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Single-Loop Deep Actor-Critic for Constrained
Reinforcement Learning with Provable Convergence
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Abstract—Deep actor-critic (DAC) algorithms, which com-
bine actor-critic with deep neural network (DNN), have been
among the most prevalent reinforcement learning algorithms for
decision-making problems in simulated environments. However,
the existing DAC algorithms are still not mature to solve
realistic problems with non-convex stochastic constraints and
high cost to interact with the environment. In this paper, we
propose a single-loop DAC (SLDAC) algorithmic framework
for general constrained reinforcement learning problems. In
the actor module, the constrained stochastic successive convex
approximation (CSSCA) method is applied to better handle the
non-convex stochastic objective and constraints. In the critic
module, the critic DNNs are only updated once or a few finite
times for each iteration, which simplifies the algorithm to a single-
loop framework. Moreover, the variance of the policy gradient
estimation is reduced by reusing observations from the old policy.
The single-loop design and the observation reuse effectively
reduce the agent-environment interaction cost and computational
complexity. Despite the biased policy gradient estimation incurred
by the single-loop design and observation reuse, we prove that
the SLDAC with a feasible initial point can converge to a Karush-
Kuhn-Tuker (KKT) point of the original problem almost surely.
Simulations show that the SLDAC algorithm can achieve superior
performance with much lower interaction cost.

Index Terms—Constrained/Safe reinforcement learning, deep
actor-critic, theoretical convergence.

I. INTRODUCTION

A. Background

The frameworks of reinforcement learning (RL) algorithms
are typically categorized into three types: actor-only, critic-
only, and actor-critic (AC). Among them, the AC is considered
to have the most potential because it combines the strengths
of the other two. Specifically, it alternates between the critic
module which estimates the state-action value (Q value), and
the actor module, which optimizes the policy using gradients
calculated from the Q values provided by the critic module.
Moreover, to handle the dimensional challenge in the case
of large state and action spaces, modern AC algorithms
often parameterize both the policy and the state-action value
function (Q function) with deep neural networks (DNNs) [1],
namely, deep actor-critic (DAC), which is the primary focus
of this paper.

The DAC-based algorithms have achieved remarkable suc-
cess in many sequential decision-making problems, such as
playing Go [2] and Atari Games [3]. In these simulated
environments, the agent learns to act by trial and error freely,
as long as it brings performance improvement. However, in
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many realistic domains such as Question-answering systems
for medical emergencies [4], robot navigation [5], and radio re-
source management (RRM) in future 6G wireless communica-
tions [6], there are complicated stochastic constraints and high
interaction cost with the environment. For example, the RRM
in wireless communications needs to satisfy various quality
of services (QoS) requirements such as average throughput
and delay, which usually involve non-convex stochastic con-
straints. Moreover, each interaction with the wireless envi-
ronment involves channel estimation and/or data transmission
over wireless channels, which is quite resource-consuming.
Naturally, the huge commercial interest in deploying the RL
agent to realistic domains motivates the study of constrained
reinforcement learning (CRL) with as few agent-environment
interactions as possible.

A standard and well-studied formulation for the CRL prob-
lem mentioned above is the constrained Markov Decision
Process (CMDP) [7]. In a CMDP, the agent attempts to
maximize its expected total reward while ensuring constraints
on expectations of auxiliary costs. A large body of works have
been proposed for CMDPs [8]–[17], however, among which
the DAC-based algorithms are still absent and far from mature.
The classic DAC algorithms [17]–[20] for MDPs/CMDPs are
generally developed under the two-loop framework, which
constantly performs the critic update to accurately estimate
the Q value for each iteration to avoid the accumulation
of errors. However, the two-loop framework, as well as the
commonly adopted on-policy sampling setting make the inter-
action between the agent and environment extremely costly.
Furthermore, they usually simply adopt the stochastic (natural)
gradient descent method to update policy without considering
the non-convexity. In terms of theoretical analyses, to the best
of our knowledge, no DAC-based algorithms for CMDPs have
established a strictly global convergence guarantee. In fact, for
the case of continuous action state space with policy parame-
terization, even other RL algorithms that are not based on the
DAC framework can rarely guarantee the final convergence to
the feasible set, except for our previous work [7].

To combat these weaknesses above, we propose a single-
loop deep actor-critic (SLDAC) algorithm for CRL problems
in this paper, where both the policy and the Q functions are
parameterized by DNNs. In the actor module, considering the
stochasticity and the non-convexity of the objective function
and the constraints, the constrained stochastic successive con-
vex approximation (CSSCA) method is adopted to replace the
commonly used stochastic (natural) gradient descent in the
existing DAC algorithms. In the critic module, we use the
Temporal-Difference (TD) learning method to update the critic
DNNs. To reduce the agent-environment interaction cost and
computational complexity, we perform the critic update only
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once or a few finite times for each iteration, which simplifies
the algorithm to a single-loop framework (which is the so-
called two-timescale framework). In particular, we also allow
the observations generated by the old policy to be reused.
Moreover, we manage to prove that the proposed SLDAC can
converge to a Karush-Kuhn-Tuker (KKT) point of the original
problem almost surely with a feasible initial point, even with
a one-step critic update in each iteration.

B. Related Works
In this section, we first review existing RL algorithms for

CMDPs. Then, since there are few works on the theoretical
analysis of DAC for CMDPs, we investigate the related works
of DAC under unconstrained cases.

RL Algorithms for CMDPs: The major research lines of RL
algorithms for CMDPs can be categorized into linear program-
ming (LP) algorithms, primal-dual algorithms, and constrained
policy optimization (CPO) algorithms based on the approach
to policy optimization [21]. By utilizing the convexity of
objective respect to state-action occupancy measure, works
such as [9] and [8] propose a class of convergence-guaranteed
algorithms based on LP method for CMDPs. However, the
complexity and convergence rate of the LP-based algorithms
are related to the size of the state and action space, and
they are thus not applicable to more general problems with
large state and action spaces. A common alternative of LP
is the primal-dual method, which casts the CMDPs into an
unconstrained max-min saddle-point problem and searches
for the optimal policy in the primal-dual domain. However,
the common shortcoming of this category of algorithms is
that they cannot strictly guarantee the final convergence to
the feasible set. Although [22] proves that the CRL problem
for policies belonging to a general distribution class can be
solved exactly in the convex dual domain, however, how to
obtain the solution of non-convex optimization in the primal
domain is not analyzed. [10]–[12] only establish value-average
or policy-mixture convergence, which allows the agent to
violate the safety constraints by oscillating around an optimal
safety policy. To mitigate the oscillations, [13] and [14]
propose a proportionally controlled Lagrangian method and an
optimistic primal-dual proximal policy optimization algorithm,
respectively. However, these two works have no theoretical
convergence guarantees. The oscillation problem is partially
solved by [15] but the constraint violations still exist. Although
[16] provides a theoretical result of last-iterate convergence,
it shows that the algorithm can only obtain a near-optimal
final policy in the case of finite action states space with
policy parameterization. In contrast, [7] proposes a novel suc-
cessive convex approximation-based off-policy optimization
(SCAOPO) algorithm, which addresses the CMDP problem by
solving a sequence of convex objective/feasibility optimization
problems and establishes a convergence guarantee to a KKT
point, which greatly inspires this paper. However, the above
works are not based on the DAC framework. Recently, authors
in [17] connect the primal-dual method to two-loop DAC
and propose the trust region policy optimization Lagrangian
(TRPO-Lag) and proximal policy optimization Lagrangian
(PPO-Lag), however, the global convergence of which is un-
known. In addition, authors in [23] propose a CPO algorithm,
which updates the policy within a trust region, but it also
cannot theoretically assure a strictly feasible result.

Moreover, reinforcement learning algorithms for CMDPs
can also be divided into online CRL [24] and offline CRL
[25] from the perspective of data acquisition, where the former
aims to learn a task-solving policy by interacting with the
environment, while the later chooses to learn from offline
datasets. Due to the discrepancy between the offline dataset
and the real-world environment, the offline CRL is usually
only suited for the pre-training stage. Therefore, we mainly
focus on the online setting in this paper, while leaving the
research of the offline setting in our future work.

Convergence Analysis for Deep Actor-Critic: A large body
of works establishes the convergence guarantee for DAC in
the unconstrained case, i.e., [18]–[20] for two-loop DAC and
[26]–[28] for the so-called single-loop (two-timescale) DAC.
Recently, authors in [29] propose the single-timescale DAC,
which further proves that the actor module and the critic
module can converge on the same timescale. However, all the
above DAC algorithms simply adopt the stochastic (natural)
policy descent, which makes them only suitable for simple
constraints with deterministic convex feasible sets. In addition,
the challenging observation reuse setting is rarely considered.

C. Contributions

The contributions in this paper are summarized below:
• Non-convex Constrained Optimization and Low-cost

Settings: Compared with the existing DAC algorithms,
the proposed SLDAC pays more attention to address-
ing the requirements of CRL problems in the realistic
domains. There are two major differences/advantages:
1) our method takes into account the stochasticity and
the non-convexity of both the objective function and
the constraints; 2) the combination of single-loop frame-
work and the observation reuse can significantly reduce
the agent-environment interaction cost and computational
complexity.

