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Abstract

We study the sample complexity of learning an e-optimal policy in an average-reward Markov decision
process (MDP) under a generative model. For weakly communicating MDPs, we establish the complexity
bound O (SAE%)7 where H is the span of the bias function of the optimal policy and S A is the cardinality
of the state-action space. Our result is the first that is minimax optimal (up to log factors) in all
parameters S, A,H, and ¢, improving on existing work that either assumes uniformly bounded mixing
times for all policies or has suboptimal dependence on the parameters. We also initiate the study
of sample complexity in general (multichain) average-reward MDPs. We argue a new transient time
parameter B is necessary, establish an o (SA%) complexity bound, and prove a matching (up to
log factors) minimax lower bound. Both results are based on reducing the average-reward MDP to a
discounted MDP, which requires new ideas in the general setting. To optimally analyze this reduction,

we develop improved bounds for y-discounted MDPs, showing that O(SAﬁ) and 5(514%)
samples suffice to learn e-optimal policies in weakly communicating and in general MDPs, respectively.
Both these results circumvent the well-known minimax lower bound of Q(S’Agflgg for ~y-discounted

e~
MDPs, and establish a quadratic rather than cubic horizon dependence for a Xec{ MDP instance.

1 Introduction

The paradigm of Reinforcement learning (RL) has demonstrated remarkable successes in various sequential
learning and decision-making problems. Empirical successes have motivated extensive theoretical study of RL
algorithms and their fundamental limits. The RL environment is commonly modeled as a Markov decision
process (MDP), where the objective is to find a policy 7 that maximizes the expected cumulative rewards.
Different reward criteria are considered, such as the finite horizon total reward E™ | ZtT:o R;] and the infinite
horizon total discounted reward E™ [Y_.° ~+'R;] with a discount factor v < 1. The finite horizon criterion
only measures performance for T steps, and the discounted criterion is dominated by rewards from the first
ﬁ time steps. In many situations where the long-term performance of the policy 7 is of interest, we may

prefer to evaluate policies by their long-run average reward limr_, oo (1/ T)E’T[ tT:_Ol Rt].

A foundational theoretical problem in RL is the sample complexity for learning a near-optimal policy using
a generative model of the MDP [Kearns and Singh, 1998], meaning the ability to obtain independent samples
of the next state given any initial state and action. For the finite horizon and discounted reward criteria, the
sample complexity of this task has been thoroughly studied (e.g., Azar et al. 2012, Gheshlaghi Azar et al.
2013, Sidford et al. 2018, Wainwright 2019b, Agarwal et al. 2020, Li et al. 2020). However, despite significant
effort (reviewed in Section 1.1), the sample complexity of the average reward setting is unresolved in existing
literature.

Our contributions In this paper, we resolve the sample complexity of weakly communicating Average-
Reward MDPs (AMDP) in terms of H := ||h*]| the span of the bias (a.k.a. relative value function)

of the optimal policy. We show that 5(SAH / 52) samples suffice to find an e-optimal policy of a weakly
communicating MDP with S states and A actions. This bound, presented in Theorem 2, is the first that
matches the minimax lower bound Q(SAH / 52) up to log factors.
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Furthermore, we initiate the study of sample complexity for average-reward general MDPs, which refers
to the class of all finite-space MDPs without any restrictions [Puterman, 2014]. General MDPs are not
necessarily weakly communicating and all their optimal policies may be multichain. In this general setting,
we demonstrate the span H alone cannot characterize the sample complexity, as the lower bound in Theorem
4 exhibits instances which require 3> HSA/e? samples. This observation motivates our introduction of a new
transient time bound parameter B, which in conjunction with H captures the sample complexity of general
average-reward MDPs. Specifically, our Theorem 8 shows that O (SA B;H) samples suffice to learn an e-
optimal policy, and Theorem 4 provides a matching minimax lower bound of 2 (S’ AB:—ZH). We remark that it
is trivially impossible to achieve low regret in standard online settings of general MDPs, since the agent may
become trapped in a closed class of low reward states Bartlett and Tewari [2012]. The simulator setting is
natural for studying general MDPs since it avoids this fatal issue, although the existence of multiple closed
classes with different long-run rewards still plays a fundamental role in the minimax sample complexity, as
reflected in the dependence on B.

To establish the above upper bounds, we adopt the reduction-to-discounted-MDP approach Jin and Sid-
ford [2021], Wang et al. [2022], and improve on prior work by developing enhanced sample complexity bounds
for y-discounted MDPs (DMDPs). We improve the analysis of variance parameters related to DMDPs using
a new multistep variance Bellman equation, which is applied in a recursive manner to bound the variance of
near-optimal policies. For general (multichain) MDPs, we further utilize law-of-total-variance ideas to bound
the total variance contribution from transient states, which present new challenges significantly different to
their behavior in the weakly communicating setting. Our average-to-discounted reduction also requires new
techniques, because many structural properties used in earlier reduction arguments no longer hold for general
MDPs. Our analysis leads to DMDP sample complexities of O(S’A(1 L= 2> and O(SA )2 2) to learn
e-optimal policies in weakly communicating and generalNMDPs respectively. Notably, the latter bound,
valid for all MDPs, circumvents the existing lower bound Q(W) Gheshlaghi Azar et al. [2013], Sidford
et al. [2018]. Whereas this minimax lower bound allows the adversary to choose the transition matrix P
based on v with B =~ L [Gheshlaghi Azar et al., 2013, Theorem 3], our result reflects the complexity of a

fired MDP P through 1ts parameters H, B and a quadratic dependence on the effective horizon ;= . This
fixed-P complexity is essential for our partlcular algorithmic approach, where the reduction dlscount v is
chosen depending on P. It is also a more relevant framework in general for many RL problems where the
discount factor is tuned for best performance on a particular instance.

1.1 Comparison with related work on average-reward MDPs

We summarize in Table 1 existing sample complexity results for average reward MDPs.

Various parameters have been used to characterize the sample complexity of average reward MDPs,
including the diameter D of the MDP, the uniform mixing time bound 7y, for all policies, and the span
H of the optimal bias; formal definitions are provided in Section 2. All sample complexity upper bounds
involving Tynif require the strong assumption that all stationary deterministic policies have finite mixing
times. Otherwise, Tynit = oo by definition, which for example occurs if some policy induces a periodic
Markov chain. It is also possible to have D = oo, while H and our newly introduced B are always finite
for finite state-action spaces. As shown in Wang et al. [2022], there is generally no relationship between D
and Tunir; they can each be arbitrarily larger than the other. On the other hand, it has been shown that
H < D [Bartlett and Tewari, 2012] and that H < 87,,;s [Wang et al., 2022|. Therefore, either of the first two
minimax lower bounds in Table 1 (which both use hard instances that are weakly communicating) imply a
lower bound of (S Aaﬂz) and thus the minimax optimality of our Theorem 2.

To the best of our knowledge, no prior work has considered the average-reward sample complexity of
general (potentially multichain) MDPs. Existing results make assumptions at least as strong as weakly
communicating or uniformly bounded mixing times.

The work Jin and Sidford [2021] was the first to develop an algorithm based on reduction to a discounted
MDP with a discount factor of v =1 — Lf Their argument was improved in Wang et al. [2022], which
improved the uniform mixing assumption to only assuming a weakly communicating MDP, and used a smaller
discount factor v = 1 — §. These arguments both make essential use of the fact that the optimal gain is
independent of the starting state, which does not hold for general MDPs. After analyzing the reductions,



Method Sample Complexity Reference Comments

Primal-Dual SMD 6(5’14%) Jin and Sidford [2020] requires uniform mixing
Reduction to DMDP 9] (SAZuyt) Jin and Sidford [2021] requires uniform mixing
Policy Mirror Descent 6(SA T‘Eg“) Li et al. [2022] requires uniform mixing
Reduction to DMDP O (SA T‘;‘;‘f) Wang et al. [2023Db] requires uniform mixing
Reduction to DMDP 9] (sAH) Wang et al. [2022] weakly communicating

Refined Q-Learning 6(5’/1':—22) Zhang and Xie [2023]  weakly communicating
Reduction to DMDP O (SAE%) Our Theorem 2 weakly communicating
Reduction to DMDP 6<SA B;g“) Our Theorem 8 general MDPs

Lower Bound Q (SATuye) Jin and Sidford [2021] implies Q (SAH)
Lower Bound Q (54%) Wang et al. [2022] implies 2 (s48)
Lower Bound Q (SAELH) Our Theorem 4 general MDPs

Table 1: Algorithms and sample complexity bounds for average reward MDPs with S states and
A actions. The goal is finding an e-optimal policy under a generative model. Here H := [[h*|| ., is the
span of the optimal bias, Tyyir is @ uniform upper bound on mixing times of all policies, and D is the MDP

diameter, with the relationships H < 87ni¢ and H < D. B is the transient time parameter.

both Jin and Sidford [2021] and Wang et al. [2022] then solved the discounted MDPs by appealing to the
algorithm from Li et al. [2020]. To the best of our knowledge, the algorithm of Li et al. [2020] is the only
known algorithm for discounted MDPs which could work with either reduction, as the reductions each require

permit such large suboptimality levels. (We discuss algorithms for discounted MDPs in more detail below.)
Other algorithms for average-reward MDPs are considered in Jin and Sidford [2021], Li et al. [2022], Zhang
and Xie [2023]. The above results fall short of matching the minimax lower bounds.

While preparing this manuscript, we became aware of Wang et al. [2023b], which considers the uniform
mixing setting and obtains a minimax optimal sample complexity O (SA%) in terms of 7y,i¢. Although
developed independently, their work and ours have several similarities. We both utilize discounted reductions
and observe that it is possible to improve the sample complexity of the resulting DMDP task by improving
the analysis of variance parameters. They accomplish the improvement by leveraging the uniform mixing
assumption, whereas we make use of the low span of the optimal policy. Note that H < 8m,u;¢ holds in
general and there exist MDPs with H < 7ynif = 00, so our Theorem 2 is strictly stronger than the result of
Wang et al. [2023D].

1.2 Comparison with related work on discounted MDPs

We discuss a subset of results for discounted MDPs in the generative setting. Several works Sidford et al.
[2018], Wainwright [2019b], Agarwal et al. [2020], Li et al. [2020] obtain the minimax optimal sample com-
plexity of O(S’A(1 EE 2> for finding an e-optimal policy w.r.t. the discounted reward. However, only Li
et al. [2020] is able to show this bound for the full range of € € (0, ﬁ] As mentioned, the reduction from
average reward MDPs requires a large ¢ in the resulting discounted MDP, making it unsurprising that all of
Jin and Sidford [2021], Wang et al. [2022, 2023b] as well as our Algorithm 1 essentially use their algorithm.
The matching lower bound is established in Sidford et al. [2018], Gheshlaghi Azar et al. [2013].

As mentioned earlier, both we and the authors of Wang et al. [2023b,a| independently observed that
the Q(S’A(1 kS 2> sample complexity lower bound can be circumvented in the settings that arise under
the average-to-discounted reductions. The authors of Wang et al. [2023b,a] assume uniform mixing and

obtain a discounted MDP sample complexity of 6(5’14(11‘;‘)1252), first in Wang et al. [2023a] by modifying




the algorithm of Wainwright [2019b], and then in Wang et al. [2023b] under a wider range of € by instead
modifying the analysis of Li et al. [2020]. The work Wang et al. [2023a] also proves a matching lower bound.
Our Theorem 1 for discounted MDPs attains a sample complexity of 5(514%) assuming only that the
MDP is weakly communicating. Again, in light of the relationship that H < 87,;¢, our results are strictly
better (ignoring constants), and their lower bound also establishes the optimality of our Theorem 1.

2 Problem setup and preliminaries

A Markov decision process (MDP) is given by a tuple (S, A, P,r), where S is the finite set of states, A is
the finite set of actions, P : S x A — A(S) is the transition kernel with A(S) denoting the probability
simplex over S, and r : § x A — [0,1] is the reward function. Let S := |S| and A := |A| denote the
cardinality of the state and action spaces, respectively. Unless otherwise noted, all policies considered are
stationary Markovian policies of the form 7 : & — A(A). For any initial state sg € S and policy 7, we let
E7, denote the expectation with respect to the probability distribution over trajectories (So, Ao, S1, A1,...)
where Sy = sg, Ay ~ 7(Sy), and Sipq1 ~ P(- | St, A;). Equivalently, this is the expectation with respect
to the Markov chain induced by 7 starting in state so, with the transition probability matrix P, given by
(Pr)ss = D aeam(als)P(s" | s,a). We also define (rr)s := >, 4 7(als)r(s,a). We occasionally treat P
as an (S x A)-by-S matrix where Py, o = P(s,a,s’). We also let Py, denote the row vector such that
Py, (s") = P(s,a,s’). For any s € S and any bounded function X of the trajectory, we define the variance
V7 [X] := ET (X — E7 [X])?, with its vector version V™ [X] € RS given by (V7 [X]), = VI [X]. For s € S,
let e, € RS be the vector that is all 0 except for a 1 in entry s. Let 1 € RS be the all-one vector. For each
v € R®, define the span semi-norm [V][span = Mmaxses v(s) — minges v(s).

