VTR (s) = VT (s) = 115 /Wk (¢, me41(q))]w3+ (dg)
== /1/1”’“ (¢ met1(q)) — [nk(Mh + Mg + Mg +5%)* + GMDA} rg*(dg)

+ 1= [nk(Mh + Mg+ Mg +35“)* +5°Da

< 4™ (s, me(5)) + 75 [k (Mi + Mg + Mg +5%) 4+ D] (3.58)

The result in (355) follows by taking the telescopic sum of ([B58]), while the one in (B356) follows directly
from (Z5E) and (357). ]

Observe that the assumptions in ([B.54]) are needed to provide a constant upper bound in B51). Other-
wise, if we only make the weaker assumptions in (344 and ([B.435]), the relation in ([B.58]) does not necessarily
hold since the distribution x3“** depends on the random sample & 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 1] and discuss the incorporation of function approximation into PDA in Subsection The
convergence properties of PDA under stochastic policy evaluation will be established in Subsections [£.3] and
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 Q™ for a given policy m. We present a basic policy dual averaging method for RL and
establish its convergence properties.

Let || - || be given norm in action space A and w : A — R be a strongly convex function w.r.t. to
given|| - || and D(-,-) be its associated Bregman’s distance defined in (II)). At the k-iteration of the PDA
method (see Algorithm [B]), we minimize ¥, defined as the weighted sum of the advantage functions plus the
regularization term A\, D(mo(s), a) (see (Z1])). For notational convenience, we set U_1(s,a) = A_1D(mo(s),a)
for some A_; > 0. Since ¥™ (s, a) differs from Q™ (s, a)+ h*(s) by a constant independent of a, the update in
T is equivalent to (£2), and we only need to evaluate the action-value function Q™ (s, a) at each iteration.
Different from the PMD method in the previous section, the prox-center m(s) in the regularization term
A D(7o(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: 5; > 0, Ay > 0 and initial policy mo(s) € A.
for k=0,1,..., do

Trt1(s) = argeﬂin {\I/k(s, a) = Zf:o Bip™ (s, a) + A\ D(mo(s), a)} (4.1)
= arg,‘eain {Zf:o Bi[Q™ (s, a) + h*(s)] + A D(mo(s), a)} Vs e 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 Q7(s,-) is pg-weakly convex and define pq :=
pn — po (see (B2)). We say that the advantage function ¢™(s,-) is convex if g > 0, and weakly convex
otherwise. Then, for some properly chosen Ay > 0, the subproblem in (1)) is strongly convex and has a
unique solution characterized by the following result.

LEMMA 4.1. Suppose that {5:} and N\, are chosen such that

fk = pta o8 Br+ A > 0,k > 0. (4.3)
Also let us denote pi—1 = A_1. Then for any k > —1, we have
U (s, 41 (8)) + peD(mg1(5), a) < Ui(s,a),Vs € S,Va € A. (4.4)

Proof. Note that the result holds obviously for k = —1. For any k > 0, observe that by BII), (s, ")
is strongly convex w.r.t. modulus p;. The result then follows immediately from the optimality condition of

@I (see, e.g., Lemma 3.5 of [I1]). L]

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

A > A1, Vk >0, (4.5)
then
VT () = VT (s) — L Dy < 4™ (5, i (5))
< —5D(mpsa(s), mi(s)) — H52D(mi(s), g () + 275Dy (4.6)

for any k >0, where D 4 is defined in (3.47)
Proof. First note that by the definition of ¥y, in (1) and Lemma [Tl (applied to the k& — 1 iteration),
we have for any k£ > 0,

Brtb™ (s,a) = Up(s,a) — Ui_1(s,a) — (Ag — Me—1)D(m0(s), a)

< Up(s,a) — Ui_1(s,m,(8)) — pr—1D(mk(8),a) — (A — Ag—1)D(m0(8), a). (4.7)
Setting a = mi41(s) and using (LX) in the above relation, we obtain
Bry™ (s, mrr1(s)) < Wi(s, met1(s)) — Ur—1(s, Th(s)) — pr—1 D(mr(s), Tt (s))- (4.8)