• Theoretical Convergence Analysis of SLDAC: Under
some technical conditions, we prove that the proposed
SLDAC can converge to KKT points of the original
CMDP problem with a feasible initial point, despite the
biased estimation induced by the observation reuse and
the single-loop framework. To the best of our knowledge,
it is the first single-loop DAC algorithm for CMDPs that
can provably converge to a KKT point. Moreover, we
also provide some valuable theoretical results, including
the asymptotic consistency of the estimated function
values and policy gradients, as well as the finite-time
convergence rates of both the critic DNNs.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Section II briefly
introduces some preliminaries, including general formulations
of CRL, neural network parameterization, and assumptions on
problem structure. The SLDAC algorithmic framework and
its convergence analysis are presented in Sections III and IV,
respectively. Section V provides simulation results and the
conclusion is drawn in section VII.

II. PRELIMINARIES

In this section, we first introduce some preliminaries of
CMDP and then briefly introduce a family of DNNs, which
are commonly used in modern algorithms to parameterize
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the policy π and Q functions. Moreover, we make several
assumptions on the problem structure, before we present the
algorithmic framework.

A. Problem Formulation
A CMDP can be denoted as a tuple (S,A, P, C), where

S ⊆ Rns is the state space, A ⊆ Rna is the action space,
P : S × A× S → [0, 1] is the transition probability function,
where P (s′ | s,a) denotes the probability of transition to
state s′ from state s ∈ S with an action a ∈ A, and
Ci=0,1,... : S×A → R are the per-stage reward/cost functions.
The policy π : S → P (A) is a map from states to an action
probability distribution, with π (a | s) denoting the probability
of selecting action a ∈ A in state s ∈ S. Then, the transition
probability P and policy π together determine the probability
distribution of the trajectory {s0,a0, s1, . . .}, where st and at
denote the state and action at time step t. For simplicity, we
denote the probability distribution over the trajectory by pπ ,
i.e., st ∼ P (· | st−1,at−1) ,at ∼ π (· | st).

Because of the curse of dimension, we parameterize the
policy π with DNN over θ ∈ Θ, and then we denote the
parameterized policy as πθ. With the πθ, the goal of a general
CRL problem for continuous control can be formulated based
on the CMDP as:

min
θ∈Θ

J0 (θ)
△
= lim
T→∞

1

T
Epπθ

[
T−1∑
t=0

C0 (st,at)

]
(1)

s.t.Ji (θ)
△
= lim
T→∞

1

T
Epπθ

[
T−1∑
t=0

Ci (st,at)

]
− ci ≤ 0.

where c1, . . . , cI denote the constraint values. Problem (1)
embraces many important applications, which are specifically
exemplified in the following.

Example 1 (Delay-Constrained Power Control for Down-
link MU-MIMO system): Some mission-critical applications
in the forthcoming 6G communication, such as Internet-of-
Things and virtual reality applications, are emerging and call
for low-delay communication services for each user [30]–[32].
Now we consider a delay-constrained power control problem,
which aims to obtain a policy πθ to satisfy this stringent
requirement with minimal long-term average power consump-
tion. Consider a downlink MU-MIMO system consisting of
a Nt-antennas base station (BS) and K single-antenna users
(Nt ≥ K), where the BS maintains K dynamic data queues
for the burst traffic flows to each user. Suppose that the time
dimension is partitioned into decision slots indexed by t with
slot duration t0, and each queue dynamic of the k-user has a
random arrival data rate Ak (t), where E [Ak] = λk. The data
rate Rk (t) of user k is given by

Rk = Blog2

(
1 +

Pk
∣∣hHk vk (αZ)

∣∣2∑
j ̸=k Pj

∣∣hHk vj (αZ)
∣∣2 + σ2

k

)
,

where we omit the time slot index for conciseness, B denotes
the bandwidth, hk is the downlink channel of the k-th user, σ2

k
is the noise power at the k-th user, Pk is the power allocated to
the k-th user, and vk (αZ) is the normalized regularized zero-
forcing (RZF) precoder with regularization factor αZ [33].
Then, the queue dynamic of the k-user Qk (t) is given by

Qk (t) = max
{
Ak (t) t0 −Rk (t) t0 +Qk (t− 1) , 0

}
.

Figure 1. An autonomous vehicle transport environment provided by the
Safety Gym.

Finally, the delay-constrained power control problem can be
formulated as

min
θ∈Θ

J0 (θ)
△
= lim
T→∞

1

T
Epπθ

[
T∑
t=1

K∑
k=1

Pk (t)

]
(2)

s.t.Ji (θ)
△
= lim
T→∞

1

T
Epπθ

[
T∑
t=1

Qk (t)

λk

]
− ck ≤ 0,∀k,

where c1, . . . , cK denote the maximum allowable average
delay for each user. In this case, the BS at the t-th time
slot obtains state information st = {Q (t) ,H (t)}, where
Q = [Q1, . . . , QK ]

⊤ ∈ RK and H = [h1, . . . ,hK ]
H ∈

CK×Nt , and takes action at = {P t (t) , αZ (t)} according
to policy πθ, where P t = [P1, . . . , PK ]. Moreover, the

reward function C0 (st,at) =
K∑
k=1

Pk (t), and the cost function

C1 (st,at) =
Qk(t)
λk

.

Example 2 (Autonomous Vehicle Transport with Safety
Assurance): Autonomous vehicles with safety assurance have
attracted significant attention in recent years. To prepare for
its application in the real world, the OpenAI Safety Gym [17]
provides a widely used benchmarking simulated environment,
as shown in Fig. 3b. A car robot with two independently driven
parallel wheels and a free-rolling rear wheel is required to find
the yellow box and transport it to the green destination while
avoiding hazards (including 4 blue areas representing primary
hazards and 4 blue pillars representing) as much as possible. In
this case, the current state st is obtained by onboard radar and
includes the distance and direction information of surrounding
objects and hazardous areas. The action at is adopted to
control the two independently driven parallel wheels of the
car. The reward C0

(
st,at

)
obtained by the robot consists of

a small, dense component encouraging movement toward the
box and the target goal and a large, sparse component for
successfully completing the task. Conversely, each time the
car enters a blue zone, it receives a cost of C1

(
st,at

)
=1,

and each time it touches a blue pillar, it receives a cost of
C1

(
st,at

)
=10. Moreover, the constraint for this problem is

that the average cost is less than or equal to c1.

Example 3 (Constrained Linear-Quadratic Regulator):
The constrained Linear-quadratic regulator (CLQR) is one
of the most fundamental problems in control theory [34].
According to [35] and [7], by denoting st ∈ Rns and
at ∈ Rna as the state and action of CLQR problem at the
time t, the objective cost and the constraint cost in the CLQR
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setting are respectively given by

C0 (st,at) = sTt Q0st + aT
t R0at,

C1 (st,at) = sTt Q1st + aT
t R1at,

where {Q0, R0, Q1, R1} are semi-positive definite matrices,
the state st+1 = Xst + Yat + ϵt with transition matrices
X ∈ Rns×na and Y ∈ Rns×na , and {ϵt} is the process noise.

Remark 1. (Infinite-horizon average reward/cost criterion:)
There are two reward/cost criteria are studied in RL algo-
rithms, i.e., the infinite-horizon average reward/cost criterion
and the γ-discounted reward/cost criterion. We adopt the
former mainly because it is more challenging in theoretical
analysis. Convergence analysis techniques for the discounted
reward setting, such as backward induction and γ-contraction,
cannot be applied to the infinite-horizon average reward/cost
setting [36]. In contrast, the extension from the former to the
latter is generally considered trivial [26], both in algorithmic
design and theoretical analysis.

B. Neural Network Parameterization

Following the same standard setup implemented in line with
recent works [37]–[39], we consider such an L-hidden-layer
neural network:

fm (α;x) =
√
mWLσ

(
WL−1 · · ·σ

(
W1ϕ

(
x
))

· · ·
)
, (3)

where the subscript m is the width of the neural network,
σ (·) is the entry-wise activation function, ϕ (·) is a feature
mapping of the input data x ∈ Rd, and the input data is
usually normalized, i.e., ∥x∥2 ≤ 1. Moreover, W1 ∈ Rm×din ,
WL ∈ Rdout×m and Wl ∈ Rm×m for l = 2, . . . , L − 1 are
parameter matrices, and α = (vec (W1)

⊺
, . . . , vec (WL)

⊺
)

is the concatenation of the vectorization of all the parameter
matrices. It is easy to verify that ∥α−α′∥22 =

∑L
l=1

∥∥Wl −
W

′

l

∥∥2
F

. For simplicity, we assume that different layers in a
network have the same width m. Remark that our results can
be easily generalized to many other activation functions and
the setting that the widths of each layer are not equal.

In this paper, we parameterize both the policy and Q-
functions with the DNNs defined above. Specifically, in the
actor module, we employ the commonly used Gaussian policy
[40, Chapter 13.7] with mean µ and diagonal elements of the
covariance matrix Σ parameterized by fmµ

(
θµ; s

)
= Rna and

fmσ

(
θσ; s

)
⊆ Rna , respectively, and keep the non-diagonal

elements of Σ as 0. That is,

πθ (a | s) ∝ |Σ|−
1
2 exp

(
−1

2

(
µ− a

)⊺
Σ−1

(
µ− a

))
, (4)

where the policy parameter θ =
[
θµ,θσ

]
∈ Θ. In the critic

module, we adopt dual critic DNNs fmQ

(
ωi; s,a

)
⊆ R and

fmQ

(
ω̄i; s,a

)
⊆ R to approximate the i-th Q function. Please

note that different Q functions are parameterized by the same
DNNs, but with different parameters. For simplification, we
abbreviate fmQ

(ω; s,a) to f (ω) throughout this paper when
no confusion arises.