Discounted reward criterion A discounted MDP is a tuple (S, A, P,r,v), where v € (0,1) is the
discount factor. For a stationary policy 7, the (discounted) value function V.7 : S — [0, oc) is defined, for each
s €S8, as V(s) = ET 327" Ry], where Ry = 7(S;, A¢) is the reward received at time t. It is well-known

that there exists an optimal policy 7 that is deterministic and satisfies Vi (s) = V() == sup, V' (s) for
all s € S [Puterman, 2014]. In discounted MDPs the goal is to compute an e-optimal policy, which we define
as a policy 7 satisfying HV,Y’T -Vr ||OO < e. We define one more variance parameter Vp_ [V,ﬂ € RS, specific

to a given policy m, by (VPﬂ [V,ﬂ)s = s (Pfr)s,s/ [V,Y”(s’) — > (Pw)sys,, V,Y”(s”)]2.

Average-reward criterion Inan MDP (S, A, P,r), the average reward per stage or the gain of a policy
T starting from state s is defined as p™(s) := limp o TET | tT:_Ol Ry]. The bias function of any stationary
policy m is h™(s) := C-limp_,o0 ET [ ;‘F:_Ol (R¢ — p™(S¢)) |, where C-lim denotes the Cesaro limit. When the
Markov chain induced by P; is aperiodic, C-lim can be replaced with the usual limit. For any policy =, its
p™ and h™ satisfy p" = Prp™ and p" + h" = r, + P h".

A policy 7* is Blackwell-optimal if there exists some discount factor 4 € (0,1) such that for all v > 5 we
have V,Y”* > VI for all policies 7. Henceforth we let 7* denote some fixed Blackwell-optimal policy, which
is guaranteed to exist when S and A are finite [Puterman, 2014]. We define the optimal gain p* € RS by
p*(s) = sup, p”(s) and note that we have p* = p™ . For all s € S, p*(s) > maxse 4 Psqp*, or equivalently
p*(s) > Pyp* for all policies 7 (and this maximum is achieved by 7*). We also define h* = h™" (and we note
that this definition does not depend on which Blackwell-optimal 7* is used, if there are multiple). For all
s € S, p* and h* satisfy p*(s) +h*(s) = maxae a:p,, p*—p* (s) Tsa + Psah*, known as the (unmodified) Bellman
equation.

A weakly communicating MDP is such that the states can be partitioned into two disjoint subsets
S = &1 US; such that all states in S; are transient under any stationary policy and within Sy, any state
is reachable from any other state under some stationary policy. In weakly communicating MDPs p* is a
constant vector (all entries are equal), and thus (p*, h*) are also a solution to the modified Bellman equation
p*(s) + h*(s) = max,e A Tsa + Psoh*. When discussing weakly communicating MDPs we occasionally abuse
notation and treat p* as a scalar. A stationary policy is multichain if it induces multiple closed irreducible
recurrent classes, and an MDP is called multichain if it contains such a policy. Weakly-communicating
MDPs always contain some gain-optimal policy which is unichain (not multichain), but in general MDPs, all
gain-optimal policies may be multichain and p* may not be a constant vector. All uniformly mixing MDPs



are weakly communicating. In the average reward setting, our goal is find an e-optimal policy, defined as a
policy m such that |[p* — p7|| < e

Complexity parameters Our most important complexity parameter is the span of the optimal bias
function H := ||h*[|,,,- In addition, for general MDPs we introduce a new transient time parameter B,
defined as follows. Let IT be the set of deterministic stationary policies. For each 7 € II, let R™ be the set
of states which are recurrent in the Markov chain P, and let 7™ = S\ R™ be the set of transient states.
Let Tr~ = inf{t : S; € R™} be the first hitting time of a state which is recurrent under 7. We say an MDP
satisfies the bounded transient time property with parameter B if for all policies m and states s € S we have
ET [Tr~] < B, or in words, the expected time spent in transient states (with respect to the Markov chain
induced by ) is bounded by B.

We recall several other parameters used in the literature to characterize sample complexity. The diameter
is defined as D := maxg, £, infrenn Ef, [1s,], where 7, denotes the hitting time of a state s € S. For each
policy m, if the Markov chain induced by P has a umque statlonary distribution v, we define the mixing
time of 7 as 7, := inf {t >1: maxseg‘ P,,)t TH } If all policies w € II satisfy this assumption,

we define the uniform mixing time Tunir := Sup,ep 7». Note that D and 7u,ir are generally incomparable
[Wang et al., 2022], while we always have H < D [Bartlett and Tewari, 2012] and H < 87,ir [Wang et al.,
2022]. Tt is possible for 7ynir = 0o, for instance if there are any policies which induce periodic Markov chains.
Also, D = oo if there are any states which are transient under all policies. However, H and B are finite in
any MDP with S, A < 0co. Also if Typis is finite, Lemma 27 shows B < 47y;;.

We assume access to a generative model [Kearns and Singh, 1998|, also known as a simulator. This
means we can obtain independent samples from P(- | s,a) for any given s € S,a € A, but P itself is
unknown. We assume the reward function r is deterministic and known, which is standard in generative
settings (e.g., Agarwal et al. [2020], Li et al. [2020]) since otherwise estimating the mean rewards is relatively
easy. Specifically, to learn an e-optimal policy for the discounted MDP, we would need to estimate each
entry of r to accuracy O((1 — «)e), which requires a lower order number of samples O(%) For this
reason we assume (as in Wang et al. [2022]) that H > 1. Using samples from the generative model, our
Algorithm 1 constructs an empirical transition kernel P. For a policy 7, we use V”( ) to denote the value

function computed with respect to the Markov chain with transition matrix P (as opposed to Py). Our
Algorithm 1 also utilizes a perturbed reward function 7, and we use the notation V.| ( ) to denote a value

function computed using this reward (and Py ); more concretely, we replace R; with R, = 7(St, A¢) in the
definition above of V.. We use the notation V’r when using Pand 7 simultaneously.

3 Main results for weakly communicating MDPs

Our approach is based on reducing the average-reward problem to a discounted problem. We first present
our algorithm and guarantees for the discounted MDP setting. As discussed in Subsection 1.1, our algorithm
of choice, Algorithm 1, is essentially the same as the one presented in Li et al. [2020], with a slightly different
perturbation level £&. Algorithm 1 constructs an empirical transition kernel P using n samples per state-action
pair from the generative model, and then solves the resulting empirical (perturbed) MDP (P,7,~). As noted
in Li et al. [2020], the perturbation ensures 75 , can be computed exactly in poly(k .S, A, log(1/d¢)) time

by multiple standard MDP solvers. We remark in passing that the S A-by-S transition matrix P has at most
nS A nonzero entries.

Our Theorem 1 provides an improved sample complexity bound for Algorithm 1 under the setting that
the MDP is weakly communicating.

Theorem 1 (Sample Complexity of Weakly Communicating DMDP). Suppose the discounted MDP (P, r,~)
18 weakly communicatz’ng, H< %7, and e < H. There exists a constant Cy > 0 such that, for any 6 € (0,1),

ifn > 02(1 v)2€2 log ((1 LT ) then with probability at least 1 — &, the policy ﬁf;yp output by Algorithm 1
satisfies HV* V i

ga.

Since we observe n samples for each state-action pair, Theorem 1 shows that a total number of 9] (%)

samples suffices to learn an e-optimal policy. This bound improves on the O(%) complexity bound



Algorithm 1 Perturbed Empirical Model-Based Planning

input: Sample size per state-action pair n, target accuracy e, discount factor -y
1: for each state-action pair (s, a) eSxAdo
Collect n samples S ;8§ 4 from P( | 5,a)

2 Sar
3 Form the empirical transition kernel P(s' | s,a) = Ly S, =¢}, forall & €8

4: end for

5: Set perturbation level £ = (1 —v)e/6

6: Form perturbed reward ¥ = r + Z where Z(s,a) NN Unif(0, §)

7 Compute a policy 75 , which is optimal for the perturbed empirical discounted MDP (P, 7,+)
8

: return T Wv p

from Li et al. [2020] when the span H is no larger than the effective horizon % This assumption holds in

many situations, as can be seen by using the relationships H < D or H < 87,,;t. On the other hand, in the
regime with H > ——, the existing bound O(W)’ also achieved by Algorithm 1, is superior. In this

regime, the dlscountlng effectively truncates the MDP at a short horizon ﬁ before the long-run behavior
of the optimal policy (as captured by H) kicks in.

Proof highlights for Theorem 1. The key to obtaining this improved complexity is a careful analysis of cer-
by O(e).
The prior DMDP complexity of ﬁ is obtained using the well-known law-of-total-variance argument
[Gheshlaghi Azar et al 2013, Agarwal et al., 2020, Li et al., 2020|, which ultimately yields a sample com-
plexity like 5( V7 2oyt Rd ||, ) to bound H‘Afyﬂi — Vyﬂ; _ < O(e). From here, the variance

. . . . /\71—* ﬂ_* ~ %* %*
tain instance-specific variance parameters. It suffices to bound HV'V’?’ -V H and HV%?)"’ -V,r
oo

(e 7)62
of the cumulative discounted reward HV [ o YRy H is bounded by ﬁ, since the total reward in a
trajectory is within [0, ] We instead seek to bound HV > ooV Ry H <0 ( ) Assume H is an

integer. The first step is to decompose V™ [>-20 7" Ry recursively like

Z V'R, Z 'R,
t=0 t=0

(see our Lemma 13). This is a multi-step version of the standard variance Bellman equation (e.g., Sobel

= t Hy, 75 2H H o
SRV (S| o (Pey) Y

t=0

[1982, Theorem 1]). Ordinarily an H-step expansion would not be useful, since the term Vyﬂ”(SH) by itself
appears to have fluctuations on the order of ﬁ in the worst case depending on Sy (note Sy is the random

state encountered at time H). However, in our setting, we should have V5 " (Sy) ~ ﬁp* + h*(Sh), reducing
the magnitude of the random fluctuations to order H = ||h*||. ... (See Lemma 11 for a formalization of
this approximation which first appeared in Wei et al. [2020].) Therefore expansion to H steps achieves

the optimal tradeoff between maintaining V™ [ZtH;Ol YRy + MV (SH)] < O (H?) and minimizing v?". As
desired this yields HV’T > eo v Ry H < O(1 'y2”> = O(%), where 17;2,4 < O(H(11_7)> requires ﬁ > H.
See Lemma 15 for the complete argument.

We would like to use a similar argument as above to bound the second term Hf/{fgp - VWW“) , which is

the “evaluation error” of the empirically optimal policy %,’;p. However, applying the same argument would

give a bound in terms of HV;”"’ , which, unlike for the analogous term involving the true optimal policy
span

7%, is not a priori bounded in terms of H. (If we instead assumed uniform mixing, we could immediately

’Y,
bound this by O(7unir).) Thus, to control the variance associated with evaluating %;JD, we are able to
~TF F*
< v.p v.p
span O<H+ HV%p V'y

complexity. O

—~%*
. T,
recursively bound HV'V e

), which can be shown to yield the desired sample

Now we present our main result for the average-reward problem in the weakly communicating setting.
Applied in this setting with a DMDP target accuracy of € = H, our Algorithm 2 reduces the problem to



J-discounted MDP with ¥ = 1 — 157 and then calls Algorithm 1 with target accuracy H.

Algorithm 2 Average-to-Discount Reduction

input: Sample size per state-action pair n, target accuracy € € (0, 1], DMDP target accuracy &
1: Set =1 _'E%E
2: Obtain 7* from Algorithm 1 with sample size per state-action pair n, accuracy g, discount 7
3: return 7*

We have the following sample complexity bound for Algorithm 2.

Theorem 2 (Sample Complexity of Weakly Communicating AMDP). Suppose the MDP (P,r) is weakly
communicating. There exists a constant C1 > 0 such that for any §,e € (0,1), if n > Claﬂ? log (%) and we
call Algorithm 2 with € = H, then with probability at least 1 — 0, the output policy T satisfies the elementwise
inequality p* — p* < el.

