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ABSTRACT

Reinforcement learning provides a mathematical framework for learning-based control, whose success
largely depends on the amount of data it can utilize. The efficient utilization of historical trajectories
obtained from previous policies is essential for expediting policy optimization. Empirical evidence
has shown that policy gradient methods based on importance sampling work well. However, existing
literature often neglect the interdependence between trajectories from different iterations, and the
good empirical performance lacks a rigorous theoretical justification. In this paper, we study a variant
of the natural policy gradient method with reusing historical trajectories via importance sampling. We
show that the bias of the proposed estimator of the gradient is asymptotically negligible, the resultant
algorithm is convergent, and reusing past trajectories helps improve the convergence rate. We further
apply the proposed estimator to popular policy optimization algorithms such as trust region policy
optimization. Our theoretical results are verified on classical benchmarks.

Keywords importance sampling · reinforcement learning

1 Introduction

In challenging reinforcement learning tasks with large state and action spaces, policy optimization methods rank among
the most effective approaches. It provides a way to directly optimize policies and handles complex and high-dimensional
policy representations such as neural networks, all of which contribute to its popularity in the field. It usually works
with parameterized policies and employs a policy gradient approach to search for the optimal solution (e.g. [1]). The
gradients can be estimated using various techniques, such as the REINFORCE algorithm ([2]) or actor-critic methods
(e.g. [3]). These gradient estimation techniques provide a principled way to update the policy parameters based on the
observed rewards and state-action trajectories.

The aforementioned on-policy gradient approach involves an iterative approach of gathering trajectories (or samples,
these two terms are used interchangeably in the paper) by interacting with the environment, typically using the
current-learned policy. This trajectory is then utilized to improve the policy. However, in many scenarios, conducting
online interactions can be impractical. This can be due to the high cost of data collection (e.g., in robotics [4] or
healthcare [5]) or the potential dangers involved (e.g., in autonomous driving [6]). Additionally, even in situations
where online interaction is feasible, there may be a preference for utilizing previously collected data to improve the
gradient estimation, especially when online data are scarce ([7]).

Reusing historical trajectories to accelerate the learning of the optimal policy is typically achieved by using the
importance sampling technique, which could be traced back to [8]. In reinforcement learning, importance sampling is
widely used for off-policy evaluation (e.g. [9]) and policy optimization (e.g. [10]). One significant limitation of the
importance sampling approach in policy optimization is that it can suffer from high variance caused by the importance
weights, particularly when the trajectory is long (see [11]). This often occurs in the episode-based approach, where
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the importance weight is built on the product of likelihood ratio of state-action transitions in each episode (see [12]).
On the contrary, step–based approaches (see [13]), derived from the Policy Gradient Theorem (see [1]), can estimate
the gradient by averaging over timesteps. For example, [14] propose to apply importance sampling directly on the
discounted state visitation distributions to avoid the exploding variance. Recently, [15] propose a policy optimization
via importance sampling approach that mixes online and offline optimization to efficiently exploit the information
contained in the collected trajectories. [16] propose a variance reduction based experience replay framework that
selectively reuses the most relevant trajectories to improve policy gradient estimation.

Apart from reusing historical trajectories via importance sampling to accelerate the convergence of policy gradient
algorithm, natural gradient (see [17]) has also been introduced to accelerate the convergence by considering the geometry
of the policy parameter space (see [18]). It is observed that the natural policy gradient algorithm often results in more
stable updates that can prevent large policy swings and lead to smoother learning dynamics (see [18]). Another benefit
of natural policy gradient is its invariance to the parameterization of the policy, which allows for greater flexibility in
designing the policy representation (see [17]).

It should be noted that most of the existing works in importance sampling-based policy optimization assume the
importance sampling-based gradient estimator is unbiased (e.g. [10, 15, 16]), and the convergence analysis is based on
the unbiased gradient estimator. However, it is pointed out in [19], [20] and [21] that the importance sampling-based
gradient estimator is biased in the iterative approach due to the dependence across iterations. Regarding the biased
gradient estimator, [21] study the asymptotic convergence of the stochastic gradient descent (SGD) method with reusing
historical trajectories.

In this paper, we propose to use importance sampling in the natural policy gradient algorithm, where importance
sampling is used to estimate the gradient as well as the Fisher information matrix (FIM). We extend the convergence
analysis of SGD in the context of simulation optimization ([21]) to natural policy gradient in the context of reinforcement
learning. We theoretically study a mini-batch natural policy gradient with reusing historical trajectories (RNPG) and
show the asymptotic convergence of the proposed algorithm by the ordinary differential equation (ODE) approach. We
show that the bias of the natural gradient estimator with historical trajectories is asymptotically negligible, and RNPG
shares the same limit ODE as the vanilla natural policy gradient (VNPG), which only uses trajectories of the current
iteration for FIM and gradient estimators. The asymptotic convergence rate is characterized by the stochastic differential
equation (SDE) approach, and reusing past trajectories in the gradient estimator can improve the convergence rate by
an order of O( 1

K ), where we reuse previous K − 1 iterations’ trajectories. Furthermore, with a constant step size, we
find that RNPG induces smaller estimation error using a non-asymptotic analysis around the local optima. We also
demonstrate that the proposed RNPG can be applied to other popular policy optimization algorithms such as trust region
policy optimization (TRPO, [22]).

Our main contributions are summarized as follows.

1. We propose a variant of natural policy gradient algorithm (called RNPG), which reuses historical trajectories
via importance sampling and accelerates the learning of the optimal policy.

2. We provide a rigorous asymptotic convergence analysis of the proposed algorithm by the ODE approach. We
further characterize the improved convergence rate by the SDE approach.

3. We empirically study the choice of different reuse size in the proposed algorithm and demonstrate the benefit
of reusing historical trajectories on classical benchmarks.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 gives the problem formulation and presents the RNPG algorithm.
Section 3 analyzes the convergence behavior of RNPG by the ODE method. Section 4 characterizes the convergence
rate of RNPG by the SDE approach. Section 5 demonstrates the performance improvement of RNPG over VNPG on
classical benchmarks. Section 6 concludes the paper.

2 Problem Formulation and Algorithm Design

In this section, we first introduce the Markov decision process (MDP) and briefly review the natural policy gradient
algorithm. This on-policy gradient approach involves an iterative approach of gathering experience by interacting
with the environment, typically using the currently learned policy. However, in many scenarios, conducting online
interactions can be impractical. Additionally, even in situations where online interaction is feasible, there may be a
preference for utilizing previously collected data to improve the gradient estimation, especially when online data are
scarce. We then propose to reuse historical trajectories in the natural policy gradient and present our main algorithm.
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2.1 Preliminaries: Markov Decision Process

Consider an infinite-horizon MDP defined as (S,A,P,R, γ, ρ0), where S is the state space, A is the action space, P is
the transition probability with P(st+1|st, at) denoting the probability of transitioning to state st+1 from state st when
action at is taken, R is the reward function with R(st, at) denoting the cost at time stage t when action at is taken
and state transitions from st, γ ∈ (0, 1) is the discount factor, ρ0 is the probability distribution of the initial state, i.e.,
s0 ∼ ρ0.

Consider a stochastic parameterized policy πθ : S → ∆(A), defined as a function mapping from the state space to a
probability simplex ∆(·) over the action space, parameterized by θ ∈ Rd. For a particular probability (density) from
this distribution we write πθ(a|s). There are a large number of parameterized policy classes. For example, in the case of
direct parameterization, the policies are parameterized by πθ(a|s) = θs,a, where θ ∈ ∆(A)|S| is within the probability
simplex on the action space. In the case of softmax parameterization,

πθ(a | s) = exp (θs,a)∑
a′∈A exp (θs,a′)

.

The policies can also be parameterized by neural networks, where significant empirical successes have been achieved in
many challenging applications, such as playing Go (see [23]). The performance of a policy is evaluated in terms of the
expected discounted total return

η(πθ) = Es0,a0,...

[ ∞∑
t=0

γtR (st, at)

]
,

where s0 ∼ ρ0 (s0) , at ∼ πθ (at | st) , st+1 ∼ P (st+1 | st, at). Denote by dπθ (s) the discounted state visitation
distribution induced by the policy πθ, dπθ (s) = (1 − γ)

∑∞
t=0 γ

tP (st = s | πθ). It is useful to define the dis-
counted occupancy measure as dπθ (s, a) = dπθ (s)πθ(a|s). Using the discounted occupancy measure, we can rewrite
the expected discounted return as η(πθ) = E(s,a)∼dπθ (s,a)[R(s, a)]. The goal is for the agent to find the optimal
policy πθ∗ that maximizes the expected discounted return, or equivalently, θ∗ = argmaxθ∈Θ η(πθ). We use the
following standard definitions of the value function V πθ , the state-action value function Qπθ , and the advantage
function Aπθ : V πθ (st) = Eat,st+1,...

[∑∞
l=0 γ

lR (st+l, at+l)
]
, Qπθ (st, at) = Est+1,at+1,...

[∑∞
l=0 γ

lR (st+l, at+l)
]
,

and Aπθ (s, a) = Qπθ (s, a)− V πθ (s).

2.2 Preliminaries: Natural Policy Gradient

In the policy gradient algorithm, at each iteration n, we can iteratively update the policy parameters by

θn+1 = ProjΘ (θn + αn∇η (θn)) ,

where αn is the step size, ProjΘ(θ) is a projection operator that projects the iterate of θ to the feasible parameter space
Θ, and ∇η (θn) is the policy gradient. For ease of notations, we use parameter θ to indicate a parameterized policy πθ.
The gradient is taken with respect to θ unless specified otherwise. The policy gradient (e.g. [1]) is given by

∇η(θ) =
1

1− γ
E(s,a)∼dπθ (s,a)[A

πθ (s, a)∇ log πθ(a|s)].