C. Important Assumptions on the Problem Structure

The Actor-step（CSSCA） The Critic-step (TD-learning)

Calculate the new 

estimations  ෨𝑱𝒊
𝒕 and 𝒈𝒊

𝒕

Update the surrogate 

function ҧ𝑱𝒊
𝒕

Storage 𝑬𝒕

If the Problem (20) 

is feasible

Yes No

Objective update

( Solving (20) )

Feasible update

( Solving (21) )

Update the policy 𝜋𝜽
Sample the new 

observation 𝜀𝑡

Update 𝝎𝑖
𝑡

by TD 

learning and update ഥ𝝎𝑖
𝑡

Obtain the Q-value 

𝑄𝑖
𝜋𝜽𝑡 𝒔𝑡 , 𝒂𝑡

Figure 2. The algorithmic framework of the proposed SLDAC

Assumption 1. (Assumptions on the Problem
Structure)(Assumptions on the Problem Structure:)
1) There are constants λ > 0 and ρ ∈ (0, 1) satisfying

sups∈SdTV (P (st | s0 = s) ,Pπθ
) ≤ λρt, (5)

for all t = 0, 1, · · · , where Pπθ
is the stationary state distribu-

tion under policy πθ and dTV (µ, v) =
∫
s∈S |µ (ds)− v (ds)|

denotes the total-variation distance between the probability
measures µ and v.
2) State space S ⊆ Rns and action space A ⊆ Rna are both
compact. The costs/rewards Ci,∀i, are bounded.
3) The gradients of Ji (θ) ,∀i, are uniformly bounded and
follow Lipschitz continuity over the parameter θ ∈ Θ.
4) The DNNs’ parameter spaces Θ ⊆ Rnθ and Ωi ⊆ Rnω ,∀i
are compact and convex, and the outputs of DNNs are
bounded.
5) The policy πθ follows Lipschitz continuity over the param-
eter θ ∈ Θ.

Assumption 1-1) controls the bias caused by the Markovian
noise in the observations by assuming the uniform ergodicity
of the Markov chain generated by πθ, which is a standard
requirement in the literature, see e.g., [41], [42] and [7].
Assumption 1-2) considers a general scenario in which the
state and action spaces can be continuous. Assumption 1-
3) holds based on the condition that the gradient of DNNs
with respect to parameters are bounded and satisfy Lipschitz
continuity. Remark this condition can be satisfied by a large
category of DNNs with Lipschitz-smooth activation functions
and over-parameterized DNNs using the rectified linear unit
(ReLU) function [38]. Assumption 1-4) is trivial in CRL
problems. Assumption 1-5) can be easily satisfied as long
as there is no gradient explosion during the training process.
Some techniques such as proper initialization and gradient
clipping can help avoid gradient explosion [43]–[45].

III. SLDAC ALGORITHMIC FRAMEWORK

As illustrated in Fig. 2, the proposed SLDAC algorithm
performs iterations between the critic module and the actor
module. At the t-th iteration, the new observation εt is used
to update the critic module, and old observations in Et are
allowed to be reused to update the actor module. In the
following, we elaborate on the sampling and storage, as well
as the design of the actor and critic modules in detail. The
overall SLDAC algorithm is summarized in Algorithm 1 and
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for readers’ convenience, the meanings of some important
symbols hereafter are listed in Table I.

A. Sampling and Storage
Once given the current policy πθt , the agent at state

st can choose an action at according to the policy πθt

and transitions to the next new state st+1 with the envi-
ronment feeding back a set of cost (reward) function val-
ues

{
Ci(st,at)

}
i=0,...,I

. Then, we denote the tuple εt ={
st,at,

{
Ci(st,at)

}
i=0,...,I

, st+1

}
as a new observation at

the t-th iteration and store the latest Tt observations in the
storage Et, i.e., Et =

{
εt−Tt+1, εt−Tt+2, . . . , εt

}
. In practice,

a minibatch of B new observations can be obtained by per-
forming this interaction repeatedly under πθt

, to perform a few
finite q < B critic updates at each iteration, where B/q new
observations are used in each critic update. The batch size B
and the number of inner iterations q can be properly chosen to
achieve a flexible tradeoff between better estimation accuracy
for the Q values/policy gradient and the interaction cost with
the environment as well as the computational complexity. In
the algorithm design and convergence analyses of this paper,
we only focus on the most challenging case when B = q = 1
for clarity. However, the scheme and theoretical result also
hold for arbitrary choice of B ≥ q ≥ 1.

B. The Critic Module
We first denote C ’

0(st,at) = C0(st,at) and C ’
i(st,at) =

Ci(st,at)− ci, i = 1, . . . , I . For any πθt
, there is a set of Q

functions
{
Q
πθt
i

}
i=0,,...I

defined as

Q
πθt
i (s,a) =Ept

[ ∞∑
l=0

(
C ’
i(sl,al)− Ji (θt)

)
∣∣s0 = s,a0 = a

]
,∀i, s,a, (6)

where we denote the distribution pπθt
by pt for short. Since

it is unrealistic to obtain Ji (θt) online, we redefine a set of
surrogate Q functions

{
Q̂
πθt
i

}
i=0,,...I

as

Q̂
πθt
i (s,a) =Ept

[ ∞∑
l=0

(
C ’
i(sl,al)− Ĵ ti

)
∣∣s0 = s,a0 = a

]
,∀i, s,a, (7)

where Ĵ ti is the estimate of Ji (θt) that will be given in (15)
and be proved that limt→∞

∣∣Ĵ ti −Ji(θt)∣∣ = 0. To approximate{
Q̂
πθt
i

}
i=0,,...I

, we adopt two sets of critic DNNs and update
them as follows.

The first set of DNNs
{
f
(
ωi

)}
i=0,...,I

is updated to mini-
mize the mean-squared projected Bellman error (MSBE) [41]:

min
ωi

t

Eσπθt

[(
f
(
ωit; st,at

)
− Tt f

(
ωit; st,at

))2]
,∀i, (8)

where σπθt
(st,at) = πθt

(at | st) ·Pπ (st) is the stationary
state-action distribution, and we abbreviate it as σt. In addition,
the Bellman operator Tt is defined as

Tt f
(
ωit; st,at

)
=Ept

[
f
(
ωit; st+1,a

′
t+1

)]
(9)

+ C ’
i(st,at)− Ĵ ti ,∀i,

where a′
t+1 is the action chosen by current policy πθt at

the next state st+1. To solve Problem (8), we first define a
neighborhood of the randomly initialized parameter ωi0,∀i as

B
(
ωi0, Rω

)
=
{
ωi =

(
vec

(
Wi

1

)⊤
, . . . , vec

(
Wi

L

)⊤)⊤
:∥∥Wi

l −W
i,(0)
l

∥∥
F
≤ Rω, l = 1, . . . , L

}
, (10)

where W
i,(0)
l is the parameter of the l-th layer corresponding

to ωi0. Then, we update the parameter ωi in the neighborhood
B
(
ωi0, Rω

)
using the TD-learning method:

ωit = ΠΩi

(
ωit−1 − ηt∆

ωi
t−1

i

)
,∀i, (11)

where {ηt} is a decreasing sequence satisfying Assumption 2
in section IV-A, ΠΩi

is a projection operator that projects the
parameter into the constraint set Ωi ≜ B

(
ωi0, Rω

)
, and the

stochastic gradient ∆
ωi

t−1

i ,∀i is defined as

∆
ωi

t−1

i =
(
f
(
ωit−1; st,at

)
−

(
C ’
i(st,at)− Ĵ t−1

i (12)

+ f
(
ωit−1; st+1,a

′
t+1

) ))
∇ωf

(
ωit−1; st,at

)
.

To enhance stability, we adopt the other set of critic net-
works

{
f
(
ω̄i

)}
i=0,...,I

and use their outputs to calculate the

policy gradients in the actor module. The parameter ω̄i is
updated by the following recursive operation from the 0-th
iteration ω̄i0 = ωi1:

ω̄it = (1− γt) ω̄
i
t−1 + γtω

i
t,∀i, (13)

where {γt} is also decreasing sequence satisfying the Assump-
tion 2 in section IV-A.

Table I
MEANINGS OF IMPORTANT SYMBOLS

Symbol Meaning

J̃t
i /g̃t

i New estimate of the function value/gradient to update Ĵt
i /ĝt

i

Ĵt
i /ĝt

i Estimate of the function value/gradient to construct J̄t
i

Ji
(
θt

)
, J̄t

i Original objective function and its surrogate function

Q
πθt
i , Q̂

πθt
i Exact Q-function and its surrogate function calculated by Ĵt

i

ωt, ω̄t Parameters for the dual sets of critic networks

f
(
ωi

t

)
, f

(
ω̄i

t

)
Dual sets of critic networks to approximate Q̂

πθt
i

m, m̄ Auxiliary parameters for ωt and ω̄t

f̂
(
ω̄i

t

)
Local linearization function of f

(
ω̄i

t

)
εt, Et New observation and its storage under πθt

ε̃t, Ẽt Auxiliary observation and its storage under fixed πθt−nt

C. The Actor Module
The key to solving (1) in the actor step is to replace the

objective/constraint functions
{
Ji (θ) ,∀i

}
by some convex

surrogate functions
{
J̄ ti (θ) ,∀i

}
constructed by the estimated

function values
{
Ĵ
t

i,∀i
}

and the estimated policy gradients{
ĝti,∀i

}
. Then, the original problem is addressed by solving

a sequence of convex optimization problems.
The surrogate function J̄ ti (θ) can be seen as a convex

approximation of Ji (θ) based on the t-th iterate θt, which
is formulated as:

J̄ ti (θ) = Ĵ ti +
(
ĝti
)⊺

(θ − θt) + ζi ∥θ − θt∥22 ,∀i, (14)
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where ζi is a positive constant, Ĵ ti ∈ R is the estimate of
Ji (θ), and ĝti ∈ Rnθi is the estimate of gradient ∇Ji (θ) at
the t-th iteration, which are updated by

Ĵ ti = (1− αt) Ĵ
t−1
i + αtJ̃

t
i ,∀i, (15)

ĝti = (1− αt) ĝ
t−1
i + αtg̃

t
i,∀i, (16)

where the step size {αt} is a decreasing sequence satisfying
the Assumption 2 in Section IV, J̃ ti and g̃ti are the realizations
of function value and its gradient whose specific forms are
given below.