By the above inequality, and Lemma [L1] ( with a = 71 (s) in (@), we have

Br™ (s, T r1(5))
< Wy(s, me(8)) — D (mr1(8), m(8)) — Yr—1(8, mi(s)) — pe—1D(mk(8), Tr+1(8))
= Bep™ (s, mk(8)) — D (mrt1 (), mie(8)) — pre—1D(mk(8), mh41(8))
+ (A = Ak—1)D(mo(s), mk(s))
= — D (mr41(8), Tk (8)) — pr—1D(m(8), Tet1(8)) + (A — Ak—1) D(mo(s), T (s)), (4.9)
17



where the last two identities follows from the definition of ¥y and the fact that ¢™ (s, mx(s)) = 0. The
previous conclusion and the assumption 5 > 0 then clearly implies that

Y (s, 1 () — 5 Ak — Ak—1)Da < —5ED (i1 (5), mi(5)) — 257 D(mi(s), T (5)) <0, Vs € S (4.10)

By Lemma X1l (ZI0) and the fact that x5 ({s}) > 1 — 7 due to ([ZJ), we have

VI (s) = VT (s) = = /W”“ (@ mr41(0) = 57 (M = Ae—1) Dal6 T (dg) + =55 (Ak — Ak-1)Da
< ﬁ[i/fwk (8, Try1(s)) — g—lk(/\k — Me—1)DalrT ({s}) + m(/\k —Ai—1)D4
< Y™ (s, Th41(5)) + 72y (e = Ak-1)Da, (4.11)
which together with ([@I0Q) clearly imply the result. L]

Below we establish the linear convergence rate of PDA for the case when the advantage function defined

in 2I0) is convex w.r.t. a, i.e., ug > 0 in [@3).
THEOREM 4.3. Suppose that i, > 0 and that relations (4.3) and ({{.3]) hold for the PDA method. Then

o LBl (m) = £(5) = AT (mem) — £} — 250D} + s Dl )
+ 00 [ D, mes)] < MeD(mo, ), (4.12)

for any k > 1, where

D1, m3) = /D(m(s),wz(s))u* (ds). (4.13)
In particular, if pg >0, B =%, and A\, = X\ for some X\ > 0 for any k > 1, then
[f(mi) = f(mI)] + (1 =~%)/ (1 = y)pa + Xy "D (g, )
< A*TIAD(mo, m) +4*[f (mo) — f(m)), Yk > 1. (4.14)
If in addition, A = 0 in the PDA algorithm, then

[f(mi) = f(m)] + (1= 4%) /(1 = y)paD(mp, m) < ¥*[f(m0) = f(ma)], VE > 1.

Proof. We first show part a). By taking the telescopic sum of ([L8]), we have
Dot Beb™ (5, me41(8)) < Wi (s, (s)) = W (s, m0(s)) = 4g -1 D(me(s), mi ()
= Wy 1 (s,m(5)) = Xizg 1 D(mi(s), mpa(s))],

where the equality follows from the fact that W_q(s,m(s)) = A_1D(mo(s),m(s)) = 0. It then follows from
the above conclusion and Lemma ] that

S0 Bt (s, miga (s)
< Wi (s, a) — o1 D(mi(s), a) — Ypg -1 D(mi(s), miga (s))]
=310 B (s,a) + Ak—1 D(mo(s), @) — px—1 D(mi(s), )
— i e D(mi(s), mesa (5)], (4.15)

where the identity follows from the definition of ¥j. Using (A6l and the above inequality, we obtain
Yo BV (s) = VT (s) = TR DA+ 3y -1 D(mi(s), miga (s))]

< S a Bi™ (s,a) + M1 D(mo(s), a) — px—1 D(m(s), a) (4.16)
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for any s € S and a € A. Setting a = 7. (s) in ([@I6), taking expectation w.r.t. v, on its both sides, and
using Lemma [2.2] we then obtain
Vo { B J IV (s) = Ve (s)lva(ds) — 25852 Db + 80 [T Dia(s), mea (5))]v- (ds)
< 00 AL =) [TV () = V™ (3)]va(ds) + Mkt [ D(o(s), me())v(ds) = i [ Dime(s), 7 (5))v (ds).