The steepest descent direction of η(θ) in the policy gradient is defined as the vector dθ that minimizes η(θ + dθ) under
the constraint that the squared length ||dθ||2 is held to a small constant. This squared length is defined with respect
to some positive-definite matrix F (θ) such that ||dθ||2 = dθTF (θ)dθ. The steepest descent direction is then given by
F−1(θ)∇η(θ) (see [17]). It can be seen that the policy gradient descent is a special case where F (θ) is the identity
matrix, and the considered parameter space Θ is Euclidean. The natural policy gradient (NPG) algorithm (see [18])
defines F (θ) to be the Fisher information matrix (FIM) induced by πθ, and performs natural gradient descent as follows:

θn+1 = ProjΘ
(
θn + αnF

−1(θn)∇η (θn)
)
, (1)

where F (θ) = E(s,a)∼dπθ (s,a)[∇ log πθ(a|s) (∇ log πθ(a|s))T ]. In practice, both the FIM and policy gradient are
estimated by samples. Specifically, at each n-th iteration in stochastic natural policy gradient, the policy parameter is
updated by

θn+1 = ProjΘ

(
θn + αnF̃

−1(θn)∇̃η (θn)
)
,

where F̃ (θn) and ∇̃η (θn) are estimators for FIM and policy gradient, respectively.
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2.3 Natural Policy Gradient with Reusing Historical Trajectories

For ease of notations, we denote by ξin = (sin, a
i
n) the i-th state-action pair sampled from the discounted occupancy

measure dπθn (s, a) at iteration n. We assume {ξin, i = 1, · · · , B} are independent and identically distributed (i.i.d.)
samples from the occupancy measure induced by the policy πθn . The i.i.d. samples can be generated in the following
way. First, one generates a geometry random variable T with success probability 1− γ, that is, P(T = t) = γt(1− γ).
Next, one generates one trajectory with length T by sampling s0 ∼ ρ0, at ∼ πθ(at|st) for t ≤ T , st ∼ P(st+1|st, at)
for t ≤ T − 1. We then have the final state-action pair ξ := (sT , aT ) follows the occupancy measure dπθ . Indeed,

P ((sT , aT ) = (s, a))

=E [P ((sT , aT ) = (s, a)|T )]

=

∞∑
t=0

P(T = t)P (st = s)P(at = a|s)

=(1− γ)πθ(a|s)
∞∑
t=0

γtP (st = s)

=dπθ (s, a).

The independence can be then satisfied by generating independent trajectories with random lengths. However, it is
worth noting in this way only the last sample is utilized and it requires re-starting the environment for each sample.
While the i.i.d. assumption is necessary to demonstrate the convergence of the proposed algorithm, as also assumed in,
e.g., [24, 25], in practice, the algorithm is usually implemented in a more sample-efficient way, such as single-path
generation in [22]. The empirical efficiency of the proposed algorithm is demonstrated in Section 5, even when i.i.d.
data are not available. A vanilla baseline FIM estimator F̃ (θn) and gradient estimator ∇̃η (θn) can be obtained as:

F̃ (θn) =
1

B

B∑
i=1

S(ξin, θn), ∇̃η (θn) =
1

B

B∑
i=1

G(ξin, θn),

where S(ξ, θ) = ∇ log πθ(a|s)(∇ log πθ(a|s))T and G(ξ, θ) = 1
1−γA

πθ (s, a)∇ log πθ(a|s), where ξ appears in

Aπθ (s, a) and πθ(a|s). It is easy to see that F̃ (θn) and ∇̃η (θn) are unbiased estimators of the FIM F (θn) and the
gradient ∇η (θn), respectively. However, in the vanilla stochastic natural policy gradient (VNPG), a small batch size B,
which is often the case when there is limited online interaction with the environment, could lead to a large variance in
the estimator. An alternative FIM and gradient estimator, which reuse historical trajectories, are as follows:

F̂ (θn) =
1

KB

n∑
m=n−K+1

B∑
i=1

ω(ξim, θn|θm)S(ξim, θn),

∇̂η(θn) =
1

KB

n∑
m=n−K+1

B∑
i=1

ω(ξim, θn|θm)G(ξim, θn), (2)

where we reuse previous K − 1 iterations’ trajectories. The likelihood ratio ω(ξim, θn|θm) is given by

ω(ξim, θn|θm) =
dπθn (ξim)

dπθm (ξim)
. (3)

Moreover, since we need to take the inverse of F̂−1(θn), for numerical stability, we add a regularization term ϵId to
F̂ (θn) to make it strictly positive definite, where ϵ > 0 is a small positive number and Id is a d-by-d identity matrix.
Therefore,

F̂ (θn) = ϵId +
1

KB

n∑
m=n−K+1

B∑
i=1

ω(ξim, θn|θm)S(ξim, θn). (4)

The update of the natural policy gradient with reusing historical trajectories (RNPG) is then as follows.

θn+1 = ProjΘ

(
θn + αnF̂

−1(θn)∇̂η (θn)
)
. (5)

We summarize RNPG in Algorithm 1.

Algorithm 1: Natural Gradient Descent with Reusing Historical Trajectories
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1. At iteration n = 0, choose an initial parameter θ0. Draw i.i.d. samples {ξi0, i = 1, · · · , B} from discounted
occupancy measure dπθ0 (s, a) by interacting with the environment.

2. At iteration n+ 1, conduct the following steps.
2.1 Update θn+1 according to (5).
2.2 Draw i.i.d. samples {ξin+1, i = 1, · · · , B} from discounted occupancy measure dπθn+1 (s, a) by interact-

ing with the environment.
2.3 n = n+ 1. Repeat the procedure 2.

3. Output θn and πθn when some stopping criteria are satisfied.

As pointed out by [21] and prior works [19], and [20], the dependence between iterations introduces bias into the FIM
and gradient estimators when reusing historical trajectories.

Let’s use a two-iteration example to illustrate this bias. Consider the first step of RNPG given a deterministic initial
solution θ0 ∈ Θ. Note that both the FIM estimator F̂ (θ0) and gradient estimator ∇̂η(θ0) are based on B replications
run at θ0. Therefore, we have θ1 = ProjΘ

(
θ0 + α0(F̂

−1(θ0)∇̂η(θ0))
)

. For simplicity, assume no projection is

needed for θ1, thus θ1 = θ0 + α0(F̂
−1(θ0)∇̂η(θ0)). Also note that ∇̂η(θ1) = 1

2B

∑B
i=1 G(ξi0, θ1)ω(ξ

i
0, θ1|θ0) +

1
2B

∑B
i=1 G(ξi1, θ1), F̂ (θ1) = 1

2

(
ϵId +

1
B

∑B
i=1 S(ξ

i
0, θ1)ω(ξ

i
0, θ1|θ0)

)
+ 1

2

(
ϵId +

1
B

∑B
i=1 S(ξ

i
1, θ1)

)
. Then the

expectation of the gradient estimator in RNPG is

E[∇̂η(θ1)|θ1] =
1

2
E

[
1

B

B∑
i=1

G(ξi0, θ1)ω(ξ
i
0, θ1|θ0)

∣∣∣∣θ1
]
+

1

2
∇η(θ1),

where the first term can be written as

1

2
E

 1

B

B∑
i=1

G(ξi0, θ1)ω(ξ
i
0, θ1|θ0)

∣∣∣∣θ1 = θ0 + α0

(
ϵId +

1

B

B∑
i=1

S(ξi0, θ0)

)−1

1

B

B∑
i=1

G(ξi0, θ0)


=
1

2
E

[
1

B

B∑
i=1

G(ξi0, θ1)ω(ξ
i
o, θ1|θ0)

∣∣∣∣ 1B
B∑
i=1

G(ξi0, θ0) =

(
ϵId +

1

B

B∑
i=1

S(ξi0, θ0)

)
θ1 − θ0
α0

]

̸=1

2
∇η(θ1).

Similarly, the natural policy gradient estimator in RNPG is also biased. In summary, the conditional distribution of ξi0
given θ1 differs from the distribution from which ξi0 was originally sampled. It should also be noted that the likelihood
ratio in (4) and (2) is usually hard to compute, since the discounted occupancy measure does not admit a closed form
expression. We defer the discussion to Section 3 on some approximations to make Algorithm 1 more practical. The
main theoretical result is summarized as follows: (1) the solution trajectory {θn} in Algorithm 1 converges with
probability one (w.p.1) to a limiting point θ̄ such that ∇η(θ̄) = 0; (2) the normalized error En = θn−θ̄√

αn
converges

weakly to a stationary solution to the SDE dE = GEdt+ dW , where W is a Wiener process with covariance matrix
Σ̂(θ̄) = 1

BΣ1(θ̄) +
1

KBΣ2(θ̄). The matrices G, Σ1, Σ2 will be explained in Section 4. In essence, the proposed RNPG
algorithm maintains the convergence and improves the convergence rate by an order of O( 1

K ).

3 Convergence Analysis

In this section, we analyze the convergence behavior of RNPG by the ordinary differential equation (ODE)
method. Throughout the rest of the paper, we only reuse historical trajectories on the gradient estimator ∇̂η(θn),
while we use trajectories generated by the current policy to estimate the inverse FIM F̂−1(θn) = F̃−1(θn) =(
ϵId +

1
B

∑B
i=1 S(ξ

i
n, θn)

)−1

. One of the reasons for such procedure is the high computational cost for estimating
the inverse FIM with reusing historical trajectories. We will numerically show that, reusing historical trajectories in
estimating inverse FIM only slightly improves the performance with much more significantly increased computational
time.

We show that RNPG and VNPG share the same limit ODE, while the bias resulting from the interdependence between
iterations gradually diminishes, ultimately becoming insignificant in the asymptotic sense. We then propose some
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approximations to make the proposed algorithm more practical, and apply the proposed algorithm to some popular
policy optimization algorithms such as TRPO.

3.1 Regularity Conditions for RNPG

We study the asymptotic behavior of Algorithm 1 by the ODE method (please refer to [26] for a detailed exposition on
the ODE method for stochastic approximation). The main idea is that stochastic gradient descent (SGD, and in our case
is stochastic natural policy gradient, NPG) can be viewed as a noisy discretization of an ODE. Under certain conditions,
the noise in NPG averages out asymptotically, such that the NPG iterates converge to the solution trajectory of the ODE.

We first summarize the regularity conditions for RNPG that are used throughout the paper. For any s > 0, let
ξξξs := (ξ1s , · · · , ξBs ), ddds := (dπθ (ξ1s ), · · · , dπθ (ξBs )), effective memory eees := (ξξξs−K+1, ddds−K+1, · · · , ξξξs−1, ddds−1),
and non-decreasing filtration Fn := σ{(θs, eees), s ≤ n}.
Assumption 1.

• (A.1.1) The step size sequence {αn} satisfies
∑∞

n=0 α
2
n < ∞,

∑∞
n=0 αn = ∞, limn→∞ αn = 0, αn >

0,∀n ≥ 0.

• (A.1.2) The absolute value of the reward R(s, a) is bounded uniformly, i.e., ∀(s, a) ∈ S ×A, there exists a
constant Ur > 0 such that |R(s, a)| ≤ Ur.

• (A.1.3) The policy πθ is differentiable with respect to θ, Lipschitz continuous in θ, and has strictly positive
and bounded norm uniformly. That is, there exist constants LΘ, UΘ, such that ∥∇πθ1(a|s)−∇πθ2(a|s)∥ ≤
LΘ ∥θ1 − θ2∥, ∀θ1, θ2 ∈ Θ, ∥∇πθ(a|s)∥ ≤ UΘ, ∀(s, a) ∈ S ×A.

• (A.1.4) ∥πθ1(·|s)− πθ2(·|s)∥TV ≤ UΠ ∥θ1 − θ2∥ ,∀θ1, θ2 ∈ Θ,∀s ∈ S, for some constant UΠ > 0, where
∥P −Q∥TV stands for total variation norm between two probability distributions P and Q with support x,
i.e., ∥P −Q∥TV = 1

2

∫
x
|P (x)−Q(x)|dx.