To reduce the estimation variance and use the observations
more efficiently, we propose an off-policy estimation strategy
in which J̃ ti and g̃ti can be obtained by reusing old observations
in Et. By the sample average method, we can first obtain the
new estimation of function value at the t-th iteration J̃ ti :

J̃ ti =
1

Tt

Tt∑
l=1

C ’
i(st−Tt+l,at−Tt+l),∀i. (17)

Then according to the policy gradient theorem [46], we have

∇Ji (θ) = Eσπθ
[Qπθ

i (s,a)∇θlogπθ (a | s)] ,∀i. (18)

We adopt the idea of the sample average and give the estimate
of the gradient at the t-th iteration as

g̃ti =
1

Tt

Tt∑
l=1

f
(
ω̄it; st−Tt+l,at−Tt+l

)
(19)

· ∇θt
logπθt

(at−Tt+l | st−Tt+l) ,∀i.

Based on the surrogate functions
{
J̄ ti (θ)

}
i=0,...,I

, the op-
timal solution θ̄t of the following problem is solved:

θ̄t = argmin
θ∈Θ

J̄ t0 (θ) (20)

s.t. J̄ ti (θ) ≤ 0, i = 1, . . . , I.

If problem (20) turns out to be infeasible, the optimal solution
θ̄t of the following convex problem is solved:

θ̄t = argmin
θ∈Θ,y

y (21)

s.t. J̄ ti (θ) ≤ y, i = 1, · · · , I.

Please note that the surrogate problems (20) and (21) both
belong to the convex quadratic problem with a closed-form
solution, which can be easily solved by standard convex
optimization algorithms, e.g. Lagrange-dual methods. Then,
once given θ̄t, θt+1 is updated according to

θt+1 = (1− βt)θt + βtθ̄t. (22)

where the step size {βt} is a decreasing sequence satisfying
Assumption 2 in Section IV.

D. Key Differences from Closely Related Works

As we mentioned in section I-B, several advanced CRL
algorithms have been designed, e.g. TRPO-Lag and PPO-Lag
[17], CPO [23], and our previous work [7]. However, there are
still key differences in algorithm design between this paper and
these closely related works, as illustrated in Table II.

TRPO-Lag, PPO-Lag, and CPO are all advanced DAC
algorithms for CMDPs. However, they do not have a special

Algorithm 1 Single-Loop Deep Actor-Critic Algorithm
Input: The decreasing sequences {αt}, {βt}, {ηt}, and {γt},
randomly generate the initial entries of ωi0 and θ0 from
N

(
0, 1/m2

)
.

for t = 0, 1, · · · do
Sample the new observation εt and update the storage Et.
Critic Step:

Update ωit and ω̄it by (11) and (13), respectively.
Actor Step:

Calculate Ĵ ti according to (17) and (15).
Estimate gradient ĝti according to (19) and (16).
Update the surrogate function

{
J̄ ti (θ)

}
i=0,...,I

via (14).
if Problem (20) is feasible:

Solve (20) to obtain θ̄t.
else

Solve (21) to obtain θ̄t.
end if
Update policy parameters θt+1 according to (22).

end for

Table II
KEY DIFFERENCES FROM CLOSELY RELATED WORKS

Algorithm for CMDPs Framework
Observation

reuse

Convergence to

a KKT point

DAC in [17], [23] Two-loop AC × ×

SCAOPO in [7] Actor-only √ √

SLDAC in this paper Single-loop AC √ √

design for step sizes as Assumption 2 in this paper and
therefore belong to the two-loop AC, that is, B → ∞ and
q → ∞ (or B and q are sufficiently large in practice) are
required to avoid error accumulation, which leads to high
interaction cost. Moreover, they adopt on-policy sampling
and their approaches to policy optimization make them only
suitable for simple convex constraints. Both the SCAOPO in
[7] and the SLDAC in this paper allow the observation reuse
to improve the observation efficiency, adopt the CSSCA to
better handle the non-convexity of objective and constraints
and guarantee the final convergence to a KKT point (up to an
error of ϵmQ

with lim
mQ→∞

ϵmQ
= 0). However, the SCAOPO

is based on the actor-only framework, which simply adopts
the MC method to estimate Q values. Instead of the MC
method, we use dual DNNs to approximate Q functions, which
reduces variance and tends to find more accurate estimates.
These innovative designs of SLDAC help to achieve superior
performance with much lower interaction cost, although it
makes convergence analysis more challenging.

IV. CONVERGENCE ANALYSIS

In the following, we first present the key assumptions on
step sizes and then analyze the convergence rate of the critic
module. Based on this theoretical result and assumptions
above, we further show that the surrogate functions satisfy
asymptotic consistency. Finally, we prove that the proposed
Algorithm 1 converges to a KKT point (up to an error of ϵmQ

with lim
mQ→∞

ϵmQ
= 0) of the original Problem (1).
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A. Key Assumptions on Step Sizes

To state the convergence results, we need to lay down some
assumptions on the sequence of step sizes:
Assumption 2. (Assumptions on step size:)
The step-sizes {αt}, {βt}, {ηt} and {γt} are deterministic
and non-increasing, and satisfy:
1) αt → 0, 1

αt
≤ O (tκ) for some κ ∈ (0, 1),

∑
t αtt

−1 <∞,∑
t (αt)

2
<∞.

2) βt → 0,
∑
t βt = ∞,

∑
t (βt)

2
<∞, limt→∞βtα

−1
t = 0,∑

t αtβtlogt <∞.
3) ηt → 0, γt → 0,

∑
t ηt = ∞,

∑
t γt = ∞.

4)
∑
t αt

(
1− γt

)t0.215
γ
−1/2
nt <∞,

∑
t αtγ

1/2
nt η

−1/2
nt <∞,∑

tmQαtγ
1/2
nt η

1/2
nt t

0.215 <∞,
∑
tmQαtηnt

t−0.57 <∞,
and

∑
tmQαtηnt

βnt
t0.86 <∞, where nt = t− t0.43.

Please note that Assumptions 2.1)-2.3) are common in the
works [47], [7], and [26]. On the other hand, Assumption 2.4)
is newly added to ensure that the critic module converges
fast enough for asymptotic consistency in section IV-C to
be satisfied. Although Assumptions 2.4) seems complicated,
it is crucial. To make the step size assumptions as intuitive
as possible, we set the step size αt = O

(
m

−1/2
Q t−κ1

)
,

βt = O
(
m

−1/2
Q t−κ2

)
, ηt = O

(
m

−1/2
Q t−κ3

)
, and γt =

O
(
t−κ4

)
, and then the Assumption 2 can be satisfied when

κi, i = 1, . . . , 4 lies in the following region
1 > 2κ2 − 1 > κ1 > 0.43 > κ4 > 0,

min {0.5κ1 + 0.5κ2 + 0.5κ3 − 0.5, κ1 + κ3} > 0.43,

κ1 + 0.5κ4 − 0.5κ3 > 1,

κ1 + 0.5κ3 + 0.5κ4 > 1.215.

In practice, we can choose κ1, κ2, κ3, κ4
in the regions

(
0.5, 1

)
,

(
0.5 + 0.5κ1, 1

)
,(

max {0.43− κ1, 1.92− κ1 − κ2} , 1
)
, and(

max {2 + κ3 − 2κ1, 2.43− 2κ1 − κ3} , 0.43
)

in turn
to ensure this set of inequalities satisfied, e.g.
κ1 = 0.9, κ2 = 0.96, κ3 = 0.21, and κ4 = 0.42 is a
point in this region.
Remark 2. (Suggestion for step size selection in practice)
The above step size region is chosen to facilitate rigorous
convergence proof, considering that it is very difficult to bound
various convergence errors due to the single-loop design and
observation reuse to reduce the interaction cost and complex-
ity. As such, the step size conditions in Assumption 2 are
sufficient but not necessary for convergence. The actual step
size region used in practice can be wider. In fact, we can
appropriately choose larger step size parameters κ1, κ2, κ3, κ4
with slower decreasing speed for the step sizes in practice,
because faster initial convergence speed is generally preferred.
In the experiments, we follow the general step-size rule in
Assumption 2 but slightly relax the conditions to achieve a
good convergence speed. The exact values of the step sizes are
given in the simulation section for each application example.

B. Convergence of the Critic Module

Recalling that the task of the critic module is to approxi-
mate the surrogate Q functions

{
Q̂
πθt
i

}
i=0,,...I

using DNNs{
f
(
ω̄i

)}
i=0,...,I

, we derive the estimated error ϵcri
(
t
)

≜

∣∣Ept[f(ω̄it)∣∣ω̄it−1

]
− Q̂

πθt
i

∣∣,∀i in this section. For notation
simplicity, we denote Ept

[
·
∣∣ω̄it−1

]
as E

[
·
]
, and the same

abbreviation also applies to other parameters and vectors
below, when no confusion arises.

