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Abstract

We prove that a single-layer neural network trained with the online actor critic algorithm converges
in distribution to a random ordinary differential equation (ODE) as the number of hidden units and the
number of training steps → ∞. In the online actor-critic algorithm, the distribution of the data samples
dynamically changes as the model is updated, which is a key challenge for any convergence analysis. We
establish the geometric ergodicity of the data samples under a fixed actor policy. Then, using a Poisson
equation, we prove that the fluctuations of the model updates around the limit distribution due to the
randomly-arriving data samples vanish as the number of parameter updates → ∞. Using the Poisson
equation and weak convergence techniques, we prove that the actor neural network and critic neural
network converge to the solutions of a system of ODEs with random initial conditions. Analysis of the
limit ODE shows that the limit critic network will converge to the true value function, which will provide
the actor an asymptotically unbiased estimate of the policy gradient. We then prove that the limit actor
network will converge to a stationary point.

1 Introduction

Neural network actor-critic algorithms are one of the most popular methods in deep reinforcement learn-
ing. A neural network model is trained to select the policy (the “actor”) while another neural network (the
“critic”) is simultaneously trained to learn the value function given the actor’s policy. Specifically, the actor
selects an action and, given the action, a new state transition occurs according to a Markov stochastic process
and a reward (a measurement of the success/failure) is observed. The critic must learn to approximate the
value function – the solution to the Bellman equation – given the actor’s policy. Given the critic’s estimate
for the value function of the current policy, the actor must be updated to improve the value function (i.e.,
increase the expected reward). Actor-critic algorithms are well-established methods in reinforcement learn-
ing [17, 15]; the key recent advance is using (deep) neural networks as the actor/critic and training their
parameters using gradient descent methods [26, 10, 25, 2, 29].

Analysis of neural network actor-critic algorithms is challenging due to: (1) the non-convexity of the
neural networks, (2) the complex feedback loop between the actor and critic (the actor determines the
sequence of data samples which are used to train the critic and the critic is used to train the actor), and (3)
the simultaneous online updates of both the actor and critic which lead to (3A) the distribution of the data,
which depends upon the actor, constantly evolving in time and (3B) the actor being updated with a noisy,
biased estimate of the value function.

1.1 Convergence Analysis of Actor-critic Algorithms

ODE Methods Various versions of actor-critic algorithms have been studied under the framework of
stochastic approximation algorithms, see [16, 4, 15, 14] and the associated references for an extensive dis-
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cussion and literature review. A common way of analysing the stability and convergence of this class of
algorithms would be to show that the algorithm converges to the limit set of an associated ODE [1, 5, 6].
As a result, the algorithm can be studied by characterizing the limit set of the ODE [4, 8]. The references
[1, 7] provide general overviews of this method. We note that the stability of the actor-critic algorithm can
be established via a pure martingale argument [14].

Although our approach also connects the actor-critic algorithm with an ODE, the analysis and con-
vergence theorem are different. Here we establish the pathwise uniform convergence of the time-rescaled
trajectory of the actor-critic algorithm using weak convergence techniques [11] as the number of hidden
units and training steps → ∞. The convergence to the limit ODE with a neural network actor and a neural
network critic as the number of hidden units → ∞ was not previously considered in the ODE literature
discussed above.

Finite time analysis Non-asymptotic convergence rates can also be established for the actor-critic al-
gorithm using finite-time analysis approaches. These results establish a convergence rate to a time when
the optimality gap is arbitrarily small. Finite-time converge rates for actor-critic algorithms with linear
approximators for the action value function have been proven in [41, 40, 18].

Recent advances using neural tangent kernel (NTK) analysis [31, 30, 13, 20] has enabled finite-time
analysis on various versions of the neural network actor-critic algorithm. Building upon the NTK results
[31, 30, 13, 20], [35, 9] study a “batch” version of the actor-critic algorithm where a large number of critic
parameter updates are required for each actor update to ensure accurate approximation of the action-value
function. A convergence result is proven when the ratio of critic updates for each actor update → ∞. In
particular, [35, 9] establish that the batch actor-critic algorithm can become arbitrarily close to a stationary
point within a large but finite numbers of iterations. These results do not guarantee the convergence of
the actor-critic algorithm as the training time → ∞, as the parameters could escape from the global/local
minimum of the loss function.

While [35, 9] study the batch version of the actor-critic algorithm – where the number of critic updates
for each actor update → ∞ at each iteration – we develop a convergence analysis for online neural network
actor-critic algorithm where there is a single actor and a single critic update at each iteration. The advantage
of the online algorithm is that a much larger number of optimization iterations can be completed in the same
computational time. The online updates introduce key mathematical differences to the analysis. The learning
rates for both the actor and critic must be carefully selected in order to guarantee convergence in the online
setting. In addition, the exploration policy for the actor must also be carefully designed. A two-timescale
analysis to separate the timescales of the actor and critic must be applied in combination with the NTK
methods. Due to the online updates, a Poisson equation must be used to analyze the fluctuations of the
algorithm around its limit trajectory. The main mathematical result is also different; we characterize the
limit of the neural network actor-critic algorithm as the number of training steps and hidden units → ∞,
proving that it converges to the solution of a system of ODEs using weak convergence techniques. Finally,
we prove that the limit ODE converges to a stationary point of the expected reward as the training time
→ ∞. Similar to [35, 9], this also implies that there is a finite training time such that the pre-limit algorithm
converges arbitrarily close to a stationary point of the objective function.

1.2 Our Mathematical Approach

We prove that the trajectory of the time-rescaled neural network outputs converges pathwise weakly to an
ODE with random initialisation as the number of hidden units → ∞. We then prove that the limit critic
converges to the value function and the actor converges to a stationary point of the objective function as
the training time → ∞. In particular, we show that both

• the Bellman error for the critic model and

• the norm of the gradient of the objective function with respect to the actor

converge to zero as the training time tends to infinity. These results are stated formally in Section 3. Our
results are strictly stronger than the classical ODE approaches in [4, 8] as it provides information about the
training trajectory. We prove that the trained limit neural network converges to a stationary point as the
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training time t→ ∞. In our paper, a constant learning rate is used for the critic and a logarithmic learning
rate is used for the actor, which asymptotically yield accurate value function estimates for the online actor
update. These learning rates are non-standard in the classical approach (see [7, 5, 16, 14]).

The convergence to a limit ODE is a result of the neural network parameters remaining within a small
neighborhood of their initial values as they train. This result is referred to as the Neural Tangent Kernel
(NTK) result and was discovered in [20] for feedforward networks in supervised learning. The NTK analysis
has been widely-used to study neural networks, including for reinforcement learning algorithms [32, 36].
Therefore, the evolving neural network outputs (during training) can be linearized around the initial em-
pirical distribution of the parameters. In the reinforcement learning setting, convergence to the limit ODE
with the NTK kernel requires the analysis of non-i.i.d. data samples whose distribution depend upon the
neural network parameters (since the distribution of the Markov chain depends upon the actor). The actor
parameter updates themselves depend upon the data samples, introducing a complex feedback loop. Our
analysis requires constructing an appropriate Poisson equation to address this challenge.

We first establish the geometric ergodicity of the data samples under a fixed actor policy. Then, using
the Poisson equation, we prove that the fluctuations of the model updates around the limit distribution due
to the randomly-arriving data samples vanish as the number of parameter updates → ∞. Using the Poisson
equation and weak convergence techniques, we prove that the actor neural network and critic neural network
converge to the solutions of a system of ODEs with random initial conditions. Unlike in the classic NTK
analysis of feedforward neural networks which produces a linear limit ODE, the limit ODE for the actor-critic
algorithm is nonlinear. Leveraging the two timescales for the actor and critic ODEs (due to their respective
learning rates), we are able to prove that the critic ODE converges to the true value function (the solution of
the Bellman equation) as the training time t→ ∞, which provides the actor with an asymptotically unbiased
estimate of the policy gradient. We then prove that the limit actor network will converge to a stationary
point of the objective function as t → ∞. Therefore, although in the pre-limit actor-critic algorithm the
critic provides a noisy, biased (i.e., there is error) estimate of the value function, we are able to prove that
asymptotically the critic will converge sufficiently rapidly such that the actor also converges.

1.3 Organisation of the analysis

Section 2 describes the class of actor-critic algorithms that we study. Section 3 states the main convergence
results that are proven. The proof of the main result is presented in Section 5. Finally, we analyse the limit
ODE as t → ∞ in Section 5 to establish the convergence of critic network to the true action-value function
and the convergence of actor network to a stationary point of the expected discounted future reward.

2 Actor-Critic Algorithms

2.1 Markov Decision Processes

We will study a neural network actor-critic algorithm for the following Markov decision process (MDP).

Definition 2.1 (Markov decision process (MDP)). A Markov decision process M = (X ,A, p, ρ0, r, γ)
consists of the following:

• X ⊆ R
dx , the space of all possible states of the MDP (the state space);

• A ⊆ R
da, the space of all actions of the MDP (the action space);

• p(x′|x, a), the transition kernel that gives the probability of next state being x′ if the current state is
x and the action a is taken;

• ρ0, the distribution that characterises how the initial state and action are chosen,

• r(x, a), the reward gained by taking action a at state x, and

• γ ∈ (0, 1) being the discount factor.

3



Here X ×A ⊂ R
d, where d = dx + da. Any elements ξ := (x, a) ∈ X ×A are called state-action pairs.

We make the same assumptions on the MDP as the ones made in [36]:

Assumption 2.2 (Basic assumptions on the MDP).

• Finite state space: we assume that the state space X is discrete and finite with size #X ,

• Finite action space: we assume that the action space A is discrete and finite with size #A, and

• The reward function r is bounded in [−1, 1].

We denote the size of the state-action space X ×A as M = #X ×#A.

2.2 Policy in the MDP

A policy f = f(x, a) specifies the probability of selecting action a at state x. The policy f acts on the MDP
M to induce the following Markov chain on the state-action pair ξk := (xk, ak):

(M, f) : ξ0 := (x0, a0) ∼ ρ0

p(·|x0,a0)

=p(·|ξ0)

−−−→ x1
f(x1,·)

−−−→ a1

p(·|x1,a1)

=p(·|ξ1)

−−−→ x2
f(x2,·)

−−−→ a2

p(·|x2,a2)

=p(·|ξ2)

−−−→ x3
f(x3,·)

−−−→ a3 · · · , (2.1)

which is time-homogeneous with initial distribution ρ0 and transition kernel f(xk+1, ak+1) p(xk+1 |xk, ak)
from ξk = (xk, ak) to ξk+1 = (xk+1, ak+1).

The overall reward for a policy f in the MDP M is evaluated by the following state and action-value
functions:

Definition 2.3 (State and action-value functions). The state and action-value functions of a policy f acting
on MDP M is defined as follows:

• the state-value function V f : X → R is the expected discounted sum of future awards when the MDP
is started from a certain state x and there is a fixed policy f for all timesteps:

V f (x) = E

[
∞∑

k=0

γkr(ξk) | x0 = x

]
, (2.2)

and

• the action-value function V f : X ×A → R is the expected discounted sum of future awards when the
MDP is started from a certain state-action pair (x, a) and there is a fixed policy f for all timesteps:

V f (x, a) = E

[
∞∑

k=0

γkr(ξk) | x0 = x, a0 = a

]
. (2.3)

Both expectations are taken with respect to the Markov chain (M, f) := (ξk)k≥0 = (xk, ak)k≥0.

Remark 2.4. These expectations are well-defined as γ ∈ (0, 1) and r(·) are bounded; see the remarks at the
beginning of Section 2 of [36].

We define further the state and state-action visiting measures of a policy f :

Definition 2.5 (State and state-action visiting measures, see e.g. [34, 15] and Section 2 of [36]). Let
(M, f) := (xk, ak)k≥0 be the Markov chain induced when the policy f acts on the MDP M. Let ξ =
(x, a) ∈ X ×A be a state-action pair of the MDP M. Let

• P(xk = x) be the probability that xk = x for (M, f), and

• P(xk = x, ak = a) := P(xk = x)f(x, a) be the probability that xk = x and ak = a for (M, f).
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Then, we define the state and state-action visiting measures respectively as νfρ0
and σf

ρ0
, such that

νfρ0
({x}) =

∞∑

k=0

γkP (xk = x) , σf
ρ0
({(x, a)}) =

∞∑

k=0

γkP (xk = x, ak = a) , (2.4)

Remark 2.6.

• Both (1− γ)νfρ0
(·) and (1− γ)σf

ρ0
(·) are probability measures.

• Define the auxiliary Markov chain induced when the policy f acts on the MDP M in terms of the
state-action pair ξ̃k := (x̃k, ãk):

(M, f)aux : (x̃0, ã0) ∼ ρ0

p̃(·|x̃0,ã0)

=p̃(·|ξ̃0)

−−−→ x̃1
f(x̃1,·)

−−−→ ã1

p̃(·|x̃1,ã1)

=p̃(·|ξ̃1)

−−−→ x̃2
f(x̃2,·)

−−−→ ã2

p̃(·|x̃2,ã2)

=p̃(·|ξ̃2)

−−−→ x̃3
f(x̃3,·)

−−−→ ã3 · · · , (2.5)

where
p̃ (x̃′ | x̃, ã) = γp (x̃′ | x̃, ã) + (1− γ)ρ0 (x̃

′) , ∀ (x̃, ã, x̃′) ∈ X ×A×X (2.6)

sample from the initial distribution ρ0 with probability 1 − γ at each transition to a new state. Then
(1− γ)σf

ρ0
is the stationary measure of the auxiliary Markov chain (M, f)aux. This is proven on page

36 of [15].

We make the assumption on the transition p of an MDP M to ensure ergodicity for the Markov chains
(M, f) and (M, f)aux. The assumption is stated in terms of the total variation (TV) distance. The TV
distance between two probability distributions on X ×A with masses p1 and p2 are defined as

dTV(p1, p2) =
1

2

∑

ξ∈X×A

|p1(ξ)− p2(ξ)|. (2.7)

Assumption 2.7 (Ergodicity of the MDP). We assume that the Markov chains (M, f) and (M, f)aux are
both ergodic (irreducible and aperiodic) whenever f selects every action with positive probability. As a
result, both (M, f) and (M, f)aux have a unique stationary distribution (see section 1.3.3 of [19] and page
36 of [15]), denoted as πf and σf

ρ0
respectively. Furthermore, we assume that both πf and σf

ρ0
are globally

Lipschitz of f with respect to the TV distance, so that there exists C > 0 such that for any policies f, f ′,

max(dTV(π
f , πf ′

), dTV(σ
f
ρ0
, σf ′

ρ0
)) ≤ dTV(f, f

′). (2.8)

2.3 Online Neural Network Actor-critic Algorithm

The main goal of reinforcement learning is to learn the optimal policy f∗ which maximizes the expected
discounted sum of the future rewards:

max
f

J(f), (2.9)

where the objective function J(f) is the state-value function, weighted by the initial state-action pair:

J(f) = E

[
∞∑

k=0

γk · r (xk, ak)
]
=
∑

x∈X

ρ0(x)V
f (x) =

∑

ξ=(x,a)∈X×A

σf
ρ0
(ξ)r(ξ), (2.10)

see also equation (2.3) of [36]. Policy-based reinforcement learning methods optimize the objective function
over a class of policies {fθ | θ ∈ Θ} based on the policy gradient theorem [33]. In practice, the value functions
are unknown and must therefore also be estimated. In this paper, we study the online actor-critic algorithms,
which simultaneously estimate the action-value function using a critic model and the optimal policy using
an actor model at every time step of the MDP:
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• The actor model, acting as the approximation of an optimal policy, is defined as

fN
θ (ξ) = Softmax(PN

θ (ξ)) =
exp(PN

θ (x, a))∑
a′

exp(PN
θ (x, a′))

, ξ = (x, a) (2.11)

where PN
θ (ξ) is the actor network :

PN
θ (ξ) =

1√
N

N∑

i=1

Biσ
(
U i · ξ

)
, (2.12)

parametrised by the parameters θ = (B1, . . . , BN , U1, . . . UN ), where Bi ∈ R and U i ∈ Rd.

• The critic model, acting as the approximation of the unknown state-action value function for the
optimal policy (approximated by the actor model), is the critic network

QN
ω (ξ) =

1√
N

N∑

i=1

Ciσ
(
W i · ξ

)
, (2.13)

parametrised by the parameters ω = (C1, . . . , CN ,W 1, . . .WN ), where Ci ∈ R and W i ∈ Rd.

Remark 2.8. We emphasise that

• The outputs of actor and critic networks PN
k , Q

N
k could be viewed as either functions on X ×A or as

vectors in R
M indexed by elements in X ×A, and

• fN
k refers to the actor model (i.e., the probability distribution output of the actor network), which could
be viewed as either a function of X ×A or as a vector in R

M indexed by elements in X ×A.

These interpretations are interchangeable.

Assumption 2.9 (Activation function). The scalar function σ(·) : R → R, known as the activation function,
is assumed to be

• twice continuously differentiable (i.e. in C2
b (R)) with outputs and derivatives bounded by 1, and

• slowly increasing, such that for any a > 0,

lim
x→±∞

σ(x)

xa
→ 0.

An example would be the standard sigmoid function σ(x) = (1 + e−x)−1.

θk = (B1
k, . . . , B

N
k , U

1
k , . . . U

N
k ) and ωk = (C1

k , . . . , C
N
k ,W

1
k , . . .W

N
k ) are the trained parameters of the

actor and critic networks after k training updates. We also define PN
k := PN

θk
, fN

k := Softmax(PN
k ) and

QN
k := QN

ωk
.

Our Actor-critic algorithm is online, which means that the policies used to sample state-action pairs
in the MDP will change at each iteration. Similar to the coupled system in [37, 38], our version of the
Actor-critic algorithm will sample two parallel sequences of state-action pairs:

• the “actor” process:

(M,Ac) : (x̃0, ã0) ∼ ρ0

p̃(·|x̃0,ã0)

=p̃(·|ξ̃0)

−−−→ x̃1
gN
0 (x̃1,·)

−−−→ ã1

p̃(·|x̃1,ã1)

=p̃(·|ξ̃1)

−−−→ x̃2
gN
1 (x̃2,·)

−−−→ ã2

p̃(·|x̃2,ã2)

=p̃(·|ξ̃2)

−−−→ x̃3
gN
2 (x̃3,·)

−−−→ ã3 · · · , (2.14)

and
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• the “critic” process:

(M,Cr) : (x0, a0) ∼ ρ0

p(·|x0,a0)

=p(·|ξ0)

−−−→ x1
gN
0 (x1,·)

−−−→ a1

p(·|x1,a1)

=p(·|ξ1)

−−−→ x2
gN
1 (x2,·)

−−−→ a2

p(·|x2,a2)

=p(·|ξ2)

−−−→ x3
gN
2 (x3,·)

−−−→ a3 · · · , (2.15)

where the exploration policy gNk is defined as

gNk (ξ) =
ηNk
#A

+ (1− ηNk ) · fN
k (ξ), ξ = (x, a), (2.16)

and (ηNk )k≥0 is a sequence of exploration rates such that 0 < ηNk ≤ 1 and ηNk
k→∞→ 0. This ensures that

each action in A is selected with probability at least ηNk /#A > 0, and so by Assumption 2.7 the induced

Markov chains (M, gNk ) and (M, gNk )aux are both ergodic, and the stationary measures πgN
θ and σ

gN
θ

ρ0 are
well-defined (exist and are unique). This will be made precise in Lemma 4.12.

We will now describe the two main steps of the online actor-critic algorithm at each optimization iteration.

Step 1: Update of the critic network: We first update the critic network’s parameters by temporal
difference learning [39]. Temporal difference learning aims to take a stochastic gradient descent step at the
sample critic loss with respect to the critic network parameters ωk:

Lθk(ωk) :=
∑

ξ

[
Yk(ξ)−QN

k (ξ)
]2
πfN

k , (2.17)

where the “target” Yk is defined as

Yk(ξ) := r(ξ) + γ
∑

x′

[
∑

a′

QN
k (x′, a′)fN

k (x′, a′)

]
p(x′

∣∣ξ) (2.18)

and πfN
θ is the unique stationary distribution of the Markov chain (M, fN

θ ) as specified in Assumption 2.2.

In fact, if πfN
k (ξ) > 0 for all ξ ∈ X ×A and Lθk(ωk) = 0, then QN

k (ξ) satisfies the Bellman equation and
hence is a value function of fN

k .