Using the definition of f and D, and rearranging the terms, we have
o {8l (i) = Fm)] = PE250 Db + S5 a1 Do, i)

< B =) f () = F(m)] + M1 D(m0, ) — 1D (g, ),

which implies (£12)) after rearranging the terms. Now using (£12)) and the selection of 5 and Ay, we have

v~ O () = f(m)] = A (m0) = ()] + o1 D, m) < AD(mo, ).

Also note that by @3],
B ok
He = Ha Yot 7 A = B 4

Combining the above two relations, we obtain

v~ () = fw)] + [0 =" )y (1= 9)pa + A D, 72
< AD(mo, ) +7([f (mo) — f ()],
from which (@I4)) follows immediately. L]

We add some remarks about Theorem First, the PDA method achieves a linear rate of convergence
with properly chosen . Since S in Theorem[.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 w41 = argmin,c 4 "™ (s,a) for any s € S. Then we have

f(mrra) = fme) <ALf(me) = fma)]-

Proof. By the definition of 741, we have
YT (8, mEy1(8)) — Y™ (s,a) < 0,Va € A. (4.17)

Setting a = mi(s), we have Y™ (s, mr11(s)) < ™ (s,mk(s)) = 0. Therefore, similarly to (IIl), we have
Vmiti(s) — V™ (s) < 9™ (s, mr11(s)). Using the previous inequality in [@I7) (with a = 7.(s)), we have

VTR (s) = VT (s) < 97 (5, (8)-

Taking expectation w.r.t. s ~ v,, using Lemma [Z2] and the definition of f, we conclude f(mp41) — f(m1)] <
(1 = y)[f(ms) — f(mr)], from which the result immediately follows. m

Second, in view of Theorem [£.3] one can set A = 0 and so it appears that adding the strongly convex term
A D(mo(s),a) in the definition of Wy is useless. It should be noted, however, that this term will be critical
in the following sense: a) for the convex settings (i.e., ug > 0), this term will help with suppressing the
impact of the noisy estimation of Q™ as will be demonstrated later; and b) for the nonconvex setting (i.e.,
pa < 0), adding A\ D(mo(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., pg < 0).

THEOREM 4.5. Suppose that g < 0. Assume that the number of iterations k is fized a priori, Ay = X\ =
k(k+1)|pa| and By =t +1,t=0,...,k —1. Then for any s € S, there exist iteration indices k(s) s.L.

T T0(s)—=VT* (s
0 < =45 (s, M) 41 (5)) < il (4.18)
k(s E(s)— T0(s)—VT"* (s
g:;siD(WE(S)H(S%Wz;(s)(s))‘F%D(@(s)(s)aWE(S)H(S)) < W7 (4.19)

19



where p = |palk(k +1)/2.
Proof. Clearly, the relation ([@3)) is satisfied. It follows from (0] that

L[V () = VT (s)] < Brtp™ (s, Tra (5)) < 0. (4.20)
Taking telescopic sum, we have
0 < EZg =B (5, e ()] < 5 EZg AV (5) = V7er (5)]
The indices k(s) are given by the one which minimizes —3,9™ (s, m;11(s)) for any s € S. Also notice that

S BV (s) = VT (s)] = BoV ™) 4 S 2 (Bryr — BV (s) — Br_1 VT (s)
= S0V (s) — KV (s)
< K[V™(0) — V™ (s)] (4.21)

where the first inequality follows from the monotonicity of V™ due to ([@20) and the second inequality holds
since V™ (s) > V™ (s). Combining the above two relations, we obtain the result in (ZI8). The result in

#I19) follows immediately from ([@.6]) and [@I8]). ]

Comparing Theorems and with Theorems and 3.4l 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 (£I9) does not necessarily imply the stationarity of the policy w,;(s)(s), s € S, for the
original problem in (28] as for the PMD method (see discussion after Theorem [B4]).