1) Auxiliary Functions: Before formally presenting the
convergence result, we first define an auxiliary function class
F̂ for the intractable convergence analysis for DNNs, as with
[20] and [41]:

Defination 1. (Local Linearization Function Class)
For each critic DNN function f , we define a function class:

F̂ =
{
f̂
(
ω
)
= f

(
ω0

)
+
〈
∇ωf

(
ω0

)
,ω − ω0

〉
:

ω ∈ B
(
ω0, Rω

)}
,

where ω0 is the randomly initialized parameter, and we denote
by

〈
·, ·
〉

the inner product. Then, based on ∇ωf
(
ω0

)
, we

define a square matrix similar to [42]:

Aθt ≜Ept
[
∇ωf

(
ω0; st,at

)(
∇ωf

(
ω0; st,at

)
−∇ωf

(
ω0; st+1,a

′
t+1

))⊺]
,

F̂ is a sufficiently rich function class for a large critic
network width mQ and radius Rω . It’s worth noting that
function f̂ ∈ F̂ can be seen as a local linearization of the
critic DNN function f and satisfies a nice property

f̂
(
ωa

)
− f̂

(
ωb

)
=

〈
∇ωf

(
ω0

)
,ωa − ωb

〉
. (23)

By introducing auxiliary function f̂ , the error ϵcri
(
t
)

is de-
composed into two parts, i.e., the local linearization error
between f and f̂ in (42) and the bias

∣∣E[f̂(ω̄it)]− Q̂
πθt
i

∣∣,∀i.
Specifically, we give the linearization error in Appendix A and
focus on deriving

∣∣E[f̂(ω̄it)]− Q̂
πθt
i

∣∣,∀i, in the following.
2) Assumptions on the Targets: For the surrogate Q func-

tions
{
Q̂
πθt
i ,∀i

}
, we have the following standard assumptions:

Assumption 3. (Assumptions on
{
Q̂
πθt
i

}
i=0,,...I

:)
1) The inequality ω⊺Aθt

ω > 0,∀t holds for any ω, which
further implies that there is a lower bound ς > 0, such that

λmin

(
Aθt

+A⊺
θt

)
≥ ς

holds uniformly for all θt ∈ Θ, where
λmin

(
·
)

represents the smallest eigenvalue.
2) F̂ is closed under the Bellman operator, and there is
a point ω̇it in the constraint set Ωi = B

(
ωi0, Rw

)
such that

f̂
(
ω̇it

)
= Tπθt

f̂
(
ω̇it

)
= Q̂

πθt
i ,∀i for any πθt

.
Note that Assumption 3.1 is standard as in [42] to guarantee

the existence and uniqueness of the problem (8). Assumption
3.2 is a regularity condition commonly used in [20], [48]
and [49], which states that the representation power of F̂ is
sufficiently rich to represent Q̂πθt

i ,∀i. Based Assumption 3.2
and the property (23), it is obtained that, ∀i,∣∣E[f̂(ω̄it)]− Q̂

πθt
i

∣∣ (24)

≤
∥∥∇ωf

(
ω0

)∥∥
2
·
∥∥E[ω̄it]− ω̇it

∥∥
2
,∀i.

3) Auxiliary Parameters: For (24),
∥∥∇ωf

(
ω0

)∥∥ can be
easily bounded according to Appendix A, however, it is
still non-trivial to derive

∥∥E[ω̄it] − ω̇it
∥∥. In the single-loop

framework, the critic module is only allowed to update DNNs
once or for a few finite times in each iteration, to "learn" the
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constantly changing targets
{
Q̂
πθt
i

}
i=0,,...I

. Thus, the error
between E

[
ω̄it

]
and ω̇it is introduced both by the finite-time

critic update and by the change of policy πθt .
To separate the two coupled errors, we define two aux-

iliary parameters
{
mi
t, m̄

i
t,∀i

}
. The two auxiliary parame-

ters are updated by the same rules as
{
ωi, ω̄i,∀i

}
but use

the local linearization function f̂ and auxiliary observations
ε̃t =

{
s̃t, ãt,

{
Ci(s̃t, ãt)

}
i=0,...,I

, s̃t+1

}
, where ε̃t is sampled

by πθt
before the nt-th iteration and by the fixed policy

πθnt+1 after the (nt + 1)-th iteration, and where we set
nt = t− tκ5 , κ5 ∈ (0, 1). Please refer to (44)-(46) for details.
Based on this, we can decompose the convergence error into
the error caused by the change of policy and the error caused
by finite critic updates. Thus, we have that∥∥E[ω̄it]− ω̇it

∥∥ ≤
∥∥E[ω̄it]−E

[
m̄i
t

]∥∥+∥∥E[m̄i
t

]
− ω̇it

∥∥, (25)

,∀i, where the first term presents the distance between the
fixed policy update trajectory and the unfixed policy update
trajectory, and the second term characterizes the error induced
by finite-time critic updates. We bounded them in Appendix
B, respectively.

4) The Convergence Rate of Critic Module: Finally, we
obtain the convergence rate of the critic module:

Lemma 1. (Convergence rate of the Critic Module)
Suppose Assumption 1 and Assumption 3 hold, the width
of critic DNNs is mQ, and the radius Rω of the parameter
constraint set Ω = B

(
ωi0, Rω

)
is specifically set to Rω =

a0m
−1/2
Q L−4/9. Then, it holds that

ϵcri
(
t
)
≜
∣∣∣E[f(ω̄it; s,a)]− Q̂

πθt
i

(
s,a

)∣∣∣
≤O

(
ϵmQ

+

(
1− γt

)tκ5/2

γ
1/2
t

+mQγ
1/2
nt

η1/2nt
t0.215

+mQηnt
t−0.57 +

γ
1/2
nt

η
1/2
nt

+mQηnt
βnt

t0.86
)
,

with almost probability 1, where ϵmQ
≜ O

(
m

−1/6
Q

√
logmQ

)
and lim

mQ→∞
ϵmQ

= 0.

Remark that we choose this particular radius Rω =
a0m

−1/2
Q L−4/9 following the same setup as [41] just for

tractable convergence analysis. Although Rω in Lemma 1
seems small but is in fact sufficiently large to enable a
powerful representation capability for the critic DNNs to fit the
training data because the weights are randomly initialized (per
entry) around m

−1/2
Q for mQ being large [38]. In particular,

[38] states that with the DNN defined in II-B, the SGD method
can find global minima in the neighborhood B (ω, Rω) on
the training objective of overparameterized DNNs, as long as
Rω ≥ O

(
m

−1/2
Q

)
.

According to Assumption 2 and
∞∑
t=0

αt
∣∣f(ω̄it; s,a)− Q̂

πθt
i

(
s,a

)∣∣<∞, (26)

which is required in the proof of asymptotic consistency of
surrogate functions below (Please refer to (70) for details).
More intuitively, if we set the step size αt = O

(
m

−1/2
Q t−κ1

)
,

we can further have

ϵcri
(
t
)
≤O

(
tκ1−1

)
. (27)

C. Consistency of Surrogate Functions
Although the single-loop design and the observation reuse

make J̃ ti and g̃ti biased estimation, we manage to prove that
Ĵ ti and ĝti used to construct the surrogate functions satisfy
asymptotic consistency, which is a key to establish the global
convergence:
Lemma 2. (Asymptotic consistency of surrogate functions)
Suppose that Assumptions 1-3 are satisfied, and the width of
critic DNNs is mQ. Then, for all i ∈ {0, 1, . . . , I), we have

lim
t→∞

∣∣Ĵ ti − Ji (θt)
∣∣= 0, (28)

lim
t→∞

∥∥ĝti −∇Ji (θt)
∥∥
2
≤ ϵmQ

, (29)

where ϵmQ
≜ O

(
m

−1/6
Q

√
logmQ

)
and lim

mQ→∞
ϵmQ

= 0.

Proof: Since we adopt recursive operations to obtain
Ĵ ti and ĝti in (15) and (16), the proof can be completed
as long as some key conditions are proved to be satisfied,
i.e.,

∑∞
t=0 αt

∣∣E[J̃ ti ] − Ji
(
θt
)∣∣<∞ and

∑∞
t=0 αt

∥∥E[g̃ti] −
∇Ji (θt)

∥∥
2
<∞ according to Lemma 5. Please refer to Ap-

pendix C for details.