Unfortunately the stationary distribution πfN
k (ξ) is inaccessible, so we use ξk = (xk, ak) from the critic

process (M,Cr) as a sample of πfN
k to estimate and evaluate the gradient over the sample critic loss

ℓθk(ωk) :=
[
Yk(ξk)−QN

ωk
(ξk)

]2
. (2.19)

We emphasise that the critic process (M,Cr) evolves as the following for any k ≥ 1:

xk+1 ∼ p(· | ξk) = p(· |xk, ak), ak+1 ∼ gNk (xk, ·). (2.20)

Further note that the term Yk(ξk) involves an expectation of QN
ωk
(·, ·) with respect to the distribution

fN
θk
(·, ·)p(·

∣∣ξk), which could be replaced by the estimate Q(ξk+1). Treating the target Y θk(ξk) as constant,
we have the following gradient-descent-like update for the critic parameters

Ci
k+1 = Ci

k +
αN

√
N

(
r(ξk) + γQN

k (ξk+1)−QN
k (ξk)

)
σ
(
W i

k · ξk
)
,

W i
k+1 =W i

k +
αN

√
N

(
r(ξk) + γQN

k (ξk+1)−QN
k (ξk)

)
Ci

kσ
′
(
W i

k · ξk
)
ξk, (2.21)

where αN = 1/N is the scaling of the step size of parameter updates, chosen so that the parameter updates
converge to a limiting ODE as N → ∞.
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Step 2: Update of the actor network: We then use the policy gradient theorem [34] to update the
actor network’s parameters. The policy gradient theorem states that if a policy fθ is parametrised by θ, then

∇θV
fθ (x) =

∑

x


∑

k≥0

P(xk = x |x0)


∑

a

∇θfθ(x, a)V
fθ (x, a). (2.22)

Therefore

∇θJ(θ) =
∑

x0


∑

x


∑

k≥0

P(xk = x |x0)


∑

a

∇θfθ(x, a)V
fθ (x, a)


 ρ0(x0)

=
∑

x,a,x0


∑

k≥0

fθ(x, a)P(xk = x |x0)ρ0(x0)


 1

fθ(x, a)
∇θfθ(x, a)V

fθ (x, a)

=
∑

x,a

σfθ
ρ0
({(x, a)})∇θ(ln fθ(x, a))V

fθ (x, a) (2.23)

This is an expectation of the quantity ∇θ(ln fθ(x, a))V
fθ (x, a) with respect to the visiting measure σfθ

ρ0
(·).

Since we do not have access to the visiting measure σfθ
ρ0
(·), we estimate this gradient as in [35, 41] by

evaluating the quantity ∇θ(ln fθ(ξ̃k))V
fθ (ξ̃k), where ξ̃k := (x̃k, ãk) is taken from the actor process (M,Ac)

as a sample from the visiting measure σ
fN
k

ρ0 (·). The actor process (M,Ac) evolves as follows for any k ≥ 1:

x̃k+1 ∼ p̃(· | ξ̃k) = p̃(· | x̃k, ãk), ãk+1 ∼ gNk (x̃k+1, ·). (2.24)

The partial derivatives of the actor model fN
θ = Softmax(PN

θ ) with respect to the parameters θ are:

d

dBi
ln fN

θ (x, a) =
d

dBi

(
PN
θ (x, a)− ln

(
∑

a′

exp
(
PN
θ (x, a′)

)
))

=
d

dBi

(
fN
θ (x, a)

)
−
∑

a′
d

dBi exp
(
PN
θ (x, a′)

)
∑

a′′ exp
(
PN
θ (x, a′′)

)

=
d

dBi

(
fN
θ (x, a)

)
−
∑

a′ exp
(
PN
θ (x, a′)

)
d

dBiP
N
θ (x, a′)∑

a′′ exp
(
PN
θ (x, a′′)

)

=
1√
N
σ(U i · (x, a)) −

∑

a′

(
exp

(
PN
θ (x, a′)

)
∑

a′′ exp
(
PN
θ (x, a′′)

) 1√
N
σ(U i · (x, a′))

)

=
1√
N

(
σ(U i · (x, a))−

∑

a′

fN
θ (x, a′)σ(U i · (x, a′))

)
, (2.25)

and

∇Ui(ln fN
θ (x, a)) =

1√
N

(
Biσ′(U i · (x, a))(x, a) −

∑

a′

fN
θ (x, a′)Biσ′(U i · (x, a′))(x, a′)

)
.

In our online actor-critic algorithm, we will replace the action-value function V fθk (x, a) by its estimate, i.e.
the clipped critic clip(QN

k (·, ·)), where

clip(x) = max(min(x, 2), 0). (2.26)

The clipping is here to ensure that the magnitude of updates for parameters Bi
k and U i

k are bounded.
Clipping is a common technique used in practice in deep learning and is also necessary for our convergence
analysis as N → ∞.
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Therefore, the actor network’s parameters are updated according to:

Bi
k+1 = Bi

k +
ζNk

N
√
N

clip(QN
k (ξ̃k))

(
σ(U i · (ξ̃k))−

∑

a′′

fN
k (x̃k, a

′′)σ(U i · (x̃k, a′′))
)
,

U i
k+1 = U i

k +
ζNk

N
√
N

clip(QN
k (ξ̃k))

(
Bi

kσ
′(U i

k · (ξ̃k))(ξ̃k)−
∑

a′′

fN
k (x̃k, a

′′)Bi
kσ

′(U i
k · (x̃k, ãk))(x̃k, a′′)

)
,

(2.27)

where ζNk /N is the learning rate.
The complete online Actor-Critic algorithm – for simultaneously training both the actor and critic net-

works – is summarised in Algorithm 1 below.

Algorithm 1 Online Actor-Critic Algorithm with Neural Network Approximation

1: procedure onlineNAC(M, N, T, ν0, µ0) ⊲ Hyperparameters: MDP, network size, running time,
initial distributions of critic and actor parameters.

2: initialise neural network parameters: ∀i, (Ci
0,W

i
0)

iid∼ ν0 and (Bi
0,W

i
0)

iid∼ µ0.
3: set k = 0
4: initialise states/actions ξ0 = (x0, a0) ∼ ρ0 and ξ̃0 = (x̃0, ã0) ∼ ρ0,
5: while k ≤ NT do

6: simulate xk+1 ∼ p(· | ξk) and x̃k+1 ∼ p(· | ξk)
7: simulate ak+1 ∼ gNk (xk+1, ·) and ãk+1 ∼ gNk (x̃k+1, ·)
8: for all i ∈ {1, 2, ..., N} do

9: update (Ci
k+1,W

i
k+1) according to (2.21) using ξk = (xk, ak), ξk+1 = (xk+1, ak+1) and (Ci

k,W
i
k)

10: update (Bi
k+1, U

i
k+1) according to (2.27) using ξ̃k = (x̃k, ãk) and (Bi

k, U
i
k)

11: end for

12: end while

13: end procedure

The main contribution of this paper is to prove that the evolution of the “actor” and “critic” networks
trained with this online Actor-Critic algorithm weakly converge to the solution of a limiting ODE as N → ∞.
We then study the evolution the limiting ODE to characterise the convergence of the online Actor-Critic
algorithm. Specifically, we are able to prove that as training time t → ∞ (A) the limit critic network
converges to the true value function for the actor’s policy and (B) the limit actor network converges to a
stationary point of the objective function.

Assumption 2.10. In practical implementation, both the “actor” and “critic” networks should contain bias
parameters, and should be written in the form

1√
N

N∑

i=1

Ciσ(weighti · (x, a) + biasi), (2.28)

where biasi ∈ R. The bias parameter could be incorporated into the weight vectors by introducing an
additional column of 1 in the state vector x, so that the networks could be expressed as

1√
N

N∑

i=1

Ciσ(w̃eight
i

· (x′, a)), x′ = (x, 1). (2.29)

We make this as an assumption of the MDP state space X . We further assume that the elements in X ×A
are in distinct directions (as defined on page 192 of [12]).
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3 Main Result

Our results are proven under some assumptions for the neural networks, MDP and learning rates.

Assumption 3.1. For the actor network in (2.12) and critic network in (2.13), we assume:

• The randomly initialized parameters
(
Ci

0,W
i
0, B

i
0, U

i
0

)
are independent and identically distributed

(i.i.d.) mean-zero random variables for all i with distribution ν0(dc, dw) ⊗ µ0(db, dw), where ⊗ refers
to the product of measures.

• ν0 and µ0 are absolutely continuous with respect to the Lebesgue measure,

• for each i, Ci
0, W

i
0 , B

i
0, U

i
0 are mutually independent, and

• maxi(|Ci
0|, |Bi

0|,Eν0‖W i
0‖,Eν0‖U i

0‖) ≤ 1 and E[Ci
0] = E[Bi

0] = 0.

We assume further that ν0 = µ0 for simplicity, although this additional assumption could be easily removed.

Our convergence proof also requires a careful choice for the learning rate and exploration rate.

Assumption 3.2. The learning rate and exploration rate are:

ζNk =
1

1 + k
N

, ηNk =
1

1 + log2( k
N + 1)

,

thus, as N → ∞, ζN⌊Nt⌋ → ζt =
1

1 + t
, ηN⌊Nt⌋ → ηt =

1

1 + log2(t+ 1)
.

(3.1)

The learning rate and exploration rate in (3.1) satisfy the following properties for any integer n ∈ N:

∫ ∞

0

ζsds = ∞,

∫ ∞

0

ζ2t dt <∞,

∫ ∞

0

ζsηsds <∞, lim
t→∞

ζt
ηnt

= 0. (3.2)

We prove that the outputs of the actor and critic models converge to the solution of a nonlinear ODE
system as the number of hidden units for the neural networks N → ∞. We define the empirical measures

µN
k =

1

N

N∑

i=1

δBi
k
,Ui

k
, νNk =

1

N

N∑

i=1

δCi
k
,W i

k
. (3.3)

In addition, we define the following time-rescaled processes for any ξ = (x, a) ∈ X ×A

PN
t (ξ) = PN

⌊Nt⌋(ξ), fN
t (ξ) = fN

⌊Nt⌋(ξ), gNt (ξ) = gN⌊Nt⌋(ξ),

QN
t (ξ) = QN

⌊Nt⌋(ξ), µN
t = µN

⌊Nt⌋, νNt = νN⌊Nt⌋. (3.4)

Using Assumptions 2.9 and 3.1, we know that µN
0 , ν

N
0

d→ ν0 and PN
0 , QN

0
d→ G,H as N → ∞, where G,H

are mean-zero Gaussian random variables by the law of large numbers and central limit theorem for i.i.d.
random variables, respectively.

Define the state space for the time-rescaled process
(
µN
t , ν

N
t , P

N
t , QN

t

)
:

E = M(R1+d)×M(R1+d)×R
M ×R

M , d = dx + da, M = |X × A|, (3.5)

where M(R1+d) is the set of all probability measures on R
1+d. Define the space

DE([0, T ]) = {càdlàg paths f : [0, T ] → E}. (3.6)

We will study the convergence of the time-rescaled process (3.4) in the space DE([0, T ]) as N → ∞.
The following definitions will also be used in our analysis:
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• The inner-product of a measure ν and a function f is:

〈f, ν〉 =
∫
f dν, (3.7)

• The kernel matrix that will appears in our limit ODE in theorem 3.3 is:

Aξ,ξ′ =
〈
σ (w · ξ′)σ(w · ξ) + c2σ′ (w · ξ′)σ′(w · ξ)(ξ · ξ′), ν0(dc, dw)

〉
, (3.8)

where ξ′ = (x′, a′).

The convergence of the online actor-critic algorithm is characterised by the following theorems:

Theorem 3.3. Let Assumptions 2.9 and 3.1 hold, and let the learning rate for the critic parameter updates
be αN = α/N for an α > 0. Then, the process

(
µN
t , ν

N
t , P

N
t , QN

t

)
converges weakly in the space DE([0, T ])

as N → ∞ to the process (µt, νt, Pt, Qt), so that for any t ∈ [0, T ], any (x, a) ∈ X × A, and for every
ϕ, ϕ̄ ∈ C2

b

(
R1+d

)
, the limit process (µt, νt, Pt, Qt) satisfies the random ODE:

dQt

dt
(ξ) = α

∑

ξ′=(x′,a′)

Aξ,ξ′


r(ξ′) + γ

∑

z,a′′

Qt(z, a
′′)gt(z, a

′′)p(z|ξ′)−Qt(ξ
′)


 πgt(ξ′),

dPt

dt
(ξ) =

∑

ξ′=(x′,a′)

ζtclip(Qt(ξ
′))

[
Aξ,ξ′ −

∑

a′′

ft(x
′, a′′)Aξ,x′,a′′

]
σgt
ρ0
(ξ′),

P0(ξ) = G(ξ), Q0(ξ) = H(x, a)

〈ϕ, µt〉 = 〈ϕ̄, ν0〉 , 〈ϕ, νt〉 = 〈ϕ, ν0〉 ,

(3.9)

where G,H are the weak limits of PN
0 and QN

0 , which are mean-zero Gaussian random variables, and

ft(ξ) = Softmax(Pt(ξ)), gt(ξ) =
ηt
#A

+ (1− ηt)ft(ξ).

We note the following property of the matrix A shown in the section 7 of [32]:

Lemma 3.4. Under Assumptions 2.9 and 2.10, the matrix A is positive definite.

Due to the matrix A being positive definite, we can prove that the limit critic network converges to
the state-action value function and the limit actor network converges to a stationary point of the objective
function:

Theorem 3.5. If the actor network Pt and critic network Qt evolved according to the limit ODE (3.9),
then under assumptions 2.9 and 2.10, the critic network converges globally to the value function of the policy
ft = Softmax(Pt) as t→ ∞:

∥∥Qt − V ft
∥∥
∞

= max
ξ∈X×A

|Qt(ξ)− V ft(ξ)| = O(ηt). (3.10)

Moreover, the actor network converges to a stationary point:

∇PJ(ft)
t→∞→ 0. (3.11)

Remark 3.6. We note that the choice of norm/distance to study the pre-limit processes (PN
t , QN

t ) in Theorem
3.3 does not matter as (PN

t , QN
t ) ∈ R

2M is finite dimensional. The choice of norm for Theorem 3.5 does not
matter for the same reason. We will use ‖ · ‖∞ as the supremum norm as defined in (3.10)

‖P − P̃‖∞ = max
ξ∈X×A

|P (ξ)− P̃ (ξ)|

and the usual Euclidean norm

‖P − P̃‖ =


 ∑

ξ∈X×A

|P (ξ)− P̃ (ξ)|




1/2

Note that the Softmax function is Lipschitz in the following sense: there exist constants C,C′ > 0 such that
for P, P̃ ∈ R

M ,
dTV(Softmax(P ), Softmax(P̃ )) ≤ C′‖P − P̃‖∞. (3.12)
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4 Derivation of the limit ODEs

We use the following steps to prove convergence to the limit ODE system:

1. We first derive a pre-limit evolution process for the outputs of the actor and critic networks, and
a-priori bounds on the magnitude of changes to the parameters at each update step. The pre-limit
process will contain stochastic remainder terms with dependence on non-i.i.d. data samples.

2. We prove the relative compactness of the pre-limit process, which requires proofs of the compact
containment and regularity of the sample paths.

3. We then use the Poisson equation to prove the stochastic remainder terms in the pre-limit process
vanish as N → +∞.

4. We prove the existence and uniqueness of the limits ODEs.

5. Finally, we combine the above results to prove the convergence in Theorem 3.3.

4.1 Evolution of the Pre-limit Processes

Before presenting the technical details of the proof, we first highlight some important details for the
derivation of the limit ODE system of the neural actor-critic algorithm (algorithm 1).

Definition 4.1. For a random variable ZN ,

• ZN = Op(βN ) if ZN/βN is stochastically bounded, i.e. for any ǫ > 0, there exists M < ∞ and some
N0 <∞ such that

P

(∣∣∣∣
ZN

βN

∣∣∣∣ > M

)
< ǫ, ∀N > N0.

• The notation ZN = O(βN ) means there exists a constant C <∞ independent of N such that

|ZN | ≤ C|βN |, ∀N.

In the following proofs, constants C,CT denote generic constants and we will sometimes we use ξ, ξk, ξ
′
k, ξ̃k

to denote the state-action pairs (x, a), (xk , ak), (x
′
k, a

′
k), (x̃k, ãk), respectively. For the learning rate αN =

1/N , the online actor-critic algorithm (algorithm 1) could therefore be written as:

Bi
k+1 = Bi

k +
ζNk
N3/2

clip(QN
k (ξ̃k))

(
σ(U i · (ξ̃k))−

∑

a′′

fN
k (x̃k, a

′′)σ(U i · (x̃k, a′′))
)
,

U i
k+1 = U i

k +
ζNk
N3/2

clip(QN
k (ξ̃k))

(
Bi

kσ
′(U i

k · ξ̃k)ξ̃k −
∑

a′′

fN
k (x̃k, a

′′)Bi
kσ

′(U i
k · ξ̃k)(x̃k, a′′)

)

Ci
k+1 = Ci

k +
α

N3/2

(
r(ξk) + γQN

k (ξk+1)−QN
k (ξk)

)
σ
(
W i

k · ξk
)
,

W i
k+1 =W i

k +
α

N3/2

(
r(ξk) + γQN

k (ξk+1)−QN
k (ξk)

)
Ci

kσ
′
(
W i

k · ξk
)
ξk. (4.1)

The evolution of the actor and critic network QN
k can be studied by using Taylor expansions. For the
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critic network, one has:

QN
k+1(ξ) = QN

k (ξ) +
1√
N

N∑

i=1

[
(Ci

k+1 − Ci
k)σ(W

i
k+1 · ξ) + (σ(W i

k+1 · ξ)− σ(W i
k · ξ))Ci

k

]

= QN
k (ξ) +

1√
N

N∑

i=1

[
(Ci

k+1 − Ci
k)
(
σ(W i

k · ξ) + σ′(W i,∗
k · ξ)(W i

k+1 −W i
k) · ξ

)

+ Ci
k

(
σ′(W i

k · ξ)(W i
k+1 −W i

k) · ξ +
1

2
σ′′(W i,∗∗

k · ξ)((W i
k+1 −W i

k) · ξ)2
)]

,

= QN
k (ξ) +

1√
N

N∑

i=1

[
(Ci

k+1 − Ci
k)
(
σ(W i

k · ξ) + Ci
kσ

′(W i
k · ξ)(W i

k+1 −W i
k) · ξ

)
+ error term, (4.2)

where W i,∗
k and W i,∗∗

k are points in the line segment connecting the points W i
k and W i

k+1. Substituting the
parameter updates (4.1), we have the following pre-limit evolution equation:

QN
k+1(ξ) = QN

k (ξ) +
1√
N

N∑

i=1

[
(Ci

k+1 − Ci
k)σ(W

i
k · ξ) + σ′(W i

k · ξ)Ci
k(W

i
k+1 −W i

k) · ξ
]
+ error term

= QN
k (ξ) +

α

N2

[
r(ξk) + γQN

k (ξk+1)−QN
k (ξk)

]

×
N∑

i=1

(
σ(W i

k · ξk)σ(W i
k · ξ) + (Ci

k)
2σ′(W i

k · ξ)σ(W i
k · ξk)(ξ · ξk)

)
+ error term. (4.3)

If we let

BN
ξ,ξ′,k =

1

N

N∑

i=1

[
σ(W i

k · ξ′)σ(W i
k · ξ) + (Ci

k)
2σ′(W i

k · ξ′)σ′(W i
k · ξ)(ξ′ · ξ)

]

= 〈σ(w · ξ′)σ(w · ξ) + c2σ′(w · ξ′)σ(w · ξ)(ξ′ · ξ), νNk 〉, (4.4)

then

QN
k+1(ξ) = QN

k (ξ) +
α

N

[
r(ξk) + γQN

k (ξk+1)−QN
k (ξk)

]
BN
ξ,ξk,k + error term. (4.5)

For the actor network, one has

PN
k+1(ξ) = PN

k (ξ) +
1√
N

N∑

i=1

[
(Bi

k+1 −Bi
k)σ(U

i
k+1 · ξ) + (σ(U i

k+1 · ξ)− σ(U i
k · ξ))Bi

k

]

= PN
k (ξ) +

1√
N

N∑

i=1

[
(Bi

k+1 −Bi
k)
(
σ(U i

k · ξ) + σ′(U i,∗
k · ξ)(U i

k+1 − U i
k) · ξ

)

+Bi
k

(
σ′(U i

k · ξ)(U i
k+1 − U i

k) · ξ +
1

2
σ′′(U i,∗∗

k · ξ)((U i
k+1 − U i

k) · ξ)2
)]

= PN
k (ξ) +

N∑

i=1

ζNk
N2

clip(QN
k (ξ̃k))

[
σ(U i

k · ξ)
(
σ(U i

k · ξ̃k)−
∑

a′′

fN
k (x̃k, a

′′)σ(U i
k · (x̃k, a′′))

)

+ (Bi
k)

2σ′(U i
k · ξ)

(
σ′(U i

k · ξ̃k)ξ⊤ξ̃k −
∑

a′′

fN
k (x̃k, a

′′)σ′(U i
k · (x̃k, a′′))((x̃k, a′′) · ξ)

)]

+ error term, (4.6)

where U i,∗
k and U i,∗∗

k are points in the line segment connecting the points U i
k and U i

k+1. We define the tensor

B̄N
ξ,ξ′,k =

1

N

N∑

i=1

[
σ(U i

k · ξ′)σ(U i
k · ξ) + (Bi

k)
2σ′(U i

k · ξ′)σ′(U i
k · ξ)(ξ′·ξ)

]

= 〈σ(u · ξ′)σ(u · ξ) + b2σ′(u · ξ′)σ′(u · ξ)(ξ′ · ξ), µN
k 〉.