Again, since we observe n samples for each state-action pair, this result shows that 9] (Hsz) total samples

suffice to learn an e-optimal policy for the average reward MDP. This bound matches the minimax lower
bound in Wang et al. [2022] and is superior to existing results for weakly communicating MDPs (see Table 1).
We note that the proof of Theorem 1 works so long as H is any upper bound of ||h*|| hence Algorithm 2
also only needs an upper bound for [[A*[| .,

We show in the following theorem that it is in general impossible to obtain a useful upper bound on
[A*[|span With a sample complexity that is a function of only [[h*| This suggests that it is not easy to
remove the need for knowledge of ||h*||

span’

span”

span”

Theorem 3. For any given n,T > 1, there exist two MDPs Mg and My with S =4, A =1 such that My
has optimal bias span 1, My has optimal bias span T, and it is impossible to distinguish between Mgy and
My with probability > % with n samples from each state-action pair.

Thus even for an MDP with a small span, there exists another MDP that has an arbitrarily large span
and is arbitrarily statistically close (that is, cannot be distinguished even with a large sample size n). We
emphasize that all previous algorithms in Table 1 also require knowledge of their respective complexity
parameters, and such assumptions are pervasive throughout the literature on average-reward RL. The only
exception of which we are aware is the contemporaneous work Jin et al. [2024], which achieves a suboptimal

6(5’/1%) sample complexity without knowledge of Tynir in the uniformly mixing setting. It is unclear if
H-based sample complexities are possible without knowing H. Besides the evidence offered by Theorem 3,
in the online setting, it has been conjectured that knowledge of H is necessary to obtain an H-dependent
regret bound [Fruit et al., 2018, 2019, Zhang and Ji, 2019]. Moreover, even with knowledge of H, the only
known online algorithm with optimal regret is computationally inefficient [Zhang and Ji, 2019], making it
somewhat surprising that our Theorem 2 uses a simple and efficient algorithm.

Nevertheless, when H is unknown, one can replace H with the diameter D (since H < D). The diameter is
known to be estimable Zhang and Ji [2019], Tarbouriech et al. [2021] and is often a more refined complexity
parameter than 7ynis. Our Theorem 2 is the first to imply the optimal diameter-based complexity 5(5 ?zD ),
given knowledge of D or using a constant-factor upper bound obtained from some estimation procedure.

4 Main results for general MDPs

Our starting point for general MDPs is that unlike the weakly communicating setting, their complexity
cannot be captured solely by ||h*|\span. We first argue this point informally using the simple example in
Figure 1, which is parameterized by a value T' > 1. Only state 1 contains multiple actions, and action 2 is
optimal since it leads to state 2 which collects reward 0.5 forever, while taking action 1 will always eventually
lead to state 3 where the reward is 0 forever. We thus have p* = [0.5,0.5,0] " and [7*[|span = 0. However,
clearly Q(T') samples are required to even observe a transition 1 — 3, so the sample complexity must depend
on T > H (without observing a transition 1 — 3, we cannot determine that action 1 is not optimal). Taking
action 1 leads to a large reward of 1 in the short term (for 7" steps in expectation), so even if we had perfect



knowledge of the environment, the optimal ~y-discounted policy would not choose the optimal action a = 2
until the effective horizon ﬁ > Q(T). Thus ﬁ ~ H is insufficient for the reduction to discounted MDP.
Note that this instance has its bounded transient time parameter B = T'. This example reflects that transient
states play a categorically different role in general MDPs: in the weakly communicating setting, states which
are transient under all policies can be completely ignored, whereas in this example our action at state 1 fully

determines our reward even though state 1 is transient under all policies.

a=2R=05

P3|11) =171

P(1]1,1)=1-1% @DR:O

Figure 1: A general MDP where y-discounted approximation fails unless ﬁ =Q(T) > ||h|

span”
The statistical hardness is formally captured by the following theorem, which uses improved instances to
obtain the correct dependence on €.

Theorem 4 (Lower Bound for General AMDPs). For any e € (0,1/4), B>1, A >4 and S € 8N, for any
algorithm Alg which is guaranteed to return an €/3-optimal policy for any input average-reward MDP with
probability at least %, there exists an MDP M = (P,r) such that:

1. M has S states and A actions.

2. Letting h* be the bias of the Blackwell-optimal policy for M, we have |h*|| =0.

span

3. M satisfies the bounded transient time assumption with parameter B.
4. Alg requires Q(%@) samples per state-action pair on M.
A similar minimax lower bound holds for the discounted setting.

Theorem 5 (Lower Bound for General DMDP). For any ¢ € (0,1/4), B > 1, A > 4 and S € 8N for
any algorithm Alg which is guaranteed to return an e/3-optimal policy for any input discounted MDP with
probability at least %, there exists a discounted MDP M = (P, r,v) such that:

1. M has S states and A actions.

2. M satisfies the bounded transient time assumption with parameter B.

Blog(SA)

3. Alg requires Q(W

) samples per state-action pair on M.

The lower bounds of O (E%) from the weakly communicating setting still apply in the general setting. Together

with Theorem 4 they imply a 9] (%) lower bound for general average-reward MDPs.

Figure 1 demonstrates that, unlike the weakly communicating setting, discounted reduction with ﬁ set
in terms of only H cannot succeed for general MDPs. (Contrast with Lemma 9 for the analogous theorem
from Wang et al. [2022] for weakly communicating MDPs.) We remedy this issue and lay the foundation
for our matching upper bound by proving a new reduction theorem in terms of H and Bj; in particular, B
measures how much farther ahead we must look in order to determine which closed communicating class will
be reached. By Lemma 27 B < 47,i¢, although B is always finite unlike 7ypif-

Theorem 6 (Average-to-Discount Reduction for General MDP). Suppose (P,r) is a general MDP, has an

optimal bias function h* satisfying ||h*Hspam < H, and satisfies the bounded transient time assumption with

parameter B. Fiz e € (0,1] and set v =1— g5 For any &, € [0, ﬁ], if T is any e -optimal policy for the

discounted MDP (P,r,7), then p* — p™ < (3 + 28?H>51'

Proof highlights. Letting 7 be the optimal policy for the y-discounted MDP, our first key observation is that
p* is constant within any irreducible closed recurrent block of the Markov chain Prs, essentially because all



states in this block must be reachable from each other with probability one (see Lemma 17). Leveraging the

optimality of 77, this enables us to bound both |Vn;rw (s)— ﬁp* (s)| and |Vn;TW (s)— ﬁpﬂ'; (s)] by O(||h*||
for any s which is recurrent under 77, which when combined demonstrate that the gain P (s) of w5 is near-

optimal for its recurrent states. See Lemma 21. We then leverage the bounded transient time assumption to

span)

guarantee that for transient s, Vyﬂ” (s) is dominated by the expected returns from recurrent states, since at
most O(B) time is spent in transient states. We complete the proof of Theorem 6 by combining these facts,
as well as extending them to accommodate approximately optimal policies. O

Next we establish an improved sample complexity for the discounted problem in the setting relevant to
this reduction. This bound matches the lower bound in Theorem 5 up to log factors.
Theorem 7 (Sample Complexity of General DMDP). Suppose B+ H < ﬁ and e < B+ H. There exists
a constant Cs > 0 such that, for any § € (0,1), if n > Cs (153:5"2'52 log ((1;9,‘?)55), then with probability 1 — 6,
Ve = V|| <

the policy T, , output by Algorithm 1 satisfies ‘

Finally, we present our result for the sample complexity of general average-reward MDPs, matching the
lower bound in Theorem 4 up to log factors. We again use the reduction Algorithm 2, this time with the
13

larger DMDP target accuracy € = B + H, leading to a discount factor of 7 =1 — TSETH)-

Theorem 8 (Sample Complexity of General AMDP). There exists a constant Cy > 0 such that for any
d,e € (0,1), if n > C4B:—2H log (%‘:H)) and we call Algorithm 2 with e = B + H, then with probability at

least 1 — 0, the output policy T satisfies the elementwise inequality p* — pﬁ* <el.

Proof highlights. Similarly to Theorem 2, we seek to bound certain variance parameters, and this time it
would suffice to bound the variance of the cumulative discounted reward starting from any state s like
|V7;” 2o Ry | < O(TTJF,E:). Such a bound indeed holds for states s that are recurrent under 77, because
p*(S¢) will remain constant to p*(s) for all ¢, since, as mentioned above, p* is constant on closed irreducible
recurrent blocks, and all (S;):>o will stay in the same block as s. Therefore, we can almost reuse our argument

from the weakly communicating case. However, if s is transient, it is easy to see that ’Vg” [E;’io YRy ‘ =

2\ . . . . .
Q(( 1%) ) in general (even under the bounded transient time assumption), as we can consider an example

where from s we transition to either an absorbing reward 1 state or an absorbing reward 0 state. Thus, when

s is transient, instead of bounding ‘V?” [Zfi 0V Ry] ‘, we directly work with the sharper variance parameter
ed (I=7Prs )/ Ve, [Vyﬁ’] ‘, which is also common to the analysis of DMDPs [Gheshlaghi Azar et al., 2013,

Agarwal et al., 2020, Li et al., 2020] (and in these previous works is bounded in terms of HV”; > oreo ViR Hoo;

see Lemma 12 for this relationship). We instead develop a novel law-of-total-variance-style argument which
limits the total contribution of transient states to this sharper variance parameter. See Lemma 26 for
details. O

5 Conclusion

In this paper we obtained optimal sample complexities for weakly communicating and general average reward
MDPs by improving the analysis of discounted MDPs, revealing a quadratic rather than cubic dependence
on the effective horizon for a fixed instance. A limitation of our results (as well as of all previous results) is
that the average-to-discounted reduction requires prior knowledge of parameters for optimal complexity, and
an interesting open question is whether it is possible to remove this assumption. In conclusion, we believe
our results shed greater light on the relationship between the discounted and average reward settings as well
as the fundamental complexity of the discounted setting, and we hope that our technical developments can
be useful in future work, such as leading to efficient optimal algorithms in the online setting.
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A Proofs for weakly communicating MDPs

In this section, we provide the proofs for our main results in Section 3 for weakly communicating MDPs.
Before beginning, we note that given that H > 1, we may assume that H is an integer by setting H « [H],
which only affects the sample complexity by a constant multiple < 2 relative to the original parameter H.

Let | M|y, = SuDy;u_ <1 [[Mv]|, denote the £ operator norm of a matrix M. We record the standard

and useful fact that || (I —~yP)H™ ! ||OO_>OO < ﬁ for any transition probability matrix P’, which follows from
the Neumann series (I —vP')~!' = 37,5 (vP")" and the elementary fact that ||P||__ . < 1.

A.1 Technical lemmas

First we formally state the main theorem from Wang et al. [2022], which gives a reduction from weakly
communicating average-reward problems to discounted problems.

Lemma 9. Suppose (P,r) is an MDP which is weakly communicating and has an optimal bias function h*
satisfying ||h*||spam <H. Fize € (0,1] and set v =1— 5. For any e, € [0, 1i |, if ™ is any e~ -optimal policy
for the discounted MDP (P,r,~), then
pr—=p" < (8+3%) el

From here, we will first establish lemmas which are useful for proving Theorem 1 on discounted MDPs,
and then we will apply the reduction approach of Lemma 9 to prove Theorem 2 on average-reward MDPs.
As mentioned in the introduction, a key technical component of our approach is to establish superior bounds
on a certain instance-dependent variance quantity which replace a factor of 1% with a factor of H. Before
reaching this step however, to make use of such a bound, we require an algorithm for discounted MDPs
which enjoys a variance-dependent guarantee.

The work Li et al. [2020] obtains bounds with variance dependence that suffice for our purposes. However,

they do not directly present said variance-dependent bounds, so we must slightly repackage their arguments
in the form we require.

Lemma 10. There exist absolute constants ¢y, ca such that for any § € (0,1), if n > > 1= log (ﬁ) , then
with probability at least 1 — §, after running Algorithm 1, we have

~mr oy €1 log ((1514)6 ) -
G I =t MRS P
o0 (1)
SA
log ((1—7)55) T €
tay (1—v)n HV'Y oo+6
and
e . c1 log (%) -~
ool s T o o
x (2)
(e
+coy——m—m= L H

Proof. First we establish equation (1). The proof of Li et al. [2020, Lemma 1] shows that when n >
16_8;210g (%), with probability at least 1 — § we have

4510g1 w)
Vv <4 210g( (I =P )Y Vp, [V
gl Tl = o Vs Prs | Voy
o0 3)
4Slogl
2log( ) o
A s HVW -
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Now since

HV’)’ﬂ:g_V’Yﬂ—AY oo: H(I FYPTI'*) 1:’:71';_(1_713#*) Tﬂ’,’; -
<[a=aPe)|| -l
<& ¢
“1—v 6

we can obtain equation (1) by triangle inequality (although we will choose the constant ¢; below).
Next we establish equation (2). Using Li et al. [2020, Lemma 6], with probability at least 1 — § we have
that

S o~ 6(1 - 5(1 —~)?
Q72 () — @ (s )] > L) 20 2) (@)

uniformly over all s and all a # 7 ,(s). From this separation condition (4), the assumptions of Li et al.