• (A.1.5) There exists a constant ϵd > 0 such that the discounted occupancy distribution dπθ (s, a) ≥
ϵd,∀(s, a) ∈ S ×A,∀θ ∈ Θ.

• (A.1.6) Θ is a nonempty compact and convex set in Rd.

• (A.1.7) The FIM estimator F̂ (θn) and gradient estimator ∇̂η(θn) are conditionally independent given eeen.

(A.1.1) essentially requires the step size diminishes to zero not too slowly (
∑∞

n=0 α
2
n < ∞) nor too quickly

(
∑∞

n=0 αn = ∞). For example, we can choose αn = α
n for some α > 0. (A.1.2) and (A.1.3) are standard as-

sumptions on the regularity of the MDP problem and the parameterized policy. (A.1.4) holds for any smooth policy with
bounded action space (see, e.g. [27]). (A.1.5) ensures the discounted occupancy distribution is bounded away from zero
to ensure computational stability. This assumption implies that the state and action space is bounded, which is a general
assumption (e.g., [28, 22]). (A.1.6) guarantees the uniqueness of the projection in the solution iterate. (A.1.7) is easily
satisfied if we use independent samples for the FIM estimator and gradient estimator, respectively. For example, in each
iteration, we could use B i.i.d. samples for the FIM estimator and another B i.i.d. samples for the gradient estimator.

3.2 Asymptotic Convergence by the ODE Method

Before proceeding to our main convergence result, we introduce the continuous-time interpolation of the solution
sequence {θn}. Define t0 = 0 and tn =

∑n−1
i=0 αi, n ≥ 1. For t ≥ 1, let N(t) be the unique n such that tn ≤ t < tn+1.

For t < 0, set N(t) = 0. Define the interpolated continuous process θ0 as θ0(0) = θ0 and θ0(t) = θN(t) for any t > 0,
and the shifted process as θn(s) = θ0(s + tn). We then show in the following theorem the limiting behavior of the
solution trajectory in Algorithm 1.
Theorem 1. Let Dd[0,∞) be the space of Rd-valued operators which are right continuous and have left-hand limits
for each dimension. Under Assumption 1, there exists a process θ∗(t) to which some subsequence of {θn(t)} converges
w.p.1 in the space Dd[0,∞), where θ∗(t) satisfies the following ODE

θ̇ = F̄−1(θ)∇η(θ) + z, z ∈ −C(θ), (6)

where F̄−1(θ) = E
[(

ϵId +
1
B

∑B
i=1 S(ξi, θ)

)−1
]

, ξ1, . . . , ξB are i.i.d. samples from the occupancy measure dπθ

and C(θ) is the Clarke’s normal cone to Θ, z is the projection term, which is the minimum force needed to keep the
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trajectory of the ODE (6) from leaving the parameter space Θ. The solution trajectory {θn} in Algorithm 1 also
converges w.p.1 to the limit set of the ODE (6).

Note that the positive definiteness of the matrix F̄−1(θ) implies that the linear system F̄−1(θ)∇η(θ) = 0 has unique
solution ∇η(θ) = 0. Therefore, Theorem 1 indicates that the solution trajectory {θn} in Algorithm 1 converges w.p.1
to a limiting point θ̄ such that ∇η(θ̄) = 0. Before the formal proof of Theorem 1, we first give a high-level proof
outline. Note that in the update (5), we can decompose the natural gradient estimation into three components: the true
natural gradient, the noise caused by the simulation error, and the bias caused by reusing historical trajectories. We then
separately analyze the noise and bias effects on the estimation of FIM and gradient, and show the noise and bias terms
are asymptotically negligible.

With an explicit projection term zn, we can rewrite (5) as follows

θn+1 = θn + αn

(
F̄−1(θn)∇η(θn) + F̄−1(θn)∇̂η(θn)− F̄−1(θn)E[∇̂η(θn)|Fn]︸ ︷︷ ︸

δMn

+ F̄−1(θn)E[∇̂η(θn)|Fn]− F̄−1(θn)∇η(θn)︸ ︷︷ ︸
ζn

+ (F̂−1(θn)− F̄−1(θn))∇̂η(θn)︸ ︷︷ ︸
δFn

+zn

)
, (7)

where δMn is the noise term caused by the simulation error in the gradient estimator, ζn is the bias term caused by
reusing historical trajectories in gradient estimator, and δFn is due to the simulation error in the inverse FIM estimator.
We will then show in the rest of the section that the continuous-time interpolations of δMn, ζn and δFn do not change
asymptotically. The formal definition of zero asymptotic rate of change is given below, which is from Chapter 5.3 in
[26].
Definition 1 (Zero asymptotic rate of change). A stochastic process X(t) is said to have zero asymptotic rate of change
w.p.1 if for some positive number T ,

lim
n

sup
j≥n

max
0≤t≤T

|X(jT + t)−X(jT )| = 0 w.p.1.

We first have the following lemma to show the continuous-time interpolations of the noise terms δMn and δFn have
zero asymptotic rate of change.

Lemma 1. Let the continuous-time interpolations of δMn and δFn be M(t) =
∑N(t)−1

i=0 αiδMi and H(t) =∑N(t)−1
i=0 αiδFi, respectively. Then M(t) and H(t) have zero asymptotic rate of change w.p.1 under Assumption 1.

We then adopt the fixed-state method from [26] to show the continuous-time interpolation of the bias term ζn has
zero asymptotic rate of change. Let P (eeen+1|eeen, θn) be the transition probability given the current iterate θn. Note
that eeen = (ξξξn−K+1, dddn−K+1, · · · , ξξξn−1, dddn−1), eeen+1 = (ξξξn−K+2, dddn−K+2, · · · , ξξξn, dddn). Given eeen, the component
of eeen+1 that remains unknown are ξξξn and dddn, which are random variables that only depend on θn. Then eeen has the
Markov property: P (eeen+1|eeem, θm,m ≤ n) = P (eeen+1|eeen, θn). For a fixed state θ, the transition probability P (eee′|eee, θ)
defines a Markov chain denoted as {eeen(θ)}. We expect that the probability law of the chain for a given θ is close to
the probability law of the true {eeen} if θn varies slowly around θ. We are interested in {eeei(θn) : i ≥ n} with initial
condition eeen(θn) = eeen. Thus, this process starts at value eeen at time n and evolves as if the parameter value were fixed at
θn forever after, and the limit ODE obtained in terms of this fixed-state chain approximates that of the original iterates.

To explicitly express the estimators’ dependence on the history of data eeem, m ≥ K − 1, let

∇̂η(θ,eeem) =
1

KB

m∑
j=m−K+1

B∑
i=1

dπθ (ξij)

dπθj (ξij)
G(ξij , θ).

It is easy to check ∇̂η(θn, eeen) = ∇̂η(θn). Define the function vn(θ,eeen) as follows:

vn(θ,eeen) =

∞∑
i=n

αiF̄
−1(θ)E[∇̂η(θ,eeei(θ))−∇η(θ)|eeen(θ) = eeen, θ].

vn(θ,eeen) represents the accumulated bias brought by reusing historical trajectories in the gradient estimator, in the
fixed-state chain with fixed state θ. Next we show the bias in the fixed-state chain with fixed state θn vanishes.
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Lemma 2. Under Assumption 1, limn→∞ vn(θn, eeen) = 0 w.p.1.

We then consider a perturbed iteration θ̃n = θn − vn(θn, eeen). For the gradient estimator, an error bn (due to the
replacement of θn+1 by θn in vn+1(θn+1, eeen+1)) and a new martingale difference term δBn were introduced in the
process. We refer the readers to Chapter 6.6 in [26] for the detailed discussion on the perturbation. Lemma 2 implies
the perturbed iteration θ̃n asymptotically equals to θn. We can rewrite the perturbed iteration as follows:

θ̃n+1 = θ̃n + αn

(
F̄−1(θn)∇η(θn) + δMn + δFn + zn

)
+ bn + δBn,

where bn = vn+1(θn+1, eeen+1)− vn+1(θn, eeen+1), δBn = vn+1(θn, eeen+1)− E[vn+1(θn, eeen+1)|eeen(θ) = eeen, θn]. Our
next step is to show the continuous-time interpolations of bn and δBn have zero asymptotic rate of change.

Lemma 3. Let the continuous-time interpolations of bn and δBn be B(t) =
∑N(t)−1

i=0 bi and I(t) =
∑N(t)−1

i=0 δBi,
respectively. Then B(t), I(t) have zero asymptotic rate of change w.p.1 under Assumption 1.

We can then relate the bias term ζn in (7) to bn and δBn, and show the corresponding continuous-time interpolations
have zero asymptotic rate of change in the next corollary.

Corollary 1. Let the continuous-time interpolation of ζn be Z(t) =
∑N(t)−1

i=0 αiζi. Then Z(t) has zero asymptotic
rate of change w.p.1 under Assumption 1.

We are now ready to show the formal proof of Theorem 1.

Proof. Proof of Theorem 1 The update (5) in Algorithm 1 can be written as:
θn+1 = θn + αn

(
F̄−1(θn)∇η(θn) + δMn + ζn + δFn + zn

)
,

where δMn is the noise term caused by the simulation error in the gradient estimator, ζn is the bias term caused by
reusing historical trajectories in gradient estimator, δFn is the noise term caused by the simulation error in the FIM
estimator. By Lemma 1, the continuous-time interpolations of δMn and δFn have zero asymptotic rate of change. By
Corollary 1, the continuous-time interpolation of ζn has zero asymptotic rate of change. Therefore, the limit ODE is
determined by the natural gradient F̄−1(θ)∇η(θ) and the projection. By Theorem 6.6.1 in [26], the solution trajectory
{θn} in Algorithm 1 also converges w.p.1 to the limit set of the ODE (6).

3.3 Approximation and Extension

In this section, we first discuss some approximations to make the proposed algorithm more practical. Note that in
Algorithm 1, we use step-based natural policy gradient algorithm. It requires a single likelihood ratio per state-action
pair. However, when computing the likelihood ratio, there is usually no closed-form expression for the discounted
state visitation distribution dπθ (s). To make the algorithm more practical, we could replace the likelihood ratio
ω(ξ, θn|θm) = d

πθn (ξm)
d
πθm (ξm)

by ω̂(ξ, θn|θm) = π(ξm;θn)
π(ξm;θm) (e.g. [29]). Recall that π(ξm; θn) = πθn(am|sm), where

ξm = (sm, am) is the state-action pair sampled at iteration m. Even though it introduces additional bias into the
gradient estimator, we can show in the next corollary that the solution trajectory in Algorithm 1 with the likelihood ratio
ω̂(ξ, θn|θm) converges w.p.1 to the same limit set of the ODE (6).

Corollary 2. Under Assumption 1, the solution trajectory {θn} in Algorithm 1 with the likelihood ratio ω̂(ξ, θn|θm)
converges w.p.1 to the limit set of the ODE (6).