D. Convergence of the Actor Module
This subsection proves that the proposed SLDAC algorithm

converges to a KKT point (up to an error of ϵmQ
with

lim
mQ→∞

ϵmQ
= 0) of the original Problem (1). We begin with

the definition of KKT solutions of the original problem.
Defination 2. (KKT solution of the original problem)
A solution θ∗ is called a KKT soluction of the original prob-
lem, it there exist Lagrange multipliers λ =

[
λ1, . . . , λI

]⊺ ⪰
0, such that the following conditions are satisfied:

g0 (θ
∗) +

∑
i

λigi (θ
∗) = 0 (30)

Ji (θ
∗) ≤ 0, i = 1, . . . , I, (31)

λiJi (θ
∗) = 0, i = 1, . . . , I. (32)

Moreover, considering a subsequence
{
θtj

}∞
j=1

converging
to a limiting point θ∗, there exist converged surrogate func-
tions Ĵi (θ) ,∀i such that

lim
j→∞

J̄
tj
i (θ) = Ĵi (θ) ,∀θ ∈ Θ, (33)

where ∣∣Ĵi (θ∗)− Ji (θ
∗)

∣∣= 0, (34)∥∥∇Ĵi (θ∗)−∇Ji (θ∗)
∥∥
2
= 0. (35)

Then, with Lemma 2 and Assumptions 1 - 3, we are ready to
prove the main convergence theorem:
Theorem 1. (Global Convergence of Algorithm 1:)
Suppose Assumptions 1 - 3 are satisfied, the initial point θ0 is
feasible, i.e.,maxi∈{1,...,I}Ji (θ0) ≤ 0, and the number of data
samples is set to Tt = O (logt). Denote {θt}∞t=1 as the iterates
generated by Algorithm 1 with a sufficiently small initial step
size β0. Then, every limiting point θ∗ of {θt}∞t=1 satisfying
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the Slater condition satisfies the KKT conditions in (30), (31),
and (32) up to an error of εmQ

≜ O
(
m

−1/6
Q

√
logmQ

)
, i.e.,∥∥g0 (θ∗) +

∑
i

λigi (θ
∗)

∥∥
2
≤ ϵmQ

(36)

Ji (θ
∗) ≤ ϵmQ

, i = 1, . . . , I, (37)

λiJi (θ
∗) ≤ ϵmQ

, i = 1, . . . , I. (38)

where lim
mQ→∞

ϵmQ
= 0.

According to this theorem, the reader can appropriately
take mQ that satisfies the performance requirements. The
key challenges in the convergence analysis lie in the proof
of Lemma 1-3. Once Lemma 1-3 are proved in this paper,
Theorem 1 follows from the similar analyses in our previous
work [50] and [7], and we omit it due to the space limit.

Finally, we discuss the convergence behavior of Algorithm
1 with an infeasible initial point. In this case, it follows from
the same analysis in Appendix B of our related work [7] that
Algorithm 1 either converges to a KKT point of Problem (1),
or converges to the following undesired set:

Θ
∗
C = {θ : J (θ) > 0,θ ∈ Θ∗

C} , (39)

where Θ∗
C is the set of stationary points of the following

constraint minimization problem:

min
θ∈Θ

J (θ)
∆
= maxi∈{1,...,I}Ji (θ) (40)

Thanks to the proposed feasible update (21), Algorithm 1 may
still converge to a KKT point (up to an error of ϵmQ

) of
Problem (1) even with an infeasible initial point, as long as
the initial point is not close to an undesired point θ∗

C ∈ Θ
∗
C

such that the algorithm gets stuck in this undesired point.
In practice, if we generate multiple random initial points, it
is likely that one of the iterates starting from these random
initializers will not get stuck in undesired points, and the
algorithm will converge to a KKT point (up to an error of
ϵmQ

) of Problem (1).

V. SIMULATION RESULTS

In this section, we apply the proposed SLDAC to solve
the three typical CRL application problems in Section
II-A. We maintain the lengths of observation storage T =
1000,30000,500 and interact with the environment to obtain
B = 100, 10000, 100 new observations at each iteration in
Example 1, Example 2, and Example 3, respectively. The
policy mean network and the standard deviation network, as
well as all critic networks of all algorithms are parameterized
by the fully-connected DNN defined in Section II-B, where the
number of hidden layers is 2 and the width is 128. In addition,
we updated the critic parameters ωi,∀i using a fixed step size
ηt = 0.001, and then fine tune the other step sizes

{
αt, βt, γt

}
to achieve a good convergence speed. Please note that although
we appropriately relax some conditions assumed for rigorous
convergence proof, i.e., Tt = O (logt), mQ is sufficiently large
and the requirements for step sizes given in Assumption 2, the
algorithm can still have a good convergence behavior.

We adopt the advanced Actor-only algorithm SCAOPO [7]
and the classical two-loop DAC algorithms, PPO-Lag [17] and
CPO [23], as baselines to evaluate the performance of dual
critic DNNs and the CSSCA-based policy optimization of the

proposed SLDAC, respectively. To demonstrate the effect of
the single-loop design, we simulate the SLDAC with q = 1, 5,
and 10 critic updates at each iteration, respectively. Since
the two-loop DAC requires the critic module to constantly
update until the Q-values are accurately estimated, which is
impractical, so we did not directly show it in the simulation
results. However, the proposed algorithm with a larger q, i.e.,
q = 10 in Example 1 and 3, and q = 50 in Example 2, can be
viewed as a practical implementation of the two-loop DAC.
We also simulate the SLDAC without storing and reusing
previous data samples to demonstrate the benefit of reusing
old experiences. Moreover, the results of each algorithm are
averaged across 10 random seeds.

A. Delay-Constrained Power Control for Downlink MU-
MIMO

Following the same standard setup implemented
as [7], we adopt a geometry-based channel model
hk =

∑Np

i=1 ᾱk,ia
(
ψk,i

)
for simulation, where

a
(
ψk,i

)
=

[
1, ejπsin(ψ), . . . , ej

(
Nt−1

)
πsin(ψ)

]⊺
is the

half-wavelength spaced uniform linear array (ULA)
response vector, Np denotes the number of scattering
path, and ψk,idenotes the i-th angle of departure (AoD).
We assume that φk,i’s with an angular spread σAS = 5 and
ᾱk,i ∼ CN

(
0, σ̄2

k,i

)
are Laplacian distributed, σ̄2

k,i’s follow
an exponential distribution and are normalized such that∑Np

i=1 σ̄
2
k,i = gk, where gk represents the path gain of the

k-th user. Specially, we uniformly generate the path gains
gk’s from -10 dB to 10 dB and set Np = 4 for each user. In
addition, the bandwidth B̄ = 10 MHz, the duration of one
time slot τ̄ = 1 ms, the noise power density −100 dBm/Hz,
and the arrival data rate Ak,∀k are uniformly distributed
over

[
0, 20

]
Mbit/s. The constants in the surrogate problems

are ζk = 1,∀k. In this case, we choose the step sizes as
αt =

1
t0.6 , βt = 1

t0.7 , and γt = 1
t0.3 .

In Fig. 3, we plot the average power consumption and the
average delay per user when the number of transmitting an-
tennas Nt = 8 and the number of receiving antennas for users
K = 4. Compared with the classical DAC algorithms PPO-Lag
and CPO, the proposed SLDAC can significantly reduce power
consumption while meeting the delay constraint regardless of
whether data reuse is adopted, which reveals the benefit of
the guarantee of convergence to a KKT point. In terms of
SCAOPO, its convergence rate depends heavily on the number
of observations, because its policy gradient is calculated using
MC methods. Even though we feed the SCAOPO more newly
added observations at each iteration, i.e., B = 500, the
proposed SLDAC still demonstrates comparable or superior
performance to the SCAOPO. For the proposed SLDAC, it
can be seen that the performance at q = 1 is already good, the
performance at q = 5 is almost the same as the performance at
q = 10, and obviously, there is no need to continue increasing
q. By comparing the simulation results for q = 5 and q = 10,
it is clear that the proposed algorithm with a relatively small
q requires much fewer interactions with the environment to
achieve the same convergence performance, which implies that
the single-loop framework can indeed reduce the interaction
cost compared to the two-loop framework. In addition, the
SLDAC with observation reuse can attain better performance
than that without observation because the old observations
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(b) Autonomous vehicle transport with safety assurance.

0
iteration

102

2 × 101

3 × 101

4 × 101

6 × 101

A
ve

ra
ge

 O
bj

ec
tiv

e 
C

os
t

CPO, B=200, q=10
PPO-Lag, B=200, q=10
SCAOPO, T=500, B=300
SLDAC(no reuse), B=100, q=10
SLDAC, T=500, B=100, q=1
SLDAC, T=500, B=100, q=5
SLDAC, T=500, B=100, q=10

0 100 200 300 400 500 600 700 800
iteration

300

350

400

450

500

550

600

650

A
ve

ra
ge

 C
on

st
ra

in
t C

os
t

CPO, B=200, q=10
PPO-Lag, B=200, q=10
SCAOPO, T=500, B=300
SLDAC(no reuse), B=100, q=10
SLDAC, T=500, B=100, q=1
SLDAC, T=500, B=100, q=5
SLDAC, T=500, B=100, q=10
average cost limit

(c) Constrained linear-quadratic regulator.

Figure 3. The first and second rows of images respectively show the learning curves of average rewards and costs in three typical scenarios, respectively,
where the lines show the average performance of the algorithms, and the shade regions indicate half the standard deviations.

generated from the old policy also contain information that
can be exploited.

B. Robot Navigation with Safety Assurance
By choosing the step sizes αt = 1

t0.55 , βt = 1
t0.75 , and

γt = 1
t0.4 and setting the average cost limit c1 = 0.025

and the surrogate problems are ζi = 1,∀i, we obtain the
simulation results shown in Fig. 3b. It can be seen that
CPO failed due to significant approximation errors in this
complex scenario. Although PPO-Lag was able to meet the
constraints, the average reward obtained is relatively low due
to its simple stochastic gradient descent-based policy update
method. In terms of SCAOPO, it can only receive a negative
average reward because the MC method has a large error
in estimating Q in this scenario. In contrast, the proposed
SLDAC can receive significantly higher average reward while
meeting the average cost limit regardless of whether data
reuse is adopted, which reveals the benefit of the guarantee
of convergence to a KKT point. Moreover, due to the special
single-loop framework design, the SLDAC algorithm has a
good performance even with a relatively small q than that in
baseline algorithms.