[2020, Lemma 5] hold (with w = Ei(sls_ Avf in their notation) for the MDP with the perturbed reward 7. The
proof of Li et al. [2020, Lemma 5] shows that under the event ( ) holds, the conditions for Li et al. [2020,

Lemma 2| are satisfied (with, in their notation, 81 = 2log ((1 o) —SAlog = ) = 2log (% log lf'y))

with additional failure probability < §. The proof of Li et al. [2020, Lemma 2| then shows that, assuming

2 2 43
n > 16_67210g (% log ﬁ), we have

e . A
VP VP
HV%p —Vip n

<47

(5)

(I—7Pr: )™ ,/VPAW[Vf,i"’H T

(1 _ ,_Y)n Y
57652 A3

where we abbreviated 7 = 2log ( T—)is7e log % ) for notational convenience.

We can again calculate that

Fx

~*
Yy
vP v,P
HV’WP - V'Y

= H(I =Pz ) r = (I = Prs )1z

VP

o0

i~ _1 ~_

< | @=aPe )7 =il
< & ¢

~1—v 6

~7* T
P P
SO HV»y,p -V o <

ST T
P ¥.p
HV'va - V’va

+ § by triangle inequality, essentially giving (2).
> 45 log =
%) < B1 < ) log (ﬁ) for
16¢> SA —
1 C/l log (m) =

1i_27 log ((1 I ) for another absolute constant ¢,. Lastly we note that by the union bound the total failure

Finally, to choose the constants ¢; and ¢, we first note that 2 log (

some absolute constant ¢}, and therefore also all our requirements on n are fulfilled when n >

probability is at most 3, so to obtain a failure probability of §' we may set § = ¢’/3 and absorb the additional
constant when defining ¢y, ¢ in terms of ¢}, ¢}, and we also then increase ¢; by a factor of 4 to absorb the
factor of 4 appearing in the first terms within (3) and (5). O

Now we can analyze the variance parameters

(= 7Pe) Ve, (V7] and (1= Pr )7\ Ve, [V057]

)

oo

which appear in the error bounds in Lemma 10. We begin by reproducing the following inequality from Wei
et al. [2020, Lemma 2].

Lemma 11. In a weakly communicating MDP, for all v € [0,1), it holds that

Eio 1
Vi (s )_—P

su
P 1—
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The following relates the variance parameter of interest to another parameter, the variance of the total
discounted rewards. This result essentially appears in Agarwal et al. [2020, Lemma 4] (which was in turn
inspired by Gheshlaghi Azar et al. [2013, Lemma 8]), but since their result pertains to objects slightly
different than P; and Vp_ [V,Y”], we provide the full argument for completeness.

Lemma 12. For any deterministic stationary policy w, we have

2

”H(I”P’T)l Ve V| sy

S
t=0

Proof. First we note the well-known variance Bellman equation (see for instance Sobel [1982, Theorem 1]):

Z’Yth Z’Yth

t=0 t=0

v =7Vp, [VJ] + 7P V" (6)

Now we can basically identically follow the argument of Agarwal et al. [2020, Lemma 4]. The matrix
(1 —9)(I — vP;)~! has rows which are each probability distributions (are non-negative and sum to 1).
Therefore, by Jensen’s inequality and the concavity of the function = — +/z, for each row s € S we have

}(1—) (I =P Ve, [Vi]| < 1= el (T = 7vPr)~1Vp, [V7]].

Using this fact we can calculate that, abbreviating v = Vp_ [V,ﬂ,

YT =7Pe) " Vol —7—||1— W = Pr) "'

< 7—\/H(1 — (I = vPr) 7o

—7\/—\/”1 VPr) ]| o

In order to relate H(I — WPW)_lvHOO to H(I — 72P,r)_1UHOO in order to apply the variance Bellman equa-
tion (6), we calculate

(I =~Pr)~ || o = (T =vPr) M (I =4 Po)(I = 7*Pr) "o
= ||[(I =vPx) " (A =)+ (I = vPx)) (I =¥*Px) 0|
= [[((1 = (I =yPo) ™ +A4T) (I =7 Pr) 0|
< (| =T =Pr) ML = Pe)"Hof|  + ([ =27 Pe) |
S E=NNT=7P) ] osoe [T =" Pr) " 0l| o + 7 [T =" Pr) ol

(
<A4+N|T=7Pr) |
2||(I = +*Pr) |

oo

Combining these calculations with the variance Bellman equation (6), we conclude that

2
V2I0 2Pl <y 3=

YT =vPr) Vo <~ : v

Z YRy
t=0

as desired. O

1
V1I—7v

The following is a multi-step version of the variance Bellman equation, which we will later apply with
T = H but holds for arbitrary 7.
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Lemma 13. For any integer T > 1, for any deterministic stationary policy 7, we have

00 T-1
VIS YR = V7| Y A R+ 4TV (Sr) | + 47T PIVT Ztht
t=0 t=0 t=0
and consequently
R
v Z’Y Ry 1— 'YQT ’
t=0 0o

Proof. Fix a state sop € S. Letting Fr be the o-algebra generated by (S1,...,St), we calculate that

oo o0 2
Z 'Ry | = EL, (Z YRy — Vvﬂ(80)>
t=0 t=0

T-1 2
=ET, <Z Y Ry + TV (ST) = Vi (s0) + Z 7' Ry — TVf(Sﬂ)

t=0

s

=E7 |E

T-1 2
< Z YR+ VI (ST) = Vi (s0) + Z 'Ry =y V] (Sr) )

t=0

||

A B

Using the above shorthands and opening the square, we obtain

ZWth
t=0

=E] [ET, [A®+ B®+2AB|Fr]]

~ B, [4°+ B, [B°|77] + 245 [817]]
=5, [4°+ 5, [57]

T-1 2 [e%S) 2
=Ef, (Z YRy + ,YTVW(ST) V7 (s0) ) +Eg,. (Z YRy — 'YTV»YF(ST>>
L t=0 t=T
T-1 2 0o 2
=K%, (Z V'R +~"V](St) - (So)> +7°"EE, <Z V' Ry — Vwﬂ(ST)>
L t=0 t=0
T-1 00
=V D A RAAVI(S0) | +47T e, PIVT S AR,
t=0 t=0

where we used the tower property, the Markov property, and the fact that E] [B|Fr] = 0 (which is immediate
from the definition of V7). Since e;'; PT is a probability distribution, it follows from Holder’s inequality that
led PEV™ 32 v R | < IV 3252 07 Ri]l,,- Therefore, it holds that

[eS) T-1 [eS)
S VR < YAV RIS+ VE (DA R
t=0 t=0 0o t=0 00
and we can obtain the desired conclusion after rearranging terms. O

We also need the following elemetary inequality.

Lemma 14. Ifv>1— % for some integer T' > 1, then
1—~2T 1 4
— T >(i-5)r>CT
1—7 e? 5
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Proof. Fixing T' > 1, we have
1—2T 2 2T-1
1—7 I+y+y "+ +7

which is increasing in v, so inf,YZk% % is attained at y =1 — % Now allowing T' > 1 to be arbitrary,
17(17%)2T
)

. o T, . .
computing the derivative, one finds that 1 — (1 — %)2 is monotonically decreasing, so

12T 1 2T 1
—(1-= > 1 —(1-= =1-=.
-(1-g) - (m7) 1z

We can now provide a bound on the variance of the total discounted rewards under 7

note =T (1 — (1 — %)2T) so it suffices to show that 1 — (1 — %)2T >1—e?forall T>1. By

*
o
Lemma 15. Letting 7 be the optimal policy for the weakly communicating discounted MDP (P,r,7), if

721—ﬁ,weh(we

H
<5——
-1

V™ .
-

Z Vth
t=0

Proof. By using the multi-step variance Bellman equation in Lemma 13, it suffices to bound the quantity
[ [ gt ()]
o0
Fixing a state sg € S,

oo

H-—1 H-—1
T o Tr Tr 1 «
Vi |3 AR+ MV (Sw) | =V [ DA R+ A" (VW(SH)—mp )]
t=0 t=0

H-1 2
Loy Tr 1
<E% | Y y'Re+" (V'v " (Sh) — —ﬁ)‘
t=0

-y

2 2

< 9EL +2E5

H-1
>R
t=0

Eio 1 2
< 2H? + 2sup (V.Y "(s) — mp*)

o 1
H ~ o x
v (V'v (Su) 1_7/’ )

< 4H?

where in the final inequality we used Lemma 11. Taking the maximum over all states s and combining with
Lemma 13 we obtain

4H?

vy < 71 — FYQH .

Z Vth
t=0

Combining this bound with the elementary inequality in Lemma 14, which can be rearranged to show that

ﬁ < %W, we complete the proof. O

o0

We also need to control the variance under %':713’ which requires additional steps. This is done in the
following lemma.

Lemma 16. We have

~% ~x% 2 * * 12
2 Ty.p ™ p Ty ™
H2 4[| = e ||+ | -

H(1 —~)

Vﬂ,p <15 o

oo

> B
t=0
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Proof. In light of the multi-step variance Bellman equation in Lemma 13, it suffices to give a bound on
Hvﬂ,p [th-i:_ol V'R, + WHV{;P(SH)} H . We have for any state so that
o0

~%x
T
e

H-1 .
> R+ v“m’p(SH)]
t=0

~x
Yy
— %75[’)\’11)

1—7

H—1
> 7 1

> AR+ ANV (Sk) - WH—P*]
t=0

. /H-1 . 1 2

Ty, t o Hy ™, H *
< Eg)? <;’Y R +4"V4 5" (Sk) — v mp >

~x H-1 — ~%x * * 1 2
=Ex” (Z VR A (V7 (Sw) = V7 (Sw) ) + 7" (vw "(Sw) - ﬁ”))

t=0

2
. H-1 . - - 2
< 3Eeg” (Z w%) +39MEG (VI3 (Su) = Vi (Sw))
t=0

2
T T 1 «
+3yMEq " (Vv T(SH) = ——p )

L=n
~% H-1 ~ 2 ~* ~x * 2 ~*% ~x 2
< 3K " (Z Wth> +67°"Eqg (Vv TP(Sn) = V5 (SH)) + 67" HV%g’p =V
=0 >
~x * 1 2
ol (V0 - =) )

where we have used triangle inequality and the inequalities (a+b)? < 2a?+2b? and (a+b+c)? < 3a®+3b%+3c2.
Now we bound each term of (7). First, we have

I (1—)e\? 7\ 2
3EE (thRt> <B(H I < 3H2(Irl +)° < 6K (”(%) )sw (3) -
t=0

where we had (1_%)8 < = < £ because ﬁ > H and € < H. Clearly it holds that

1
6

P~ 7* * 2 7* 112
67 By (Vv TP(SH) = Vy w(SH)> <6 HV’Y =V

o0

By an argument identical to those used in the proof of the error bounds in Lemma 10, we get

/71\'* %*
v,P v,P
HV%p - VV

IS
oo_l—’}/ 67

2 2

~x ~* Py
so 621 HV,:g’p — vy < % since ¢ < H. Finally, using Lemma 11, we obtain

o0

*

2
T wk 1 0y 1
3y2MES” (VnY 7(Sh) — —'yp*> < 3sup |V, " (Sh) — ﬁp* < 3H2
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Using all these bounds in (7), we have

~%
7y
v Sr‘)y,p

H-1 .
> 'R+ VHVW,g’p(SH)]
t=0

H-1 2
~x - ¥ a* * 2 =* T 2
< 3B (Z Wﬁ) + 692 (V2R (Sh) = Va7 (Sw) )+ 697 [V — v
t=0

o0

X ok 1 2
+3MEg, (V'v "(Su) — mp*)

49 1 7 112
<(Z+>+3)H2+6 vaw v
6 6 o0
~%* * 2
< 12H2 46 HVJ” v 8)
oo
Finally, we use the elementwise inequality
V»;r; > Vj’:’p
2 Ajip - H"}ji,p - Vj;’p 1
oo
2 A':?) - H‘?':g’p -V
o0
>V - H‘A/":g’p VRl 1 Hf}vﬂg -
oo o0

from which it follows that HVf;‘p - VWW; %i‘p - Vf;’p

we conclude

IN

~mr POy
¥ ¥
+ HV%p - V’Y
o0

. Combining this with (8),

o0 o0

~x H-1 . P Tt F* 2 ~* 12
Vier | 300 Re MV (S | < 122 12| - v | e [0 - v (9)
=0 o0 [o ]
Now combining with Lemma 13 and then using Lemma 14, we have
e e [ Rt s
v SR | <
t=0 oo
T ~7* ]2 o ~7k ]2
R e v R Vi
<12 % =
L=y
34 T 2 * o~ * 2
N i e i
4 H(1 =)
34 ~T* 2 * ~* 2
T TP T Y [
H(1 =)
as desired. O

A.2 Proofs of Theorems 1 and 2
With the above lemmas we can complete the proof of Theorem 1 on discounted MDPs.
Proof of Theorem 1. Our approach will be to utilize our variance bounds within the error bounds from

Lemma 10. We will find a value for n which guarantees that Hf/fg - Vyﬂ” and Hf/{fgp - VWW“)
oo

are both
oo

< ¢/2, which guarantees that HV;“’ -V

<e.

o0
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First we note that the conclusions of Lemma 10 require n > fj,y log (%) so we assume n is large
enough that this holds.