(4.7)
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Then,

PN
k+1(ξ) = PN

k (ξ) +
ζNk
N

clip(QN
k (ξ̃k))

[
B̄N
ξ,ξ̃k,k

−
∑

a′′

fN
k (x̃k, a

′′)B̄N
ξ,(x̃k,a′′),k

]
+ error term. (4.8)

There are a several error terms in the above evolution equations, which we will precisely define and analyze
in the next section of this paper. Specifically, we will:

• prove that the increments of the parameters at each update step are bounded,

• prove a-priori L2 bounds for the outputs of the actor and critic networks,

• analyze the size of the error terms in the pre-limit evolution equation,

• rewrite the pre-limit evolution in terms of fluctuation terms, and

• study the evolution of the empirical measure of the parameters.

4.1.1 Bounds for the increments of the parameters

Lemma 4.2 (A-priori bounds of size of increments of parameters). For any fixed T > 0, any k such that
k ≤ TN and i ∈ [N ] = {1, ..., N}, there exists a constant CT <∞ that only depends on T such that

max
(∣∣Ci

k

∣∣ ,E‖W i
k‖, |Bi

k|,E‖U i
k‖
)
< CT , (4.9)

and that

max
(∣∣Ci

k+1 − Ci
k

∣∣ ,
∥∥W i

k+1 −W i
k

∥∥) ≤ CT

N
. (4.10)

Moreover,

max
(∣∣Bi

k+1 −Bi
k

∣∣ ,
∥∥U i

k+1 − U i
k

∥∥) < CT

N3/2
(4.11)

Proof. As σ is bounded by 1 by assumption 2.9, we have

max
ξ∈X×A

|QN
k (ξ)| = max

ξ∈X×A

∣∣∣∣∣
1√
N

N∑

i=1

Ci
kσ(W

i
k · ξ)

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤
1√
N

N∑

i=1

|Ci
k| (4.12)

We may then obtain a recursive bound for |Ci
k|:

∣∣Ci
k+1 − Ci

k

∣∣ ≤ αN

√
N

∣∣r(ξk) + γQN
k (ξk+1)−QN

k (ξk)
∣∣ ·
∣∣σ(W i

k · ξk)
∣∣

≤ α

N3/2

(
|r(ξk)|+ (1 + γ) max

ξ∈X×A

∣∣QN
k (ξ)

∣∣
)
·
∣∣σ(W i

k · ξk)
∣∣

≤ α

N3/2

(
1 + (γ + 1)

1√
N

N∑

i=1

|Ci
k|
)

=
α

N3/2
+

α

N2

N∑

i=1

|Ci
k|. (4.13)

By recursively using the triangle inequality, and recalling that Ci
0 is a bounded random variable, we have

|Ci
k| ≤ |Ci

0|+
k∑

j=1

(|Ci
j − Ci

j−1|) ≤ 1 +

k∑

j=1

(
α

N3/2
+

α

N2

N∑

i=1

|Ci
j−1|

)

= 1 +
α

N1/2
+

α

N2

k∑

j=1

N∑

i=1

|Ci
j−1|. (4.14)
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Define

mN
k =

1

N

N∑

i=1

|Ci
k|. (4.15)

Then

mN
k ≤ 1

N

N∑

i=1


1 +

α

N1/2
+

α

N2

k∑

j=1

N∑

l=1

|Cl
j−1|


 ≤ C +

α

N

k∑

j=1

mN
j−1. (4.16)

By the discrete Gronwall’s lemma and using k ≤ TN ,

mN
k ≤ C exp

(
αk

N

)
≤ CT

Plugging this into (4.14) yields

∣∣Ci
k

∣∣ ≤
∣∣Ci

0

∣∣+ C

N1/2
+
C

N

k∑

j=1

mN
j−1 ≤

∣∣Ci
0

∣∣+ C

N1/2
+ CT ≤ CT , (4.17)

We could bootstrap with this a-priori bound to show that

|Ci
k+1 − Ci

k| ≤
C

N3/2
+N × C

N2
× CT ≤ CT

N
. (4.18)

We can similarly get the bound for
∥∥W i

k

∥∥. In fact,

∥∥W i
k+1 −W i

k

∥∥ ≤ αN

√
N

∣∣r(ξk) + γQN
k (ξk+1)−QN

k (ξk)
∣∣ ·
∣∣Ci

kσ
′
(
W i

k · ξk
)∣∣ ‖ξk‖

≤ CT

N
3
2

(
C + (γ + 1)N− 1

2

N∑

i=1

|Ci
k|
)

(4.17)

≤ CT

N
, (4.19)

Taking expectation and using assumptions 2.9 and 3.1 yields

E
∥∥W i

k

∥∥ ≤ E
∥∥W i

0

∥∥+
k−1∑

j=0

E
∥∥W i

k+1 −W i
k

∥∥ ≤ CT . (4.20)

For the boundedness of parameters in the actor network, observe that

|Bi
k+1 −Bi

k| ≤ ζNk N
− 3

2 |clip(QN
k (ξ̃k))| · sup

a′′

|σ(x̃k, a′′)| ·
(
1 +

∑

a′′

fN
k (x̃k, a

′′)

)
<

C

N3/2
(4.21)

then by telescoping series, we have for all k ≤ NT

|Bi
k| ≤ |Bi

0|+ C
k

N
3
2

≤ C + C
T

N
1
2

≤ CT . (4.22)

As the state-action space is finite, we also have

∥∥U i
k+1 − U i

k

∥∥ ≤ ζNk N
− 3

2

∣∣∣clip(QN
k (ξ̃k))

∣∣∣ |Bi
k|
(
1 +

∑

a′′

fN
k (x̃k, a

′′)

)
· sup
ξ∈X×A

‖ξ‖ ≤ CT

N3/2
, (4.23)

which yields

E
∥∥U i

k

∥∥ ≤ E
∥∥U i

0

∥∥+ CT
k

N
3
2

≤ C +
CT

N
1
2

≤ CT , ∀k ≤ TN. (4.24)
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Lemma 4.3 (Increments of entries in the pre-limit kernels). For all k ≤ NT ,

max
ξ,ξ′∈X×A

max
[∣∣BN

ξ,ξ′,k+1 − BN
ξ,ξ′,k

∣∣ ,
∣∣B̄N

ξ,ξ′,k+1 − B̄N
ξ,ξ′,k

∣∣] ≤ CT

N
, (4.25)

where the kernels BN
ξ,ξ′,k, B̄

N
ξ,ξ′,k are defined in (4.4) and (4.7) respectively. Consequently, one could show by

method of telescoping series that for all k ≤ NT

max
ξ,ξ′∈X×A

max
[∣∣BN

ξ,ξ′,k

∣∣ ,
∣∣B̄N

ξ,ξ′,k

∣∣] ≤ CT , (4.26)

Proof. The proof for the case of kernel B̄N is exactly the same with the proof for the case of BN , for which
we could utilise our a-priori bound of increments max(|Ci

k+1 − Ci
k|,
∥∥W i

k+1 −W i
k

∥∥) ≤ CT /N to prove our
result. To the end, for all ξ, ξ′ ∈ X ×A, we have

∣∣〈σ(w · ξ′)σ(w · ξ), νNk+1 − νNk
〉∣∣

≤ 1

N

N∑

i=1

∣∣σ(W i
k+1 · ξ′)σ(W i

k+1 · ξ)− σ(W i
k · ξ′)σ(W i

k · ξ)
∣∣

≤ 1

N

N∑

i=1

[∣∣σ(W i
k+1 · ξ′)− σ(W i

k · ξ′)
∣∣ ∣∣σ(W i

k+1 · ξ)
∣∣+
∣∣σ(W i

k+1 · ξ)− σ(W i
k · ξ)

∣∣ ∣∣σ(W i
k · ξ′)

∣∣]

≤ 1

N

N∑

i=1

(|ξ′|+ |ξ|)
∥∥W i

k+1 −W i
k

∥∥ ≤ CT

N
. (4.27)

Similarly,

∣∣〈c2σ′(w · ξ′)σ′(w · ξ), νNk+1 − νNk
〉∣∣

≤ 1

N

N∑

i=1

∣∣(Ci
k+1)

2σ(W i
k+1 · ξ′)σ(W i

k+1 · ξ)− (Ci
k)

2σ(W i
k · ξ′)σ(W i

k · ξ)
∣∣

≤ 1

N

N∑

i=1

[ ∣∣(Ci
k+1)

2 − (Ci
k)

2
∣∣ ∣∣σ(W i

k+1 · ξ′)
∣∣ ∣∣σ(W i

k+1 · ξ)
∣∣

+ (Ci
k)

2
∣∣σ(W i

k+1 · ξ′)− σ(W i
k · ξ′)

∣∣ ∣∣σ(W i
k+1 · ξ)

∣∣+ (Ci
k)

2
∣∣σ(W i

k+1 · ξ)− σ(W i
k · ξ)

∣∣ ∣∣σ(W i
k · ξ′)

∣∣
]

(4.28)

We have the control

∣∣(Ci
k+1)

2 − (Ci
k)

2
∣∣ ≤

∣∣Ci
k+1 − Ci

k

∣∣2 + 2|Ci
k||Ci

k+1 − Ci
k| ≤

C2
T

N2
+

2C2
T

N
≤ CT

N
. (4.29)

By combining this with our previous analyses, we have

∣∣〈c2σ′(w · ξ′)σ′(w · ξ), νNk+1 − νNk
〉∣∣ ≤ 1

N

N∑

i=1

[
CT

N
+ CT × CT

N
+ CT × CT

N

]
=
CT

N
. (4.30)

Summing up (4.27) and (4.30) yields |BN
ξ,ξ′,k+1 − BN

ξ,ξ′,k| ≤ CT /N , uniformly in ξ, ξ′. It remains for us to

show that there is a C > 0, independent of T , such that |BN
ξ,ξ′,0| ≤ C. This is clearly true by the sure

boundedness of σ(·), σ′(·) and Ci
0 as guaranteed in assumption 2.9 and 3.1. Therefore, we could consider the

telescoping sum

∣∣BN
ξ,ξ′,k

∣∣ ≤
∣∣BN

ξ,ξ′,0

∣∣+
k−1∑

j=0

∣∣BN
ξ,ξ′,j+1 − BN

ξ,ξ′,j

∣∣ ≤ C +N × CT

N
≤ CT , (4.31)

which completes our proof.
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4.1.2 L2 bounds of network outputs

Using lemma 4.2 and 4.3, we can now establish the bound for the neural networks.

Lemma 4.4 (A-priori L2 bound for the outputs of the critic network). For all k such that k ≤ TN , there
is a CT <∞ such that

E

[
max

(x,a)∈X×A
|QN

k (x, a)|2
]
< CT . (4.32)

Proof. We first prove the statement for k = 0. Since Ci
0 and σ(W i

0 · ξ) are both bounded by 1, we have

E

[
max

ξ∈X×A
|QN

0 (ξ)|2
]
≤ E


 ∑

ξ∈X×A

|QN
0 (ξ)|2


 ≤

∑

ξ∈X∈A

E

[
1√
N

N∑

i=1

Ci
0σ(W

i
0 · ξ)

]2

≤ C

N

N∑

i=1

E
[
Ci

0σ(W
i
0 · ξ)

]2 ≤ C <∞, (4.33)

We now provide an L2 control over the maximum increments of the outputs QN
k (ξ). Recall that

QN
k+1(ξ)−QN

k (ξ) =
1√
N

N∑

i=1

[
(Ci

k+1 − Ci
k)σ(W

i
k+1 · ξ) + Ci

k(σ(W
i
k+1 · ξ)− σ(W i

k+1 · ξ))
]
, (4.34)

so

∣∣QN
k+1(ξ)−QN

k (ξ)
∣∣2 (CS)

≤ 2

N



(

N∑

i=1

(Ci
k+1 − Ci

k)σ(W
i
k+1 · ξ)

)2

+

(
N∑

i=1

Ci
k(σ(W

i
k+1 · ξ)− σ(W i

k · ξ))
)2



(CS)

≤ 2

N

[
N∑

i=1

(Ci
k+1 − Ci

k)
2

N∑

i=1

(
σ(W i

k+1 · ξ)
)2

+

N∑

i=1

(Ci
k)

2
N∑

i=1

(
σ(W i

k+1 · ξ)− σ(W i
k · ξ)

)2
]

≤ 2

[
N∑

i=1

(Ci
k+1 − Ci

k)
2 + CT

N∑

i=1

(
σ(W i

k+1 · ξ)− σ(W i
k · ξ)

)2
]
. (4.35)

Hence

∣∣Ci
k+1 − Ci

k

∣∣2 ≤ (αN )2

N

(
r(ξk) + γQN

k (ξk+1)−QN
k (ξk)

)2 (
σ(W i

k · ξk)
)2

(CS)

≤ 3α

N3

[
(r(ξk))

2 + γ2(QN
k (ξk+1)))

2 +
(
QN

k (ξk)
)2]

≤ 3α

N3

(
1 + (1 + γ2) max

ξ∈X×A
|QN

k (ξ)|2
)

(4.36)

Making use of the mean-value inequality (and the fact that |σ′| ≤ 1 by assumption 2.9), one could show
similarly

|σ(W i
k+1 · ξ)− σ(W i

k · ξ)|2

≤ |(W i
k+1 −W i

k) · ξ|2

≤ (αN )2

N

(
r(ξk) + γ

∑

a′′

QN
k (xk+1, a

′′)gNk (xk+1, a
′′)−QN

k (ξk)

)2 (
σ(W i

k · ξk)
)2

(Ci
k)

2(ξk · ξ)2

≤ 3αC2
T

N3

(
1 + (1 + γ2) max

ξ∈X×A
|QN

k (ξ)|2
)
, (4.37)

noting that (ξk · ξ)2 is bounded by some constant C as ξ, ξk are elements from the finite set X × A.
Substituting into (4.35) yields

∣∣QN
k+1(ξ)−QN

k (ξ)
∣∣2 ≤ CT

N2

(
1 + (1 + γ2) max

ξ∈X×A
|QN

k (ξ)|2
)
. (4.38)
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Therefore for any ξ and k ≤ NT ,

|QN
k (ξ)|2 =


QN

0 (ξ) +

N−1∑

j=0

(QN
j+1(ξ)−QN

j (ξ))




2

(CS)
= 2

(
QN

0 (ξ)
)2

+ 2




k−1∑

j=0

(QN
j+1(ξ)−QN

j (ξ))




2

(CS)

≤ 2
(
QN

0 (ξ)
)2

+NT

k−1∑

j=0

(QN
j+1(ξ)−QN

j (ξ))2

≤ 2 max
ξ∈X×A

|QN
0 (ξ)|2 + CT

N

k−1∑

j=0

(
1 + (1 + γ2) max

ξ∈X×A
|QN

j (ξ)|2
)
. (4.39)

Taking maximum then expectation yields

E

[
max

ξ∈X×A
|QN

k (ξ)|2
]
≤ 2E

[
max

ξ∈X×A
|QN

0 (ξ)|2
]
+
CT

N
+
CT

N

k−1∑

j=0

E

[
max

ξ∈X×A
|QN

j (ξ)|2
]

≤ CT +
CT

N

k−1∑

j=0

E

[
max

ξ∈X×A
|QN

j (ξ)|2
]
. (4.40)

We conclude by discrete Gronwall’s lemma that for all k ≤ TN :

E

[
max

ξ∈X×A
|QN

k (ξ)|2
]
≤ CT exp

(
CT

k

N

)
≤ CT < +∞. (4.41)

Lemma 4.5 (A-priori L2 bound for the outputs of the actor network). For all k such that k ≤ NT , there
is a CT <∞ such that

E

[
max

(x,a)∈X×A

∣∣PN
k (x, a)

∣∣2
]
< CT . (4.42)

Proof. Again we first prove the statement for k = 0. Since Bi
0 and σ(W i

0 · ξ) are bounded by 1,

E

[
max

ξ∈X×A
|PN

0 (ξ)|2
]
≤ E


 ∑

ξ∈X×A

|PN
0 (ξ)|2


 ≤

∑

ξ∈X∈A

E

[
1√
N

N∑

i=1

Bi
0σ(U

i
0 · ξ)

]2

≤ C

N

N∑

i=1

E
[
Bi

0

]2 ≤ C <∞. (4.43)

The increments could again be controlled by noting

|PN
k+1(ξ)− PN

k (ξ)| ≤ 1√
N

N∑

i=1

[
(Bi

k+1 −Bi
k)σ(U

i
k+1 · ξ) + (σ(U i

k+1 · ξ)− σ(U i
k · ξ))Bi

k

]

≤ 1√
N

N∑

i=1

[∣∣Bi
k+1 −Bi

k

∣∣ ∣∣σ(U i
k+1 · ξ)

∣∣+
∣∣σ(U i

k+1 · ξ)− σ(U i
k · ξ)

∣∣ ∣∣Bi
k

∣∣]

By the mean-value inequality and the fact that both σ and σ′ are bounded by 1 by assumption 2.9,

|PN
k+1(ξ)− PN

k (ξ)| ≤ 1√
N

N∑

i=1

CT

N3/2
=
CT

N2
. (4.44)
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Therefore for all ξ,

|PN
k (ξ)|2 =


PN

0 (ξ) +
k−1∑

j=0

(PN
j+1(ξ)− PN

j (ξ))




2

≤ 2 max
ξ∈X×A

|PN
0 (ξ)|2 + 2N

k−1∑

j=0

(PN
j+1(ξ)− PN

j (ξ))2

≤ 2 max
ξ∈X×A

|PN
0 (ξ)|2 + CT

N2
. (4.45)

Taking supremum then expectation yields the result.

4.1.3 Pre-limit evolution of the network outputs

We can now control the unspecified error terms in the pre-limit evolutions of the actor and critic networks.

Proposition 4.6 (Evolution of the actor and critic networks). For k ≤ NT , the evolution of the critic
network yields,

E

[
max

ξ

∣∣∣QN
k+1(ξ) −QN

k (ξ)− α

N

(
r(ξk) + γQN

k (ξk+1)−QN
k (ξk)

)
BN
ξ,ξk,k

∣∣∣
]
≤ CT

N5/2
,

while the evolution of the actor network yields

max
ξ

∣∣∣∣∣P
N
k+1(ξ)− PN

k (ξ)− ζNk
N

clip(QN
k (ξ̃k))

(
B̄N
ξ,ξ̃k,k

−
∑

a′′

fN
k (x̃k, a

′′)B̄N
ξ,(x̃k,a′′),k

)∣∣∣∣∣ ≤
CT

N5/2
.

Proof. We begin by noting for all ξ,
∣∣∣∣∣Q

N
k+1(ξ) −QN

k (ξ)− α

N

(
r(ξk) + γ

∑

a′′

QN
k (xk+1, a

′′)gNk (xk+1, a
′′)−QN

k (ξk)

)
BN
ξ,ξk,k

∣∣∣∣∣

=
1√
N

∣∣∣∣∣

N∑

i=1

σ′(W i,∗
k · ξ)(Ci

k+1 − Ci
k)(W

i
k+1 −W i

k) · ξ +
σ′′(W i,∗∗

k · ξ)Ci
k

2
((W i

k+1 −W i
k) · ξ)2

∣∣∣∣∣

(CS)

≤ 1√
N

N∑

i=1

[∣∣Ci
k+1 − Ci

k

∣∣ ∥∥W i
k+1 −W i

k

∥∥ ‖ξ‖+ CT

∥∥W i
k+1 −W i

k

∥∥2 ‖ξ‖2
]

≤ 1√
N

N∑

i=1

CT

N3

(
1 + (1 + γ) max

ξ∈X×A
|QN

k (ξ)|
)2

≤ CT

N5/2

(
1 + (1 + γ)2 max

ξ∈X×A
|QN

k (ξ)|2
)

(4.46)

Taking maximum and expectation yields

E

[
max

ξ

∣∣∣∣∣Q
N
k+1(ξ)−QN

k (ξ)− α

N

(
r(ξk) + γ

∑

a′′

QN
k (xk+1, a

′′)gNk (xk+1, a
′′)−QN

k (ξk)

)
BN
ξ,ξk,k

∣∣∣∣∣

]

≤ CT

N5/2
E

[
1 + (1 + γ)2 max

ξ∈X×A
|QN

k (ξ)|2
]
≤ CT

N5/2
. (4.47)

Similarly, for all ξ,
∣∣∣∣∣P

N
k+1(ξ)− PN

k (ξ)− ζNk
N

clip(QN
k (ξ̃k))

(
B̄N
ξ,ξ̃k,k

−
∑

a′′

fN
k (x̃k, a

′′)B̄N
ξ,(x̃k,a′′),k

)∣∣∣∣∣

=
1√
N

∣∣∣∣∣

N∑

i=1

σ′(U i,∗
k · ξ)(Bi

k+1 −Bi
k)(U

i
k+1 − U i

k) · ξ +
σ′′(U i,∗∗

k · ξ)Ci
k

2
((U i

k+1 − U i
k) · ξ)2

∣∣∣∣∣

(CS)

≤ 1√
N

N∑

i=1

[∣∣Bi
k+1 −Bi

k

∣∣ ∥∥U i
k+1 − U i

k

∥∥ ‖ξ‖+ CT

∥∥U i
k+1 − U i

k

∥∥2 ‖ξ‖2
]
≤ CT

N5/2
.