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 L™ (s,a), we will compute a function approximation Q(s, a; 0y), parameterized
by 0, directly for the action value function Q™* (s, a) in ({2, i.e.,

Q(s,a;0,) = Q™ (s, a). (4.22)
As a result, the algorithmic parameters S5 and \x do not appear in the subjects that we need to approximate.
On the other hand, in the PMD method the stepsize n; does enter into the definition of L™ 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 7, in L™ also resulted stronger assumptions in (B.54])
to guarantee the convergence of the PMD method for RL over continuous action spaces with fig < 0.

Algorithm 4 The policy dual averaging method with function approximation
Input: 5; > 0, Ay > 0 and initial policy mo(s) € A.
for k=0,1,..., do
Define an approximate advantage function

U(s,a;0k) = Q(s,a;0;) — V7 (s). (4.23)

Replace the update formulas in ([@1)-(2]) by

i1 (s) = arg min {\ilk(s, a) == 5% Bb(s,a30,) + A D(ro(s), a)} (4.24)
= argerﬁin {Zf:o B:[Q(s, a; 0;) + h(s)] + e D(mo(s), a)} Vs e 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),...,qa(s,a)], and the goal is to determine the coefficients 0, € R? so that Q(s,a;0)) =
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Zle Héqi(s, a). More powerful and sophisticated nonlinear function approximation methods, such as RKHS
and Neural networks, can also be used to estimate Q™ (s, a).

The equation in ([23) then tells us how to compute the new policy 7411 from the parameters 0y, :=
{6, ..., 0k} Instead of saving every iteration of the policy 7 (s) for all s € S, we only save these parameters
used for function approximation. Similar to the PMD method, we suggest to compute 741 (s) using (@25
whenever needed, e.g., inside the policy evaluation procedure. In fact, given 6, for any s € S, m11(s)
can be computed by an explicit formula in some important cases. This happens, for example, when the
approximation function Q(s, a;6;) is linear w.r.t. to a and D is given by the KL divergence for solving RL
problems with finite actions (see Section [L3]). In a more general setting, 71 is represented as an optimal
solution of problem ([£25]). With a properly chosen A, the objective function of (25 is strongly convex, and
hence the policy 741 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 (23] quickly. For the sake of simplicity,
we also assume throughout this section that exact solutions can be computed for (£25).

Observe that when evaluating the term

Q" (s,a;0p) = b0 BeQ(s, a; 0;)

used in (L2H), one can possibly use the recursive formula
Q" (s,a;01x) = Q" (s, a0 _1)) + Br Qs a; 6r) (4.26)

with Q°(s, a; 0i—11) = 0. When Q(s,a;0) is a linear w.r.t. 6, the above formula further simplifies to a
recursive updatmg on Ef:o B0 In this way, we can also significantly save the memory required to store the
parameters {61, ...,0;}. For the more general case (e.g., Q(s,a;0) is given by a Neural network), in order to

save both computation and memory, we can possibly modify the policy evaluation step in ([@22]) so that we
have a single set of parameters Oy satisfying

Q(s,a;0) = Q(s,a;04_1) + BrQ™ (s, a) (4.27)

at the k-th iteration with Q(s, a;0_1) = 0. In other words, we would apply function approximation directly
for estimating Zf:o B:Q™ (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 j for function
approximation. In this section we focus only on the policy evaluation step in ([@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 {A;,..., A, }. As mentioned earlier, in this case we search for an optimal randomized
policy in the probability simplex A = A,, in (1)), with the cost and transition probability defined in ([22)).
For a given iterate m; € A, we use