Now we bound HVW?, Vv, 7H . Starting with inequality (1) from Lemma 10 and then applying our

variance bounds through Lemma T2 and then Lemma 15, we have

|77 - v-
€1 IOg ((1;9:;‘)56) T log ((1;9:;‘)55) oY 3
SN APV [V ren—g i T
c1 log (ﬁ) 2 oo log (m) €
< VT(* tR H —
< - T g ;7 ¢ OO+017 0= T3
SA SA
< c1log ((1—7)65) 2. H e log ((177)55) Hvﬂ; LE
- n 11—~V 1—+ v (I—=9)n Tl 6
SA SA
N i (m) 014 o8 (m) +2
= n 1-72 """ 1=y "6

where in the last inequality we used the facts that HV,YTrv

< %7 and v < 1. Now if we assume n >

360c; (l_y)gag log ((lff)&), we have

! 10g((1§§4)55) H 1Og(u v)éa) €
V. < 10 -
H“’ . n T2 """ a—72 6

1 12 ¢

<lymile e

=5 e“+ 6H + 6

<e/2

due to the fact that ¢ §AH. R
Next, to bound Hv{fgvp - VIW‘

applying Lemma 12 and then Lemma 16, we obtain

, starting from inequality (2) in Lemma 10 and then analogously

HV%?)’P’ - Ve -
ci log (ﬁ) P log (ﬁ) = 5
A ee— (I =Pz )7 V., [V%%’p} + A T H vl T
c1log ((1—%‘355) 2 P R log ((1—%)&) 7 £
S Vﬂ',’;’p ’Yth + c1y HV )'v,p + =
n 1—7 ; . (I=9)n TPl 6
SA T* AT 2 e ~ax |2
< C1 log (m) 2 15H2+ HV,Y 7P _V’Y.’g’P OO+ HV’Y‘Y _V'y,?) N
- n 1—1 H(1 —7)
log (L) ok
(—)de H 7 €
NV e hd
+ 1y (1 — 'Y)n v,P oo + 6
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Combining with the fact from above that ’ 17;;, — Vyﬁ”

< " as well as the facts that HV;;“’
oo

27 o 1—v>
v<1,and va+b < \/a+\/5, we have
%* A%* 2
DFe e c1log ((153)65) 2 |15 TH + HV’Y = Vap”
H L n 1—7 H(1—~)
SA
N log ((1—7)55) N €
CTa—n 6
c1 log ((1%‘)55) 30 \/5 \/ 7 ~7r 12
< _H2 HV VPP
- n H(1 — )2 4 i K TP o
SA
. log (=457 ) LE
Y- 6
c1log ((1—5%65) 30 \/3 RPN 4
= _H HV ’YvP_V v.P
n H(1 —~)? 4 il TPl
SA
N log (( )55) €
c————— + —.
SECEEIETIC
Rearranging terms gives
log (245 .
1— €1 108 (1—7)de 30 ’ ‘777%}) _ Vﬂ'%p
n H(1 —~)2 P Tl
SA
c1log ((l—v)&s) 75H/2 log ((1 7)55) €
< 5 ta + —.
n (1=7) (1=9)n 6
Assuming n > 120¢; (1_5)252 log ((lff)&), we have
- c110g 17)55 1 [e2(1— )2 1 _1_1£>l
1— 2 H H(l—~)2 2H ~ 2
since ¢ < H. Also assuming n > (75/2) - 24%¢; = v)282 log ((1 v)és) we have similarly to before that
SA SA
c1log (( —)5 ) 75H/2 log ((177)55) €
+c + =
n (1—7)2 (I1—=7)%n 6
L J=ye? M 1= 1 e
- 24 H (1—-7)2 24 H (I—-9)2% 6
L E e ¢
24 24 6 4
Combining these two calculations, we have % V. 7;, P — Vf; "Il <50 s0 HVnY b’ VA; "Il < 5 as desired.

oo
~7 ~%

Since we have established that HXA/;%, -V,

conclude that

* F* ~* *
vy YP v vy
V'Y - V’Y < HV%P - V’Y

T

1<el,

oo

Aﬂ-*
< 5, since also V%g’p >V, b, we can



that is that 7 , is e-optimal for the discounted MDP (P, r,7).
We finally note that all our requirements on the size of n can be satisfied by requiring

> (- H lo 54
=t (1 — )22 & (1 —~)de

— { eoH 360c,H (75/2)242c1H} ( SA )

' (L=7)2e?" (1 —7)2?" (1 —7)2%? (1 —~)de
¢s 360ciH  (75/2)24%¢H } . < SA >

1= (1 —7)2e2" (1 —7)22 (1 —)de

> max{

where we used that (1—?)252 > (1fj)82 > ﬁ (since ﬁ >Hand H > ¢). O

We next use Theorem 1 to prove Theorem 2 on average-reward MDPs.

Proof of Theorem 2. Using Theorem 1 with target accuracy H and discount factor 5 = 1 — 155, we obtain a

H-optimal policy for the discounted MDP (P, r,7¥) with probability at least 1 — § as long as

> (. H lo 54
AR B\ (T =)0

H H? 12H SA
_ 2

e e

which is satisfied when n > C Eﬂz log (%) for sufficiently large C4.
e/12
H

Applying Lemma 9 (with error parameter 15 since we have chosen 7 = 1 —

), we have that

e CULA N
p—r = H)12=°

as desired. O

A.3 Proof of Theorem 3

Proof of Theorem 3. Fix T,n > 1. First we define the instances M and M, which have parameters B and
€ which we will choose later, using Figure 2. Note that in both MDPs, all states have only one action. The
only difference is in the state transition distribution at state 1: For My this is a Cat(%, %) distribution and
for M; this is a Cat(% + ¢, % — ¢) distribution, where Cat(p1, p2) denotes the categorical distribution with
event probabilities p; and po =1 — p;.

21



Instance M;

Figure 2: MDPs used in Theorem 3

Now we calculate the bias of instance M. It is easy to check the stationary distribution is u = [%, % +

55 % — 5,0]. Therefore it has optimal gain p* = %% + % +5= % + 5. Now we claim that the optimal bias is
—e/2
1
5—¢€/2
= 21 /
—5—€/2
—-(B+1)35

We can check this by showing that ph* = 0 and that p*1 + h* = r + Ph*, where P is the transition matrix
of the above MDP (again, note that each state has only one action, so there is only one policy, and we use
this policy to induce the markov chain with transition matrix P). First,

po_e loe e 2 1 e e 2
PO =74 7871 8 4 84 81

1 e 1 1 1
4+ -+-==+=hr"(1 1—=|h"4
W+5+5=p+ g0+ (1-5) 1
1, —€ €
— Eh (4) = 38" 3
<~ h*(4) = %(34—1)
Thus [|A*[|gp0n = 1-¢/2—(—(B+1)g) = 1(Be+1). If we set B =2 — 1 we have [7* | span = T Also

note that the calculation for h* holds for any e, so the optimal bias span of My is [0, %, —%, O]T, and thus
M has optimal bias span 1.

Finally, to distinguish between the two MDPs M, and M;, we must be able to determine the next-
state distribution of state 1, that is, to distinguish between the two hypotheses Q1 = Cat(%, %) and Q2 =
Cat(} 4+ ¢,4 —¢). Given n ii.d. observations from the transition distribution of state 1, this is a binary
hypothesis testing problem between the product distributions @7 and Q%. By Le Cam’s bound [Yu, 1997],
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the testing failure probability is lower bounded by

(- Q¢ - @3l > 3 (1 - \/gnm@’ﬂ@@)

1

=3 (1 - gDKL(Q1|Q2)> ;

| =
\Y

where ||Q7 — Q% ||Tv and Dk, (Q7|Q%) denote the total variation distance and Kullback—Leibler (KL) diver-
gence between Q7T and QF, respectively, and the last two (in)equalities follow from Pinsker’s inequality and
tensorization of KL divergence. By direct calculation, we have

1 1 1
Drr(@1]Qz2) = 5 log 7= + 5 log 77—

1 —2¢ 1 2¢

9 5" log(1 <axVr>-1
=2 142 2 1-2¢ og(l+z) <z, Vo >
o 4e?
1 —4e2
< 82 Eﬁi-

Combining the last two equations, we see that the testing failure probability is at least % (1 -V 4n52) . Thus,

1

T/ the failure probability is at least i. O

if we set € =

B Proofs for general MDPs

In this section, we provide the proofs for our main results in Section 4 for general MDPs. Again, we can
assume that H + B is an integer, which only affects the sample complexity by a constant multiple < 2.

First we develop more notation which will be useful in the setting of general MDPs. Recall we defined,
for any policy 7, that R™ is the set of states which are recurrent in the Markov chain Py, and 7™ = S\ R™
is the set of transient states. We now present a standard decomposition of Markov chains [Puterman, 2014,
Appendix A]. For any policy 7, possibly after reordering states so that the recurrent states appear first (and
are grouped into disjoint irreducible closed sets), we can decompose

X, 0]

P, = {Yﬂ Z. (10)

such that X are probabilities of transitions between states which are recurrent under 7, Y are probabilities
of transitions from 7™ into R™, and Z, are probabilities of transitions between states within 7. Furthermore,
supposing there are k irreducible closed blocks within R™, X is block-diagonal of the form

Xrn 0 0

0 Xpo - 0

X7r - . . . .
0 0 o Xni

The limiting matrix of the Markov chain induced by policy 7 is defined as the matrix

T-1
1
fe') : T : t
P> = (Tj—hmPF = Thm — E_O P

P2 is a stochastic matrix (all rows positive and sum to 1) since § is finite. We also have P, P2° = P° =
P2 P,. Additionally, p™ = P>°r,. In terms of our decomposition, we have

o _ [X727 0
P7r - |:Yﬂ_oo 0:| (11)
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where

X;:O: . . . . )

each X2 = 1z, for some stochastic row vector z] ;, and Y,>° = (I—Z) 'Y, X2°. Also we have (I—Z,)~! =

Yoico Zt, and tho ZY, = (I — Z;)"'Y, has stochastic rows (each row is a probability distribution, that
is all entries are positive and sum to 1).
With the same arrangement of states as within the above decomposition of P, (10), let

decompose V' into recurrent and transient states, and generally we use this same notation for any vector
x € RS: we let 7 list the values of x, for recurrent 2 € R™, x contain z, for s € 7™, and we assume the entire
x has been rearranged so that = = [T z|". Note that the rearrangement of states depends on the policy 7 so
this notation has potential for confusion if applied to objects relating to multiple policies at once, but the
policy determining the rearrangement will always be clear from context in our arguments.

The main reason we decompose P, into recurrent and transient states is the following key observation.

Lemma 17. For any policy w, if s,s’ are in the same recurrent block of the Markov chain with transition
matriz Py, then p*(s) = p*(s').

Proof. Define the history-dependent policy 7 which follows 7 until its history first contains s’, after which
point it follows 7*. Since p*(s) is the optimal gain achievable starting at s by following any history-dependent
policy [Puterman, 2014], we have p*(s) > p™(s) := limp_o FET tT:_Ol R; (where ET is defined in the
natural way from the distribution over trajectories (Sp, Ao, ...) where 4; ~ 7(So, Ao, ...,St) and Sipq ~
P(-| S¢,Ar)). Let Ty = inf{t > 1: 5, = s’} be the hitting time of state s’ and let Fr, be the stopped
o-algebra (with respect to the filtration where for all nonnegative integers ¢, F; is the o-algebra generated
by So,AQ, ey St, At) Then

~T 1 . [ [r-2
I
= lim —E] Z R, + EF tZT:,Rt}‘T,
1 _Tsl—l p
= Jim —E] ; R+ g(T,Ty)
) :TS/_1 Z
= Jim —E7 ; Ry + g(T,Ty)

1
> lim =E7 [¢(T, Ty
im —EX [g(T, T.)]