This completes the proof.
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Using the notation introduced in definition 4.1, one could write

QN
k+1(ξ) = QN

k (ξ) +
α

N

[
r(ξk) + γ

∑

a′′

QN
k (xk+1, a

′′)gNk (xk+1, a
′′)−QN

k (ξk)

]
BN
ξ,ξk,k +Op(N

−5/2). (4.48)

PN
k+1(ξ) = PN

k (ξ) +
ζNk
N

clip(QN
k (ξ̃k))

[
B̄N
ξ,ξ̃k,k

−
∑

a′′

fN
k (x̃k, a

′′)B̄N
ξ,(x̃k,a′′),k

]
+O(N−5/2). (4.49)

Network evolution We recall that PN
t (ξ) = PN

⌊Nt⌋, f
N
t (ξ) = fN

⌊Nt⌋(ξ), g
N
t (ξ) = gN⌊Nt⌋(ξ), Q

N
t (ξ) = QN

⌊Nt⌋,

and define BN
ξ,ξ′,s = BN

ξ,ξ′,⌊Ns⌋ and B̄N
ξ,ξ′,s = B̄N

ξ,ξ′,⌊Ns⌋. We further define the fluctuation terms:

M1,N
t (ξ) = − 1

N

⌊Nt⌋−1∑

k=0

QN
k (ξk)B

N
ξ,ξk,k +

1

N

⌊Nt⌋−1∑

k=0

∑

ξ′

QN
k (ξ′)BN

ξ,ξ′,kπ
gN
k (ξ′),

M2,N
t (ξ) =

1

N

⌊Nt⌋−1∑

k=0

r(ξk)B
N
ξ,ξk,k

− 1

N

⌊Nt⌋−1∑

k=0

∑

ξ′

r(ξ′)BN
ξ,ξ′,kπ

gN
k (ξ′),

M3,N
t (ξ) =

1

N

⌊Nt⌋−1∑

k=0

γQN
k (ξk+1)B

N
ξ,ξk,k −

1

N

⌊Nt⌋−1∑

k=0

∑

ξ′

∑

z,a′′

γQN
k (z, a′′)gNk (z, a′′)BN

ξ,ξ′,kp(z|ξ′)πgN
k (ξ′),

(4.50)

then

QN
t (ξ) = QN

0 (ξ) +

⌊Nt⌋−1∑

k=0

[QN
k+1(ξ)−QN

k (ξ)]

= QN
0 (ξ) +

α

N

⌊Nt⌋−1∑

k=0

[
r(ξk) + γQN

k (ξk+1)−QN
k (ξk)

]
BN
ξ,ξk,k

+Op(N
−3/2)

= QN
0 (ξ) +

α

N

⌊Nt⌋−1∑

k=0

∑

ξ′

BN
ξ,ξ′,kπ

gN
k (ξ′)

(
−QN

k (ξ′) + r(ξ′) + γ
∑

z,a′′

QN
k (z, a′′)gNk (z, a′′)p(z|ξ′)

)

+ α
(
M1,N

t (ξ) +M2,N
t (ξ) +M3,N

t (ξ)
)
+ Op(N

−3/2)

= QN
0 (ξ) +

α

N

⌊Nt⌋−1∑

k=0

∫ k+1/N

k/N

∑

ξ′

BN
ξ,ξ′,⌊Ns⌋π

gN
⌊Ns⌋(ξ′)

(
r(ξ′) + γ

∑

z,a′′

QN
⌊Ns⌋(z, a

′′)gN⌊Ns⌋(z, a
′′)p(z|ξ′)

−QN
⌊Ns⌋(ξ

′)

)
ds+ α

(
M1,N

t (ξ) +M2,N
t (ξ) +M3,N

t (ξ)
)
+Op(N

−3/2)

= QN
0 (ξ) + α

∫ t

0

∑

ξ′

BN
ξ,ξ′,sπ

gN
s (ξ′)


r(ξ′) + γ

∑

z,a′′

QN
s (z, a′′)gNs (z, a′′)p(z|ξ′)−QN

s (ξ′)


 ds

+ α
(
M1,N

t (ξ) +M2,N
t (ξ) +M3,N

t (ξ)
)
+ Op(N

−3/2). (4.51)

Similarly, define the fluctuation terms

MN
t (ξ) =

1

N

⌊Nt⌋−1∑

k=0

ζNk clip(QN
k (ξ̃k))

[
B̄N
ξ,ξ̃k,k

−
∑

a′′

fN
k (x̃k, a

′′)B̄N
ξ,(x̃k,a′′),k

]

− 1

N

⌊Nt⌋−1∑

k=0

ζNk
∑

ξ′

clip(QN
k (ξ′))

[
B̄N
ξ,ξ′,k −

∑

a′′

fN
k (x′, a′′)B̄N

ξ,(x′,a′′),k

]
σ
gN
k

ρ0 (ξ′),

(4.52)
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where σ
gN
k

ρ0 (ξ′) is the visiting measure of Markov chain as defined in (2.14). Then:

PN
t (ξ) = PN

0 (ξ) +

⌊Nt⌋−1∑

k=0

(PN
k+1(ξ)− PN

k (ξ))

= PN
0 (ξ) +

⌊Nt⌋−1∑

k=0

ζNk
N

clip(QN
k (ξ̃k))

[
B̄ξ,ξ̃k,k

−
∑

a′′

fN
k (x̃k, a

′′)B̄ξ,(x̃k,a′′),k

]
+O(N−3/2)

= PN
0 (ξ) +

⌊Nt⌋−1∑

k=0

ζNk
∑

ξ′

clip(QN
k (ξ′))

[
B̄N
ξ,ξ′,k −

∑

a′′

fN
k (x′, a′′)B̄N

ξ,(x′,a′′),k

]
σ
gN
k

ρ0 (ξ′)

+ αMN
t (x, a) +O(N−3/2)

= PN
0 (ξ) +

⌊Nt⌋−1∑

k=0

∫ (k+1)/N

k/N

ζN⌊Ns⌋

∑

ξ′

clip(QN
⌊Ns⌋(ξ

′))

[
B̄N
ξ,ξ′,⌊Ns⌋

−
∑

a′′

fN
⌊Ns⌋(x

′, a′′)B̄N
ξ,(x′,a′′),⌊Ns⌋

]
σ
gN
⌊Ns⌋

ρ0 (ξ′) + αMN
t (x, a) +O(N−3/2)

= PN
0 (ξ) +

∫ t

0

ζN⌊Ns⌋

∑

ξ′

σ
gN
s

ρ0 (ξ′) clip(QN
s (ξ′))

[
B̄N
ξ,ξ′,s −

∑

a′′

fN
s (x′, a′′)B̄ξ,(x′,a′′),s

]
ds

+MN
t (ξ) +O(N−3/2). (4.53)

4.1.4 Evolution of empirical measure

The evolution of the empirical measure νNk can be characterized in terms of their projection onto test
functions ϕ ∈ C2

b (R
1+M ), by Taylor’s expansion

〈
ϕ, νNk+1

〉
−
〈
ϕ, νNk

〉
=

1

N

N∑

i=1

(ϕ(Ci
k+1,W

i
k+1)− ϕ(Ci

k,W
i
k))

=
1

N

N∑

i=1

[
∂cϕ(C

i
k,W

i
k)(C

i
k+1 − Ci

k) + ∂wϕ(C
i
k,W

i
k) · (W i

k+1 −W i
k)

+
1

2

(
∂2cϕ(C

i,∗
k ,W i,∗

k )(Ci
k+1 − Ci

k)
2 + (Ci

k+1 − Ci
k)∂

2
cwϕ(C

i,∗∗
k ,W i,∗∗

k )(W i
k+1 −W i

k)

+ (W i
k+1 −W i

k) · ∂2wϕ(Ci,∗∗∗
k ,W i,∗∗∗

k )(W i
k+1 −W i

k)
)]
,

(4.54)

where
(
Ci,∗

k ,W i,∗
k

)
,
(
Ci,∗∗

k ,W i,∗∗
k

)
,
(
Ci,∗∗∗

k ,W i,∗∗∗
k

)
are points lying on the line segments connecting be-

tween
(
Ci

k,W
i
k

)
and

(
Ci

k+1,W
i
k+1

)
. Substituting (2.21) into (4.54), we have

〈
ϕ, νNk+1

〉
−
〈
ϕ, νNk

〉
=

1

N

N∑

i=1

[
∂cϕ(C

i
k,W

i
k)(C

i
k+1 − Ci

k) + ∂wϕ(C
i
k,W

i
k) · (W i

k+1 −W i
k)
]
+Op(N

−2)

= αN− 5
2

(
r(ξk) + γQN

k (ξk+1)−QN
k (ξk)

)

×
N∑

i=1

(
∂cϕ(C

i
k,W

i
k)σ(W

i
k · ξk)) + Ci

kσ
′(W i

k · ξk)∂wϕ(Ci
k,W

i
k)ξk

)
+Op(N

−2)

= αN− 3
2

(
r(ξk) + γQN

k (ξk+1)−QN
k (ξk)

)

×
〈
∂cϕ(c, w)σ(w · ξk) + cσ′(w · ξk)∂wϕ(c, w)ξk , νNk

〉
+Op(N

−3). (4.55)
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Therefore, the time-rescled empirical measure νNt := νN⌊Nt⌋ satisfies

〈
ϕ, νNt

〉
−
〈
ϕ, νN0

〉
= αN− 3

2

⌊Nt⌋−1∑

k=0

(
r(ξk) + γQN

k (ξk+1)−QN
k (ξk)

)

×
〈
∂cϕ(c, w)σ(w · ξk) + cσ′(w · ξk)∂wϕ(c, w)ξk , νNk

〉
+Op(N

−2). (4.56)

We can similarly characterise the evolution of the empirical measure µN
k in terms of their projection onto

any test functions ϕ ∈ C2
b (R

1+M ):

〈
ϕ, µN

k+1

〉
−
〈
ϕ, µN

k

〉
=

1

N

N∑

i=1

[
∂bϕ(B

i
k, U

i
k)(B

i
k+1 −Bi

k) + ∂uϕ(B
i
k, U

i
k) · (U i

k+1 − U i
k)

]
+Op(N

−2)

=
1

N
5
2

N∑

i=1

ζNk clip(QN
k (ξ̃k))

[
σ(U i

k · ξ̃k)(∂bϕ(Bi
k, U

i
k)−Bi

k∂wϕ(B
i
k, U

i
k) · ξk)

−
∑

a′′

fN
k (x̃k, a

′′)σ′(U i
k · (x̃k, a′′))

(
∂bϕ(B

i
k, U

i
k)−Bi

k∂wϕ(B
i
k, U

i
k) · (x̃k, a′′)

)
]
+Op(N

−2)

=
1

N
3
2

ξNk clip(QN
k (ξ̃k))

[ 〈
σ(u · ξ̃k)(∂bϕ(b, u)− b∂wϕ(b, u) · ξk), µN

k

〉

−
∑

a′′

fN
k (x̃k, a

′′)
〈
σ′(u · (x̃k, a′′)) (∂bϕ(b, u)− b∂wϕ(b, u) · (x̃k, a′′)) , µN

k

〉 ]
+Op(N

−2),

(4.57)

and hence

〈
ϕ, µN

t

〉
−
〈
ϕ, µN

0

〉
=

1

N
3
2

⌊Nt⌋−1∑

k=0

ξNk clip(QN
k (ξ̃k))

[ 〈
σ(u · ξ̃k)(∂bϕ(b, u)− b∂wϕ(b, u) · ξk), µN

k

〉
(4.58)

−
∑

a′′

fN
k (x̃k, a

′′)
〈
σ′(u · (x̃k, a′′)) (∂bϕ(b, u)− b∂wϕ(b, u) · (x̃k, a′′)) , µN

k

〉 ]
+Op(N

−1).

(4.59)

4.2 Relative Compactness

In this section, we prove the family of processes
(
µN
t , ν

N
t , P

N
t , QN

t

)
are relatively compact under the choice

of scaling of critic parameter updates αN = 1/N . Section 4.2.1 proves compact containment and Section
4.2.2 proves needed regularity. Section 4.2.3 combine these results to prove the relative compactness.

4.2.1 Compact Containment

The L2 bounds for the actor and critic networks in Lemma 4.4 and 4.5 enable us to prove that the process
(µN

t , ν
N
t , P

N
t , QN

t ) is compactly bounded. As a reminder, we now treat PN
t , QN

t are vectors of size d = |X×A|,
thanks to the assumption of the state-action space being finite. Letting E = M(R1+d)×M(R1+d)×R

d×R
d,

we have

Lemma 4.7 (Compact Containment). For any η > 0, there is a compact subset K of E such that

sup
N∈N,0≤t≤T

P
[(
µN
t , ν

N
t , P

N
t , QN

t

)
/∈ K

]
< η. (4.60)

Proof. Let KL = [−L,L]1+d denotes a compact subset in R
1+d. We then see that for any t ≥ 0 and N ∈ N,

E
[
νNt
(
R

1+d \KL

)]
=

1

N

N∑

i=1

P
(
(Ci

⌊Nt⌋,W
i
⌊Nt⌋) ∈ R

1+d \KL

)

≤ 1

N

N∑

i=1

P
(∣∣∣Ci

⌊Nt⌋

∣∣∣+
∥∥∥W i

⌊Nt⌋

∥∥∥ ≥ L
)
≤ CT

L
, (4.61)
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where the final step is by
∣∣∣Ci

⌊Nt⌋

∣∣∣ +
∥∥∥W i

⌊Nt⌋

∥∥∥ is integrable (from Lemma 4.2) and Chebyshev’s inequality.

We define the following subset of M
(
R

1+d
)

K̂L =

{
ν ∈ M (R1+d)

∣∣∣∣ ν
(
R1+d \K(L+j)2

)
<

1√
L+ j

for all j

}
, (4.62)

which is a closure of a tight family of measures and thus being a compact subset of M(R1+d). Observe that

P
(
νNt /∈ K̂L

)
≤ P

(
∃j s.t. νNt (R1+d \K(L+j)2) >

1√
L+ j

)

≤
∞∑

j=1

P

(
νNt (R1+d \K(L+j)2) >

1√
L+ j

)

(a)

≤
∞∑

j=1

E
[
νNt (R1+d \K(L+j)2)

]

(L+ j)−1/2

(b)

≤
∞∑

j=1

CT

(L+ j)3/2
<∞.

where step (a) is from Chebyshev’s inequality and step (b) from (4.61). By dominated convergence theorem
for infinite sum, we see that

∑
j≥1(L+ j)−3/2 → 0 as L→ +∞, thus for any η > 0 there is an L such that

sup
N∈N,t∈[0,T ]

P
(
νNt /∈ K̂L

)
<
η

4
.

With the exact same argument, we can also make L large enough such that

sup
N∈N,t∈[0,T ]

P
(
µN
t /∈ K̂L

)
<
η

4
.

As we have shown in Lemma 4.4 and 4.5 that the L2 norm of P and Q are locally bounded, so by Chebyshev’s
inequality we know for each η > 0, there exists B > 0 such that

sup
N∈N,t∈[0,T ]

P
(
QN

t /∈ [−B,B]M
)
<
η

4
,

and
sup

N∈N,t∈[0,T ]

P
(
PN
t /∈ [−B,B]M

)
<
η

4
.

Therefore, for each η > 0, there is a compact set K := K̂L × K̂L × [−B,B]M × [−B,B]M ⊆ E such that

sup
N∈N,0≤t≤T

P
[(
µN
t , ν

N
t , P

N
t , QN

t

)
/∈ K

]
< η,

which completes the proof.

4.2.2 Regularity

Now we establish some regularity results for the sample paths of the process
(
µN
t , ν

N
t , P

N
t , QN

t

)
. As in

[32], we clarify the following notations:

• q(z1, z2) = |z1 − z2| ∧ 1 for any z1, z2 ∈ R.

• FN
t be the σ-algebra generated by

{
(C1

0 ,W
i
0)
}N
i=1

and
{(
ξj , ξ̃j

)}⌊Nt⌋−1

j=0
.
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Lemma 4.8. Let f ∈ C2
b (R

1+d). For any δ ∈ (0, 1), there is a constant CT < ∞ such that for u ∈ [0, δ],
t ∈ [0, T ],

E
[
q
(〈
f, νNt+u

〉
,
〈
f, νNt

〉)
| FN

t

]
≤ CT δ +

CT

N3/2
(4.63)

E
[
q
(〈
f, µN

t+u

〉
,
〈
f, µN

t

〉)
| FN

t

]
≤ CT δ +

CT

N3/2
(4.64)

Proof. We start by the following Taylor’s expansion for 0 ≤ s < t ≤ T :
∣∣〈f, νNt

〉
−
〈
f, νNs

〉∣∣

=
∣∣∣
〈
f, vN⌊Nt⌋

〉
−
〈
f, vN⌊Ns⌋

〉∣∣∣

≤ 1

N

N∑

i=1

∣∣∣f
(
Ci

⌊Nt⌋,W
i
⌊Nt⌋

)
− f

(
Ci

⌊Ns⌋,W
i
⌊Ns⌋

)∣∣∣

≤ 1

N

N∑

i=1

∣∣∣∂cf
(
C̄i

⌊Nt⌋, W̄
i
⌊Nt⌋

)∣∣∣
∣∣∣Ci

⌊Nt⌋ − Ci
⌊Ns⌋

∣∣∣+ 1

N

N∑

i=1

∥∥∂wf
(
C̄i

N,s,t, W̄
i
N,s,t

)∥∥
∥∥∥W i

⌊Nt⌋ −W i
⌊Ns⌋

∥∥∥ , (4.65)

where C̄i
N,s,t, W̄

i
N,s,t are in the segments connecting Ci

⌊Ns⌋ to Ci
⌊Nt⌋ and W i

⌊Ns⌋ to W i
⌊Nt⌋ respectively.

Let’s now establish a bound on
∣∣∣Ci

⌊Nt⌋ − Ci
⌊Ns⌋

∣∣∣ for s < t ≤ T with 0 < t− s ≤ δ < 1.

E
[∣∣∣Ci

⌊Nt⌋ − Ci
⌊Ns⌋

∣∣∣ | FN
s

]
= E



∣∣∣∣∣∣

⌊Nt⌋−1∑

k=⌊Ns⌋

(
Ci

k+1 − Ci
k

)
∣∣∣∣∣∣
| FN

s




≤E




⌊Nt⌋−1∑

k=⌊Ns⌋

α

N
3
2

∣∣r(ξk) + γQN
k (ξk+1)−QN

k (ξk)
∣∣ ·
∣∣σ(W i

k · ξk)
∣∣ | FN

s




≤αC

N
3
2

⌊Nt⌋−1∑

k=⌊Ns⌋

(
C + (γ + 1)E

[
sup

ξ∈X×A
|QN

k (ξ)|
])

(a)

≤ C(⌊Nt⌋ − ⌊Ns⌋)
N

3
2

(
C + (γ + 1)C

1/2
T

)

≤CT (N(t− s) + 1)

N
3
2

≤ CT√
N
δ +

CT

N
3
2

. (4.66)

where step (a) is by Lemma 4.4. Similarly for
∥∥∥W i

⌊Nt⌋ −W i
⌊Ns⌋

∥∥∥ for any s < t ≤ T with 0 < t− s ≤ δ < 1,

E
[∥∥∥W i

⌊Nt⌋ −W i
⌊Ns⌋

∥∥∥ | FN
s

]
= E



∥∥∥∥∥∥

⌊Nt⌋−1∑

k=⌊Ns⌋

(
W i

k+1 −W i
k

)
∥∥∥∥∥∥
| FN

s




≤E




⌊Nt⌋−1∑

k=⌊Ns⌋

α

N
3
2

∣∣r(ξk) + γQN
k (ξk+1)−QN

k (xk, ak)
∣∣ ·
∣∣Ci

k

∣∣ ·
∣∣σ′(W i

k · ξk)
∣∣ | FN

s




≤αCT

N
3
2

⌊Nt⌋−1∑

k=⌊Ns⌋

(
C + (γ + 1)E

[
sup

ξ∈X×A
|QN

k (ξ)|
])

≤ CT√
N
δ +

CT

N3/2
, (4.67)

where we have used the bound in Lemma 4.2 and 4.4 again. Combine (4.66), (4.67) and (4.65), we have for
any 0 ≤ s < t ≤ T with 0 < t− s ≤ δ < 1

E
[∣∣〈f, νNt

〉
−
〈
f, νNs

〉∣∣] ≤ CT√
N
δ +

CT

N3/2
≤ CT δ +

CT

N3/2
. (4.68)
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Similarly for µN
t , we have by Taylor’s expansion that for 0 ≤ s < t ≤ T with 0 ≤ s < t ≤ T that