0F (s, Ai) == co(s, Ai) + h™ S)( )+ W/Po(dsl|s,Ai)V7T’“(s'),i =1,....,m, (4.28)

to denote the value function associated with each action A;. For notational convenience, we also denote
0 (s) = (Qg*(s, A1), ..., Q0% (5, Am)). Tt then follows that Q™ (s,a) = (Q5"(s),a). We suggest to approxi-
mate Q(" (s, i) by Qo(s AZ, 0r),i=1,...,m, where Qo(s,.4;;0) denotes some function class parameterized

by 6. Let us denote Qo(s; ;) = (QO(S A1,9k) -, Qo(s, Am; 61)) and Q(s,a;6) = (Qo(s;6%), a) and also
let ¥ (s, a;0)) be defined in ([@23). Then the subproblem in ([Z24)-(@25) reduces to

T (s) = argmm{Zt 0 Bel(Qo(s:6c),a) + h(s)] + AuD(mo(s),a)}, Vs € S, (4.29)

a€A,

It is well-known that the above problem has an explicit solution, for example, when w(a) = Y " a;loga;
and h® = AKL(al||mo(s)) for some A > 0.
In order to find the parameter 65, we need to solve the following statistical learning/estimation problem

i [ 1Qu(s:6) ~ QB (5) oplds) (4:30)
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for a given distribution p over S. We use £, to denote these random samples generated at iteration k to
solve problem ([30), and Fj, := {1, ..., &k} denote its associated filtration. Let 6 be an optimal solution of
30) and 6, be an approximate solution found by using some policy evaluation algorithms. In this section
we assume that the approximation error

8o,k(s) := Qo(s;6%) — Q5*(s) (4.31)
can be decomposed into the following components:
00,1(8) = Ee, [Qo(s: 0x)] — Q5 (5) + Qo5 61) — Ee, [Qo(s; 61)] (4.32)
555 () 6517 (5)
= Qo(s:67) — Q5" (s) +Eg, [Qo(s: 0x)] — Qo(s: 07) + Qo(s; k) — Ee, [Qo(s; 0], (4.33)
Some (5) Sei(s) 5517 (s)

where the expectation E¢, denote the expectation w.r.t. &, conditional on Fj,_q, 56{6,5(3) represent the deter-
ministic error which can be further decomposed to d57F(s) and 65'¢(s), and 652(s) represent errors caused
by stochastic estimation. We make the following assumptions about these error terms:

Eomwe 1055 (5)loo] <5, (4.34)
Ee, {Esnu- (16572 (s)]12:]} < 02, (4.35)

for some ¢ > 0 and o > 0.

THEOREM 4.6. Assume that S and N, satisfy
bk 2= Lh Ele B+ X >0 and Mg > Ap_1. (4.36)
Also let us denote By, = Zi:ol Bi. Then we have

(1 =Bt g BE[f (mi-1) — f(m)] + By L1 E[D(my, )]
< Xe—1Bg ' D(mo, mi) + [(157 )? + %18, ! f:_ol (BE/fe-1) +s. (4.37)

In particular, if pp, > 0, By =k + 1 and A\, = puyp,, then

20 S {(t+ DE[f () — F(m)]} + pnE[D(my, 7))
< 2Bure) 4 A (1S + My)? + 0%+ (4.38)

Moreover, if up, =0, Bx = k+ 1 and Ay = Mk + 1)%/% with
A = +/2D(m, m)[(% + My)? 4 02712,
then
2R T {( + DELf(m) — f(m)]}
<4(k{1 + QW) \/273 o, m)[(155 + Mn)® + 0% + <. (4.39)

Proof. Similar to [IH), we can show that
Si20 B, misa(s),0) < 420 Bedb(s,a,0,) + Mimy D(mo(s), @) — fir—1D(mi(s), a)
— Y420 fie-1D(mi(s), mia(s)). (4.40)
Using the relation