It is natural to extend the proposed RNPG algorithm to some popular policy optimization algorithms such as TRPO.
With a linear approximation to the objective and quadratic approximation to the constraint, the optimization in each
iteration in TRPO can be written as

max
θ

∇η(θn)(θ − θn)

s.t.
1

2
(θn − θ)TF (θn)(θn − θ) ≤ δ,

where F (θn)ij = ∂
∂θi

∂
∂θj

Es∼d
πθn (s)[DKL(πθn(·|s)∥πθ(·|s))]|θ=θn is the same FIM as in (1). DKL(P∥Q) :=∫

log
(

dP
dQ

)
dP denotes the Kullback-Leibler divergence from distribution P to distribution Q.

Therefore, the update iterate in TRPO can be written as θn+1 = θn + αnF
−1(θn)∇η(θn). In practical implementation,

TRPO performs a line search in the natural gradient direction, ensuring that the objective is improved while satisfying
the nonlinear constraint. We can replace F (θn) and ∇η(θn) by F̂ (θn) and ∇̂η(θn) in (5) that reuse the historical
trajectories while still ensuring the convergence of the TRPO algorithm, as guaranteed by Theorem 1.
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4 Characterization of Asymptotic Convergence Rate

In the section, we consider the asymptotic properties of normalized errors about the limit point obtained by RNPG
and show that with diminishing step size, reusing historical trajectories helps improve the variance asymptotically. In
particular, the asymptotic convergence rate is characterized by the covariance of the limiting normal distribution of the
error. In addition to the Assumption 1, we need one more set of assumption to characterize the convergence rate.

Assumption 2.

• (A.2.1) ∃θ̄ ∈ Θ, such that limn→∞ θn = θ̄ w.p.1.

• (A.2.2) Let Ση(θ) = Var(G(ξ, θ)) and recall F̄−1(θ) = E
[(

ϵId +
1
B

∑B
i=1 S(ξi, θ)

)−1
]

, where ξ1, . . . , ξB

are i.i.d. samples from the occupancy measure dπθ . Both Ση(θ) and F̄−1(θ) are continuous in θ.

• (A.2.3) There exists a Hurwitz matrix G such that F̄−1(θ)∇η(θ) = G(θ − θ̄) + o(∥θ − θ̄∥).

• (A.2.4) For θ → θ̄, S(ξ, θ) converges to S(ξ, θ̄) in distribution and G(ξ, θ) converges to G(ξ, θ̄) in distribution.

• (A.2.5) The step size sequence {αn} satisfies
∑∞

n=0 α
2
n < ∞,

∑∞
n=0 αn = ∞, limn→∞ αn = 0, αn >

0,∀n ≥ 0, and
√

αn

αn+1
= 1 + o(αn).

Condition (A.2.1) is easily satisfied using the argument in Section 3 under Assumption 1. (A.2.2) further implies
Σ1(θ) := F̄−1(θ)Ση(θ)(F̄

−1(θ))T is continuous in θ. We also define

Σ′
2(θ) := E

(ϵId + 1

B

B∑
i=1

S(ξi, θ)

)−1

Ση(θ)

(ϵId + 1

B

B∑
i=1

S(ξi, θ)

)−1
T
 .

(A.2.3) requires every eigenvalue of the matrix G has strictly negative real part, for the sake of asymptotic stability of
the differential equation (6).

Next, let the normalized error

En =
θn − θ̄
√
αn

,

where sequence {θn} is obtained by the RNPG algorithm. Let En(t) denote the piecewise constant right continuous
interpolation of {Em}m≥n. The following theorem shows the convergence of the normalized error process.

Theorem 2. Under Assumption 1 and Assumption 2, there exists a Wiener process W (t) with covariance matrix Σ̂(θ̄),
such that En(t) converges weakly to a stationary solution to the following SDE:

dE = GEdt+ dW,

where the covariance matrix Σ̂(θ̄) = 1
BΣ1(θ̄) +

1
KBΣ2(θ̄), and Σ2(θ̄) = Σ′

2(θ̄)− Σ1(θ̄).

As a result,
En ⇒ N (0,Σ∞) as n → ∞,

where ⇒ means convergence in distribution and Σ∞ has the following expression:

vec(Σ∞) = −(G ⊕ G)−1 vec
(
Σ̂(θ̄)

)
,

where ⊕ is the Kronecker sum and vec is the stack operator.

For an n×n square matrix A and an m×m square matrix B, A⊕B = A⊗ Im+ In⊗B, where Im and In are identity

matrices of size m and n, respectively, and ⊗ is the Kronecker product, such that A⊗ B =

a11B · · · a1nB
...

. . .
...

an1B · · · annB

.
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The stack operator vec creates a column vector from a matrix A by stacking the column vectors of A = [a1a2 · · · an]

below one another: vec(A) =


a1
a2
...
an

.

Theorem 2 indicates that the normalized error En given by the algorithm will asymptotically follow a multivariate
normal distribution, whose covariance matrix Σ̃ is characterized by Σ̂(θ̄) = 1

BΣ1(θ̄) +
1

KBΣ2(θ̄). The first term
characterizes the variation caused by the random samples for the gradient estimator, and the second term Σ2 reflects the
joint impact of random samples for both gradient and inverse FIM estimators. Reusing past samples in the previous
K− 1 iterations helps reduce the covariance caused by the joint impact of random samples for both gradient and inverse
FIM by an order of O( 1

K ). We refer the readers to Section 5.4 for the verification of the asymptotic normality on a
linear quadratic control (LQC, see [30]) problem.

Before the formal proof of Theorem 2, we first give a high-level proof outline. We decompose the estimator of the
natural policy gradient as

F̂−1(θn)∇̂η(θn) =En[F̂
−1
n ∇̂ηn]︸ ︷︷ ︸
gn

+ F̂−1
n ∇̂ηn − En[F̂

−1
n ]En[∇̂ηn]︸ ︷︷ ︸

δGn

=En[F̂
−1
n ]En[∇̂ηn]︸ ︷︷ ︸

gn

+(F̂−1
n − En[F̂

−1
n ])∇̂ηn + En[F̂

−1
n ](∇̂ηn − En[∇̂ηn])︸ ︷︷ ︸

δGn

.

For ease of notations, denote F̂−1
n = F̂−1(θn), ∇̂ηn = ∇̂η(θn), En[·] = E[·|eeen(θ) = eeen, θ]. Note that {δGn} is a

Markov difference sequence, which contains the noise introduced by the new samples, and gn is the conditional mean
conditioned on the reused samples. The asymptotic variance of {En} is determined by the asymptotic behavior of
the estimator of the natural policy gradient, which can be further characterized through analysis of the two terms: the
Markov noise δGn and the conditional mean gn. We first characterize the asymptotic behavior of δGn in the following
Lemma 4-6.

Lemma 4. Suppose Assumption 1 and Assumption 2 hold. Let

Ln = En[F̂
−1
n ](∇̂η − En[∇̂ηn]) = En[F̂

−1
n ]

1

KB

B∑
i=1

(G(ξin, θn)−∇η(θn)).

Then we have

lim
n,m→∞

1

m

m+n−1∑
i=n

En

[
LiL

T
i − 1

K2B
Σ1(θ̄)

]
= 0 w.p.1,

where the limit is taken as n and m go to infinity simultaneously.

Lemma 5. Suppose Assumption 1 and Assumption 2 hold. Let

Rn = (F̂−1
n − En[F̂

−1
n ])∇̂ηn.

Then we have

lim
n,m→∞

1

m

n+m−1∑
i=n

En

[
RiR

T
i − 1

KB
Σ2(θ̄)

]
= 0 w.p.1,

where Σ2(θ) = Σ′
2(θ)− Σ1(θ). The limit is taken as n and m go to infinity simultaneously.

Lemma 6. Suppose Assumption 1 and Assumption 2 hold. We have

lim
n,m→∞

1

m

n+m−1∑
i=n

En

[
LiR

T
i

]
= 0 w.p.1,

where the limit is taken as n and m go to infinity simultaneously.
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With Lemma 4-6, we have

lim
n,m→∞

1

m

m+n−1∑
i=n

En

[
δGiδG

T
i −

(
1

K2B
Σ1(θ̄) +

1

KB
Σ2(θ̄)

)]
= 0 w.p.1, (8)

where the limit is taken as n and m go to infinity simultaneously.

Next, we characterize the asymptotic behavior of gn with the fixed-state method (see, e.g. [26]). Denote

gi(θ,eeei(θ)) = E
[
F̂−1(θ,eeei(θ))∇̂η(θ,eeei(θ))|eeei(θ), θ

]
, i ≥ n.

Lemma 7. Suppose Assumption 1 and Assumption 2 hold. We have

lim
n,m→∞

1

m

n+m−1∑
i=n

E
[
gi(θ̄, eeei(θ̄))gi(θ̄, eeei(θ̄))

T − K − 1

K2B
Σ1(θ̄)|eeen(θ̄)

]
= 0 w.p.1, (9)

where the limit is taken as n and m go to infinity simultaneously.

Let

Γn(θ,eeen(θ)) =

∞∑
i=n

Π(n, i)E
[
gi(θ,eeei(θ))− F̄−1(θ)∇η(θ)|eeen(θ)

]
,

where Π(n, i) =
∏i

j=n(1− αj), and

Λn(θ,eeen(θ)) = E
[
Γn+1(θ, en+1(θ))

(
F̂−1(θ,eeen(θ))∇̂η(θ,eeen(θ))

)T
|eeen(θ)

]
.

We then introduce the last lemma that characterizes the asymptotic joint behavior of the conditional mean gn and
martingale noise δGn.

Lemma 8. Under Assumption 1 and Assumption 2, we have

lim
n,m→∞

1

m

n+m−1∑
i=n

E
[
Λi(θ̄, eeei(θ̄))−

K − 1

2KB
Σ1(θ̄)|eeen(θ̄)

]
= 0 w.p.1, (10)

where the limit is taken as n and m go to infinity simultaneously.

With Lemma 4-8, we are now ready to prove Theorem 2.

Proof. Proof of Theorem 2 By Theorem 10.8.1 in [26], there is a Wiener process W (t) with covariance matrix

Σ̂ =
1

K2B
Σ1(θ̄) +

1

KB
Σ2(θ̄) +

K − 1

K2B
Σ1(θ̄) +

K − 1

2KB
Σ1(θ̄) +

K − 1

2KB
ΣT

1 (θ̄)

=
1

B
Σ1(θ̄) +

1

KB
Σ2(θ̄),

where 1
K2BΣ1(θ̄) +

1
KBΣ2(θ̄) is from (8), K−1

K2BΣ1(θ̄) is from (9), and K−1
2KBΣ1(θ̄), K−1

2KBΣT
1 (θ̄) are from (10). We then

have En(t) converges weakly to a stationary solution of

dE = GEdt+ dW.

Furthermore, the above SDE is known as the multivariate Ornstein-Uhlenbeck process (e.g., see [31]) and the covariance
matrix of the solution E(t) converges to Σ∞ as t → ∞, where

vec(Σ∞) = −(G ⊕ G)−1 vec
(
Σ̂(θ̄)

)
.