T—o0

where g(T, k) := ET, [ = k ! Rt}, and we used the tower property, Fr ,-measurability of ZT o1 Ry, the

strong Markov property, and the definition of 7. Now note that Ty < oo almost surely since s and s’ are in
the same recurrent block, and on the event {7y = k} for any natural number k, we have that

T—k—1

. 1
Tlgr(l)o Tg(T,k) hm = Z Ry| = p*(s)
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because we can bound

T—1 k 1 T—k—1 T—1
Z Ri| =% < —IE Z R T Z R
t=0 t=0 t=0

and both sides converge to p*(s’). Therefore £ (TEFTS/) converges almost surely to the constant p*(s’), and also
this random variable is bounded by 1, so by the dominated convergence theorem we have

T—o0

1 T T . l Y
lim TE [9(T,Ts)] = ET [Th_rgo Tg(T,TS/)] = p*(s').

Thus we have shown that p*(s) > p*(s’). Since s and s’ were arbitrary states in the same recurrent block
we also have p*(s’) > p*(s), and thus p*(s) = p*(s’) as desired. O
Lemma 18. For any state s which is transient under a policy w, if the MDP satisfies the bounded transient

time assumption with parameter B, we have

<B

>l
t=0 1
Proof. Let T = inf{t : S; € R™}. Notice that |le] Z% Hl (T > t). Therefore, we have
<2 llel 22,
1 t=0
= PUT > 1)
t=0

=ES [T
<B,

T 7t
5Z7r

where we used a well-known formula for the expectation of nonnegative-integer-valued random variables, and
the bounded transient time assumption. O

Lemma 19. Let s be a transient state under P,. Then

esT(I - ’VPW)71 = [ET Zl?;l szﬁilyﬂ(l - ’wa)fl e_ST E?io Vtzﬂ :

Proof. Using the decomposition of P, we can calculate for any integer ¢ > 1 that

Xt
Pﬁ = 3 k-1 t—k Ot
Yopey L YR XL zZt
Therefore, we have
el (I —yP;) ' =el Ztht
e_sT Et 07 Zk V2T YR X et E:i()Wthr]

[ Tzk 1 e kVtZk Y XiH TZfithZfr]
= [es T IRV ZET YR N A TIXEE e T v 2E]
[_ST Ek 17ka Wl =y Xx)"! gTZfiothfJ-

Note that we are able to rearrange the order of the summation in the third equality because all summands
are (elementwise) positive. O

('b|('b
»

@
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B.1 Proof of Theorem 6

Theorem 6, our result which helps reduce general average reward MDPs to discounted MDPs, is proven as a
straightforward consequence of the following sequence of lemmas, some of which will also be needed for the
proof of our discounted MDP sample complexity bound Theorem 7.

1
VTr_—*
‘” ="

Lemma 20. We have
< |[[p*]l

o0

span °
Proof. We begin by observing that 7* satisfies
p* 4+ h* =1 + Poch™.

Therefore, it holds that

(I = AP (7 4 b = Poel?)
= (I—")/Pﬂ-*)ilp* + (I—’}/Pﬂ.*)fl (I— Pﬂ-*)h*.

Since Pr«p* = p*, we can calculate that

B 1
(I=Pr)™tp" = A Prep” =D 00" = 70"

t>0 t>0

It also holds that

(I =vPp) ™ (I = Pre) =Y 4'PL(I - Pr)

t>0
DRECE Wiy
t>0 t>0
= Pr+ Y (¥ = 4" P! (12)

t>0

and Y ,50 7T —9' = (v—=1) > ;507" = —1. Therefore (12) is the difference of two stochastic matrices, and
so it follows that B
[(1 =P )™ (I = P ) B¥[| < [I07]

span °
O
Lemma 21. If 75 is optimal for the discounted MDP (P,r,y) and s is recurrent under m, then
us 1 * *
V’Y (S) - mp (S) < Hh Hspan
and
L 1 i *
V’Y (S) - mp W(S) <2 ”h Hspan :
These facts can be written as Vvﬂ; - ﬁp_* < A |span and ‘ VWW; - ﬁpT; < 2{|h*||span Tespec-
o0 o0

tively.

Proof. First note that if s is recurrent for the Markov chain Pﬂ* then all states in the support of e, P,,* are
in the same recurrent block as state s, and p* is constant (and equal to p*(s)) within this recurrent block
by Lemma 17. The (unmodified) Bellman equation states that

p*(s) + h*(s) = max  rgq + Psgh*.
a:Pgqp*=p*(s)
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Since we established that eIPﬂ;p* = p*(s), all actions a in the support of 7% (a | s) satisfy Ps.p* = p*(s),
and therefore

p*(s)+h*(s) = max  Tgq + Psgh”®
0 Poup* =p* (5)
>y (rsa + Psah*)
acA

— e;r (Tﬂ—:; + Pﬂ;h*) )
Since this holds for all s € R™, we can rearrange to obtain that
Trs < pF 4+ B* — Proh* = p* + h* — Xo. b,

Now we can follow an argument which is similar to that of [Wei et al., 2020, Lemma 2|. We have

7’Y
[/’Y

(I - /YPTF,’;)_lT?T,’;
— —l—
= (I — Xﬂ—;) Tﬂ—;

< (I = Xpe) ! (E Ny XW;F>

using monotonicity of (I — X,r;)_l in the final inequality. Due to the observation above that for all s € R™,
all actions a in the support of 73 (a | s) satisfy Ps.p* = p*(s), we have XF;F = p*. Therefore we have

(I = X, *—Zw =Y A =
t=0

v

For the second term, by using an argument which is completely analogous to that used in Lemma 20 we

have H(I - Xﬂ;)_1 (F - XW;F) ‘ < [[h*|[span- Combining these steps we obtain that
T 1 *
VVW - 1_7 * < || Hspan

To obtain a lower bound, we can combine the optimality of 77 for the y-discounted problem with Lemma 20
to obtain the bound

T 1 — 1
V’Y T - m/’* > nyﬂ- - ﬁp* > Hh*”span
Therefore we can conclude that Vyﬂ; - ﬁp_* <A lspan-
oo

For the second bound in the lemma statement, we first note that, as observed in Wang et al. [2022],

oo oo
71'* 1 *
PRV = P thp;;rm — Z’}/tPOOTW* - — prm,
Also, as discussed previously, if s € R™ then e;rPﬁ; p* = p*(s), so then we also have eTP°° = p*(s) (which
*

can be seen directly from the definition of the limiting matrix P;:o ). Equivalently, e[ (I — P°°) = 0. Using
both of these two observations, we have

oy 1 oot
Vy7(s) = Tﬂ ”( ) = GI(I_Pw;)VV
T 1
= esT(I—Pﬁg)(va - mp*)
— o) s 1 —
= esT(I - Xﬂ',’;)(VV - mp*)
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Therefore, we obtain

e I (= )
< ‘ Vy’fé _ LE
=" llspan
1
i
< 2([P* [l span
using the first bound from the lemma statement in the final inequality. O
Lemma 22. We have
AR LR
and
v - | < B 2

Proof. Note that by combining with Lemma 21, it suffices to prove for any transient state s € T™ that

ﬂ 1
VI (s) = =07 (5)] < B I
and 1
Vi (s) — " ()] < B+ 27| pan -

Let s be transient under m}. Then starting by using Lemma 19, we can calculate

*

V’Yﬂ7 (s) = I— ”YPW;)ilTﬂ'g

o0
T T 1
Vs Zroras +7 Y A'es Zp Yo (I = X)) Ty
t=0

M 1 =0

o0 —_
t, T ot t, T ot s
Vs Zharne 7Y Ales Zh Ve Vy

t=0 t=0
o0 o0
T T 5
< Zﬁ Zfr;rfr.*, + ( €s Zfr;yfr;> ViT. (13)
t=0 - t=0

By Lemma 18 we have that

<B.

Tk
777 o0

o0

g eSTZ,tT*T,,*_ g eSTZt
— vy__ 1

t=0

Now we can obtain the two bounds in the lemma statement by bounding the second term of (13) in two
different ways. For the first bound in the lemma statement, we can use the first bound in Lemma 21 to
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calculate that

<Z TZt* W*> Vﬂ < (Z_STZ;SY’W) — (Z 'I'Zt* W*> ‘VWW; —?p*
t=0 7 0
> 1 T* 1 J—
= (E e;err*Yw*> —> ’Vﬂ —pF
— ) 1=y I—v
t=0 o
T 7t *
S ( €s Zw;yﬂ',’;> 1 'Yp + Hh ||span

> 1
= ZiZﬁ.*Y;> —X *P + ||h*||span

1
= ZGZZ;*YW*X;:? —P*‘i‘ ”h*”s an
= )= ’

1 —
= iyﬂ? mp* + ”h*Hspan

1 00 %
= ey PRsp™ +||h*|
-7

span

L, *
mp (8) + 12" |span

IN

where we used the fact that X,,* p* = p* and then that e/ g P p* < p*(s). This gives an upper bound of

o 1

VyT < mp*(S) + B+ 17" |span -
Combining with the lower bound
V) 2 VI (5) 2 7t (5) = (W e
1—7 P
we obtain that
v - | < il

which is the first bound in the lemma statement.
To obtain the second bound in the lemma statement, using the second bound from Lemma 21, we can
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calculate for the second term in (13) that

— (& 1 N 5 :
<Zestt )V'y’yg <Ze_STZ7tT*Y7T:;>1— +<Ze_STZ Y*)‘V,Y’Y_l pﬂ"y 1

t=0 ’ -7 t=0 B 00
> 1 = 1

o T 7t iy Y~ T
i 1 *

< (Serzt) T2
t=0 -
oo 1

= Ze TZ;*YW* —P Tﬂ’* + 2 ||h’*H§ an
t:O_ ! i 1 - '

- <Zerf,*Yﬁ* —Xﬁ*rﬁ + 2 [ lspan
e ’

= es Y2 Ty + 2R
e

1— span
_ ! el P Sras + 277
1 — span
1 . N
= mp 7(8) + 217 [lspan

where in the second equality we used the fact that (Zfi 0 e;rZTt,*YT,;) is a probability distribution, and in
— 5

the final steps we used the decomposition of PgY and the fact that p”; =Px ST
Y
Therefore by combining these steps we obtain that

1 ﬂ_*
VT (8) < B4 2 + T (9)

Combining with the lower bound
1

& T 1
VV (8) > Vy (S) > : ( ) - Hh*Hspan = ﬁp W( ) - Hh*Hspanu

we obtain the desired bound

fiod 1 .
V’Y‘Y( )_Tp ’Y( ) S B+2Hh ||span'
O
Lemma 23. If 7 satisfies V] > V;; — 61, then
™ 1 s
’ V'y - mp - < 3B+2 ”h*Hspan

Proof. Similar to the proof of Lemmas 21 and 22, we will first establish a bound for the states which are
recurrent under 7. Specifically, we will first show that if s is recurrent under = we have

ﬂ 1
Letting s € R™, following steps which are sunilar to the proof of the second part of Lemma 21, we have
™ 1 o0 ™
V'y (S)_Tp ( ) e;r(I_Pﬂ' )V'y
_ T ') s
= €5 (I_Pﬂ' )(V'y _mp*)
o o 1 00 ™
(I = P)(Vy” 1) I =PV = V)
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using the fact discussed in Lemma 21 that e[ (I — P>)p* = 0 since s is recurrent under 7. Then by triangle
inequality, we obtain

- 1 00 T 1 50 - Tr
V() = 7= ()| < |6l (1= PEYVT = )| + [e] (1= PEYOF =)
7"—’; 1 * T 77;
e Tl R LGl
span
<2l LI +6
S % 1_,7p .
< 2B+ 2||h

span

where we used the facts that |||, < 2|[|,, and that Vo> | Vo — 61,

Having established (14), we now extend to transient states using arguments similar to those for the second
bound of Lemma 22. Let s be transient under w. Then starting by using Lemma 19, we can calculate

T _ T —1
V,Y(S)—GS(I—’)/PW) r

=Y e Zhra+7) A'es ZiVA(I = Xn)
t=0 t=0

o0 oo
=Y Ve Zira+7) Ve ZLYAVF
t=0 t=0

<> e Zra + (Ze_sTZerw> v
t=0 t=0
lrell + (Zgzzn) 7
1 t=0

<|D_es'Zn
<B+ <Z%Tz;yﬂ> Vr (15)

t=0
t=0

using the bounded transient time assumption via Lemma 18 in the final step. Then we can calculate

e — 1 — 1
(:E:EZ§T£Z;)CT> ‘CT f; <:§::65723t ) ______p 4‘ <:E::65723t)/ ) ‘ L{f - i—:?——pw
t=0 v +=0 v e’}
T ot T —
= €g Ziﬂ)fn + ||V — pﬂ
<t§ ) - L A [
< (Ze_;zf,yﬂ> - lspan +
t=0
= T 1 =< .
= (X 2 | T P 2B 2 +
t=0 o
> 1
= (Ze_TZfTY> T X+ 2B 2 [ +
t=0

span

= es | YT 4+ 2B+ 2 ||h¥|
-7

span

= ed Pr, + 2B +2||h¥|
L—n

span

:—”Y p"(s) + 2B+ 2||h*||
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where in the first equality we used the fact that (Ztoio el Zf,Y,r) is a probability distribution, in the second

inequality we used the bound (14), and in the final steps we used the decomposition of P2° and the fact that
pr = PXr,.