(s, a;01) = ™ (s,a) + Ox(s, a) = V™ (s,a) + (So.x(s), a).
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in ({40), we have
S0 Brv™ (s, mer1(s)) < S22g Belt™ (s, a) + (o(s ) a—m41)] + A—1D(mo(s), )
— fik—1D(mi(s),a) — 4=y fu—1D(mi(s), mer1(s)). (4.41)
Note that
DT (8, mer1(5)) = (QF (8), M1 (8) = me(s)) + hTH1) (5) — BT (s)

—(1Q5" ($)lloe + Mn)Ime41(s) — mi(s)|la
—(15 + Mp)[[me1(s) — me(s)]1- (4.42)

VAR,

Also observe that

(G0.(5),0 — Tes1(5)) = (02(5) + 5812 (5), @ — w41 (5))
= (605 (5),a — my1(s)) + (657 (5), mi(s) — miqa(s))
+ <5Stf (8),a — (). (4.43)

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

— S B (5,7mu(5)) + -1 D(mr(5), 7 (5))
< Mm1 D(mo (), () + 340 Bel085 1 (5), ma(5) — megn () + (557 (5), i (5) — mi(s)))
+ 300 1B (1S + My + 118818 (9)) | cllmess (5) = mo(9) ]l — 52 [lmu(s) — mga(5)]3]
< A1 D(mo(5), 7 (5)) + 2420 Billlogs()loo + (0552 (5), 7 (5) — me(s))]
+ T (5 dev(s)12,)-

Taking expectation for s w.r.t. v, and then taking expectation w.r.t. Fj, and using the assumptions in

[@34)-([@35), and Lemma 22 we have

(1 =) X450 BELf (me) = f ()] + fie—1 E[D(my, )
< Neo1 Do, me) + Y0 Bus + b 2 ((12 4+ My)? + 07,

=0 fiz_1

which clearly implies (31). The result in (£3])) follows from straightforward calculations. Similar to ({.52)),
we can show that

2+ 0%+, (4.44)

OB f () — f(m)]y < RPelalvk | vk

kJrl k+1

which implies (£339) by the selection of A. L]

Notice that in comparison with the PMD method, we do not need to fixed the number of iterations k
a priori when p, = 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 ¢™ (s, m41(s)) in (A2 is to modify Proposition 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 ([@22]) on the convergence of the PDA method for solving RL problems with
continuous action spaces. Observe that when estimating Q™ there exist two possible types of stochasticity
including: a) the sampling of (s,a) from S x A according to some given intitial distribution ps X p.4; and b)
the estimation of Q™ (s, a) through the sampling of the Markov Chain induced by ;. Similar to previous
discussions, we use £ to denote these random samples generated at iteration k and Fy := {&1,...,&;} denote
its associated filtration. Let

Or(s,a) == Q(s,a;0r) — Q™ (s, a). (4.45)
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We need to make the following assumptions on these error terms.

E&k {ESNV* [

Ok—1(8, Th—1(5))| + [0r—1(s, T (s))[]} <5, (4.46)
where E¢, denotes the expectation w.r.t. &, conditional on Fj_;. In addition, we also need to assume that
Q(s, a;0x) + figD(mo(s), )

is convex for some fig > 0 and denote
Ad = Hh — Q-

Note that fig can be viewed as an estimation of pug.
Moreover, we assume that Q(s,-;0) and Q™ (s,a) are Lipschitz continuous s.t.

|Q(Sv a1; 9) - Q(Sa a2; 9)| < MQ”‘“ - aQH,Val, az € A7 (447)
Q™ (s,a1) — QT (s,a1)| < Mg|lar — az|,Vai, a2 € A. (4.48)
Note that if Q is MQ—Lipschitz continuous, then 1/; is also MQ—Lipschitz continuous. Moreover, §;(s,a) is
(Mg + Mg)-Lipschitz continuous w.r.t. a € A.
THEOREM 4.7. Suppose jig > 0 and that By and N\ satisfy
fir = fia b0 B+ M >0 and A > M. (4.49)
Also let us denote B, := Ef:_ol By. Then we have