Corollary 3. Let E′
n =

θ′
n−θ̄√
αn

, where sequence {θ′n} is obtained by the VNPG algorithm. Let E′
n(t) denote the

piecewise constant right continuous interpolation of the {E′
m}m≥n. Then under Assumption 1 and Assumption 2, there

exists a Wiener process W ′(t) with covariance matrix Σ̃(θ̄), such that E′
n(t) converges weakly to a stationary solution

to the following SDE:

dE′ = GE′dt+ dW ′,

where the covariance matrix Σ̃(θ̄) = 1
BΣ1(θ̄) +

1
BΣ2(θ̄).
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Corollary 3 is proved in a similar manner as Theorem 2. Note that the covariance of the normalized error in RNPG
algorithm is reduced by an order of O( 1

K ) compared to the VNPG algorithm. Therefore, with diminishing step size,
reusing historical trajectories in RNPG reduces the asymptotic variance and the estimation error compared to VNPG.

4.1 Non-asymptotic Behavior with Constant Step Size

In this subsection, we discuss the non-asymptotic behavior of reusing historical trajectories in the gradient esti-
mation and demonstrate the benefit of reusing with a constant step size. For ease of notation, let G(ξ, θn, θm) =
ω(ξ, θn|θm)G(ξ, θn). The next theorem shows that historical trajectories also helps reduce the variance of the gradient
estimation error around the local optima.

Theorem 3. Under Assumption 1, there exists a constant C > 0 such that ω(ξ, θn|θm), |η(θ)|, and ∥G(ξ, θn, θm)∥ are
all upper bounded by C. For any δ > 0 and n > 0, we have with probability at least 1− δ∥∥∥∥∥∇η(θ∗)− 1

KB

n∑
m=n−K+1

B∑
i=1

G(ξim, θ∗, θm)

∥∥∥∥∥
2

≤
√
2βn log

π2n2(d+ 1)

3δ
+

2C

K
log

π2n2(d+ 1)

3δ
, (11)

where θ∗ is a local optimum, βn =
√

C2

K3B(B−1) log
π2n2(d+1)

3δ + 1
K2B

∑n
m=n−K+1 trace(V̂arm), and V̂arm is the

sample covariance matrix of the vanilla gradient estimator at time m, i.e.,

V̂arm =
1

B − 1

B∑
i=1

(
G(ξim, θ∗, θm)− 1

B

B∑
j=1

G(ξjm, θ∗, θm)
)(
G(ξim, θ∗, θm)− 1

B

B∑
j=1

G(ξjm, θ∗, θm)
)T

.

Note that the trace of the sample variance of the gradient estimation trace(V̂arm) is upper bounded by B
B−1C

2, hence
the square of the right-hand side of (11) is of order O(max{ 1

KB , 1
K2 }), which is strictly better than the order O( 1

B )
of the VNPG algorithm. Since the variance of the solution θn is determined by the variance of the gradient estimator,
Theorem 3 implies that with a constant step size, reusing historical trajectories reduces the variance of the solution
around the local optima in RNPG to an order of O(max{ 1

KB , 1
K2 }), compared to the order O( 1

B ) of the VNPG
algorithm.

5 Numerical Experiments

In the numerical experiment, we demonstrate the performance improvement of RNPG over VNPG on cartpole and
MuJoCo inverted pendulum, two classical reinforcement learning benchmark problems. Furthermore, we verify the
asymptotic normality of the error in RNPG algorithm as shown in Theorem 2 on an LQC problem.

5.1 Experiment Setting and Benchmarks

In cartpole, the goal is to balance a pole on a cart by moving the cart left or right. The state is a four-dimensional vector
representing position of the cart, velocity of the cart, angle of the pole, and velocity of the pole. The action space is
binary: push the cart left or right with a fixed force. The environment caps episode lengths to 200 steps and ends the
episode prematurely if the pole falls too far from the vertical or the cart translates too far from its origin. The agent
receives a reward of one for each consecutive step before the termination.

Figure 1: Diagram of cartpole and inverted pendulum task.

MuJoCo stands for Multi-Joint dynamics with Contact. It is a physics engine for facilitating research and development
in robotics, biomechanics, graphics and animation, and other areas where fast and accurate simulation is needed. We
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consider the inverted pendulum environment in MuJoCo. The inverted pendulum environment is the same as cartpole
environment. The difference is that the action space is continuous in [−3, 3], where action represents the numerical
force applied to the cart (with magnitude representing the amount of force and sign representing the direction). The
environment caps episode lengths to 500 steps.

For both problems, the policy network is a fully-connected two-layer neural network with 32 neurons and Rectified
Linear Unit (ReLU) activation function. We use softmax activation function on top of the neural network. The policy
parameter is updated by Adam optimizer. We should note that similar performance can be obtained by using SGD
optimizer with an appropriate learning rate. The discount factor is γ = 0.99. We report the average reward over the
number of iterations for different algorithms. The reward is averaged over 50 macro replications. The number of
trajectories generated in each iteration (i.e., mini-batch size) is B = 4. We also set ϵ to 0.001 to prevent the FIM from
becoming singular.

For both considered problems, we compare the performance of the following algorithms.

• VPG: vanilla policy gradient algorithm.

• RPG: policy gradient algorithm with reusing historical trajectories.

• VNPG: vanilla natural policy gradient algorithm.

• RNPG: natural policy gradient algorithm with reusing historical trajectories.

5.2 Experiment I: Convergence Rate on Cartpole and Inverted Pendulum

In the first set of experiment, we run all aforementioned algorithms on cartpole and inverted pendulum problems, under
a fixed step size α = 0.01 and the reuse size K = 10. Specifically, the RNPG algorithm uses the same reuse size
for both the FIM estimator and the gradient estimator. Figure 2 and Figure 3 show the mean and standard error of
the reward for VPG, RPG, VNPG, and RNPG algorithms on cartpole benchmark over 150 iterations and inverted
pendulum benchmark over 500 iterations, respectively. As can be seen from Figure 2(a) and Figure 3(a), reusing
historical trajectories accelerates the convergence of the policy gradient algorithm (the convergence of RPG is faster
than that of VPG) and the natural policy gradient algorithm (the convergence of RNPG is faster than that of VNPG).
Both RPG and RNPG have a much smoother trajectory, compared with their vanilla counterpart VPG and VNPG. This
can be seen from Figure 2(b) and Figure 3(b) the smaller standard errors of RPG and RNPG, compared to VPG and
VNPG. It indicates that reusing historical trajectories reduces the variance of iterates and improves the stability of the
algorithm.

Figure 2: Mean (Figure 2(a)) and standard error (Figure 2(b)) of the reward over n = 150 iterations for VPG, RPG,
VNPG, and RNPG run on cartpole.

5.3 Experiment II: Empirical Study on Reuse Size

In the second set of experiment, we empirically study the effect of the reuse size K on the convergence rate of the
RNPG algorithm. Specifically, the RNPG algorithm uses the same reuse size for both the FIM estimator and the
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Figure 3: Mean (Figure 3(a)) and standard error (Figure 3(b)) of the reward over n = 500 iterations for VPG, RPG,
VNPG, and RNPG run on inverted pendulum.

Figure 4: Mean (Figure 4(a)) and standard error (Figure 4(b)) of the reward over n = 150 iterations for RNPG under
reuse sizes K = 1, 10, 50, 100 run on cartpole.

gradient estimator. The step size is fixed to α = 0.01. Figure 4 shows the mean and standard error of the reward over
150 iterations for RNPG algorithm with different reuse sizes K = 1, 10, 50, 100 on the cartpole benchmark. Note
that when K = 1, RNPG is equivalent to VNPG, where we do not reuse any historical trajectory. As can be seen
from Figure 4, when we reuse more historical trajectories from previous iterations (larger K), the faster the algorithm
converges and the smoother the trajectory is. But this comes with the increased memory for computation. We report the
average running time over 150 iterations for RNPG algorithm with different reuse sizes on the cartpole benchmark in
Figure 5(a). We should note that the main bottleneck is in computing the inverse FIM estimator with reusing historical
trajectories. The computational complexity of computing the inverse FIM estimator in RNPG is O(KBd2 + d3), where
K is the reuse size in the FIM estimator. We further empirically study using different reuse sizes for the FIM estimator
and the gradient estimator. In particular, Figure 6 shows the mean and standard error of the reward over 150 iterations
for RNPG algorithm with reuse size K1 = 10, 50, 100 in the gradient estimator and K2 = 10 in the FIM estimator,
on the cartpole benchmark problem. We also report the corresponding average running time in Figure 5(b). Figure 6
suggests that we could use a reasonably small reuse size for the FIM estimator while using a large reuse size for the
gradient estimator, such that we enjoy the benefit of reusing without sacrificing too much computational efficiency.
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Figure 5: Time (s) running RNPG over n = 150 iterations under different reuse sizes run on cartpole.

Figure 6: Mean (Figure 6(a)) and standard error (Figure 6(b)) of the reward over n = 150 iterations for RNPG under
reuse sizes K1 = 10, 50, 100 run on cartpole. The reuse size K2 is fixed to 10.

5.4 Verification of Asymptotic Normality on an LQC Problem

In this section, we verify the asymptotic normality of the solution obtained by the RNPG algorithm, as shown in
Theorem 2. Consider the following one-dimensional LQC problem with discrete time and discounted cost:

min
u=(u1,u2,...)

E

[ ∞∑
t=0

γt(xt + ut)
2

]
s.t. xt+1 = xt + ut + wt,

(12)

where γ ∈ [0, 1) is some discount factor, xt is the state at time t, ut is the action (or control) at time t, and
wt ∼ N (0, 1), t = 0, 1, . . . are i.i.d. Gaussian noises. The expectation is taken with respect to all the randomness,
which possibly contains the random initial state x0 (which follows a standard normal distribution), random control
ut(xt), t ≥ 0, and the Gaussian noise wt, t ≥ 0. It is known that the optimal policy for (12) is u∗

t (xt) = −xt and the
optimal objective is 1

1−γ . To fit the LQC problem into the RL setting, we consider the discounted RL environment
given by M = (S,A,Θ,P,R, γ, ρ0), where S = R is the state space, A = R is the action space, and Θ = R
is the policy parameter space. For θ ∈ Θ, s ∈ S, πθ(a|s) = ϕ(a + s + θ) and ϕ(·) is the density function of the
standard normal distribution; P is the transition kernel such that Ps,a(s

′) = 1{s′=s+a}, where 1{·} is the indicator
function; R is the reward function with R(s, a) = −(s + a)2; γ = 0.5 is the discount factor and ρ0 is the initial
distribution, which is the standard normal distribution. Here, s corresponds to the state of the control problem x, and a
corresponds to the (disturbed) control u+ w. The optimal policy π∗ = πθ̄ with θ̄ = 0, and the optimal value function
η(θ̄) = E [

∑∞
t=1 γ

tR(st, at)] = − 1
1−γ . The optimal control u∗

t can be recovered as u∗
t = θ̄ − xt = −xt. We refer the
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readers to Section B in the appendix for the detailed calculation of the policy gradient, inverse FIM, and the theoretical
asymptotic variance Σ̂ for the LQC problem.
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Figure 7: Empirical density function and theoretical density function under different choices of B and K.