∣∣〈f, µN
t

〉
−
〈
f, µN

s

〉∣∣

=
∣∣∣
〈
f, µN

⌊Nt⌋

〉
−
〈
f, µN

⌊Ns⌋

〉∣∣∣

≤ 1

N

N∑

i=1

∣∣∣f
(
Bi

⌊Nt⌋, U
i
⌊Nt⌋

)
− f

(
Bi

⌊Ns⌋, U
i
⌊Ns⌋

)∣∣∣

≤ 1

N

N∑

i=1

∣∣∣∂bf
(
B̄i

⌊Nt⌋, Ū
i
⌊Nt⌋

)∣∣∣
∣∣∣Bi

⌊Nt⌋ −Bi
⌊Ns⌋

∣∣∣+ 1

N

N∑

i=1

∥∥∥∂uf
(
B̄i

⌊Nt⌋, Ū
i
⌊Nt⌋

)∥∥∥
∥∥∥U i

⌊Nt⌋ − U i
⌊Ns⌋

∥∥∥ ,

(4.69)

and

E
[∣∣∣Bi

⌊Nt⌋ −Bi
⌊Ns⌋

∣∣∣ | FN
s

]
≤ C

N
3
2

⌊Nt⌋−1∑

k=⌊Ns⌋

E|clip(QN
k (x̃k, ãk))| ≤

C(N(t− s) + 1)

N
3
2

≤ CT√
N
δ +

CT

N
3
2

E
[∥∥∥U i

⌊Nt⌋ − U i
⌊Ns⌋

∥∥∥ | FN
s

]
≤ E




⌊Nt⌋−1∑

k=⌊Ns⌋

CN− 3
2 |clip(QN

k (ξ̃k))||Bi
k|


 ≤ CT√

N
δ +

CT

N
3
2

,

(4.70)

where B̄i
N,s,t, Ū

i
N,s,t are in the segments connecting Bi

⌊Ns⌋ to Bi
⌊Nt⌋ and U i

⌊Ns⌋ to U i
⌊Nt⌋ respectively. With

the fact that the terms
∣∣∣∂bf(B̄i

⌊Nt⌋, Ū
i
⌊Nt⌋)

∣∣∣ and
∥∥∥∂wf(B̄i

⌊Nt⌋, Ū
i
⌊Nt⌋)

∥∥∥ are bounded in expectation, we have

that that for 0 ≤ s < t ≤ T with 0 < t− s ≤ δ < 1

E
[∣∣〈f, µN

t

〉
−
〈
f, µN

s

〉∣∣] ≤ CT√
N
δ +

CT

N3/2
≤ CT δ +

CT

N3/2
. (4.71)

Finally, we prove the regularity of the process
(
PN
t , QN

t

)
by the same method. For our convenience, we

abuse notation and define q(z1, z2) = ‖z1 − z2‖∞ ∧ 1, where for z := (z1, ..., zM ) ∈ R
M with M = |X × A|,

we have ‖z‖∞ = maxMi=1 |zi| is the infinity norm of the vector. 1

Lemma 4.9. We have

sup
k≤NT

max

(
E

[
max

ξ
|QN

k+1(ξ) −QN
k (ξ)|

]
,max

ξ
|PN

k+1(ξ)− PN
k (ξ)|

)
≤ CT

N
. (4.72)

With a more delicate analysis, we could show that for any δ ∈ (0, 1), there is a CT < ∞ such that for
0 ≤ u ≤ δ < 1, t ∈ [0, T ],

E
(
q
(
QN

t+u, Q
N
t

)
| FN

t

)
≤ CT δ +

CT

N
, (4.73)

E
(
q
(
PN
t+u, P

N
t

)
| FN

t

)
≤ CT δ +

CT

N
. (4.74)

Proof. Recalling the assumption that the state-action space is finite, it suffices to prove a uniform bound for
the increments of the outputs PN(ξ), QN (ξ). In particular, by (4.48) we have

E

[
max

ξ
|QN

k+1(ξ)−QN
k (ξ)|

]
≤ α

N
E
∣∣r(ξk) + γQN

k (ξk+1)−QN
k (ξk)

∣∣ |BN
ξ,ξk,k

|+ CT

N3/2
≤ CT

N
+

CT

N3/2
, (4.75)

and that by (4.8) we have

max
ξ

|PN
k+1(ξ)− PN

k (ξ)| ≤ ζNk
N

|clip(QN
k (ξ̃k))|

∣∣∣∣∣B̄ξ,ξ̃k,k
−
∑

a′′

fN
k (x̃′k, a

′′)B̄ξ,(x̃k,a′′),k

∣∣∣∣∣+
CT

N3/2
≤ CT

N
+

CT

N3/2
.

(4.76)

1The choice of the norm does not matter here as the process (PN
t

, QN
t
) lives in a finite-dimensional space.
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In fact, one could prove a stronger inequality.

E

[
max

ξ

∣∣QN
t (ξ)−QN

s (ξ)
∣∣
]
≤

⌊Nt⌋−1∑

k=⌊Ns⌋

E

[
max

ξ
|Qk+1(ξ)−Qk(ξ)|

]

≤
⌊Nt⌋−1∑

k=⌊Ns⌋

sup
ξ

[
1√
N

N∑

i=1

∣∣(Ci
k+1 − Ci

k)σ(W
i
k · ξ) + σ′(W i

k · ξ)ξ⊤(W i
k+1 −W i

k)C
i
k

∣∣+Op(N
−5/2)

]

≤
⌊Nt⌋−1∑

k=⌊Ns⌋

[
C√
N

N∑

i=1

(
|Ci

k+1 − Ci
k|+

∥∥W i
k+1 −W i

k

∥∥)+Op(N
−5/2)

]
.

(4.77)

Taking expectations and using the bounds (4.66) and (4.67), we have

E

[
max

ξ

∣∣QN
t (ξ)−QN

s (ξ)
∣∣ | FN

s

]
≤

⌊Nt⌋−1∑

k=⌊Ns⌋

[
C√
N

N∑

i=1

(
E
[
|Ci

k+1 − Ci
k|+

∥∥W i
k+1 −W i

k

∥∥ | FN
s

])
+ E[Op(N

−5/2)]

]

≤ C√
N

N∑

i=1

(
CT√
N
δ +

CT

N3/2

)
≤ CT δ +

CT

N
. (4.78)

With exactly the same arguments, we can derive

∣∣PN
t (ξ) − PN

s (ξ)
∣∣ =

∣∣∣PN
⌊Nt⌋(ξ) − PN

⌊Ns⌋(ξ)
∣∣∣ ≤

⌊Nt⌋−1∑

k=⌊Ns⌋

[
C√
N

N∑

i=1

(
|Bi

k+1 −Bi
k|+

∥∥U i
k+1 − U i

k

∥∥)+O(N−5/2)

]
,

which together with (4.70) derive

E

[
max

ξ

∣∣PN
t (ξ) − PN

s (ξ)
∣∣ | FN

s

]
≤ CT δ +

CT

N
.

4.2.3 Proof of Relative Compactness

Theorem 8.6 and Remark 8.7 in [11] provides a criterion for us to prove the relative compactness of a
general stochastic process with cadlag sample paths, for which we will state without proof.

Theorem 4.10. Let E be a metric space equipped with the metric r. Denote q = r ∧ 1, and let (XN
t )· be

a sequence of E-valued stochastic processes with cadalag sample paths. Write FN
t as the natural filtration

generated by the random variables (XN
t ). Then (XN

t )t≥0 is relatively compact if the following conditions
hold:

1. (Compact containment) For any η > 0 and (rational) t > 0, there is a compact subset K := Kη,t of E
such that

sup
N∈N

P(XN
t /∈ K) < η. (4.79)

2. (Regularity of paths) For each T > 0, there is a family of non-negative random variables {γN (δ) : δ ∈ (0, 1)}
satisfying

E
[
q(XN

t+u, X
N
t ) | FN

t

]
≤ E

[
γN(δ) | FN

t

]
, t ∈ [0, T ], u ∈ [0, δ], (4.80)

such that
lim
δ→0

lim sup
N→∞

E[γN (δ)] = 0. (4.81)

We will therefore prove condition 1 and 2 in the Section 4.2.1 and Section 4.2.2 respectively.

Lemma 4.11. The family of processes
(
µN
t , ν

N
t , P

N
t , Q

N
t

)
N∈N

is relative compact in DE([0, T ]).

Proof. Combining the two lemmas above, we see that the process (µN , νN , PN , QN) satisfies condition 2
with γN (δ) being a O(δ) term plus a o(1) term with respect to N . All conditions in theorem 4.10 is satisfied,
and hence the sequence of process (µN , νN , PN , QN ) is relatively compact.
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4.3 Identification of the Limit

With the relative compactness result in Section 4.2, we can conclude that (µN , νN , PN , QN) contains a sub-
sequence that converges weakly. To prove the convergence in Theorem 3.3, we need to identify the potential

limit points, which involves showing the error terms MN
t ,M

i,N
t

N→∞→ 0 in probability for i = 1, 2, 3. Then
the desired convergence comes from the uniqueness of the limit ODEs.

We begin by some notations.

• For any k ≥ 0, we let PN
k and Πk be the transition kernel of (M, gNk ) and (M, gNk )aux respectively, so

that
PN
k ((x, a) → (x′, a′)) = p(x′|x, a)gNk (x′, a′),

ΠN
k ((x, a) → (x′, a′)) = p̃(x′|x, a)gNk (x′, a′).

(4.82)

We highlight the superscript N in transition probability PN
k ,Π

N
k comes from the pre-limit neural

network PN
k .

• Let πgN
k and σ

gN
k

ρ0 denote the stationary distributions of (M, gNk ) and (M, gNk )aux respectively, whose

existence and uniqueness are given by Assumption 2.7. The initial distribution ρ0 in σ
gN
k

ρ0 may be
omitted when the context is clear.

• Define the σ-field of events generated by the joint Actor and Critic processes up to n-th step be

Fn = σ(ξk, ξ̃k)k≤n, (ξk)k≥0 ∼ (M,Cr), (ξ̃k)k≥0 ∼ (M,Ac). (4.83)

Then PN
k and ΓN

k each induces an operator acting on any Borel function h(·) : X ×A → R

PN
k h(ξ) :=

∑

ξ′∈X×A

h(ξ′)PN
k (ξ → ξ′)

ΠN
k h(ξ) :=

∑

ξ′∈X×A

h(ξ′)ΠN
k (ξ → ξ′),

(4.84)

4.3.1 Poisson Equations

Now we rigorously derive the limit ODEs by using a Poisson equation [27, 36, 37, 38], which can be
comprehended as the limit of the Kolmogorov forward equation (Fokker-Planck equation [21, 22, 28]) for
stochastic process, to bound the fluctuations terms around the trajectory of the limit ODE. Such analysis is
needed as the fluctuation terms evolve as the actor and critic networks evolve, which further depend on the
non-i.i.d data samples from the Markov chains (2.14) and (2.15). We first prove

lim
N→∞

E sup
t∈[0,T ]

∣∣MN
t (x, a)

∣∣ = 0, ∀(x, a) ∈ X ×A. (4.85)

Using a similar method, we can also prove the convergence of M1,N
t ,M2,N

t , and M3,N
t .

It is known that a finite state Markov chain which is irreducible and non-periodic has a geometric
convergence rate to its stationary distribution [24]. We are able to prove a uniform geometric convergence
rate for the Markov chains in our paper under the time-evolving actor policy updated using the actor-critic
algorithm (1).

Lemma 4.12. Let ΠN,n
k denote the n-step transition matrix under derived from transition probability ΠN

k

with ΠN,0
k (ξ, ξ′) = 1ξ′=ξ. Then, for any fixed T > 0, there exists an integer n0 such that the following

uniform estimates hold for all policies {gNk }0≤k≤NT and N ∈ N for the algorithm (1).

• Lower bound for the stationary distribution:

inf
k≤NT

σgN
k (x, a) ≥ Cǫn0

T , ∀(x, a) ∈ X ×A, (4.86)

where C, ǫT > 0 are positive constants.
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• Uniform geometric ergodicity:

sup
k≤NT

‖ΠN,n
k (ξ → ·)− σgN

k (·)‖ ≤ (1− βT )
⌊ n
n0

⌋ ∀ξ ∈ X ×A, (4.87)

where βT ∈ (0, 1) is a positive constant, and the norm ‖ · ‖ is the usual total variation norm.

The proof of the above lemma is exactly the same as the lemma A.4 of [32].Then, using the same method
as in Lemma 4.12, we can prove a similar result for the MDP M with exploration policy gNk .

Corollary 4.13. Let PN,n
k denote the n-step transition matrix under policy gNk with P

N,0
k (ξ, ξ′) = 1{ξ′=ξ}.

Then, for any fixed T <∞, there exists an integer n0 and a constant

C = C(n0) := inf
x,a,x′

∑

ξ1,··· ,ξn0−1

p(x1|x, a) · · · p(x′|xn0−1, an0−1) > 0, (4.88)

such that the following uniform estimate holds for all {gNk }0≤k≤NT and N ∈ N for the update algorithm (1):

• Lower bound for the stationary distribution:

inf
k≤NT

πgN
k (x, a) ≥ C

(
ηN⌊NT⌋

)n0

, ∀(x, a) ∈ X ×A. (4.89)

• Uniform geometric ergodicity:

sup
k≤NT

‖PN,n
k (ξ → ·)− πgN

k (·)‖ ≤ (1− βT )
⌊ n
n0

⌋ ∀ξ ∈ X ×A, (4.90)

where βT = C
(
ηN⌊NT⌋

)n0

∈ (0, 1) is a positive constant.

Without loss of generality, we assume that the value of n0 in lemma 4.12 and 4.13 are the same. In
order to prove the stochastic fluctuation term vanishes as N → ∞, we solve the system of Poisson equations
associated with the Markov chains (M, gNk ) and (M, gNk )aux, which relates their transition kernels with their
unique stationary distributions. We will only analyse the Markov chain (M, gNk )aux here as the analysis for
(M, gNk ) is identical. The system of Poisson equations associated with (M, gNk )aux is defined as followed:

Definition 4.14 (Poisson equations). Let N ∈ N, T > 0 and k ≤ NT . The Poisson equations corresponding
to the chain induced by transition kernel ΠN

k state-action seeks a function νNk,ξ(·) : X × A → R for each
state-action pairs ξ = (x, a), such that

νNk,ξ(ξ
′)− ΠN

k ν
N
k,ξ(ξ

′) = 1{ξ′=ξ} − σgN
k (ξ), ∀ξ′ ∈ X ×A. (4.91)

Lemma 4.15 (Existence of solution to the Poisson equations). The Poisson equations (4.91) admits a
uniformly bounded solution

νNk,ξ(ξ
′) :=

∑

n≥0

[
ΠN,n

k (ξ′ → ξ)− σgN
k (ξ)

]
, (4.92)

and there exists a constant CT (which only depends on T ) such that

sup
k≤NT

max
ξ,ξ′∈X×A

∣∣νNk,ξ(ξ′)
∣∣ ≤ CT . (4.93)

Remark 4.16. For the purposes of our later analysis, it is enough to find a uniformly bounded solution νθ
which satisfies (4.92). Therefore, we do not establish the uniqueness of solution to the Poisson equation
(4.91) here.

Proof. (of lemma 4.15). Due to the uniform geometric convergence rate (4.87) for all k ≤ NT in Lemma
4.12, there exists a βT > 0 (independent with k) such that for any ξ′ ∈ X ×A

∣∣∣ΠN,n
k (ξ′ → ξ)− σgN

k (ξ)
∣∣∣ ≤ (1− βT )

⌊ n
n0

⌋
, ∀k ≤ NT (4.94)
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which can be used to show the convergence of the series in (4.92). Consequently, νNk,ξ is well-defined and
uniformly bounded as in (4.93). In fact,

∣∣νNk,ξ(ξ′)
∣∣ ≤

∑

n≥0

∣∣∣ΠN,n
k (ξ′ → ξ)− σgN

k (ξ)
∣∣∣ ≤

∑

n≥0

(1− βT )
⌊ n
n0

⌋ ≤ CT . (4.95)

Finally, we can verify that νNk,ξ is a solution to the Poisson equation (4.91) by observing that

ΠN
k ν

N
k,ξ(ξ

′) =
∑

y

νNk,ξ(y)Π
N
k (ξ′ → y)

=
∑

y


∑

n≥0

[
ΠN,n

k (y → ξ)− σgN
k (ξ)

]

ΠN

k (ξ′ → y)

(a)
=
∑

n≥0

(
∑

y

[
ΠN,n

k (y → ξ)− σgN
k (ξ)

]
ΠN

k (ξ′ → y)

)

=
∑

n≥0

[
ΠN,n+1

k (ξ′ → ξ)− σgN
k (ξ)

]

= νNk,ξ(ξ
′)− (1{ξ′=ξ} − σgN

k (ξ)),

where the step (a) uses (4.94) and the Dominated Convergence Theorem.

Using the Poisson equation (4.15), we can prove that the fluctuations of the data samples around a

dynamic visiting measure σgN
k decay when the iteration steps becomes large.

Lemma 4.17. Let (ξ̃k)k≥0 be the Actor process (M,Ac). Then for any fixed state action pair ξ = (x, a)
and T > 0,

lim
N→∞

E

∣∣∣∣∣∣
1

N

c(T,N)∑

k=0

[
1{ξ̃k=ξ} − σgN

k (ξ)
]
∣∣∣∣∣∣

2

= 0, (4.96)

where c(T,N) is a positive integer that depends on T and N such that c(T,N) ≤ ⌊NT ⌋ − 1.

Proof. Without loss of generality we assume c(T,N) = ⌊NT ⌋ − 1. We define the error ǫk to be

ǫk :=1{ξ̃k+1=ξ} − σgN
k (ξ)

=νNk,ξ(ξ̃k+1)−ΠN
k ν

N
k,ξ(ξ̃k+1)

=νNk,ξ(ξ̃k+1)−ΠN
k ν

N
k,ξ(ξ̃k) + ΠN

k ν
N
k,ξ(ξ̃k)−ΠN

k ν
N
k,ξ(ξ̃k+1), (4.97)

where we have used the definition of the Poisson equation (4.91). Define ψN
k,ξ(·) := ΠN

k ν
N
k,ξ(·), so that

ǫk = νNk,ξ(ξ̃k+1)−ΠN
k ν

N
k,ξ(ξ̃k) + ψN

k,ξ(ξ̃k)− ψN
k,ξ(ξ̃k+1). (4.98)

Then

⌊NT⌋−1∑

k=0

ǫk =

⌊NT⌋−1∑

k=0

[
νNk,ξ(ξ̃k+1)−ΠN

k ν
N
k,ξ(ξ̃k)

]
+

⌊NT⌋−1∑

k=0

[
ψN
k,ξ(ξ̃k)− ψN

k,ξ(ξ̃k+1)
]

=

⌊NT⌋−1∑

k=0

[
νNk,ξ(ξ̃k+1)−ΠN

k ν
N
k,ξ(ξ̃k)

]
+

⌊NT⌋−1∑

k=1

[
ψN
k,ξ(ξ̃k)− ψN

k−1,ξ(ξ̃k)
]

+ ψN
0,ξ(ξ̃0)− ψN

⌊NT⌋−1,ξ(ξ̃⌊NT⌋). (4.99)
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Define

ǫ
(1)
k =

[
νNk,ξ(ξ̃k+1)−ΠN

k ν
N
k,ξ(ξ̃k)

]
,

ǫ
(2)
k =

[
ψN
k,ξ(ξ̃k)− ψN

k−1,ξ(ξ̃k)
]
,

ρ⌊NT⌋;0 = ψN
0,ξ(ξ̃0)− ψN

⌊NT⌋−1,ξ(ξ̃⌊NT⌋),

(4.100)

such that

1

N

⌊NT⌋−1∑

k=0

ǫk =
1

N

⌊NT⌋−1∑

k=0

ǫ
(1)
k +

1

N

⌊NT⌋−1∑

k=1

ǫ
(2)
k +

1

N
ρ⌊NT⌋;0, (4.101)

We proceed by the following:

• the first term could be bounded by the martingale property,

• the second term could be bounded using the uniform geometric ergodicity and Lipschitz continuity,
and

• the remainder term could be bounded using the uniform bound established in lemma 4.15.