(1 =73 0 BELf () — f(m)] + B k-1 B[D(my, )]
< M1 By Do, ) + MBS (B2 i) + 5. (4.50)

In particular, if pg > 0, By =k + 1 and A\, = [iq, then

~ T S 7'l'y,< 4M
S {(t + DELf (em1) — F(r)]} + Dy, 7)) < 2aPlmledme) 4 2o

;+s. (4.51)

Moreover, if fig =0, B, =k +1 and A\, = Ak +1)3/2 with A = Mg/ /D(mo(s), ms), then

mo(s).me AME VRFT
2 S o (tELf(m) — ()]} < 2RUmeldmlVE | FaeT (4.52)

Proof. First observe that ([@Z0) still holds. Also note that (s, a,6;) = ™ (s,a) + d,(s, a) and that

G (s, mer1(s), 00) = (s, i1 (5), 00) — (s, 7e(5), 00) + P(s, 70(5), 01)
> —Mgp||mera(s) — mi(s)| + (s, m(s), 0r)
= —Mp|lmi1(s) — me(s)|| + 9™ (s, me(s)) + (s, me(s))
= —Mp|[me1(s) — me(s)]| + e (s, me(s)).

Combining these relations and rearranging the terms, we obtain

— S B (s,a) + fik—1 D (mi(s), @) < Ae—r D(mo(s),a) + S84 Bili(s,a) — 8i(s, ()]
+ 3150 [BiMglimia(s) = mls)ll = o Diwe(s), meaa (5))]
< A1 D(mo(s), @) + 3420 Bildi(s, a) — di(s, mi(s))]
+ Mé i:ol (BE/fit—1)-
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Setting a = m.(s), taking expectation of s w.r.t. v, and then w.r.t. Fj, and using the assumption in (440])
and Lemma [2.2] we then have

(1 =) X470 BELS () = f ()] + i BID(mi, m.)] < Nems Do (s), 0) + X247 Brs + ME 3275 (B} fie—),

which clearly implies (@50). The result in (51 follows from straightforward calculations, and (£52) can
k-1

be verified similarly in view of the observation that Zf:_ol (B /fi—1) = + 3o VI+ 1 < & (k+1)32 "
We now consider the case when g < 0. It is interesting to note that we only need to assume the Lipschitz
continuity of Q(s,a;0) and Q™ (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 g < 0. Assume that the number of iterations k is fized a priori, \p = X =
k(k+1)|pal, and By =t +1,t=0,...,k — 1. then for any s € S, there exist iteration indices k(s) s.t.

(Mg+Mg)* . V™0 (0)—V ™" (s 3(Mqg+Mg)?
T S O (8 () 41(5)) < [ (k)-i-l el 4 EIFRICESIR (4.53)
Moreover, we have
;E#D(W;;(S).H(S), W;;(S)(S)) + lg};f)fl D(WE(S)(S)u 7T1}(s)+1(5))
Bi(s) 7o)
2[V70(0) =V ™ (s)] 3(Mo+Mg)? 2(Mq+Mg)*
N ey i (o R v (4:54)

where fiy = [t(t + 1)ia/2 + k(k 4+ 1)|fal, t =0,...,k — 1.
Proof. Similar to (I0), we can show that

(s, mr1(5),0k) — gl Aes1 — AelDa
< (s, mk(5), 0) — B D(mppa(s), 7k (s) — L5 D (i (s), mhr1(s)),

which in view of the definition of dx (s, a) in ([EZ0) and ™ (s, ¢ (s)) = 0 then implies that

( i
™ (8, Th11(5)) + 0k (5, Tt 1(5)) = -kt — Ak Da
< Ok (s, 7k (s)) — BED(mr1(s), mi(s)) — Lo D(mr(s), mrsa ()
< Ok (s, mn(s)) = g5 (ke + e—1) | ma41(s) — m(s) |2
— £ D(mig1(5), i (5)) — 552 D(ma(s), T (5))-

Also note that

01 (s, 7k (5)) = O (s, Trr1(8)) = g (o + fir—1) |1 (5) — 7o (5)]?