Therefore by combining this last bound with the bound (15), we have
™ 1 T
V’y (8) §38+2Hh*|‘span+5+ :p (S)

Combining with the lower bound

1 1

VI(s) 2 V7 =82 VI (s) — 6 > T ) = Il =62 77 (5) = Iy = 6.
we conclude that
V() = 7o) < 3B+ 2+ 0
as desired. O

Proof of Theorem 6. Suppose 7 is e,-optimal for the discounted MDP (P, r,). We can calculate that
1 s ™ *
mp > V’y - (3B +2 Hh ”span + E’Y)
>V, — (3B 4 2||n*
>V — (3B +2|h

+ 2¢,)
+2¢,)

span
span

1
> mp*—(38+3”h*” + 2¢e,),

span
where in the first inequality we used Lemma 23, in the second inequality we used the fact that 7 is e,-optimal,
in the third inequality we used the optimality of 77 for the discounted MDP, and in the final inequality we
used Lemma 20. Therefore by mulitplying both sides by 1 — -, we have that

g &
T>p - ——(3B+3|h* 2 >p—13 2—7 .
P20 g8 I, 25 2 - (32425 )

B.2 Proof of Theorem 7 (Discounted MDP Bounds)

In this section, we provide our main result on the sample complexity of general discounted MDPs.
Our proof relies on three lemmas that provide bounds on relevant variance parameters. The first lemma
controls the variance for 7% on recurrent states.

¥
Lemma 24. Letting 7, be the optimal policy for the discounted MDP (P,ryy), if y > 1— WlH’ we have
Tr 32 B + H
T -1
max vy |eg (I —vPrsx Vp_, {V 7} —_—.
SER™H ( ) P I 5 (1—79)?

Proof. First, using the decomposition (10), we can calculate for any s € R™ that

el (1= 7Pe) Ve, V7] =& (1 = 9Xa) Ve, [V7]

=& (I- WXw;rl VX“§ [VWFW}
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Also due to the decomposition, notice that set R™ is a closed set for the Markov chain with transition
matrix P,r;, and furthermore when restricting to the entries corresponding to this closed set we obtain the
transition matrix X,,;. Therefore we can apply Lemma 12 to this subchain to obtain that

194 2
_ . —1 ~y T
(I =7Xe) ™[V, [Vv }H <\1—= — v 4

Z YRy
t=0

v

Abbreviating L = B 4+ H, we can also then apply Lemma 13 to bound

HW S A R+ AV (S)] H
1—~2L

v

oo
ZWth <
P

[0.9)

oo

We can repeat a similar argument as within Lemma 15 to bound this term. Fixing an initial state
so € R™, the key observation is that p* is constant on the recurrent block of X containing so, and
therefore any state trajectory So = so, 51,52, ... under the transition matrix Pr. will have p*(SL) = p*(s0).
Therefore for this fixed sg we have

L-1 L—1
Via Z'Vth‘F'VLV’;T;(SL) -V > AR +A" (VVW;(SL)_ﬁp*(SO))]
t=0 ) Ltjlo | L } 1 ;
< Es ; YR+ (Vw "(SL) — mf(%))’
S L POk
<25 >0t 28 o (Vv (51) = =0 <80>)
s e (o Lo
=2E} ;7 Ry +2E% |y <V7 (SL)—mp (SL)>

T 1 2
<2L?+2 sup <V.Y 7(s) — —p*(s))
5672”‘? 1- v

< 2L2% + 2H?
<4172

where we used Lemma 21 in the penultimate inequality. Applying this argument to all s¢ € R™ we obtain

L-1

Z YR, + VLVF(SL)] <42
t=0

v

oo
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Therefore by combining with our initial bounds we have that

max -y GZ(I—’}/PF*)l\/VPﬂ_* [VJ;}
* v ¥

SER™

2 =
S — VF’Y ’}/th
=N il

2
<
_1/1_7
< 2 412
TV1—q\1-~2L

2 16L2
<
“Vi-y\5L-9)
L[

V5 A-9%

where in the penultimate inequality we used Lemma 14 to bound 1—;2 r < % (l—lv) I O

oo

HW; [0 7 R+ ARV (50 H

o

1—~2L

*

5,p on recurrent states.

The next lemma controls the variance for 7

Lemma 25. Letting 7 , be the optimal policy for the discounted MDP (ﬁ,?, ), ify>1-— Wll-w we have

el (= 2Pr )7\ Ve, [Vei]

ol o R R |
- (1—”y)2+ B+H 1—7 '

Proof. Let L = B + H. By the same arguments as in the beginning of the proof of Lemma 24, we have

max 7y
SER™Y-P

T 2 % & g
max v |e] (I =Pz p)l\/vpﬁ* [VV,;;P] <y | [[VEe Doy
SER™ VP ’ P 1—7 | i=0
7 [ L-1 i h T
5 HV P Zt:O ’Yth +’YLV»M) (SL)} H
< - o)
“V1-—ny 1—~2L

so it again suffices to bound V™. ZtL:_Ol YR, +'yLV,:g’p(SL)] Fix so € R™». Again, as observed in

Lemma 24, p* is constant on the recurrent block of X7:  containing so, so we will have p*(SL) = p*(s0)
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with probability one. Therefore (mostly following the steps of Lemma 16)

L-1

Vem | D A R+ Ve3P (SE)
t=0
BT ~x 1
_ v to Ly ™, L *
= Vg ;7 Re +9"Vap"(Sp) =7 —— o~ (80)1

2
L—-1
* ~ w* 1
< Eg? < Y Ry + 4" VER* (Se) — ’YLjP*(SO)>
~* L= P * * 1 2

5 ( Rt (V5 = VT (5) % (V) - mp’%sm))

t=0
2

2
7t§t> + 372LE7STS’F’ (Vvﬂ,g’p(SL) - Vvﬂv (SL)>

72 o 1 ?
+ 372 Esg (V,, "(SL) - mﬂ*(SL))

2

oo

~% L-1 . 2 ~% ~% * 2 ~% ~*
< 3E§3’p <Z Vth> + 672LE7;3’p (Vvﬂ%p(sL) - Vvﬂw (SL)> + 672" HVvﬂ,g’p - Vvﬂ%p
t=0

T fiod 1 N 2
+ 37y Eyg® (Vv "(SL) - =7 (SL)) (16)

using the inequalities (a + b+ ¢)? < 3a® + 3b® + 3¢? and (a + b)? < 2a? + 2b%. Now we bound each term
of (16) analogously to the steps of Lemma 16. For the first term of (16),

2

T D 7 -
35" (zm) <3(L[7.0)° < 3L2(Irl +€)* < 6L (1 * <%> ) = oL @ |
t=0

where we had (1}%)5 < £ < = because %7 > L and € < L. For the second term of (16),

1
6 T

2L %* %* Tr* 2 %* Tr* 2
67" Esg " (V'v "P(SL) = Vy 7(SL)) <6 HV'Y =V

oo

~*

<6 (H‘A/':g’p vy

J

~mr POy
¥ ¥
+ HV%p - V’Y
o0 o0

+
oo

Sk fiod
v ¥
’V'va - V’Y

where we used (a+b)? < 2a®+2b* and the fact that HVf“p - Vyﬂ;
which was shown in Lemma 16. For the third term of (16),

2 2 2 2

<6 L =6 (i) < L_

oo 1—7 6 6

‘ V{gp — VVW”‘lD < % is identical to the arguments used in the proof of Lemma 10,

and the final inequality is due to the assumption that ¢ < L. For the fourth term of (16),

Aﬁ* ?r*
YHP Y,P
o < HV%p - V’Y

~x ~% 2 % ~%
2L Ty, Ty.p Ty.p Ty.p
6y HV%p -V - <6 Vapt =V,

where the fact that

2
< 3172

oo

*

1 *
Vil ————p

e o 1 2
3y By <V'y "(SL) - mp*(SL)) <3 ‘ T

using Lemma 22 for the second inequality. Using all these bounds in (16), we obtain

~*
Yy
§§75(’)‘/ap

J

. 7 9 1 A
ST AR+ vLVW’fg’p(sL)l < (? o 3) 1246 (|| — v

~mk o
¥ v
6 oo + HV’va - V'Y
t=0
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and so (since this holds for arbitrary so € Rﬂm), we have

rL—1
V7™p
Lt=0

Therefore, combi

max yle

T I
seRT B s (I_’YPF,’;’F,)

<

> iR, + ALV (S1)

*

]<€L2+6(HV“’ ARRS +HVW v

J

ning with our initial arguments,

Ve,

y.p

757

[ [ R + vﬂv;fz?‘”(sm} |
1—

>

F
\/—\/68L2+6 ‘Vv

VP
p

T*
P
V'Y

* )2
oo

STE s
¥ v
+ HV%p - VV
o0

V1 —~2L
T* 2
F /68L2 \/ ’V pr +HV,p_V'y’Y )
* 71-‘)( 2
/68L2 \/ HVV%D_ Ty.p +HV,p V’Yw )
! \/ %(
/_HV v HVv% -Vl
1 - 1—7 ’
where we used Lemma 14 to bound - < 2(1 O
YL*
The next lemma controls the variance on all states.
Lemma 26. Under the settings of Lemmas 2/ and 25, we have
T B + H
[ —~P. )" V*{V”} <4 =T
( Y W) Py |V OO— (1—7)2
and
(I =~Pz: )"/ Ve, [Vw B+H |_15 HV” v +HVVP v
TR e 1 — B+H 1—-

Proof. First we establish the first bound in the lemma statement. As we have already bounded the entries

corresponding to the recurrent states of 75 by Lemma 24, it remains to bound the transient states. Let
s € T™ be an arbitrary transient state. Using Lemma 19, we have
T - 5 T k r7k— - 5
ea (I = Pey) ™"/ Ve, [Vv”} ="es Zv Zy Wi (I =7 Xe )" Ve, [VW}
T >
+7es Z’Ytzfr; VPH; {Vv 7]- (17)
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Now we bound each of the terms in (17). For the first term, we can calculate
T k 7k—1 _ -1 %
§ VLY s (I =7 X)) [V, [VV }
k—1 -1 e
§ :Z Yes (I =7 Xas) "\ Vi, [V77]

T k—1
§ Vi
k=1

32 B+H
5 (1—79)?

(I =7Xa) Ve, [V

1 0o

where we used the fact that e, " 220:1 Z:f: 1Y,,; is a probability distribution and Lemma 24.
— Y
For the second term of (17), we have

oo - o o ”yteSTZfT* x
Yy — Iy
e 30 2y Ve [V] = e 32| 3 V]
t=0 —_— t=0 =0 (|€s Et 07 tZt
[e%S) o) tp, T 7t
Yies ' Zis .
<qylles" DA Zh 1D = Vp,q [Vvﬂ }
t=0 1 \| t=0 ||€s Et =07 tZt
o0 o0
Tr*
= ETZVtzfr; 7227te_sTZ£;VPﬂ; [va] (18)
t=0 1 = —_—

oo t T 7t
iZov'es Znx
T oo t 7t

es T 20820 Z,r:’
1

(all entries of this row vector are positive and they sum to 1 due to our normalization). Now we bound each
factor in (18). Using Lemma 18, we have

where we used Jensen’s inequality since z — +/z is concave and

is a probability distribution

<
1

Zzt*

S

oo

e ) 12k
t=0

For the second factor in (18), we have

oo oo
T upe T o
ZWtﬁ Z;;VPﬂ; [VWW] < ZVte_s Zfr;VPﬂ; {Vvq

t=0

te,T Zykz’f W (I =4 X)) Vp [Vﬁ}

= € (I_ FYPTr:;)7 VP,r; |:V'ywj|

where the equality step is due to Lemma 19. Now we can apply two steps which are used within Lemma 12
to obtain the desired bound on this term. Abbreviating v =Vp_, [Vryﬂ”] , it is shown within Lemma 12 that
ol

7 H(I—WPW;)_lvH <29 H(I—WQPW;)_lvH <2V

ZWth
t=0

IR
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(where the final inequality is because the total discounted return is within [0, ﬁ]) Therefore we can bound
the second factor in (18) as

> T 2 \/§
2 t, T 7t T < —
Y e 2 Ve, [V < 172 1-7

Combining all of these bounds back into (17), we have

* w B+H ¢_
V(I = vPrs) ™ [ Vp T vﬁ

B+ H
(1=7)*

Thus we have established the first inequality from the lemma statement.
For the second inequality, the argument is entirely analogous, except that we use Lemma 25 instead of
Lemma 24, and also in the MDP with the perturbed reward 7 we have the bound

()= (o)
e st

where we used the fact that (1;7)5 <35 (B+H) <1 because — > B +H and ¢ < B+ H. Thus we can obtain
the bound

<4

o0

TR

=0

7| =Pz ) Vps [Vﬁiﬂ

B T o Lt i T L
- B+H 1—7

+J_7J_
6(1

Viow _yie +HV —y
-3 B_|_H 15 H'yp v.p T Vv -
N TVETH 1—~

This completes the proof of the lemma. O

We are now ready to prove Theorem 7 on the sample complexity of general discounted MDPs.