To verify the asymptotic normality of θn−θ̄√
αn

, we run 500 macro-replications to plot the empirical density function and
the quantile-quantile (Q-Q) plot. For each replication, we set αn = 1/n0.9. The initial solution is set to θ0 = 2, and we
run for n = 5 × 105 steps of the RNPG algorithm. We vary the batch size B and the reuse size K. In Figure 7, we
show the empirical density of En and the theoretical density function for different choices of B and K. In Figure 8 we
show the corresponding Q-Q plots. The high degree of overlap between the empirical density (quantile) function and
theoretical density (quantile) function in Figure 7 (Figure 8) demonstrates the validity of Theorem 2.

6 Conclusion

In this paper, we study the convergence of a variant of natural policy gradient in reinforcement learning with reusing
historical trajectories (RNPG). We provide a rigorous asymptotic convergence analysis of the RNPG algorithm by the
ODE approach. Our results show that RNPG and its vanilla counterpart without reusing (VNPG) share the same limit
ODE, while the bias resulting from the interdependence between iterations gradually diminishes, ultimately becoming
insignificant in the asymptotic sense. We further demonstrate the benefit of reusing in RNPG and characterize the
improved convergence rate of RNPG by the SDE approach. Through the numerical experiments on two classical
benchmark problems, we verify our theoretical result and empirically study the choice of different reuse size in the
RNPG algorithm.
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Figure 8: Q-Q plot under different choices of B and K.

A Technical Proofs

Throughout the rest of the paper, for any vector x ∈ Rd or any matrix X ∈ Rd×d, let ∥ · ∥ denote the vector max norm
(i.e., ∥x∥ = max{|xi|}) or the matrix max norm (i.e., ∥X∥ = maxi,j{|xi,j |}). Let ∥ · ∥2 denote the vector 2-norm (i.e.,

∥x∥2 =
√∑d

i=1 x
2
i ) or the matrix spectral norm (i.e., ∥X∥2 =

√
λmax(X∗X)), where X∗ is the conjugate transpose

of matrix X and λmax(·) returns the largest eigenvalue. Let ∥ · ∥1 denote the vector 1-norm (i.e., ∥x∥1 =
∑d

i=1 |xi|).

A.1 Proof of Lemma 1

Proof. First note that Fn provides all the information required to achieve θn, we have θn ∈ Fn. Moreover, conditioned
on Fn, the expectation of the gradient estimator with historical trajectories take the following form

F̄−1(θn)E[∇̂η(θn)|Fn] =
1

KB

n−1∑
m=n−K+1

B∑
i=1

ω(ξim, θn|θm)F̄−1(θn)G(ξim, θn) +
1

K
F̄−1(θn)∇η(θn).

Then δMn = F̄−1(θn)∇̂η(θn) − F̄−1(θn)E[∇̂η(θn)|Fn] =
1

KB

∑B
i=1 F̄

−1(θn)(G(ξin, θn) − ∇η(θn)). Note that
(A.1.2) and (A.1.3) in Assumption 1 together imply

∥Aπθ (s, a)∇πθ(a|s)∥ ≤ 2UrUΘ

1− γ
,∀(s, a) ∈ S ×A.

(A.1.2), (A.1.3) and (A.1.5) together imply the gradient ∇η(θ) has bounded norm. It is then easy to check
supn E∥δMn∥2 < ∞ from the boundedness assumption in Assumption 1. For large j and some positive T , we
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have
∑N(jT+t)−1

i=N(jT ) αi ≤ 1. Applying Burkholder’s inequality (cf. Theorem 6.3.10 in [32]), we have ∀ϵ > 0,∑
j P{max0≤t≤T ∥

∑N(jT+t−1)
i=N(jT ) αiδMi∥ ≥ ϵ} < ∞. Together with the step size

∑
n α

2
n < ∞ in Assumption 1, by

Theorem 5.3.2 in [26], M(t) has zero asymptotic rate of change.

For H(t), note that we add a small perturbation ϵId to the FIM to ensure its positive definiteness to prevent the FIM
from becoming singular. Hence, ∥F̂−1(θn)∥ ≤ ϵ−1 almost surely. Also note that the norm of ∇̂η(θn) is bounded w.p.1
under Assumption 1. Following the same argument in bounding the martingale difference sequence δMn, we have
supn E∥δFn∥ < ∞ and supn E∥δFn∥2 < ∞, and thus H(t) has zero asymptotic rate of change.

A.2 Proof of Lemma 2

Proof. For ease of notations, denote En[·] = E[·|eeen(θ) = eeen, θ]. Note that ∀θ ∈ Θ, eeei(θ) is independent of eeen(θ) when
i ≥ n+K − 1. So for those i ≥ n+K − 1, we have

En[F̄
−1(θ)(∇̂η(θ,eeei(θ))−∇η(θ))] =

1

KB

i−1∑
s=i−K+1

B∑
j=1

E[F̄−1(θ)G(ξjs , θ)
dπθ (ξjs)

dπθ (ξjs)
− F̄−1(θ)∇η(θ)] = 0.

We can then simplify vn(θn, eeen) as vn(θn, eeen) =
∑n+K−1

i=n αiEn[F̄
−1(θn)∇̂η(θn, eeei(θn))− F̄−1(θn)∇η(θn)]. So∥∥∥∥∥

n+K−1∑
i=n

αiEn[F̄
−1(θ)(∇̂η(θ,eeei(θ))−∇η(θ))]

∥∥∥∥∥ ≤
n+K−1∑

i=n

αiC3 → 0

for some constant C3 > 0. Here we use the inequality ∥Mx∥ ≤ ∥M∥∥x∥, the fact that ∥M∥ ≤ ∥M∥2 and ∥M∥2 is
the largest eigenvalue for any positive definite matrix M and vector x, under the condition (A.1.1), (A.1.2), (A.1.3) and
(A.1.5) in Assumption 1.

A.3 Proof of Lemma 3

Proof. Recall that for m ≤ n+K − 2, we have

En[F̄
−1(θ)(∇̂η(θ,eeem(θ))−∇η(θ))] =

1

KB

n−1∑
s=m−K+1

B∑
i=1

F̄−1(θ)(G(ξis, θ)
dπθ (ξis)

dπθs (ξis)
−∇η(θ)).

So vn(θ,eeen) can be written as vn(θ,eeen) =
∑n+K−2

m=n αm
1

KB

∑n−1
s=m−K+1

∑B
i=1 F̄

−1(θ)(G(ξis, θ)
dπθ (ξis)

d
πθs (ξis)

−∇η(θ)).
We show vn(·, eee) is Lipschitz continuous uniformly in n and eee. Note that ∀θ1, θ2, θ′ ∈ Θ, ∀ξ = (s, a) ∈ S ×A,∥∥∥∥G(ξ, θ1)

dπθ1 (ξ)

dπθ′ (ξ)
−G(ξ, θ2)

dπθ2 (ξ)

dπθ′ (ξ)

∥∥∥∥
=

∥∥∥∥Aπθ1 (s, a)∇ log πθ1(a|s)
dπθ1 (s)πθ1(a|s)

dπ′(ξ)
−Aπθ2 (s, a)∇ log πθ2(a|s)

dπθ2 (s)πθ2(a|s)
dπ′(ξ)

∥∥∥∥
=

1

dπ′(ξ)
∥Aπθ1 (s, a)∇πθ1(a|s)dπθ1 (s)−Aπθ2 (s, a)∇πθ2(a|s)dπθ2 (s)∥ .

From Lemma 3.2 in [33], under the condition (A.1.2), (A.1.3) in Assumption 1, we have

∥Aπθ1 (s, a)∇πθ1(a|s)−Aπθ2 (s, a)∇πθ2(a|s)∥ ≤ L1∥θ1 − θ2∥, for some L1 > 0.

From Lemma 3 in [34], under the condition (A.1.4) in Assumption 1, we have

∥dπθ1 − dπθ2∥ ≤ ∥dπθ1 − dπθ2∥1 ≤ 2γ

1− γ
Es∼d

πθ2 (s)[∥πθ1(·|s)− πθ2(·|s)∥TV ] ≤
2γ

1− γ
UΠ∥θ1 − θ2∥.

To show the FIM F (θ) is also Lipschitz in θ, we first show the following intermediate result.

Lemma 9. Let f(x) : Rd → Rd be Lipschitz continuous in x with bounded norm. Then M(x) := f(x)f(x)T is also
Lipschitz continuous in x.
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Proof. Proof of Lemma 9 Note that M(x) − M(y) = f(x)(f(x)T − f(y)T ) + (f(x) − f(y))f(y)T . Suppose
∥f(x)∥ ≤ L2, ∥f(x)− f(y)∥ ≤ L3∥x− y∥ for some L2, L3 > 0. Then we have M(x) Lipschitz in x as follows

∥M(x)−M(y)∥ = max
i,j

|(M(x)−M(y))i,j |

= max
i,j

∣∣(f(x)(f(x)T − f(y)T ) + (f(x)− f(y))f(y)T )i,j
∣∣

≤ 2L2L3∥x− y∥.

With Lemma 9, we have F̄ (θ) is Lipschitz continuous in θ, thus F̄−1(θ)G(ξ; θ) dπθ (ξ)
dπ

θ′ (ξ)
is Lipschitz continuous in θ,

uniformly in ξ and n. In addition, from Lemma 3.2 in [33], F̄−1(θ)∇η(θ) is also Lipschitz continuous in θ. Thus
we prove that vn(·, eee) is Lipschitz continuous uniformly in n and eee. One can then check that bn = O(α2

n), which
implies the asymptotic rate of change of B(t) is zero under the condition (A.1.1) in Assumption 1. Following the same
argument in Lemma 1, we have I(t) has zero asymptotic rate of change.

A.4 Proof of Corollary 1

Proof. Relating the perturbed iteration to the original iteration, we have

θn+1 = θn + αn(F̄
−1(θn)∇η(θn) + δMn + δFn + zn) + bn + δBn + vn(θn, eeen)− vn+1(θn+1, eeen+1).

Hence we have

αnζn = bn + δBn + vn(θn, eeen)− vn+1(θn+1, eeen+1).

We can rewrite Z(t) as follows:

Z(t) =

N(t)−1∑
i=0

bi + δBi + vi(θi, eeei)− vi+1(θi+1, eeei+1)

= B(t) + I(t) + v0(θ0, eee0)− vN(t)(θN(t), eeeN(t)).

We then have ∥Z(jT + t) − Z(jT )∥ ≤ ∥B(jT + t) − B(jT )∥ + ∥I(jT + t) − I(jT )∥ + ∥vN(jT+t)(θN(jT+t)) −
eeeN(jT+t)∥ + ∥vN(jT )(θN(jT )) − eeeN(jT )∥. By Lemma 2 and Lemma 3, Z(t) has zero asymptotic rate of change
w.p.1.