C. Constrained Linear-Quadratic Regulator
Similar to [51] and [7], we set the state dimension ns = 15,

action dimension na = 4, the average constraint cost limit
c1 = 380, and the constants in the surrogate problems ζi =
10,∀i. Then, by choosing the step sizes αt = 1

t0.6 , βt = 1
t0.8 ,

and γt = 1
t0.27 , we obtain the simulation results shown in Fig.

3c. As it can be seen from the figures, we obtain a similar
behavior as in the other two scenario that the proposed SLDAC
with appropriately chosen q provides the best performance.

VI. CONCLUSION

In this work, we proposed a novel SLDAC algorithm,
which is the first single-loop DAC variant to solve general
CMDPs with guaranteed convergence. Compared with existing
algorithms, the proposed SLDAC considers more requirements
in many realistic domains. Specifically, the CSSCA-based
policy optimization method is used to better handle the non-
convex stochastic objective and constraints, and the single-loop
framework and observation reuse are adopted to reduce the
computational complexity and interaction cost. Under some
technical conditions, we provide the finite-time convergence
rate of critic DNNs and the asymptotic consistency of esti-
mated surrogate functions. Finally, we prove that the SLDAC
converges to a KKT point of the original problem almost
surely. Simulation results show that the proposed SLDAC can
achieve a better overall performance compared to baselines
with much lower interaction cost.

APPENDIX A
TECHNICAL BOUNDS ABOUT DNNS

In this section, we show some bounds for the critic DNNs
and the error introduced by local linearization. Recalling that
mQ represents the width of critic DNNs, L stands for the depth
of the critic DNNs, and Rω denotes the radius of the constraint
set Ω = B

(
ωi0, Rω

)
for the parameter ω, we restate a useful

lemma from recent studies of overparameterized DNNs [41,
Lemma 6.4], [39, Lemma B.3], and [38, Theorem 5].
Lemma 3. (Technical Bounds about DNN :)
Let σ ∈

(
0, 1

)
, d and {ai}i=0,1,... denote some uni-

versal constants that are independent of problem param-
eters throughout this paper. Then, for any σ > 0, if
a1d

3/2L−1m
−3/4
Q ≤ Rω ≤ a2L

−6
(
logmQ

)−3
and mQ ≥
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a3max
{
dL2log (mQ/σ) , R

−4/3
ω L−8/3log (mQ/ (Rωσ))

}
are

satisfied, it holds that the difference between the f (ω) and its
local linearization f̂ (ω)∣∣f (ω; s,a)−f̂ (ω; s,a)

∣∣ ≤ a4R
4/3
ω L4

√
mQlogmQ+a5R

2
ωL

5,

∀ϕ
(
s,a

)
∈ Rd, with probability at least 1 − σ −

exp
{
−a6mQR

2/3
ω L

}
. Moreover, the gradient of the DNN is

also bounded as
∥∥∇ωf (ω; s,a)

∥∥
2
≤ a7m

1/2
Q with probability

at least 1− L2exp
{
−a8mQR

2/3
ω L

}
.

Specially, we set all critic parameters to have the same initial
values, i.e., ωi0 = ω̄i0 = mi

0 = m̄i
0 = ω0,∀i, and generate the

initial parameter ω0 from N
(
0, 1/m2

Q

)
. Then, it holds that∥∥ω∥∥

2
≤ a9m

1/2
Q .

APPENDIX B
PROOF OF LEMMA 1

For simplicity, we omit the superscript i when no confusion
arises in this section. By introducing the auxiliary function
class F̂ , the estimated error in the critic module can be divided
as follows∣∣E[f(ω̄t

)]
− Q̂πθt

∣∣ (41)

≤
∣∣E[f(ω̄t

)
− E

[
f̂
(
ω̄t

)]∣∣︸ ︷︷ ︸
bias1

+
∣∣E[f̂(ω̄t

)]
− f̂

(
ω̇t

)∣∣,
The first term in (41), bias 1, characterizes how far f deviates
from its local linearization f̂ . According to Appendix A, if we
specially set the radius Rω = a0m

−1/2
Q , and assume that mQ

is sufficiently large, then it holds that

bia1 ≜ ϵmQ
≤ O

(
m

−1/6
Q

√
logmQ

)
. (42)

For the second term (41), since f̂ is a linear function, we have∣∣E[f̂(ω̄t

)]
− Q̂πθt

∣∣ ≤ ∥∥∇ωf
(
ω0

)∥∥
2
·
∥∥E[ω̄t

]
− ω̇t

∥∥
2
, (43)

where recall that
∥∥∇ωf (ω; s,a)

∥∥
2

≤ a7m
1/2
Q is given in

Appendix A. Then, we analysis the error
∥∥E[ω̄t]− ω̇t

∥∥
2
.

We further introduce two auxiliary parameters
{
m, m̄,∀i

}
,

whose the update process can be formulated as

mt = ΠΩi

(
mt−1 − ηtM

mt
)
,∀i, (44)

m̄t =
(
1− γt

)
m̄t−1 + γtmt. (45)

where recalling ∆ωt−1 defined in (12), the stochastic gradient
term Mmt−1 is defined as

Mmt−1 =
(
f̂
(
mt−1; s̃t, ãt

)
−
(
C ’
i(s̃t, ãt)− Ĵ t−1

i (46)

+ f̂
(
mt−1; s̃t+1, ã

′
t+1

)))
∇ωf (m0; s̃t, ãt) ,

where ã′
t+1 is the action chosen by current policy at the next

state s̃t+1. Based on the auxiliary parameters, we divided∥∥E[ω̄t]− ω̇t
∥∥
2

into two parts∥∥E[ω̄t

]
− ω̇t

∥∥
2
≤
∥∥E[m̄t

]
− ω̇t

∥∥
2︸ ︷︷ ︸

bias2

+
∥∥E[ω̄t

]
− E

[
m̄t

]∥∥
2︸ ︷︷ ︸

bias3

, (47)

where bias 2 characterizes the error induced by finite-time
critic updates and bias 3 presents the distance between the
fixed policy update trajectory and the unfixed policy update
trajectory. We derive the two in the following, respectively.

a) bias 2: According to (45), we have

m̄t =

t∑
t′=0

t∏
j=t′+1

(
1− γj

)
γt′mt′ , ∀i, (48)

Noting that
t∑

t′=0

t∏
j=t′+1

(1− γj) γt′ = 1, we can obtain the

following derivation according to the Jensen’s inequality:

∥∥E[m̄t

]
− ω̇t

∥∥2

2
≤

t∑
t′=0

t∏
j=t′+1

(
1− γj

)
γt′

∥∥E[mt′
]
− ω̇t

∥∥2

2

≤
t∑

t′=0

(
1− γt

)t−t′
γt′

∥∥E[mt′
]
− ω̇t

∥∥2

2

a

≤
nt∑

t′=0

(
1− γt

)t−t′∥∥E[mt′
]
− ω̇t

∥∥2

2

+
γnt

ηnt

t∑
t′=nt+1

ηt′
∥∥E[mt′

]
− ω̇t

∥∥2

2
. (49)

For the first term of (49)-a, since maxt′=0,...,nt

∥∥E[mt′
]
−

ω̇t
∥∥2
2
≤ R2

ω = O
(
m−1
Q

)
, we can obtain that

nt∑
t′=0

(
1− γt

)t−t′∥∥E[mt′
]
− ω̇t

∥∥2

2
≤O

((1− γt
)tκ5

γtmQ

)
. (50)

Now, we derive the second term of (49)-a. Recalling the
update rule of (44), we have∥∥E[mt′

]
− ω̇t

∥∥2
2
≤

∥∥E[ΠΩi

(
mt′ − ηt′M

mt′
)]

− ω̇t
∥∥2
2

≤ −2ηt′
〈
Ept′

[
Mmt′

]
− Ept′

[
M ω̇t

]
,E

[
mt′

]
− ω̇t

〉
+
∥∥E[mt′

]
−ω̇t

∥∥2
2
+η2t′

∥∥E[Mmt′
]∥∥2

2
. (51)

We first derives the inner product term of (51):〈
Ept′

[
M

mt′
i

]
− Ept′

[
M ω̇t

i

]
,E

[
mt′

]
− ω̇t

〉
a
=
(
E
[
mt′

]
− ω̇t

)⊺
Aθ′

t

(
E
[
mt′

]
− ω̇t

)
=
1

2

(
E
[
mt′

]
− ω̇t

)⊺ (
Aθn

t′+1 +A⊺
θn

t′+1

) (
E
[
mt′

]
− ω̇t

)
≥1

2
λmin

(
Aθn

t′+1 +A⊺
θn

t′+1

)∥∥E[mt′
]
− ω̇t

∥∥2
2

b
≥ ς
2

∥∥E[mt′
]
− ω̇t

∥∥2
2
, (52)

where (52)-a is according to the linear property (23) and (52)-
b follows Assumption 3-2). Then, by Appendix A and the fact
that cost (reward) function C ’

i is bounded, we have∥∥E[Mmt′
]∥∥

2
≤ a11m

1/2
Q , (53)

with probability at least 1−L2exp
{
−a8mQR

2/3
ω L

}
. Further,

by substituting (52) and (53) into (51), and rearranging the
terms, we can obtain that∥∥E[mt′

]
− ω̇t

∥∥2
2

(54)

≤
∥∥E[mt′

]
− ω̇t

∥∥2
2
−
∥∥E[mt′+1

]
− ω̇t

∥∥2
2

ηt′ς
+
a211mQηt′

ς
.