For the first term in (4.101), note that

E
[
νNk,ξ(ξ̃k+1)

∣∣∣Fk

]
= ΠN

k ν
N
k,ξ(ξ̃k). (4.102)

Therefore E[ǫ
(1)
k |Fk] = 0, and the process

n−1∑

k=0

ǫ
(1)
k

is a martingale with respect to the filtration (Fn)n≥0. In fact, for k < k′,

E[ǫ
(1)
k ǫ

(1)
k′ ] = E[ǫ

(1)
k E[ǫ

(1)
k′ |Fk]] = E[ǫ

(1)
k E[E[ǫ

(1)
k′ |Fk′ ] |Fk]] = 0. (4.103)

Moreover,

E
∣∣∣ΠN

k ν
N
k,ξ(ξ̃k)

∣∣∣
2

≤ E
∣∣∣νNk,ξ(ξ̃k+1)

∣∣∣
2

, (4.104)

as the conditional expectation is a contraction in L2. Therefore

E

∣∣∣∣∣∣
1

N

⌊NT⌋−1∑

k=0

ǫ
(1)
k

∣∣∣∣∣∣

2

=
1

N2

⌊NT⌋−1∑

k=0

E

∣∣∣ǫ(1)k

∣∣∣
2

=
1

N2

⌊NT⌋−1∑

k=0

E
∣∣∣ΠN

k ν
N
k,ξ(ξ̃k)− νk(ξ̃k+1)

∣∣∣
2

≤ 4

N2

⌊NT⌋−1∑

k=0

E

∣∣∣νNk,ξ(ξ̃k+1)
∣∣∣
2 (a)

≤ 4CT

N
, (4.105)

where the step (a) is by the uniform boundedness (4.93). Thus, for any T > 0,

lim
N→∞

E

∣∣∣∣∣∣
1

N

⌊NT⌋−1∑

k=0

ǫ
(1)
k

∣∣∣∣∣∣

2

= 0. (4.106)

For the second term of (4.101), by the uniform geometric ergodicity (4.87), for any fixed γ0 > 0 we can
choose N0 large enough such that

sup
k≤NT




∞∑

n=⌊N0T⌋

∣∣∣ΠN,n
k (y → ξ)− σgN

k (ξ)
∣∣∣




2

< γ0, ∀y ∈ X ×A (4.107)
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∣∣∣∣∣∣
1

N

⌊NT⌋−1∑

k=1

ǫ
(2)
k

∣∣∣∣∣∣

2

=

∣∣∣∣∣∣
1

N

⌊NT⌋−1∑

k=1

[
ψN
k,ξ(ξ̃k)− ψN

k−1,ξ(ξ̃k)
]
∣∣∣∣∣∣

2

≤C

∣∣∣∣∣∣
1

N

⌊NT⌋−1∑

k=1



⌊N0T⌋−1∑

n=1

[
ΠN,n

k

(
ξ̃k → ξ

)
− σgN

k (ξ)
]
−

⌊N0T⌋−1∑

n=1

[
ΠN,n

k−1

(
ξ̃k → ξ

)
− σgN

k−1 (ξ)
]


∣∣∣∣∣∣

2

+ CT γ0

≤C

∣∣∣∣∣∣
1

N

⌊NT⌋−1∑

k=1

⌊N0T⌋−1∑

n=1

[
ΠN,n

k

(
ξ̃k → ξ

)
−ΠN,n

k−1

(
ξ̃k → ξ

)]
∣∣∣∣∣∣

2

+ C
⌊N0T ⌋
N

∣∣∣∣∣∣

⌊NT⌋−1∑

k=1

[
σgN

k (ξ)− σgN
k−1 (ξ)

]
∣∣∣∣∣∣

2

+ CT γ0

:=IN1 + IN2 + CTγ0. (4.108)

Noting that for any finite n, ΠN,n
k is Lipschitz continuous in PN

k and use the Lipschitz conitinuity of softmax
transformation, we have

IN1 ≤ C
⌊N0T ⌋
N

⌊NT⌋−1∑

k=1

∥∥gNk − gNk−1

∥∥2 ≤ ⌊N0T ⌋
N

⌊NT⌋−1∑

k=1

C
[∣∣ηNk − ηNk−1

∣∣2 +
∥∥PN

k − PN
k−1

∥∥2
] (a)

≤ CT

N2
,

IN2 ≤ C
⌊N0T ⌋
N

⌊NT⌋−1∑

k=1

∥∥gNk − gNk−1

∥∥2 ≤ ⌊N0T ⌋
N

⌊NT⌋−1∑

k=1

C
[∣∣ηNk − ηNk−1

∣∣2 +
∥∥PN

k − PN
k−1

∥∥2
] (a)

≤ CT

N2
,

(4.109)

where step (a) is by Lemma 4.9 and the constant CT only depends on the fixed N0, T . Thus, when N is
large enough, ∣∣∣∣∣∣

1

N

⌊NT⌋−1∑

k=1

ǫ
(2)
k

∣∣∣∣∣∣

2

≤ CT γ0 (4.110)

Since γ0 is arbitrary,

lim
N→∞

E

∣∣∣∣∣∣
1

N

⌊NT⌋−1∑

k=1

ǫ
(2)
k

∣∣∣∣∣∣

2

= 0 (4.111)

For the last term of (4.101), the boundedness of νN0,ξ(·) and νN⌊NT⌋−1,ξ(·) as established in lemma (4.15)
immediately implies

lim
N→∞

1

N
ρ⌊NT⌋;0 = 0,

which together with (4.106) and (4.111) completes the proof of (4.96).

Now we can show the convergence of the stochastic fluctuation terms from the actor update.

Lemma 4.18. For any ξ = (x, a) and the stochastic error MN
t defined in (4.52), we have

lim
N→∞

sup
t∈(0,T ]

E
∣∣MN

t (ξ)
∣∣ = 0. (4.112)

Proof. The proof of (4.112) consists of two parts. We first set up a bound for the difference of the actor’s
update. Define

H̄N
ξ,ξ′,k := ζNk clip(QN

k (ξ′))

[
B̄N
ξ,ξ′,k −

∑

a′′

fN
k (x′, a′′)B̄N

ξ,(x′,a′′),k

]
. (4.113)

If we can prove
∣∣H̄N

ξ,ξ′,k+1 − H̄N
ξ,ξ′,k

∣∣ ≤ CT

N
(4.114)
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Then we can use Lemma 4.17 to prove that as the training step becomes large, the fluctuations of the data
samples around the stationary distribution will disappear, completing our proof.

(i) To bound the difference (4.114), note that
∣∣H̄N

ξ,ξ′,k+1 − H̄N
ξ,ξ′,k

∣∣

≤|ζNk+1 − ζNk |
∣∣∣∣∣clip(Q

N
k+1(ξ

′))

[
B̄N
ξ,ξ′,k+1 −

∑

a′′

fN
k+1(x

′, a′′)B̄N
ξ,(x′,a′′),k+1

]∣∣∣∣∣

+ζNk
∣∣clip(QN

k+1(ξ
′))− clip(QN

k (ξ′))
∣∣
∣∣∣∣∣B̄

N
ξ,ξ′,k+1 −

∑

a′′

fN
k+1(x

′, a′′)B̄N
ξ,(x′,a′′),k+1

∣∣∣∣∣

+ζNk
∣∣clip(QN

k (ξ′))
∣∣
∣∣∣∣∣

[
B̄N
ξ,ξ′,k+1 −

∑

a′′

fN
k+1(x

′, a′′)B̄N
ξ,(x′,a′′),k+1

]
−
[
B̄N
ξ,ξ′,k −

∑

a′′

fN
k (x′, a′′)B̄N

ξ,(x′,a′′),k

]∣∣∣∣∣

:=IN1 + IN2 + IN3 .
(4.115)

For the first term,

IN1 ≤ CT |ζNk+1 − ζNk | ≤ CT

(
1

1 + k
N

− 1

1 + k+1
N

)
=

CT

N
(
1 + k

N

) (
1 + k+1

N

) ≤ CT

N
. (4.116)

Then noting that the function clip(.) is 1-Lipschitz (i.e. |clip(x)− clip(y)| ≤ |x− y|), we have

IN2 ≤ CT

N

∣∣∣∣∣B̄
N
ξ,ξ′,k+1 −

∑

a′′

fN
k (x′, a′′)B̄N

ξ,(x′,a′′),k+1

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤
CT

N
. (4.117)

Finally, by lemma 4.3 we know that for any k ≤ NT ,

sup
ξ,ξ′∈X×A

∣∣B̄N
ξ,ξ′,k+1 − B̄N

ξ,ξ′,k

∣∣ ≤ CT

N
. (4.118)

Hence,

IN3 ≤ C

∣∣∣∣∣

[
B̄N
ξ,ξ′,k+1 −

∑

a′′

fN
k+1(x

′, a′′)B̄N
ξ,(x′,a′′),k+1

]
−
[
B̄N
ξ,ξ′,k −

∑

a′′

fN
k (x′, a′′)B̄N

ξ,(x′,a′′),k

]∣∣∣∣∣

≤ C

[
∣∣B̄N

ξ,ξ′,k+1 − B̄N
ξ,ξ′,k

∣∣+
∑

a′′

∣∣fN
k+1(x

′, a′′)− fN
k (x′, a′′)

∣∣ ·
∣∣∣B̄N

ξ,(x′,a′′),k+1

∣∣∣

+
∑

a′′

fN
k (x′, a′′)

∣∣∣B̄N
ξ,(x′,a′′),k+1 − B̄N

ξ,(x′,a′′),k

∣∣∣
]

≤ C

(
1 +

∑

a′′

fN
k (x′, a′′)

)
sup

ξ′∈X×A

∣∣B̄N
ξ,ξ′,k+1 − B̄N

ξ,ξ′,k

∣∣+ C
∥∥PN

k+1 − PN
k

∥∥ ≤ CT

N
. (4.119)

Combining (4.116), (4.117) and (4.119), we can conclude (4.114).
(ii) Now we can prove the convergence (4.112). We let K := K(N) ∈ N, such that 1 ≪ K(N) ≪ N (i.e.

K(N) → +∞ and K(N)/N → 0 as N → ∞). We further define ∆ = t/K. Then

MN
t (ξ) =

1

N

⌊Nt⌋−1∑

k=0


H̄N

ξ,ξ̃k,k
−

∑

ξ′∈X×A

H̄N
ξ,ξ′,kσ

gN
k (ξ′)




=
1

N

K−1∑

j=0

(j+1)⌊N∆⌋−1∑

k=j⌊N∆⌋


H̄N

ξ,ξ̃k,k
−

∑

ξ′∈X×A

H̄N
ξ,ξ′,kσ

gN
k (ξ′)


+ rNt (ξ),
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where

rNt (ξ) =
1

N

min((K+1)⌊N∆⌋−1,⌊Nt⌋−1)∑

k=K⌊N∆⌋


H̄N

ξ,ξ̃k,k
−

∑

ξ′∈X×A

H̄N
ξ,ξ′,kσ

gN
k (ξ′)


 .

The terms HN
ξ,ξ′,k are bounded by some constant CT > 0 as the kernel entries |B̄N

ξ,ξ′,k| are bounded, so are
the summands. Thus

|rNt (ξ)| ≤ ⌊N∆⌋
N

CT ≤ TCT

K
. (4.120)

We could further break down MN
t (ξ) as followed:

MN
t (ξ)− rNt (ξ) =

1

N

K−1∑

j=0

(j+1)⌊N∆⌋−1∑

k=j⌊N∆⌋

[(
H̄N

ξ,ξ̃k,k
− H̄N

ξ,ξ̃k,j⌊N∆⌋

)

+


H̄N

ξ,ξ̃k,j⌊N∆⌋
−
∑

ξ′

H̄N
ξ,ξ′,j⌊N∆⌋σ

gN
k (ξ′)


+

∑

ξ′

(
H̄N

ξ,ξ′,j⌊N∆⌋ − H̄N
ξ,ξ′,k

)
σgN

k (ξ′)

]

= JN
1,t(ξ) + JN

2,t(ξ) + JN
3,t(ξ), (4.121)

where

JN
1,t(ξ) =

1

N

K−1∑

j=0

(j+1)⌊N∆⌋−1∑

k=j⌊N∆⌋

(
H̄N

ξ,ξ̃k,k
− H̄N

ξ,ξ̃k,j⌊N∆⌋

)

JN
2,t(ξ) =

1

N

K−1∑

j=0

(j+1)⌊N∆⌋−1∑

k=j⌊N∆⌋


H̄N

ξ,ξ̃k,j⌊N∆⌋
−
∑

ξ′

H̄N
ξ,ξ′,j⌊N∆⌋σ

gN
k (ξ′)




JN
3,t(ξ) =

1

N

K−1∑

j=0

(j+1)⌊N∆⌋−1∑

k=j⌊N∆⌋

∑

ξ′

(
H̄N

ξ,ξ′,j⌊N∆⌋ − H̄N
ξ,ξ′,k

)
σgN

k (ξ′).

Using (4.114), we have

max



∣∣∣H̄N

ξ,ξ̃k,k
− H̄N

ξ,ξ̃k,j⌊∆N⌋

∣∣∣ ,
∑

ξ′

∣∣∣H̄N
ξ,ξ′,k − H̄N

ξ,ξ′,j⌊∆N⌋

∣∣∣ σgN
k (ξ′)


 ≤ sup

ξ,ξ′
|H̄N

ξ,ξ′,k − H̄N
ξ,ξ′,j⌊∆N⌋|

≤ CT (k − j⌊∆N⌋)
N

. (4.122)

Therefore,

max(JN
1,t(ξ), J

N
3,t(ξ)) ≤

1

N

K−1∑

j=0

(j+1)⌊∆N⌋−1∑

k=j⌊N∆⌋

CT
k − j⌊N∆⌋

N

=
1

N

K−1∑

j=0

⌊∆N⌋−1∑

k=0

CTk

N

≤ CT

N

K−1∑

j=0

⌊N∆⌋2
N

=
KCT ⌊N∆⌋2

N2
≤ KCT∆

2 = CTK

(
t

K

)2

≤ CT

K
. (4.123)
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To control JN
2,t(ξ), we note that

H̄N
ξ,ξ̃k,j⌊N∆⌋

−
∑

ξ′∈X×A

H̄N
ξ,ξ′,j⌊N∆⌋σ

gN
k (ξ′) =

∑

ξ′

H̄N
ξ,ξ′,j⌊N∆⌋

[
1{ξ̃k=ξ′} − σgN

k (ξ′)
]
, (4.124)

so one could control JN
2,t(ξ) by the uniform boundedness of H̄N

ξ,ξ′,j⌊∆N⌋ and lemma 4.17. Indeed,

∣∣JN
2,t(ξ)

∣∣ =

∣∣∣∣∣∣
1

N

K−1∑

j=0

(j+1)⌊N∆⌋−1∑

k=j⌊N∆⌋

∑

ξ′

H̄N
ξ,ξ′,j⌊N∆⌋

[
1{ξk=ξ′} − σgN

k (ξ′)
]
∣∣∣∣∣∣

=

∣∣∣∣∣∣
1

N

K−1∑

j=0

∑

ξ′

H̄N
ξ,ξ′,j⌊N∆⌋

(j+1)⌊N∆⌋−1∑

k=j⌊N∆⌋

[
1{ξk=ξ′} − σgN

k (ξ′)
]
∣∣∣∣∣∣

≤ CT

∑

ξ′

∣∣∣∣∣∣
1

N

K−1∑

j=0

(j+1)⌊N∆⌋−1∑

k=j⌊N∆⌋

[
1{ξk=ξ′} − σgN

k (ξ′)
]
∣∣∣∣∣∣
,

= CT

∑

ξ′

∣∣∣∣∣∣
1

N

K⌊N∆⌋−1∑

k=0

[
1{ξk=ξ′} − σgN

k (ξ′)
]
∣∣∣∣∣∣
, (4.125)

which together with Lemma 4.17 derive

lim
N→∞

E
∣∣JN

2,t(ξ)
∣∣2 = 0.

Collecting our results, we have shown that

sup
t∈(0,T ]

E
∣∣MN

t (ξ)
∣∣ ≤ CT

K(N)

N→∞→ 0 (4.126)

by the assumption that 1 ≪ K(N).

Following the same method, we can finish proving the convergence of the stochastic fluctuation terms
from the dynamics of the critic network.

Lemma 4.19. For any ξ = (x, a) and the stochastic error M i,N
t , i = 1, 2, 3 defined in (4.50), we have

lim
N→∞

sup
t∈(0,T ]

E
∣∣∣M i,N

t (ξ)
∣∣∣ = 0, i = 1, 2, 3. (4.127)

Proof. As in the proof for the decay of MN
t , we use two steps to prove the result.

(i) Prove that the fluctuations of the data samples around a dynamic stationary distribution πgk decay
when the number of iteration steps becomes large. Actually, with exactly the same approach as in
Lemma 4.17, we can prove for any fixed state action pair ξ = (x, a), ∀T > 0

lim
N→0

E

∣∣∣∣∣∣
1

N

⌊NT⌋−1∑

k=0

[
1{ξk=ξ} − πgk(ξ)

]
∣∣∣∣∣∣

2

= 0. (4.128)

(ii) Use the same method as in Lemma 4.18 to prove the stochastic fluctuation terms vanish as N → ∞.

We first look at M3,N
t and the proof for M1,N

t ,M2,N
t is the same. Recalling the notation in (4.84), we

have

M3,N
t (ξ) =

1

N

⌊Nt⌋−1∑

k=0

γ
[
QN

k (ξk+1)− PN
k Q

N
k (ξk)

]
BN

ξ,ξk,k

+
1

N

⌊Nt⌋−1∑

k=0

γ


PN

k Q
N
k (ξk)B

N
ξ,ξk,k −

∑

ξ′

PN
k Q

N
k (ξ′)BN

ξ,ξ′,kπ
gN
k (ξ′)




:= I1,Nt (ξ) + I2,Nt (ξ). (4.129)
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To control I1,Nt (ξ), we first define

ǫk :=
[
QN

k (ξk+1)− PN
k Q

N
k (ξk)

]
BN

ξ,ξk,k. (4.130)

Since
E
[
QN

k (ξk+1) | Fk

]
= PN

k Q
N
k (ξk) , (4.131)

hence
n−1∑

k=0

ǫk

is a martingale with respect to the filtration Fn. Since the conditional expectation is a contraction in L2,
we have

E
∣∣PN

k Q
N
k (ξk)

∣∣2 ≤ E
∣∣QN

k (ξk+1)
∣∣2 . (4.132)

Then,

E

∣∣∣∣∣∣
1

N

⌊NT⌋−1∑

k=0

ǫk

∣∣∣∣∣∣

2

=
1

N2

⌊NT⌋−1∑

k=0

E
∣∣PN

k Q
N
k (ξk)−QN

k (ξk+1)
∣∣2

≤ 4

N2

⌊NT⌋−1∑

k=0

E
∣∣QN

k (ξk+1)
∣∣2 (a)

≤ CT

N
, (4.133)

where step (a) follows from (4.26) and Lemma 4.4. Thus, for any T > 0,

lim
N→∞

E

∣∣∣I1,Nt

∣∣∣ = lim
N→∞

γE

∣∣∣∣∣∣
1

N

⌊NT⌋−1∑

k=0

ǫk

∣∣∣∣∣∣
= 0. (4.134)

For I2,Nt , we define as in the proof of Lemma 4.18

HN
ξ,ξ′,k := PN

k Q
N
k (ξ′)BN

ξ,ξ′,k =
∑

z,a′′

QN
k (z, a′′)gNk (z, a′′)p(z|ξ′)BN

ξ,ξ′,k. (4.135)

By Lemma 4.3 and 4.4, we have the bound

sup
0≤k≤⌊TN⌋

sup
ξ′∈X×A

E
∣∣HN

ξ,ξ′,k

∣∣2 ≤ CT . (4.136)

Furthermore, by Lemma 4.3 and 4.9,

E
∣∣HN

ξ,ξ′,k+1 −HN
ξ,ξ′,k

∣∣2 ≤
∑

z,a′′

E
∣∣QN

k+1(z, a
′′)gNk+1(z, a

′′)BN
ξ,ξ′,k+1 −QN

k (z, a′′)gNk (z, a′′)BN
ξ,ξ′,k

∣∣2

≤ 3
∑

z,a′′

∣∣(QN
k+1(z, a

′′)−QN
k (z, a′′)

)
gNk+1(z, a

′′)BN
ξ,ξ′,k+1

∣∣2

+ 3
∑

z,a′′

∣∣QN
k (z, a′′)BN

ξ,ξ′,k+1

(
gNk+1(z, a

′′)− gNk (z, a′′)
)∣∣2

+ 3
∑

z,a′′

∣∣QN
k (z, a′′)gNk (z, a′′)

(
BN
ξ,ξ′,k+1 − BN

ξ,ξ′,k

)∣∣2

≤ CT

N2
, (4.137)

so

sup
0≤k≤⌊TN⌋−1

sup
ξ′∈X×A

E
∣∣HN

ξ,ξ′,k+1 −HN
ξ,ξ′,k

∣∣ ≤
(

sup
0≤k≤⌊TN⌋−1

sup
ξ′∈X×A

E
∣∣HN

ξ,ξ′,k+1 −HN
ξ,ξ′,k

∣∣2
) 1

2

≤ CT

N
.

(4.138)
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Then following the step (ii) in the proof of Lemma 4.18, now we can prove the convergence I2,Nt (ξ). We

let K := K(N) ∈ N such that 1 ≪ K ≪ N and define ∆ = t/K. Then, we can decompose I2,Nt (ξ) into the
following terms:

I2,Nt (ξ) = JN
1,t(ξ) + JN

2,t(ξ) + JN
3,t(ξ) + rNt (ξ), (4.139)

where

JN
1,t(ξ) =

1

N

K−1∑

j=0

(j+1)⌊N∆⌋−1∑

k=j⌊N∆⌋

(
HN

ξ,ξ̃k,k
−HN

ξ,ξ̃k,j⌊N∆⌋

)

JN
2,t(ξ) =

1

N

K−1∑

j=0

(j+1)⌊N∆⌋−1∑

k=j⌊N∆⌋


HN

ξ,ξ̃k,j⌊N∆⌋
−
∑

ξ′

HN
ξ,ξ′,j⌊N∆⌋π

gN
k (ξ′)




JN
3,t(ξ) =

1

N

K−1∑

j=0

(j+1)⌊N∆⌋−1∑

k=j⌊N∆⌋

∑

ξ′

(
HN

ξ,ξ′,j⌊N∆⌋ −HN
ξ,ξ′,k

)
πgN

k (ξ′)

rNt (ξ) =
1

N

min((K+1)⌊N∆⌋−1,⌊Nt⌋−1)∑

k=K⌊N∆⌋


HN

ξ,ξ̃k,k
−
∑

ξ′

HN
ξ,ξ′,kπ

gN
k (ξ′)


 .