Proof of Theorem 7. To prove Theorem 7 we will combine our bounds of the variance parameters in Lemma
26 with Lemma 10. First, starting with (1) from Lemma 10 and combining with the first bound from Lemma

26, we have that there exist absolute constants ¢, co such that for any § € (0,1), if n > %= log (m),
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then with probability at least 1 — ¢

A
c1 log ((1757)55)

HVVTIW) - Vvﬂw - <7 " (I - 7Pﬂ$)_1 VPﬂ; {Vvﬁw}
SA
N log((l—v)&s) Hvﬂ; L€
1y N0 <
v (I—=v)n Tl 6
SA SA
< “a 10g((1—7)5e)4 B+H N 10g((1—7)5e) HVW;H L€
1y V0] <
- n (1—7)2 17 (I—=9)n Tl 6
54 54
< & 10g((1—7)55)4 B+H e 103((1—y)5a) L€
- n (=22 " (A= 6
< € n 1 e? n €
~—6 16-62B+H 6
<
— 2

where the penultimate inequality is under the assumption that n > 16 - 62¢; Egat",'y)g log ((15»1?)55)7 and the

final inequality makes use of the fact that ¢ < B + H.
Next, still using Lemma 10, under the same event, we also have

75 =i
c1 log ((IA—SA)&:) P
<7 % (I =Pz )7 Ve, [Vv,ﬂ’p}
SA
+01’7710g(( )56) HV%;‘p + =
6
- B+H 1—x
1og = A ) s
7)o 7
toay—m ’ng =
y)n
_ e log (7 7)55) B+H \/THV,p | T (BAH)/2
- (1—» B+H 1—v
N log 17)55 71 +a
DA m 61-7 6

usmg the second inequality from Lemma 26 for the second inequality, and then we use the fact that
|2 <

< 51— which was argued in Lemma 26, as well as the fact from above that HV.Y s V,y

o0
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e/2 < (B + H)/2. After rearranging, we obtain that

SA
- 6] lOg ((1_”55) 15 HV ey
n V B+H1— P K

)
2

P

o0

A
) cllog B+H B+H/2 C@Lf
< 15 B+H C=a)m 676
SA SA
B c1 log (m) 10 B+H te lo g(( )55)Z+E (19)
= n (1= "7 (=7 66

If n > 62 10%; 88 log ((2452), then the RHS of (19) is bounded by

5+7 e? 1 LE o 1+ 1 +1 <04
4 S —— 4+ 2 )e<0de
6 6B+HG62-102 6 — \6 62102 6 -

using the assumption that ¢ < B + H. Under the same condition on n, we also have that

SA
) C1 IOg ((177)55) H Vﬁ;“’
n V B + H 1-— K

> / / o
= < B+H 62 - 102> HV"’ —V
= <1 V62 102> HW VVW

~T* F*
>0.9 HV%g,p _ V’Y P

oo

o0

oo

oo

where again we used the assumption that & < B+ H. Combining these two bounds with the inequality (19),
we obtain that

0.9 H\?ffgm vl <04e

which implies that
~TF =X O 4 €
[ - v s gge<a

=%

Since we have established that Hf/{’g - Vn;rw < 5 and that H\A/Jfg;*) — V; P

we can conclude that

% *
€ o e Ve
< 5, since also V4, p* > V4,

o0

*

T St fiod
¥ ¥p y ¥
Vym =V < HV'M) -V

~%

~T* T
vP P
1+ H Vyp™ = Vy

1<el,

that is that 7T* % p Is e-optimal.
Finally, we check that all of our conditions on n can be satisfied if

B+H B+H Co SA
> 62.10%c ——— 62 16 I -_
"—ma"{ IR A 2(1—7)2’1—7}%((1—7)56)’

2
and since ﬁ > B+ Hand B+ H > ¢, we have 52(1“1)2 > ;B(J{H)V) > % so the above is guaranteed if we

set C3 = max{62 - 10%c, co} and require n > C3 52(177)2 log ((157)55)- O
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B.3 Proof of Theorem 8 (General Average-Reward MDP Bounds)

In this section, we prove our main result on the sample complexity of general average-reward MDPs.

Proof of Theorem 8. We can combine our bound for discounted MDPs, Theorem 7, with our reduction from
average-reward MDPs to discounted MDPs, Theorem 6.

Using Theorem 7 with target accuracy B 4+ H and discount factor ¥ =1 — 7> we obtain a (B+H)-

£
12(B+H
optimal policy for the discounted MDP (P, r,7¥) with probability at least 1 — ¢ as long as

B+H SA
"Zcﬂl—m%B+Hvng1—m&>

B+H (B+H)? 12(B+H)SA
CR =)

=122C
3 € oe

which is satisfied when n > 04% log ( SA( B+H)) for sufficiently large Cj.

Applying Theorem 6 (with error parameter 15 ), we obtain

as desired. O

B.4 Proof of Theorems 4 and 5 (Lower Bounds)

In this section, we prove our minimax lower bounds on the sample complexity of general average-reward
MDPs (Theorem 4) and discounted MDPs (Theorem 5).

Proof of Theorem /. First consider the MDP instances M,« indexed by a* € {1,..., A} shown in Figure 3.
In all instances, states 2,3 and 4 are absorbing states, and state 1 is a transient state. State 1 has A actions
and is the only state with multiple actions. At state 1, taking action @ = 1 will take the agent to state 4
deterministically; taking action 2 will take the agent back to state 1 with probability P(1]1,2) =1 — %, to
state 2 with probability P(2|1,2), and to state 3 with probability P(3|1,2) =1 — P(1]1,2) — P(2|1,2). The
instances differ only in the values of P(2|1,a) and P(3|1,a), which are shown in Figure 3 along with the
reward R for each state-action pair.

For the MDP instance My, the optimal policy is taking action a = 1 at state 1, leading to an average
reward of 1/2; taking any other action leads to a sub-optimal average reward of 1=2¢. Similarly, for the
instance M« with a € {2,..., A}, the optimal action is a = a¢* with average reward 1228, the action a = 1
has average reward i 5, and all other actions have average reward % By direct calculation, we find that
the span of the optlmal policy is [|h*[|,,, = 0 in all instances. Moreover, by taking any action a # 1, the
agent will stay in state 1 for B steps in expectation before transitioning to state 2 or 3, so the bounded
transient time is satisfied with parameter B.

We next define (A — 1)S/4 master MDPs M+ 4+ indexed by s* € {1,...,5/4} and a* € {2,...,A} as
follows. Each master MDP M. .- has S/4 copies of sub-MDPs such that the s*th sub-MDP is equal to
M+ and all other sub-MDPs are equal to M7. We rename the states so that the states of the sth sub-MDP
has states 4s + 1,4s + 2,4s + 3,4s + 4 corresponding to states 1,2,3,4 of the instances shown in Figure 3.
Note each of these master MDPs has S states and A actions, satisfies the bounded transient time property
with parameter B, and has the span of the bias of its Blackwell optimal policy equal to 0. Note that for a
given policy 7 to be £/3-average optimal in master MDP M- ,+, it must take action a* in state 4s* + 1 with
probability at least 2/3, and it must take action 1 in states 4s+1 for s € {1,...,5/4}\ {s*} with probability
at least 2/3.

Thus, for an algorithm Alg to output an e/3-average optimal policy 7, it must identify the master MDP
instance M« o+ (equivalently, the values of s* and a*), in the sense that there must be exactly one state
4s+ 1 where an action a # 1 is taken with probability > 2/3. Therefore it suffices to lower bound the failure
probability of any algorithm Alg for this (A — 1)S/4-way testing problem. By construction, for any two
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a=1,R=1/2

a€{2,...,A},R=(1+2¢)/2

Instance My

(:);313::1/2

)= am
a€{2,...,A}\{a*},R=(1+2¢)/2 P -y
LT <:>:>13:1
// /1
e PBILa =Y
______ ,/—"“‘*<:ﬁ>R:0
/// 1
7 /
// /
)/2 e P(2 ‘ La*) — 1‘+25//
/,/ //
P(1|1,a L ,//
// //// * 1-2
, L PE | Lat) = 1

Instance M+, for a* € {2,..., A}

Figure 3: MDP Instances Used in the Proof of Lower Bound in Theorem 4

distinct index pairs (s}, at) and (s5, a}), the master MDPs ﬂs;,a; and ﬂsg,ag differ only in the state-action
pairs (4s7,a}) and (4s3,a%), and we have

1 1—2¢ 1+ 2¢
) . * * — _ —.
RMqﬂf(|43haﬂ Ch$<1 5 9B ' 9B ) :Q1,
1 142 1-2
P, . (-|4sta}) = Cat (1- L 1% _.
Mgy 1451,00) a( B 2B 2B> @2,

where Cat(p1, p2, p3) denotes the categorical distribution with event probabilities p;’s (and vice versa for the
distributions of the state action pair (4s3,a})).

Now we use Fano’s method [Wainwright, 2019a] to lower bound this failure probability. Choose an index
J uniformly at random from the set J := {1,...,5/4} x {2,..., A} and suppose that we draw n iid samples
X = (Xy1,...,X,) from the master MDP M ;; note that under the generative model, each random variable
X, represents an (S x A)-by-S transition matrix with exactly one nonzero entry in each row. Letting I(.J; X)
denote the mutual information between J and X, Fano’s inequality yields that the failure probability is lower
bounded by

_ I(J;X) + log2
log((A —1)S/4)
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We can calculate using the fact that the P;’s are i.i.d., the chain rule of mutual information, and the form
of the construction that

1(J; X) = nl(J; X1)
<n max D (P—
(i (spapeg: N Mg
(s1.0)A(s3.a3)

= n(DKL(Q1 | Q2) + DkL(Q2 | Ql))-

P, )
2

*
1 2’

By direct calculation, we have

1—2¢ 1—-2¢ 1+2¢ 14 2
D = 1 1
KL(@1lQ2) = 5 p=los 5o + - les o

1—2 —4e 14 2¢ 4e
< . + .
- 2B 1+ 2¢ 2B 1—2e

log(1+z) < z,Va > —1

- 162
- B(1+2¢)(1—2¢)

32¢2 1
< — e < —.
- B — 4

Also note that Dkr,(Q2]/Q1) = Dk1(Q1|Q2) in this case. Therefore the failure probability is at least

~ I(J; P") +1og2 - n64Ba2 + log 2
log((A—-1)S/4) — log((A—1)S/4)
n64a2

1
> 5 Toa((A = 1)5/4)’

where in the second inequality we assumed A and S are at least a sufficiently large constant. For the above
RHS to be smaller than 1/4, we therefore require n > Q(Bl%gs‘”). O

Proof of Theorem 5. The desired DMDP lower bound follows from combining our AMDP lower bound The-
orem 4 with the average-to-discount reduction in Theorem 6. O

B.5 Relationship between B and 7.

Lemma 27. In any uniformly mizing MDP, we have B < 47unis-

Proof. Fix a deterministic stationary policy 7. Notice that since all states in the support of the stationary
distribution v, are recurrent, for any s € S we have

PT (S; is transient) = Z PT (S; = s')

s'eT™

< N PI(Si=5)+ D [PT(Se=5)— ()|
s'eT™ s’ERT

=S PT(S =) — ()]
s’eS

< 2rnaxl He;rPT’i - V’TH
s€ES 2 1

<2. 9Lt/ Tunit ]

where the final inequality uses standard properties of mixing [Levin and Peres, 2017, Chapter 4]. Now define
T = inf{t : S; € R™}. Then, using a standard formula for the expectation of nonnegative-integer-values
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random variables, we have for any s € S that

BT (7] = S BI(T > 1)
t=0

=Y PT (S, is transient)
t=0

<2 Z 9= Lt/ Tunit]
t=0

o
§ : —£

=2 Tunif2
(=0

= 4fTumif-

Since this bound holds for all s € § and all deterministic stationary policies 7, we conclude that B <
47’unif. O
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