12

Taking summation on both sides of (54), we obtain
t∑

t′=nt+1

ηt′
∥∥E[mt′

]
− ω̇t

∥∥2
2

≤1

ς

∥∥E[mnt+1

]
− ω̇t

∥∥2
2
+

1

ς
a211mQη

2
nt
tκ5

≤O
( 1

ςmQ
+
a211mQη

2
nt
tκ5

ς

)
, (55)

where recall that nt = t− tκ5 . Finally, plugging (55) into the
second term of (49)-a, we can derive that

γnt

ηnt

t∑
t′=nt+1

ηt′
∥∥E[mt′

]
− ω̇t

∥∥2

2
≤ O

(γnt +m2
Qγntη

2
nt
tκ5

mQηnt

)
.

(56)

Combining (49), (50), and (56), we have

∥∥E[m̄t

]
− ω̇t

∥∥2

2
≤O

(γnt +m2
Qγntη

2
nt
tκ5

mQηnt

+

(
1− γt

)tκ5

mQγt

)
.

(57)

b) bias 3: Together with (13) and (45), we obtain∥∥E[m̄t

]
− E

[
ω̄t

]∥∥
2

(58)

≤
t∑

t′=nt+1

t∏
j=t′+1

(
1− γj

)
γt′

∥∥E[mt′
]
− E

[
ωt′

]∥∥
2

≤
t∑

t′=nt+1

(
1− γt

)t−t′
γt′e

b
nt

= O
(
ebnt

γnt

γt

)
, ∀i,

where ebnt
= maxt′=nt+1,...,t

{∥∥E[mt′
]
− E

[
ωt′

]∥∥
2

}
. Ac-

cording to Assumption 2, we have γnt/γt < ∞, and thus
O
(
ebnt

γnt
/γt

)
= O

(
ebnt

)
.

Combining (11) and (44), we have∥∥E[mt′
]
− E

[
ωt′

]∥∥
2

(59)

≤
t′∑

j=nt+1

ηj
∥∥E[∆ωj−1

]
− E

[
Mmj−1

]∥∥
2

=

t′∑
j=nt+1

ηj
∥∥ w

s∈S

P
(
Sj = ds

) w

a∈A

πθj

(
da | s

)
∆ωj−1

−
w

s̃∈S

Pπθt

w

ã∈A

πθt

(
dã | s̃

)
Mmj−1

∥∥
2

a

≤m
1/2
Q

t′∑
j=nt+1

ηjO
(∥∥ w

s∈S

P
(
Sj = ds

) w

a∈A

πθj

(
da | s

)
−

w

s̃∈S

Pπθt

w

a∈A

πθj

(
da | s

)∥∥
2
+
∥∥ w

s̃∈S

Pπθt

w

a∈A

πθj

(
da | s

)
−

w

s̃∈S

Pπθt

w

ã∈A

πθt

(
dã | s̃

)∥∥
2

)
b

≤m
1/2
Q

t′∑
j=nt+1

ηjO
(∥∥P(

Sj ∈ ·
)
−Pπθt

∥∥
TV

+
∥∥θj − θt

∥∥
2

)
,

where (59)-a uses the bounded property of ∆ωj−1 and
Mmj−1 and follows from triangle inequality. Moreover, (59)-
b comes from that the policy πθ follows the Lipschitz conti-

nuity over θ. For the first term of (59)-b, we have∥∥P(
Sj ∈ ·

)
−Pπθt

∥∥
TV

(60)

=
∥∥P(

Sj ∈ ·
)
−Pπθj−τj

∥∥
TV

+
∥∥Pπθj−τj

−Pπθt

∥∥
TV

a

≤λρτj +
(⌈
logρλ

−1⌉+ 1

1− ρ

)
O
( t∑
k=j−τj+1

βk

)
,

where (60)-a follows the ergodicity assumption and the theo-
retical result of (35) and (36) in [7], and we let ρτj = O

(
1
t

)
.

Moreover, for the second term of (59)-b, we have∥∥θj − θt

∥∥
2
= O

( t∑
k=j+1

βk

)
. (61)

By plugging (60) and (61) into (59), we obtain∥∥E[mt′
]
− E

[
ωt′

]∥∥
2

(62)

≤m1/2
Q

t′∑
j=nt+1

O
(
ηjλρ

τj + ηj

t∑
k=j−τj+1

βk

)
≤O

(
m

1/2
Q ηnt

tκ5−1 +m
1/2
Q ηnt

βnt
t2κ5

)
,

Thus, we have ebnt
≤ m

1/2
Q ηnt

O
(
t−1δ−1

t + βnt
δ−2
t

)
, and

further have∥∥E[m̄t

]
− E

[
ω̄t

]∥∥
2
≤ m

1/2
Q ηnt

O
(
tκ5−1 + βnt

t2κ5
)
. (63)

Combining (41), (42), (43), (47), (57), and (63), we can
finally obtain∣∣∣E[f(ω̄i

t

)]
− Q̂

πθt
i

∣∣∣≤ O
((1− γt

)tκ5/2

γ
1/2
t

++mQηntt
κ5−1

+mQγ
1/2
nt

η1/2
nt

tκ5/2 +
γ
1/2
nt

η
1/2
nt

+mQηntβntt
2κ5 + ϵmQ

)
, (64)

with probability at least 1−L2exp
{
−a9mQR

2/3
ω L

}
. Finally,

by setting κ5 = 0.43 in particular, we can finally obtain the
theoretical result in Lemma 1. This completes the proof.

APPENDIX C
PROOF OF LEMMA 2

Our proof of Lemma 2 relies on a technical lemma [52,
Lemma 1], which is restated below for completeness.
Lemma 4. Let (Ω,G,P) denote a probability space and let
{Gt} denote an increasing sequence of σ-field contained in G.
Let {zt}, {wt} be sequences of Gt-measurable random vectors
satisfying the relations

wt+1 =
∏
W

(wt + αt(ϱ
t − wt)) (65)

E[ϱt|Gt] =zt + ot

where αt ≥ 0 and the set W is convex and closed,
∏

W(·)
denotes projection on W . Let
(a) all accumulation points of {wt} belong to W w.p.l.,
(b) there is a constant C such that E[∥ϱt∥2|Gt] ≤ C, ∀t ≥ 0,
(c)

∑∞
t=0 E[(αt)2 + αt∥ot∥]<∞

(d)
∑∞
t=0 αt = ∞, and (e) ∥wt+1 − wt∥/αt → 0 w.p.l.,

Then zt − wt → 0 w.p.1.

By Lemma 5, we can prove the asymptotic consistency
of function values (28) following the similar analyses in
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Appendix A-A of [7], and we omit the proof due to the space
limit. Then we give the proof of (29).

We first construct an auxiliary policy gradient estimate:

∇θĴi (θ) = Eσπθ

[
Q̂πθ
i (s,a)∇θlogπθ (a | s)

]
,∀i, (66)

Note that the only difference between (18) and (66) is that
we replace the exact Q-value Qπθt

i with the approximate Q-
functions Q̂πθt

i . Then the asymptotic consistency of (29) can
be decomposed into the following two steps:

Step1 : lim
t→∞

∥∥∇θĴi (θ)−∇θJi (θt)
∥∥
2
= 0 (67)

Step2 : lim
t→∞

∥∥ĝti −∇θĴi (θ)
∥∥
2
≤ ϵmQ

(68)

a) Step 1: Combining (18) with (66), and together
with the regularity conditions in Assumption 1, i.e., C

′

i and
∇θlogπθ are bounded, we have∥∥∇θĴi (θt)−∇Ji (θt)

∥∥
2
=O

(∥∥Ĵ ti − Ji (θt)
∥∥
2

)
. (69)

Recalling (28), we can complete the proof of step 1.
b) Step 2: Since the step size {αt} follows Assumption

3, and Ci(s,a),∀i is bounded, it’s easy to prove that the
conditions (a), (b), and (d) in Lemma 4 are satisfied. Now,
we are ready to prove the technical condition (c).

Together with the definition of real gradient ∇Ji (θt) in
(18), we obtain the stochastic policy gradient error:∥∥ot∥∥

2
=

∥∥g̃t+1
i −∇θJi (θt)

∥∥
2

(70)

a
=

1

Tt

Tt∑
l=1

O
(∥∥θt − θt−Tt+l

∥∥
2
+

∥∥P(
St−Tt+l ∈ ·

)
−Pπθt

∥∥
TV

+
∣∣E[f̂(ω̄i

t

)]
− Q̂

πθt
i

∣∣),
where (70)-a follows from similar tricks as in (59), triangle
inequality, and the regularity conditions in Assumption 1, i.e.,
the policy πθ follows the Lipschitz continuity over θ, and C

′

i ,
the output of DNNs and ∇θlogπθ are bounded. Then, plugging
(60), (61) and Lemma 1 into (70), we finally obtain

∥∥ot∥∥
2
=O

(
ϵmQ

+ t−1 + Ttβt−Tt
+

(
1− γt

)tκ5/2

γ
1/2
t

+
γ
1/2
nt

η
1/2
nt

+mQγ
1/2
nt

η1/2nt
tκ5/2 +mQηnt

tκ5−1 +mQηnt
βnt

t2κ5
)
, (71)

where we set ρτt = O
(
1
t

)
, which means τt = O

(
log t

)
.

According to Assumption 2, it’s easy to prove that condition
(c) is held. For the condition (e), we have∥∥∇θĴi (θt+1)−∇θĴi (θt)

∥∥
2

(72)

=O
(∥∥θt+1 − θt

∥∥
2
+
∥∥Pπθt+1

−Pπθt

∥∥
TV

)
= O

(
βt
)

It can be seen from Assumption 2 that technical condition (e)
is also satisfied. This completes the proof of step 2.
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