Again, we have

|rNt (ξ)|2 ≤ ⌊N∆⌋
N2

min((K+1)⌊N∆⌋−1,⌊Nt⌋−1)∑

k=K⌊N∆⌋


HN

ξ,ξ̃k,k
−
∑

ξ′

HN
ξ,ξ′,kπ

gN
k (ξ′)




2

≤ 2∆

N

min((K+1)⌊N∆⌋−1,⌊Nt⌋−1)∑

k=K⌊N∆⌋



(
HN

ξ,ξ̃k,k

)2
+
∑

ξ′

(
HN

ξ,ξ′,kπ
gN
k (ξ′)

)2



≤ 2∆

N

min((K+1)⌊N∆⌋−1,⌊Nt⌋−1)∑

k=K⌊N∆⌋



(
HN

ξ,ξ̃k,k

)2
+
∑

ξ′

(
HN

ξ,ξ′,k

)2
πgN

k (ξ′)


 ,

so by (4.136),

E|rNt (ξ)|2 ≤ CT∆⌊N∆⌋
N

≤ CT∆
2 ≤ CT

K2
. (4.140)

Moreover,

E[JN
1,t(ξ)]

2 ≤ K⌊N∆⌋
N2

K−1∑

j=0

(j+1)⌊N∆⌋−1∑

k=j⌊N∆⌋

E
[
HN

ξ,ξ̃k,k
−HN

ξ,ξ̃k,j⌊N∆⌋

]2

≤ T

N

K−1∑

j=0

(j+1)⌊N∆⌋−1∑

k=j⌊N∆⌋

(
CT (k − j⌊N∆⌋)

N

)2

≤ T

N

K−1∑

j=0

⌊N∆⌋−1∑

k=0

(
kCT

N

)2

≤ TC2
T

3N3

K−1∑

j=0

⌊N∆⌋3 ≤ KCT∆
3 ≤ CT

K2
. (4.141)
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We can similarly control JN
3,t(ξ) as followed:

E[JN
3,t(ξ)]

2 ≤ K⌊N∆⌋
N

K−1∑

j=0

(j+1)⌊N∆⌋−1∑

k=j⌊N∆⌋

E


∑

ξ′

(
HN

ξ,ξ′,j⌊N∆⌋ −HN
ξ,ξ′,k

)
πgN

k (ξ′)



2

≤ K⌊N∆⌋
N

K−1∑

j=0

(j+1)⌊N∆⌋−1∑

k=j⌊N∆⌋

E


∑

ξ′

(
HN

ξ,ξ′,j⌊N∆⌋ −HN
ξ,ξ′,k

)2
πgN

k (ξ′)




≤ T

N

K−1∑

j=0

(j+1)⌊N∆⌋−1∑

k=j⌊N∆⌋

(
CT (k − j⌊N∆⌋)

N

)2

≤ CT

K2
. (4.142)

Finally, note that

HN
ξ,ξ̃k,j⌊∆N⌋

−
∑

ξ′∈X×A

HN
ξ,ξ′,j⌊∆N⌋π

gN
k (ξ′) =

∑

ξ′

HN
ξ,ξ′,j⌊∆N⌋

[
1{ξk=ξ′} − πgN

k (ξ′)
]
. (4.143)

Thus,

E
∣∣JN

2,t(ξ)
∣∣ = 1

N
E

∣∣∣∣∣∣

K−1∑

j=0

(j+1)⌊N∆⌋−1∑

k=j⌊N∆⌋

∑

ξ′

HN
ξ,ξ′,j⌊N∆⌋

[
1{ξk=ξ′} − πgN

k (ξ′)
]
∣∣∣∣∣∣

≤ 1

N
E

∣∣∣∣∣∣

K−1∑

j=0

(
max
ξ′

HN
ξ,ξ′,j⌊N∆⌋

) (j+1)⌊N∆⌋−1∑

k=j⌊N∆⌋

∑

ξ′

[
1{ξk=ξ′} − πgN

k (ξ′)
]
∣∣∣∣∣∣

(CS)

≤ 1

N
E







K−1∑

j=0

(
max
ξ′

HN
ξ,ξ′,j⌊N∆⌋

)2



1/2



K−1∑

j=0




(j+1)⌊N∆⌋−1∑

k=j⌊N∆⌋

∑

ξ′

[
1{ξk=ξ′} − πgN

k (ξ′)
]



2



1/2



(CS)

≤ 1

N


E




K−1∑

j=0

(
max
ξ′

HN
ξ,ξ′,j⌊N∆⌋

)2

E




K−1∑

j=0




(j+1)⌊N∆⌋−1∑

k=j⌊N∆⌋

∑

ξ′

[
1{ξk=ξ′} − πgN

k (ξ′)
]



2






1/2

(4.136)

≤ KCT

N


E



1

K

K−1∑

j=0




(j+1)⌊N∆⌋−1∑

k=j⌊N∆⌋

∑

ξ′

[
1{ξk=ξ′} − πgN

k (ξ′)
]



2






1/2

=
KCT ⌊N∆⌋

N


E



1

K

K−1∑

j=0


 1

⌊N∆⌋

(j+1)⌊N∆⌋−1∑

k=j⌊N∆⌋

∑

ξ′

[
1{ξk=ξ′} − πgN

k (ξ′)
]



2






1/2

≤ TCT


E



1

K

K−1∑

j=0


 1

⌊N∆⌋

(j+1)⌊N∆⌋−1∑

k=j⌊N∆⌋

∑

ξ′

[
1{ξk=ξ′} − πgN

k (ξ′)
]



2






1/2

︸ ︷︷ ︸
→0

n→∞→ 0, (4.144)

where step (CS) is by Cauchy-Schwartz inequality. Combining (4.128), (4.136) and (4.144), we have

lim
N→∞

E
∣∣IN3,j

∣∣ = 0. (4.145)

Consequently E|I2,Nt (ξ)| → 0, and so is M3,N
t (ξ). The proof of the convergence for M1,N

t ,M2,N
t are exactly

the same for M3,N
t . The proof is completed.
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Let ρN denotes the probability measure of
(
µN
t , ν

N
t , P

N
t , QN

t

)
0≤t≤T

, which takes value in the set of

probability measures M (DE([0, T ])). From the relative compactness result in Section 4.2, we know that the
sequence pf measures {ρN}N∈N contains a subsequence ρNk that converges weakly. Now we can prove the
limit points of any convergence subsequence ρNk will satisfies the limiting ODEs (3.9).

Lemma 4.20. Let ρN be the probability measure of (µN , νN , PN , QN ). We restrict ourselves to a convergent
subsequence ρNk which converges to some limit point ρ = (µ, ν, P,Q). Then ρ is a Dirac measure on
DE([0, T ]) such that (µ, ν, P,Q) satisfies the limiting ODEs (3.9).

Proof. For any sequence of time-points 0 ≤ s1 < s2 < ... < sp ≤ t, functions ϕ, ϕ̄ ∈ C2
b (R

1+d), φ1, ..., φp, φ̄1, ..., φ̄p ∈
Cb(R

1+d) and ψ1, ..., ψp, ψ̄1, ..., ψ̄p ∈ Cb(X ×A), and consider a map F : DE([0, T ]) → R
+, defined as

F (µ, ν, P,Q) = F1(µ) + F2(ν) + F3(µ, ν, P,Q) + F4(µ, ν, P,Q), (4.146)

where

F1(µ) =

∣∣∣∣∣∣
(〈ϕ̄, µt〉 − 〈ϕ̄, µ0〉)×

p∏

j=1

〈
φ̄j , µsj

〉
∣∣∣∣∣∣
, (4.147)

F2(ν) =

∣∣∣∣∣∣
(〈ϕ, νt〉 − 〈ϕ, ν0〉)×

p∏

j=1

〈
φj , νsj

〉
∣∣∣∣∣∣
, (4.148)

F3(µ, ν, P,Q) =
∑

ξ∈X×A

∣∣∣∣∣Qt(ξ)−Q0(ξ)− α

∫ t

0

∑

ξ′=(x′,a′)


r(ξ′) + γ

∑

z,a′′

Qs(z, a
′′)gs(z, a

′′)p(z|ξ′)−Qs(x
′, a′)




×
(〈
σ(w · ξ′)σ(w · ξ) + c2σ′ (w · ζ′)σ′(w · ζ)ζ · ζ′, νs

〉)
πgs(ξ′) ds

∣∣∣∣∣×
p∏

j=1

|ψj(Qsj )|, (4.149)

F4(µ, ν, P,Q) =
∑

ξ∈X×A

∣∣∣∣∣Pt(ξ)− P0(ξ)−
∫ t

0

∑

ξ′=(x′,a′)

ζsQs(ξ
′)σgs(x′, a′)

(
〈
σ(w · ζ′)σ(w · ζ) + c2σ′(w · ξ)σ(w · ξ)(ξ′ · ξ), µs

〉

−
∑

a′′

fs(x
′, a′′)

〈
σ(w · ζ′)σ(w · ζ) + c2σ′(w · ξ)σ(w · ξ)(ξ′ · ξ), µs

〉
)
ds

∣∣∣∣∣×
p∏

j=1

|ψ̄j(Psj )|,

(4.150)

where
ft = Softmax(Pt), gt =

ηt
da

+ (1− ηt)ft (4.151)

Then we have
EρN [F (µ, ν, P,Q)] = E

[
F (µN , νN , PN , QN)

]
(4.152)

Let us analyse each terms of E
[
F (µN , νN , PN , QN)

]
one by one. Firstly, (4.71) and the boundedness of φ̄j

yields

E[F1(µ
N )] ≤ CE

∣∣〈ϕ̄, µN
t

〉
−
〈
ϕ̄, µN

0

〉∣∣ ≤ CT√
N

+
CT

N3/2

N→∞→ 0.

Similarly, (4.71) and the boundedness of φj yields

E[F2(ν
N )] ≤ CE

∣∣〈ϕ, νNt
〉
−
〈
ϕ, νN0

〉∣∣ ≤ CT√
N

+
CT

N3/2

N→∞→ 0.

To study the next two term, we define

fN
t = Softmax(PN

t ), g̃Nt =
ηt
da

+ (1 − ηt)f
N
t , (4.153)
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E1,N
t (ξ) =

∫ t

0

∑

ξ′

BN
ξ,ξ′,s(π

g̃N
s (ξ′)− πgN

s (ξ′))


r(ξ′) + γ

∑

z,a′′

QN
s (z, a′′)g̃Ns (z, a′′)p(z|ξ′)−QN

s (ξ′)


 ds,

(4.154)

E2,N
t (ξ) =

∫ t

0

∑

ξ′

BN
ξ,ξ′,sπ

gN
s (ξ′)γ

∑

z,a′′

QN
s (z, a′′)(g̃Ns (z, a′′)− gNs (z, a′′))p(z|ξ′) ds. (4.155)

Then by (4.51):

F3(µ
N , νN , PN , QN )

=
∑

ξ∈X×A

∣∣∣∣∣Q
N
t (ξ)−QN

0 (ξ)− α

∫ t

0

∑

ξ′

BN
ξ,ξ′,sπ

g̃N
s (ξ′)


r(ξ′) + γ

∑

z,a′′

QN
s (z, a′′)g̃Ns (z, a′′)p(z|ξ′)−QN

s (ξ′)


 ds

∣∣∣∣∣×
p∏

j=1

|ψj(Qsj )|

=
∑

ξ∈X×A

∣∣∣∣∣Q
N
t (ξ)−QN

0 (ξ)− α

∫ t

0

∑

ξ′

BN
ξ,ξ′,sπ

gN
s (ξ′)


r(ξ′) + γ

∑

z,a′′

QN
s (z, a′′)gNs (z, a′′)p(z|ξ′)−QN

s (ξ′)


 ds

+ E1,N
t (ξ) + E2,N

t (ξ)

∣∣∣∣∣×
p∏

j=1

|ψj(Qsj )|

(4.51)
=

∑

ξ∈X×A

α
∣∣∣M1,N

t (ξ) +M2,N
t (ξ) +M3,N

t (ξ) + E1,N
t (ξ) + E2,N

t (ξ) +Op(N
−1/2)

∣∣∣×
p∏

j=1

|ψj(Qsj )|.

(4.156)

Recall by Assumption 2.7 that the stationary measures πg are globally Lipschitz in g, so for any ξ′ and
s ≤ NT

|πg̃N
s (ξ′)− πgN

s (ξ′)| ≤ C sup
ξ′

|g̃Ns (ξ′)− gNs (ξ′)|

≤ C|ηN⌊Ns⌋ − ηNs |

=
C

1 + log2( ⌊Ns⌋
N + 1)

− C

1 + log2(s+ 1)

≤ C

(
log2(s+ 1)− log2

(⌊Ns⌋
N

+ 1)

))

≤ C

(
log2

(⌊Ns⌋+ 1

N
+ 1

)
− log2

(⌊Ns⌋
N

+ 1)

))
≤ C

N
, (4.157)

owing to the fact that log2(·) is 1-Lipschitz. We therefore have

E[E1,N
t (ξ)] ≤ C

N
E



∫ t

0

∑

ξ′

|BN
ξ,ξ′,s|


|r(ξ′)|+ γ

∑

z,a′′

|QN
s (z, a′′)||gNs (z, a′′)|p(z|ξ′)−QN

s (ξ′)


 ds




≤ 1

N
E

[
TCT sup

ξ
|QN

s (ξ)|
]
≤ CT

N
,

and

E2,N
t (ξ) =

C

N
E



∫ t

0

∑

ξ′

BN
ξ,ξ′,sπ

gN
s (ξ′)γ

∑

z,a′′

|QN
s (z, a′′)|p(z|ξ′) ds


 ≤ 1

N
E

[
TCT sup

ξ
|QN

s (ξ)|
]
≤ CT

N
.

Finally, we have

E[F3(µ
N , νN , PN , QN )] ≤ C

∑

ξ

[
E|M1,N

t (ξ)|+ E|M2,N
t (ξ)|+ E|M3,N

t (ξ)|+ E|E1,N
t (ξ)|+ E|E2,N

t (ξ)|
]

N→∞→ 0.
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To study the final term, we define

E3,N
t (ξ) =

∫ t

0

ζs
∑

ξ′

(σ
g̃N
s

ρ0 (ξ′)− σ
gN
s

ρ0 (ξ′)) clip(QN
s (ξ′))

[
B̄N
ξ,ξ′,s −

∑

a′′

fN
s (x′, a′′)B̄N

ξ,(x′,a′′),s

]
ds, (4.158)

E4,N
t (ξ) =

∫ t

0

(ζN⌊Ns⌋ − ζs)
∑

ξ′

σ
gN
s

ρ0 (ξ′) clip(QN
s (ξ′))

[
B̄N
ξ,ξ′,s −

∑

a′′

fN
s (x′, a′′)B̄N

ξ,(x′,a′′),s

]
ds, (4.159)

Then

F4(µ
N , νN , PN , QN) =

∑

ξ∈X×A

∣∣∣∣∣P
N
t (ξ)− PN

0 (ξ)−
∫ t

0

∑

ξ′

ζsQ
N
s (ξ′)σg̃N

s (ξ′)

[
B̄N
ξ,ξ′,s −

∑

a′′

fN
s (x′, a′′)B̄ξ,(x′,a′′),s

]
ds

∣∣∣∣∣

×
p∏

j=1

|ψ̄j(Psj )|,

=
∑

ξ∈X×A

∣∣∣∣∣P
N
t (ξ)− PN

0 (ξ)−
∫ t

0

∑

ξ′

ζ⌊Ns⌋Q
N
s (ξ′)σgN

s (ξ′)

[
B̄N
ξ,ξ′,s −

∑

a′′

fN
s (x′, a′′)B̄ξ,(x′,a′′),s

]
ds

+ E3,N
t (ξ) + E4,N

t (ξ)

∣∣∣∣∣×
p∏

j=1

|ψ̄j(Psj )|,

=
∑

ξ∈X×A

|E3,N
t (ξ) + E4,N

t (ξ) +MN
t (ξ) +O(N−1/2)| ×

p∏

j=1

|ψ̄j(Psj )|.

Notice that the stationary measures σg are globally Lipschitz in g by Assumption 2.7, so using a similar
argument, we prove that

|σg̃N
s (ξ′)− σgN

s (ξ′)| ≤ C

N
. (4.160)

In addition, we have

sup
ξ,ξ′

∣∣∣∣∣B̄
N
ξ,ξ′,s −

∑

a′′

fN
s (x′, a′′)B̄N

ξ,(x′,a′′),s

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ sup
ξ,ξ′

[
∣∣B̄N

ξ,ξ′,s

∣∣+
∑

a′′

fN
s (x′, a′′)

∣∣B̄ξ,(x′,a′′),s

∣∣
]
≤ CT

as a result of B̄N
ξ,ξ′,s being uniformly bounded by Lemma 4.3 whenever s ≤ T . Therefore for any t ≤ T ,

E3,N
t (ξ) ≤ T × CT

N
× 2× CT =

CT

N
.

Similarly,

∣∣∣E4,N
t (ξ)

∣∣∣ ≤ CT

∫ T

0

∣∣∣ζN⌊Ns⌋ − ζs

∣∣∣ ds

≤
⌊NT⌋−1∑

k=0

∫ (k+1)/N

k/N

∣∣∣∣
1

1 + k/N
− 1

1 + s

∣∣∣∣ ds

≤ CT

⌊NT⌋−1∑

k=0

1

N2
=
CT

N
.

Combining with the boundedness of φ̃p, we have

F4(µ
N , νN , PN , QN ) ≤ C

∑

ξ

[
E|E3,N

t (ξ)|+ E|E4,N
t (ξ)| + E|MN

t (ξ)|+O(N−1/2)
]

N→∞→ 0. (4.161)
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Combining the above analysis yields:

EρN [F (µ, ν, P,Q)]
N→∞→ 0.

But since F is uniformly bounded, by bounded convergence theorem, we have

Eρ[F (µ, ν, P,Q)] = 0.

This holds for any choice of the test functions ϕ, ϕ̄, φj , φ̄j , ψj , ψ̄j , so we know that ρ is a Dirac measure
concentrated on a solution that satisfies the evolution equation.

4.4 Existence and uniqueness of solutions to limit ODEs

To complete the proof, if suffices to show that there exists a unique solution for the ODEs (3.9). Here
we treat (Q,P ) as a vector of size 2M with M = #X ×#A as defined in assumption 2.2.

d

dt

(
Qt

Pt

)
= F (t, Qt, Pt) =

(
F1(t, Qt, Pt)
F2(t, Qt, Pt)

)
(4.162)

where the first M entries F (Q,P ) are specified as

F1(t, Q, P )(x, a) = α
∑

x′,a′

Āx,a,x′,a′πgt(P )(x′, a′)


r(x′, a′) + γ

∑

z,a′′

Q(z, a′′)[gt(P )](z, a
′′)p(z|x′, a′)−Q(x′, a′)




and the remaining M entries are specified as

F2(t, Q, P )(x, a) =
∑

x′,a′

ζtclip(Q(x′, a′))

[
Ax,a,x′,a′ −

∑

a′′

[f(P )](x′, a′′)Ax,a,x′,a′′

]
σgt(P )(x′, a′).

Here the notation f(P ) and gt(P ) denote the (probability) vectors in R
M :

[f(P )](x, a) = Softmax(P )(x, a) =
exp (P (x, a))∑
a′′ exp (P (x, a))

[gt(P )](x, a) =
ηt
|A| + (1− ηt)[f(P )](x, a).

We will show the global existence of solution for t ∈ [0,∞) by taking the usual route of showing that F (Q,P )
is locally Lipschitz and linearly bounded.

Lemma 4.21. Let ‖·‖∞ the the infinity norm as defined in remark 3.6. Then for all R > 0, there is a

constant CR > 0 that only depends on R such that for all (Q,P ), (Q̃, P̃ ) lying in the open R-ball, we have

∥∥∥F (t, Q, P )− F (t, Q̃, P̃ )
∥∥∥
∞

≤ CR

∥∥∥(Q,P )− (Q̃, P̃ )
∥∥∥
∞
, ∀t ≥ 0. (4.163)

Moreover, there is a constant C > 0 such that for all Q,P , we have

‖F (t, Q, P )‖∞ ≤ C ‖(Q,P )‖∞ + C, ∀t ≥ 0. (4.164)

Therefore, F is locally Lipschitz and linearly bounded and for any fixed starting point (Q0, P0), there exists
the unique solution for ODE (4.162).

We emphasise that the above lemma will also be true for any other norms on R
2M , as pointed out in

remark 3.6, as any norms in R
2M are equivalent with ‖ · ‖∞.
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Proof. Let us first prove equation (4.164). Note that the tensor Āξ,ξ′ is uniformly bounded by assumptions
2.9 and 3.1. Thus

|F1(t, Q, P )(x, a)| ≤ C
∑

x′,a′

πgt(P )(x′, a′)


|r(x′, a′)|+ γ

∑

z,a′′

|Q(z, a′′)|g(z, a′′)p(z|x′, a′) + |Q(x′, a′)|




≤ C sup
x′,a′

|r(x′, a′)|+ Cγ sup
z,a′′

|Q(z, a′′)|+ Cγ sup
x′,a′

|Q(x′, a′)|

≤ C + C ‖(Q,P )‖∞ .