A.5 Proof of Corollary 2

Proof. For any s > 0, let ξξξs := (ξ1s , · · · , ξBs ), πππs := (πθ(ξ
1
s ), · · · , πθ(ξ

B
s )), effective memory eees := (ξξξs−K+1,

πππs−K+1, · · · , ξξξs−1,πππs−1), and non-decreasing filtration Fn := σ{(θs, eees), s ≤ n}. The rest of the proof follows
by replacing the occupancy measure dπθ by the policy πθ. Note that there is a slight modification of (A.1.5) in
Assumption 1: there exists a constant 0 < ϵπ ≤ 1 such that the policy πθ(s, a) ≥ ϵπ,∀(s, a) ∈ S ×A,∀θ ∈ Θ.

A.6 Proof of Lemma 4

Proof. Denote F̄−1
n = En[F̂

−1
n ]. For i ≥ n+K, we have

En

[
LiL

T
i

]
=

1

K2B2
En

F̄−1
i

 B∑
j=1

(
G(ξji , θi)−∇η(θi)

) B∑
j=1

(
G(ξji , θi)−∇η(θi)

)T

(F̄−1
i )T


=

1

K2B2
En

F̄−1
i Ei


 B∑

j=1

(
G(ξji , θi)−∇η(θi)

) B∑
j=1

(
G(ξji , θi)−∇η(θi)

)T
 (F̄−1

i )T


=

1

K2B
En

[
F̄−1
i Ση(θi)(F̄

−1
i )T

]
.

The second equality holds because of the tower property and that conditioned on θi, F̄−1
i is a constant. Next,

since θi → θ̄ w.p.1, F̄−1(θ) is continuous in θ and Θ is compact, by bounded convergence theorem we have
E[LiL

T
i ] → 1

KB2Σ1(θ̄) w.p.1. Since the first K terms do not affect the average value as m goes to infinity, we complete
the proof.
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A.7 Proof of Lemma 5

Proof. For any i ≥ n+K, we have

En

[
RiR

T
i

]
= En

[(
F̂−1
i − F̄−1

i

)
∇̂ηi∇̂η

T

i

(
F̂−1
i − F̄−1

i

)T]
.

Notice that

∇̂ηi∇̂η
T

i =

i∑
i1,i2=i−K+1

B∑
j1,j2=1

ω(ξj1i1 , θi1 |θi)ω(ξ
j2
i2
, θi2 |θi)G(ξj1i1 , θi1)G(ξj2i2 , θi2)

T

:=

i∑
i1,i2=i−K+1

B∑
j1,j2=1

ωi1,j1ωi2,j2Gi1,j1G
T
i2,j2 .

By (A.2.1), θn → θ̄ w.p.1., hence ωi1,j1 , ωi2,j2cx → 1 w.p.1 and can be ignored. Also by (A.2.4) and the (conditional)
independent samples for F̂−1

i and Gi,j , for (i1, j1) ̸= (i2, j2), we have (F̂−1
i , Gi1,j1 , Gi2,j2)|θn, eeen converge weakly

to (F̂−1({ξj}Bj=1, θ̄), G(ξ′1, θ̄), G(ξ′2, θ̄)) for almost every θn, eeen, where ξ1, . . . , ξB , ξ
′
1, ξ

′
2 are i.i.d. sample from dπθ̄

and F̂−1({ξj}Bj=1, θ̄) =
(
ϵId +

∑B
i=1 S(ξi, θ̄)

)−1

. Furthermore, since the stochastic gradient G is bounded by (A.1.2)

and (A.1.5) and S(ξ, θ)S(ξ, θ)T is ϵ-positive definite by (A.1.5) and (A.1.3) for some ϵ that depends on ϵd and UΘ, we
know (F̂−1

i − F̄−1
i )Gi1,j1G

′
i2,j2

(F̂−1
i − F̄−1

i )T is uniformly bounded, hence uniformly integrable. This implies w.p.1,

En

[(
F̂−1
i − F̄−1

i

)
Gi1,j1G

T
i2,j2

(
F̂−1
i − F̄−1

i

)T]
→E

[(
F̂−1({ξj}Bj=1, θ̄)− F̄−1(θ̄)

)
G(ξ′1, θ̄)G(ξ′2, θ̄)

T
(
F̂−1({ξj}Bj=1, θ̄)− F̄−1(θ̄)

)T]
=E

[(
F̂−1({ξj}Bj=1, θ̄)− F̄−1(θ̄)

)
E
[
G(ξ′1, θ̄)

]
E
[
G(ξ′2, θ̄)

]T (
F̂−1({ξj}Bj=1, θ̄)− F̄−1(θ̄)

)T]
=0.

Similarly, for (i1, j1) = (i2, j2), (F̂−1
i , Gi1,j1)|θn, eeen converges weakly to (F̂−1({ξj}Bj=1, θ̄), G(ξ′, θ̄)) for almost

every θn, eeen, where ξ1, . . . , ξB , ξ
′ are i.i.d. samples from dπθ̄ . Hence, we have w.p.1.

En

[(
F̂−1
i − F̄−1

i

)
Gi1,j1G

T
i1,j1

(
F̂−1
i − F̄−1

i

)T]
→E

[(
F̂−1({ξj}Bj=1, θ̄)− F̄−1(θ̄)

)
G(ξ′, θ̄)G(ξ′, θ̄)T

(
F̂−1({ξj}Bj=1, θ̄)− F̄−1(θ̄)

)T]
=E

[(
F̂−1({ξj}Bj=1, θ̄)− F̄−1(θ̄)

)
E
[
G(ξ′, θ̄)G(ξ′, θ̄)T

] (
F̂−1({ξj}Bj=1, θ̄)− F̄−1(θ̄)

)T]
=E

[
F̂−1({ξj}Bj=1, θ̄)Ση(θ̄)F̂

−1({ξj}Bj=1, θ̄)
T
]
− F̄−1(θ̄)Ση(θ̄)(F̄

−1(θ̄))T

=Σ′
2(θ̄)− Σ1(θ̄)

=Σ2(θ̄).

Hence, we have

En[RiR
T
i ] →

1

KB
Σ2(θ̄) w.p.1.

Furthermore, since the first K terms do not affect the average value when m goes to infinity, we complete the proof.
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A.8 Proof of Lemma 6

Proof. First, note that En

[
LiR

T
i

]
= En

[(
F̂−1
i − Ei[F̂

−1
i ]
)
∇̂ηi

(
Ei[F̂

−1
i ]

(
∇̂ηi − Ei[∇̂ηi]

))T]
. Since condi-

tioned on θi, eeei, F̂−1
i is independent of ∇̂ηi, we can obtain

En

[(
F̂−1
i − Ei[F̂

−1
i ]
)
∇̂ηi

(
Ei[F̂

−1
i ]

(
∇̂ηi − Ei[∇̂ηi]

))T]
=En

[
Ei

[(
F̂−1
i − Ei[F̂

−1
i ]
)]

Ei

[
∇̂ηi

(
Ei[F̂

−1
i ]

(
∇̂ηi − Ei[∇̂ηi]

))T]]
=0.

Hence, the Lemma holds.

A.9 Proof of Lemma 7

Proof. For i ≥ n+K, we have

gi(θ̄, eeei(θ)) =
1

KB
F̄−1(θ̄)

 i−1∑
j=i−K+1

B∑
ℓ=1

G(ξℓj , θ̄) +B∇η(θ̄)


=

1

KB
F̄−1(θ̄)

 i−1∑
j=i−K+1

B∑
ℓ=1

G(ξℓj , θ̄))

 ,

and G(ξℓj) is independent of eeen(θ̄). Hence,

E
[
gi(θ̄, eeei(θ̄))gi(θ̄, eeei(θ̄))

T |eeen(θ̄), θ̄
]

=
1

K2B2
F̄−1(θ̄)

 i−1∑
i1,i2=i−K+1

B∑
j1,j2=1

E
[
G(ξj1i1 , θ̄)G(ξj2i2 , θ̄)

T
] (F̄−1(θ̄))T

=
(K − 1)B

K2B2
F̄−1(θ̄)Ση(θ̄)(F̄

−1(θ̄))T

=
K − 1

K2B
Σ1(θ̄).

Since the first K terms does not affect the limit, we obtain the desired result.

A.10 Proof of Lemma 8

Proof. Note that when i ≥ n+K, eeei(θ) is independent of eeen(θ). So, we have

E
[
gi(θ,eeei(θ))− F̄−1(θ)∇η(θ)|eeen(θ)

]
= 0, i ≥ n+K,

and hence, we can write Γn(θ,eeen(θ)) as

Γn(θ,eeen(θ)) =

n+K−1∑
i=n

Π(n, i)E
[
gi(θ,eeei(θ))− F̄−1(θ)∇η(θ)|eeen(θ)

]
.

For i ≥ n+K, we have eeei(θ̄) is independent of eeen(θ̄). This implies

E
[
Λi(θ̄, eeei(θ̄))|eeen(θ̄)

]
= E

[
Λi(θ̄, eeei(θ̄))

]
.
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Since ∇η(θ̄) = 0, we can rewrite Γi+1(θ̄, ei+1(θ̄)) as

Γi+1(θ̄, ei+1(θ̄)) =

i+K−1∑
j=i+1

Π(i+ 1, j)E
[
gj(θ̄, ej(θ̄))|ei+1(θ̄)

]
=

i+K−1∑
j=i+1

Π(i+ 1, j)E
[
F̂−1(θ̄, ej(θ̄))∇̂η(θ̄, ej(θ̄))|ei+1(θ̄)

]

=

i+K−1∑
j=i+1

Π(i+ 1, j)F̄−1(θ̄)E
[
∇̂η(θ̄, ej(θ̄))|ei+1(θ̄)

]

=
1

KB

i+K−1∑
j=i+1

Π(i+ 1, j)F̄−1(θ̄)

i∑
ℓ=j−K+1

B∑
r=1

G(ξrℓ , θ̄).

The third equality holds since conditioned on ei+1(θ), F̂−1
j is independent of ∇̂η(θ̄, ej(θ̄)). The fourth equality is

obtained by writing ∇̂η(θ̄, eeei(θ̄)) =
1

KB

∑i
ℓ=i−K+1

∑B
r=1 G(ξrℓ , θ̄). Hence, we have

E
[
Λi(θ̄, eeei(θ̄))|eeen(θ̄)

]
=

1

K2B2

i+K∑
j=i+1

Π(i+ 1, j)F̄−1(θ̄)E

 i∑
ℓ=j−K+1

B∑
r=1

G(ξrℓ , θ̄)

( i∑
ℓ=i−K+1

B∑
r=1

G(ξrℓ , θ̄)

)T
 (F̄−1(θ̄))T

=
1

K2B2

i+K∑
j=i+1

Π(i+ 1, j)(K + i− j)BF̄−1(θ̄)Ση(θ̄)(F̄
−1(θ̄))T .