< (Mg + Mg)lmg+1(s) = ma ()l = g (ke + fk—1) [ ma41(s) — m(s) |2

Br(Mgo+Mg)?
= k-1

Combining these two relations, we have

Y™ (5, M1 (5)) + 4 D(maen (), ma () + G52 D(ma(s), o (5))

[Ait1—Ak|Da 'Bk(MQ+MQ)2
< Bk + Ak+ig—1 (4.55)

Using the above relation, we can show similarly to (1)) that

T T T A — A |D 6 (M +M_)2
VT (5) = V() S 67 (s s (5)) + LRESSEEA 4 mme s

(4.56)
Using the fact that Ay = A\y_1 in the previous two relations, we conclude that

T T 62(M +M")2 ™ 132(M +M')2
B[V (5) = V™ (5)] — b @ < rap™e(s, mpp (s)) < SO el
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Rearranging terms in the above inequality, we then have

T B (M +M')2 s e ﬁ (M +M )
0 < =B |[¢¥™ (s, mrr1(s)) — kﬁkaf < B[V (s) = VTR (s)] + % (4.57)
Moreover, summing up (£55) and ([@56), we have
o o B (M +M_)2
VI (s) = VT (s) S Tt (4.58)

which implies that

0 o k=1 Bi(Mg+Mg)? ™ (Mg +Mg)®
V() S V() + Xilo oy < V™8 + Sanar

where the last inequality follows from fi; = fig Z;ZQ Bj + A > |fa|k(k + 1)/2. It then follows from the
selection of B, =t + 1 and the previous inequality that

k— Tt Tt41 — k— T Tk
Soio BV (s) = V(s)] = Y02 VT (s) — KV (s)
(Mq+Mg)?

< k[V™(0) + 2O aal — V7 (s)]
e (M +M")2 Ty
< k[V™(0) + ﬁ — V™ (s)]. (4.59)

Taking the telescopic sum of ([57), and utilizing the above bound in ([@359), we then have

- . Br(Mq+Mg)*
— 0 Br {1/1 (8, Try1(s)) — WT?]

k—1 - - k=1 Br(Mg+My)*
S Dimo BelVT(s) = VT (s)] + 30 Mﬁ

. (Mg+Mg)? - k-1 Bi(Mg+Mg)®
< KV™(0) + gy — VT O+ Lo mtarmen

~ - 3(Mg+Mgp)
gk{V“(O)—V <s>+m}v

where the last inequality follows from the fact that

k- 52 N (2= PR
t= 0 feti—1 — £=t=0 |jq|k(k+1) — [fal”

Noticing the first inequality in ([E57), it then follows from the above inequality by choosing k(s) as the

2
iteration with the smallest value of — |)™ (s, 741(8)) — %] that
(k+1 - Bi(s)(Mq+Mg) ™ T 3(Mq+Mg)?

5 [YTEO (8, () 41(8)) — W} <k {V °(0) =V™(s) + g

The result in ([@53)) then clearly follows from the above inequality and the fact that
Br(s) 1
0< Ak (o) TRk (s)—1 = [fa|(k+1) "

The result in ([@54) follows immediately from ([@353) and [@55]). ]

We make a few remarks about the above results. First, Theorem appears to stronger than the
corresponding one in Theorem [3.10l for PMD in the sense that it requires much weaker assumptions. Second,
while for the case fig > 0, the number of iterations k& does not need to fixed a priori for the PDA method,
Theorem [£.8 does require us to fix the number of iterations in order to reduce Agy1 — Ag. It will be interesting
to see if more adaptive selection of Ag is possible for the PDA method when fig < 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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