Since the step-size satisfies αm → 0, we have 1 ≥ Π(i+1, j) ≥ Π(i+1, i+K) ≥ Π(n+1, n+K) → 1 as n → ∞.
Then, we have

E
[
Λi(θ̄, eeei(θ̄))|eeen(θ̄)

]
→ K − 1

KB
Σ1(θ̄) w.p.1.

Finally, since the first K (i < n+K) terms do not affect the limit, we complete the proof.

A.11 Proof of Theorem 3

Proof. Let Ln = ∇η(θ∗) − 1
B

∑B
i=1 G(ξin, θ

∗, θn). Let F ′
n = σ{(θm, ξξξm),m ≤ n}. Then we have

1
B

∑B
i=1 G(ξin, θ

∗, θn) is a conditional unbiased estimator of ∇η(θ∗), given the information of past n − 1 itera-
tions. Then (Ln,F ′

n)n≥0 is a martingale difference sequence, and (
∑s

m=n−K+1 Ls,F ′
s)

n
s=n−K+1 is a martingale

sequence. We can then write the gradient estimation error in terms of L:

∇η(θ∗)− 1

KB

n∑
m=n−K+1

B∑
i=1

G(ξim, θ∗, θm) =
1

K

n∑
m=nn−K+1

Lm.

To bound the gradient estimation error, we first introduce the Freedman’s inequality for matrix martingale.

Lemma 10 (Corollary 1.3 in [35]). Let (Li,Fi)i=1,··· ,n be a martingale difference sequence. Suppose ∥Li∥2 ≤ C.
Then for all ϵ, ν > 0, we have

P

(
∥

k∑
i=1

Li∥2 ≥ ϵ and
k∑

i=1

E[∥Li∥22|Fi−1 ≤ ν2 for some k ≤ n]

)
≤ (d+ 1) exp

(
− ϵ2

2(ν2 + ϵC)

)

By Lemma 10, we have

P

(
∥

n∑
m=n−K+1

Lm∥2 ≥ ϵ and
n∑

m=n−K+1

E[∥Lm∥22|Fm−1] ≤ ν2

)
≤ (d+ 1) exp

(
− ϵ2

2(ν2 + ϵC)

)
. (13)
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Note that E[∥Lm∥22|F ′
m−1] = 1

B trace(Varξ∼d
πθm [G(ξ, θ∗, θm)|F ′

m−1]), E[V̂arm|F ′
m−1] =

Varξ∼d
πθm [G(ξ, θ∗, θm)|F ′

m−1], and 0 ≤ trace(V̂arm) ≤ B
B−1C

2. Applying McDiarmid’s inequality (see
[36]), we have

P

(
n∑

m=n−K+1

(
1

B
trace(V̂arm)− E[∥Lm∥22|F ′

m−1]) ≥ ϵ

)
≤ exp

(
−B(B − 1)ϵ2

KC2

)
.

For any δ > 0, take ϵ =
√

KC2

B(B−1) log
π2n2

3δ , β′
n = ϵ+ 1

B

∑n
m=n−K+1 trace(V̂arm), then

P

(
n∑

m=n−K+1

E[∥Lm∥22|F ′
m−1] ≥ β′

n

)
≤ 3δ

π2n2
.

In order the right hand side of (13) to be smaller than or equal to 3δ
π2n2 given ν2 = β′

n, i.e., (d+1) exp
(
− ϵ′2

2(β′
n+ϵ′C)

)
≤

3δ
π2n2 , we require

ϵ′ ≥ C log

(
π2n2(d+ 1)

3δ

)
+

√
C2

(
log

π2n2(d+ 1)

3δ

)2

+ 2 log
π2n2(d+ 1)

3δ
β′
n.

Using the inequality
√
a2 + b2 ≤ a+ b for positive a and b, we can take ϵ′ = 2C log π2n2(d+1)

3δ +
√
2β′

n log
π2n2(d+1)

3δ .
Then we have

P

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

m=n−K+1

Lm

∥∥∥∥∥
2

≥ ϵ′


=P

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

m=n−K+1

Lm

∥∥∥∥∥
2

≥ ϵ′ and
n∑

m=n−K+1

E[∥Lm∥22 |F
′
m−1] ≤ β′

n


+ P

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

m=n−K+1

Lm

∥∥∥∥∥
2

≥ ϵ′ and
n∑

m=n−K+1

E[∥Lm∥22|F ′
m−1] ≥ β′

n


=P

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

m=n−K+1

Lm

∥∥∥∥∥
2

≥ ϵ′ and
n∑

m=n−K+1

E[∥Lm∥22|F ′
m−1] ≤ β′

n


+ P

(
n∑

m=n−K+1

E[∥Lm∥22|F ′
m−1] ≥ β′

n

)

≤(d+ 1) exp

(
− ϵ′2

2(β′
n + ϵ′C)

)
+

3δ

π2n2

≤ 3δ

π2n2
+

3δ

π2n2
=

6δ

π2n2
.

Therefore, with probability at least 1 − 6δ
π2n2 , we have ∥

∑n
m=n−K+1 Lm∥2 ≤(

2C log π2n2(d+1)
3δ +

√
2β′

n log
π2n2(d+1)

3δ

)
. Let βn =

β′
n

K2 , i.e., βn =
√

C2

K3B(B−1) log
π2n2(d+1)

3δ +

1
K2B

∑n
m=n−K+1 trace(V̂arm), we have with probability at least 1− 6δ

π2n2 ,∥∥∥∥∥∇η(θ∗)− 1

KB

n∑
m=n−K+1

B∑
i=1

G(ξim, θ∗, θm)

∥∥∥∥∥
2

=

∥∥∥∥∥ 1

K

n∑
m=n−K+1

Lm

∥∥∥∥∥
2

≤
√
2β′

n log
π2n2(d+ 1)

3δ
+

2C

K
log

π2n2(d+ 1)

3δ
. (14)
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Denote En as the event that inequality (14) holds for n.

P (∩∞
n=1En) = 1− P (∪∞

n=1Ec
n)

≥ 1−
∞∑

n=1

P (Ec
n)

≥ 1−
∞∑

n=1

6δ

π2n2

= 1− δ,

where the first inequality uses the union bound. Therefore, we have with probability at least 1− δ,∥∥∥∥∥∇η(θ∗)− 1

KB

n∑
m=n−K+1

B∑
i=1

G(ξim, θ∗, θm)

∥∥∥∥∥
2

≤
√

2βn log
π2n2(d+ 1)

3δ
+

2C

K
log

π2n2(d+ 1)

3δ
.

B Calculation in the LQC Problem

B.1 Calculation of the Stochastic Gradient and the Inverse FIM Estimator

Since πθ(a|s) = ϕ(a + s + θ), we have d
dθ
πθ(a|s) = πθ(a|s)(θ − a − s), and hence d

dθ
log πθ(a|s) = θ − a − s.

Also, notice st + at ∼ N (θ, 1) when at ∼ πθ(·|st). We can compute the value function V πθ (s) = − 1+θ2

1−γ and
Qπθ (s, a) = −(s + a)2 − γ

1−γ (1 + θ2) = V πθ (s) + 1 + θ2 − (s + a)2, which gives us the advantage function
Aπθ (s, a) = 1 + θ2 − (s+ a)2. When (s, a) ∼ dπθ , s+ a ∼ N (θ, 1) as a|s ∼ N (θ− s, 1). Hence, to get one sample
of G(ξ, θ) and S(ξ′, θ) for ξ, ξ′ ∼ dπθ and ξ, ξ′ independent, we can first sample X,X ′ ∼ N (θ, 1), and compute
G(ξ, θ) = 1

1−γ (1 + θ2 − X2)(θ − X), S(ξ′, θ) = (θ − X)2. We also set the regularization term for inverse FIM
ϵ = 0.01.

B.2 Calculation of the Theoretical Asymptotic Variance

To calculate the theoretical asymptotic Σ̂ in Theorem 2, we need to find the value of (i) Ση(θ̄); (ii) Σ1(θ̄); (iii) Σ′
2(θ̄);

and (iv) G.
For (i), we can compute

Ση(θ̄) =Var
(
G(ξ, θ̄)

)
=

1

(1− γ)2
Var

(
Aπθ̄ (s, a)

d

dθ̄
log πθ̄(a|s)

)
=

1

(1− γ)2
Var

([
(1− (s+ a)2

]
[s+ a]

)
=

1

(1− γ)2
E
[
(s+ a)6 + (s+ a)2 − 2(s+ a)4

]
=

10

(1− γ)2
,

where the variance and expectation is taken with respect to (s, a) ∼ dπθ̄ , which leads to s+ a ∼ N (0, 1).
For (ii), we have

F̄−1(θ̄) = E

(ϵ+ 1

B

B∑
i=1

S(ξi, θ̄)

)−1
 = E

(ϵ+ 1

B

B∑
i=1

X2
i

)−1
 ,

where X1, X2, . . . , XB are i.i.d. standard normal random variables. We compute the value of F̄−1(θ̄) by Monte Carlo
simulation with 107 replications. The value of Σ1(θ̄) can be obtained by Σ1(θ̄) = F̄−2(θ̄)Ση(θ̄) =

10
(1−γ)2 F̄

−2(θ̄).
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For (iii), we also use the Monte Carlo simulation with 107 replications to compute the following expectation

Σ′
2(θ) = Ση(θ)E

(ϵ+ 1

B

B∑
i=1

Xi

)−2
 =

10

(1− γ)2
E

(ϵ+ 1

B

B∑
i=1

Xi

)−2
 ,

where X1, X2, . . . , XB are i.i.d. standard normal random variables. With (i)-(iii), we can then compute the value of Σ̂.
For (iv), we have

d

dθ

(
F̄−1(θ̄)

d

dθ
η(θ̄)

)
=

d

dθ
F̄−1(θ̄)

d

dθ
η(θ̄) + F̄−1(θ̄)

d2

dθ2

η(θ̄).

Since η(θ) = − 1+θ2

1−γ , we can compute d
dθ
η(θ) = − 2θ

1−γ and d2

dθ2
η(θ̄) = − 2

1−γ . For d
dθ
F̄−1(θ̄), we have

d

dθ
F̄−1(θ) =

d

dθ
E

[
1

ϵ+ 1
B

∑B
i=1(Xi − θ)2

]

=− 2

B
E

 ∑B
i=1(Xi − θ)(

ϵ+ 1
B

∑B
i=1(Xi − θ)2

)2
 ,

where X1, . . . , XB are i.i.d. standard normal random variables. Then we have

d

dθ
F̄−1(θ̄) = − 2

B
E

 ∑B
i=1 Xi(

ϵ+ 1
B

∑B
i=1 X

2
i

)2
 = 0,

where the last equality holds since the normal distribution is symmetrical. Then we know

G = − 2

1− γ
F̄−1(θ̄).

Together with G and Σ̂(θ̄), we can then compute Σ∞ = − Σ̂(θ̄)
2G .
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