It is also clear that

|F2(t, Q, P )(x, a)| ≤ C sup
x,a

|clip(Q(x, a))| ≤ C

This shows that F is linearly bounded.
To prove the local Lipschitz condition (4.163), note that for all x, a,

∣∣∣F1(t, Q, P )(x, a)− F1(t, Q̃, P̃ )(x, a)
∣∣∣

≤α
∑

x′,a′

|Ax,a,x′,a′ |
∣∣∣πgt(P )(x′, a′)− πgt(P̃ )(x′, a′)

∣∣∣

∣∣∣∣∣∣
r(x′, a′) + γ

∑

z,a′′

Q(z, a′′)[gt(P )](z, a
′′)p(z|x′, a′)−Q(x′, a′)

∣∣∣∣∣∣
︸ ︷︷ ︸

≤C+(γ+1)R

+α
∑

x′,a′

|Ax,a,x′,a′ |πgt(P̃ )(x′, a′)

∣∣∣∣∣∣

∑

z,a′′

γ(Q(z, a′′)[gt(P )](z, a
′′)− Q̃(z, a′′)[gt(P̃ )](z, a

′′))p(z|x′, a′)− (Q(x′, a′)− Q̃(x′, a′))

∣∣∣∣∣∣
.

(4.165)
Using the Lipschitz continuity of the softmax function and Assumption 2.7, we know

sup
x,a

|[πgt(P )](x, a)− [πgt(P̃ )](x, a)| ≤ C sup
x,a

|[gt(P )](x, a) − [gt(P̃ )](x, a)|

= C sup
x,a

|[f(P )](x, a)− [f(P̃ )](x, a)|

≤ C
∥∥∥P − P̃

∥∥∥
∞
.

(4.166)

Note that for all z, a′′

∣∣∣Q(z, a′′)[gt(P )](z, a
′′)− Q̃(z, a′′)[gt(P̃ )](z, a′′)

∣∣∣

≤ |Q(z, a′′)| ·
∣∣∣[gt(P )](z, a′′)− [gt(P̃ )](z, a

′′)
∣∣∣ + [gt(P̃ )](z, a′′) ·

∣∣∣Q(z, a′′)− Q̃(z, a′′)
∣∣∣

≤CR
(
sup
z,a′′

∣∣∣P (z, a′′)− P̃ (z, a′′)
∣∣∣
)
+ sup

z,a′′

∣∣∣Q(z, a′′)− Q̃(z, a′′)
∣∣∣

≤CR
∥∥∥(Q,P )− (Q̃, P̃ )

∥∥∥
∞
.

(4.167)

Combining (4.165), (4.166) and (4.167), we have

∣∣∣[F1(t, Q, P )](x, a) − [F1(t, Q̃, P̃ )]
∣∣∣ ≤ CR

∥∥∥(Q,P )− (Q̃, P̃ )
∥∥∥
∞
. (4.168)
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Similarly for F2,
∣∣∣[F2(t, Q, P )](x, a) − [F2(t, Q̃, P̃ )](x, a)

∣∣∣

≤
∑

x′,a′

ζt

∣∣∣clip(Q(x′, a′))− clip(Q̃(x′, a′))
∣∣∣ σgt(P )(x′, a′)

∣∣∣∣∣Ax,a,x′,a′ −
∑

a′′

[f(P )](x′, a′′)Ax,a,x′,a′′

∣∣∣∣∣

+
∑

x′,a′

ζt

∣∣∣clip(Q̃(x′, a′))
∣∣∣
∣∣∣σgt(P )(x′, a′)− σgt(P̃ )(x′, a′)

∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣∣Ax,a,x′,a′ −

∑

a′′

[f(P )](x′, a′′)Ax,a,x′,a′′

∣∣∣∣∣

+
∑

x′,a′

ζt

∣∣∣clip(Q̃(x′, a′))
∣∣∣ σgt(P̃ )(x′, a′)

∣∣∣∣∣
∑

a′′

([f(P )](x′, a′′)− [f(P̃ )](x′, a′′))Ax,a,x′,a′′

∣∣∣∣∣

≤C
∥∥∥(Q,P )− (Q̃, P̃ )

∥∥∥
∞
.

(4.169)

We therefore show that F is locally Lipschitz if we restrict (Q,P ) to be inside a R-ball for any R <∞.
The linear boundedness of F can guarantee that the solution grows almost exponentially. In fact, we

have

‖(Qt, Pt)‖ ≤ ‖(Q0, P0)‖ +
∫ t

0

(C + ‖(Qs, Ps)‖C) ds ≤ (‖(Q0, P0)‖+ Ct) + C

∫ t

0

‖(Qs, Ps)‖ ds. (4.170)

which, together with Grönwall’s inequality, implies

‖(Qt, Pt)‖ ≤ (‖(Q0, P0)‖+ Ct)eCt. (4.171)

Suppose the above evolution equation possesses two solutions (Q,P )t, (Q̃, P̃ )t that satisfies Q0 = Q̃0 and
P0 = P̃0. Then we have

d

dt

∥∥∥(Qt, Pt)− (Q̃t, P̃t)
∥∥∥
2

≤ 2
∥∥∥(Qt, Pt)− (Q̃t, P̃t)

∥∥∥ ·
∥∥∥F (t, Qt, Pt)− F (t, Q̃t, P̃t)

∥∥∥ .

Using (4.166), (4.169), (4.171) and replacing R in (4.166) by the norm ‖(Qt, Pt)‖ in (4.171), we can show
that

d

dt

∥∥∥(Qt, Pt)− (Q̃t, P̃t)
∥∥∥
2

≤ (C + (C + Ct)eCt)︸ ︷︷ ︸
H(t)

∥∥∥(Qt, Pt)− (Q̃t, P̃t)
∥∥∥
2

. (4.172)

Therefore, by Gronwall’s inequality, we have

∥∥∥(Qt, Pt)− (Q̃t, P̃t)
∥∥∥
2

≤
∥∥∥(Q0, P0)− (Q̃0, P̃0)

∥∥∥
2

exp

(∫ t

0

H(s) ds

)
= 0,

which guarantee uniqueness.

4.5 Proof of convergence

With the above preparations, now we can finish the proof of Theorem 3.3. Rrecall the sequence of
probability measure ρN being the law of

(
µN
t , ν

N
t , P

N
t , QN

t

)
0≤t≤T

. We have shown by relative compactness

that every subsequence of ρN posesses a further subsequence that weakly converges to the ρ = (µ, ν, P,Q),
which is the unique solution of the limit ODEs (3.9). Therefore by Prokhorov’s Theorem (see [3, 11] for
details), ρN weakly converges to ρ, and thus we can conclude that the process

(
µN
t , ν

N
t , P

N
t , QN

t

)
0≤t≤T

weakly converges to ρ.

5 Analysis of the limiting ODE

We have already set up the limit ODEs for the algorithm (1) and now we struy the convergence of the
limit ODEs (3.9). To improve the readilibity, we first clarify some notations.
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• From their definitions in (2.3), V f (x) and V f (x, a) are related via the formula

V f (x) =
∑

a

V f (x, a)f(x, a). (5.1)

• Recalling the state and state-action visiting measures νf and σf defined in (2.4), we have σf
µ(x, a) =

f(x, a) · νfµ(x). By [15], the stationary distribution of M̃ is the corresponding visitation measure of

M. And for the MDP start from a fixed state x0, the visiting measures are denoted by νfx0
(·), σf

x0
(·, ·)

• Let the advantage function of policy f denoted by

Af (x, a) = V f (x, a) − V f (x), ∀(x, a) ∈ X ×A, (5.2)

We recall that the gradient of a policy f parametrised by some parameter θ can be evaluated in terms of
the visiting measure (2.4) according to the policy gradient theorem (2.23):

∇θJ(fθ) =
∑

x,a

σfθ (x, a)V fθ (x, a)∇θ log fθ(x, a), (5.3)

Assume that f = softmax(P ) be the softmax policy parametrised directly by the values P (x, a), so that

f(x, a) =
exp (P (x, a))∑
a′′ exp (P (x, a))

. (5.4)

Then the gradient ∇PJ(f) can be evaluated using the following formula.

Lemma 5.1. Define ∂x,aJ(f) :=
∂J(f)

∂P (x,a) and then for the policy (5.4), by policy gradient theorem (5.3), we

have
∂x,aJ(f) = σf

ρ0
(x, a)Af (x, a). (5.5)

Proof. By the policy gradient theorem (5.3), we have

∂x,aJ(f) =
∑

x′,a′

νfθρ0
(x′)f(x′, a′)1{x′=x}

[
1{a′=a} − f(x′, a)

]
V f (x′, a′)

=
∑

a′

νfρ0
(x)f(x, a′)

[
1{a′=a} − f(P )(x, a)

]
V f (x, a′)

= νfρ0
(x)fθ(x, a)V

f (x, a) − νfρ0
(x)f(x, a)

[
∑

a′

f(x, a′)V f (x, a′)

]

= νfρ0
(x)f(x, a)Af (x, a)

= σf
ρ0
(x, a)Af (x, a).

(5.6)

5.1 Critic Convergence

Now we prove convergence of the critic (3.10), which states that the critic model will converge to the
state-action value function during training. We first derive an ODE for the difference between the critic and
the value function. Then, we use a comparison lemma, a two time-scale analysis, and the properties of the
learning and exploration rates (3.2) to prove the convergence of the critic to the value function.

Recall that the value function V gt satisfies the Bellman equation

r(x, a) + γ
∑

z,a′′

V gt(z, a′′)gt(z, a
′′)p(z|x, a)− V gt(x, a) = 0. (5.7)

Define the difference
φt = Qt − V gt . (5.8)

Without loss of generality, we initialize the ODE as Q̄0 = 0. We can then finish the proof for the convergence
for the critic.
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Proof of (3.10). We first prove the convergence of ‖Qt−V gt‖ and then by the decay of the exploration rate
ǫt we can get the convergence of ‖Qt − V ft‖. Combining (3.9) and (5.7), we get the ODE for φt

dφt
dt

(x, a) = −α
∑

x′,a′

Ax,a,x′,a′πgt(x′, a′)φt(x
′, a′)

+ αγ
∑

x′,a′

Ax,a,x′,a′πgt(x′, a′)
∑

z,a′′

φt(z, a
′′)gt(z, a

′′)p(z|x′, a′)

− d

dt
V gt(x, a).

(5.9)

Let ⊙ denote element-wise multiplication. Then,

dφt
dt

= −αA(πgt ⊙ φt) + αγA(πgt ⊙ Γt) +
∂V gt

∂g

dgt
dt
, (5.10)

where Γt(x
′, a′) =

∑

z,a′′

φt(z, a
′′)gt(z, a

′′)p(z|x′, a′). Define the process

Yt =
1

2
φ⊤t A

−1φt. (5.11)

Differentiating yields

dYt
dt

= φ⊤t A
−1 dφt

dt

= −αφ⊤t πgt ⊙ φt + αγφ⊤t π
gt ⊙ Γt + φ⊤t A

−1 ∂V
gt

∂g

dgt
dt
.

(5.12)

The second term on the last line of (5.12) becomes:
∣∣φ⊤t πgt ⊙ Γt

∣∣

=

∣∣∣∣
∑

x′,a′

φt(x
′, a′)πgt(x′, a′)

∑

z,a′′

φt(z, a
′′)gt(z, a

′′)p(z|x′, a′)
∣∣∣∣

=

∣∣∣∣
∑

x′,a′

∑

z,a′′

φt(z, a
′′)φt(x

′, a′)gt(z, a
′′)p(z|x′, a′)πgt(x′, a′)

∣∣∣∣

≤
∑

x′,a′

∑

z,a′′

∣∣∣∣φt(z, a
′′)φt(x

′, a′)

∣∣∣∣gt(z, a
′′)p(z|x′, a′)πgt(x′, a′)

≤1

2

∑

x′,a′

∑

z,a′′

(
φt(z, a

′′)2 + φt(x
′, a′)2

)
gt(z, a

′′)p(z|x′, a′)πgt(x′, a′)

=
1

2

∑

z,a′′

φt(z, a
′′)2

∑

x′,a′

gt(z, a
′′)p(z|x′, a′)πgt(x′, a′) +

1

2

∑

x′,a′

φt(x
′, a′)2πgt(x′, a′)

∑

z,a′′

gt(z, a
′′)p(z|x′, a′)

=
1

2

∑

z,a′′

φt(z, a
′′)2πgt(z, a′′) +

1

2

∑

x′,a′

φt(x
′, a′)2πgt(x′, a′)

=
∑

x′,a′

φt(x
′, a′)2πgt(x′, a′).

where we have used Young’s inequality, the fact that
∑

z,a′′

gt(z, a
′′)p(z|x′, a′) = 1 for each (x′, a′), and

∑

x′,a′

gt(z, a
′′)p(z|x′, a′)πgt(x′, a′) = πgt(z, a′′). Therefore,

dYt
dt

≤ −α(1 − γ)πgt · φ2t + φ⊤t A
−1 ∂V

gt

∂g

dgt
dt
, (5.13)
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where φ2t is an element-wise square. By the limit ODEs in (3.9), we have for any (x, a)

∣∣∣∣
dPt

dt
(x, a)

∣∣∣∣ =

∣∣∣∣∣∣

∑

x′,a′

ζtclip(Qt(x
′, a′))

[
Ax,a,x′,a′ −

∑

a′′

ft(x
′, a′′)Ax,a,x′,a′′

]
σft(x′, a′)

∣∣∣∣∣∣
≤ Cζt (5.14)

For any state x0, define

∂P (x,a)V
f (x0) :=

∂V f (x0)

∂P (x, a)
.

Then, for the exploration policy (2.16), by the policy gradient theorem we have

∣∣∂P (x,a)V
gt(x0)

∣∣ =

∣∣∣∣∣∣

∑

x′,a′

σgt
x0
(x′, a′)V gt(x′, a′)∂P (x,a) log gt(x

′, a′)

∣∣∣∣∣∣

≤ C
∑

x′,a′

∣∣∂P (x,a) log gt(x
′, a′)

∣∣

= C(1 − ηt)
∑

x′,a′

ft(x
′, a′)

gt(x′, a′)

∣∣∂P (x,a) log ft(x
′, a′)

∣∣

(a)

≤ C,

(5.15)

where step (a) is by
ft(x

′, a′)

gθ̄t(x
′, a′)

=
ft(x

′, a′)
ηt

dA
+ (1 − ηt) · ft(x′, a′)

≤ C (5.16)

and ∣∣∂P (x,a) log ft(x
′, a′)

∣∣ =
∣∣
1{x′=x}

[
1{a′=a} − ft(x

′, a)
]∣∣ ≤ 2. (5.17)

The relationship between the value functions

V ft(x0, a0) = r(x0, a0) + γ
∑

x′

V ft(x′)p(x′|x0, a0), ∀(x0, a0), (5.18)

can be combined with (5.15) to derive

‖∇PV
gt(x, a)‖ ≤ C, ∀(x, a). (5.19)

Combining (5.14) and (5.19),

∣∣∣∣
dV gt

dt
(x, a)

∣∣∣∣ =
∣∣∣∣∇PV

gt(x, a) · dPt

dt

∣∣∣∣ ≤ ‖∇PV
gt(x, a)‖ ·

∥∥∥∥
dPt

dt

∥∥∥∥ ≤ Cζt, (5.20)

where C > 0 is a constant independent with T .
Combining (5.13), (5.20), we have

dYt
dt

≤ −α(1− γ)min
x,a

{πgt(x, a)}Yt + Cφ⊤t ζt

≤ −αCηn0
t (1− γ)Yt + Cφ⊤t ζt

≤ −Cηn0
t Yt +

ηn0
t

ηn0
t

‖φt‖Cζt

≤ −Cηn0
t Yt + ‖φt‖2η2n0

t +
Cζ2t
η2n0
t

= −ηn0
t (C − 2ηn0

t )Yt +
Cζt

η2n0
t

ζt.

(5.21)
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Since ηn0
t → 0 and ζt

η
2n0
t

→ 0 as t→ ∞, there exists t0 ≥ 2 such that

dYt
dt

≤ −Cηn0
t Yt + ζt, t ≥ t0, (5.22)

where the C is a constant independent with t. Noting that ζt
ηn0

→ 0 as t → ∞, we know for any ǫ0 > 0,
there exists t0 ≥ t0 such that

d(Yt − ǫ0)

dt
≤ −Cηn0

t

(
Yt −

ζt
ηn0
t

)
≤ −Cηn0

t (Yt − ǫ0) , t ≥ t0, (5.23)

By multiplying the integral factor exp
{∫ t

t0
Cηn0

s ds
}
, we get

d

dt

(
exp

{∫ t

t0

Cηn0
s ds

}
· (Yt − ǫ0)

)
≤ exp

{∫ t

t0

Cηn0
s ds

}
·
(
d(Yt − ǫ0)

dt
+ Cηn0

t (Yt − ǫ0)

)
≤ 0, t ≥ t0,

which derives

Yt − ǫ0 ≤ exp

{
−
∫ t

t0

Cηn0
s ds

}
· (Yt0 − ǫ0) → 0, as t→ ∞. (5.24)

Thus we get for any ǫ0 > 0, there exists t0 > 0, such that Yt ≤ 2ǫ0 for any t ≥ t0, which brings us the desired
convergence for φt.

By the policy gradient theorem, we have

∂V f (x0)

∂f(x,a)
= V f (x, a)σf

x0
(x). (5.25)

Thus, by the relationship (5.18),

∂V f (x0, a0)

∂f(x,a)
= γ

∑

x′

V f(x,a)σf
x′(x)p(x

′|x0, a0) ≤ C. (5.26)

Then, for any (x, a) ∈ X ×A, there exists t̃ ∈ [0, 1] such that

∣∣V gt(x, a)− V ft(x, a)
∣∣ =

∣∣∣∇fV
t̃ft+(1−t̃)gt(x, a) · [gt − ft]

∣∣∣ ≤ Cηt, (5.27)

Finally, combining (3.10) and (5.27), we obtain (3.10).

5.2 Actor Convergence

Now we show that the actor converges to a stationary point. We introduce the following notation:

∇̂PJ(ft) :=
∑

x,a

σgt
ρ0
(x, a)Q̄t(x, a)∇P log ft(x, a),

∂̂P (x,a)J(ft) :=
∑

x,a

σgt
ρ0
(x, a)Q̄t(x, a)∂P (x,a) log ft(x, a).

(5.28)

By the policy gradient theorem, using the similar approach as in Lemma 5.1 for the softmax policy f =
softmax(P ) we have

∂̂P (x,a)J(ft) =
∑

x′,a′

Qt(x
′, a′)σgt

ρ (x′, a′)∂̂P (x,a)J(ft) log ft(x
′, a′)

=σgt
ρ0
(x, a)

[
Qt(x, a)−

∑

a′

Qt(x, a
′)f(x, a′)

] (5.29)

By the same method in [36] and the following lemmas, we can prove ‖∇PJ(ft)‖ → 0, t→ ∞.
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Lemma 5.2. Let Yt,Wt and Zt be three functions such that Wt is nonnegative. Asuume there exists t0 ≥ 0
such that

dYt
dt

≥Wt + Zt, t ≥ t0 (5.30)

and that
∫∞

t0
Ztdt converges. Then either Yt → ∞ or else Yt converges to a finite value and

∫∞

0
Wtdt <∞.

We may modify the above lemma so that the dichotomy holds whenever (5.30) holds for t ≥ T . Now we
can prove the convergence for the actor.

Proof of theorem 3.5. Let f be the softmax policy in (5.4), by the proof of Lemma 7 in [23], we know that
the eigenvalues of the Hessian matrix of J(fθ) w.r.t. P are smaller than L := 8

(1−γ)3 and thus ∇PJ(f) is

L-Lipschitz continuous with respect to P .
For the limit ode of Pt in (3.9), define

Yt := A−1Pt

Then

dYt
dt

(x, a) =
∑

z,b

(
A−1

)
x,a,z,b

dPt

dt
(z, b)

=
∑

z,b

(
A−1

)
x,a,z,b

∑

x′,a′

ζtclip(Qt(x
′, a′))

[
Az,b,x′,a′ −

∑

a′′

ft(x
′, a′′)Az,b,x′,a′′

]
σgt
ρ0
(x′, a′)

= ζt
∑

x′,a′

clip(Qt(x
′, a′))σgt

ρ0
(x′, a′)


∑

z,b

(
A−1

)
x,a,z,b

Az,b,x′,a′ −
∑

z,b,a′′

ft(x
′, a′′)

(
A−1

)
x,a,z,b

Az,b,x′,a′′




= ζt
∑

x′,a′

clip(Qt(x
′, a′))σgt

ρ0
(x′, a′)

[
1{x′=x, a′=a} −

∑

a′′

ft(x
′, a′′)1{x′=x, a′′=a}

]

= ζtclip(Qt(x, a))σ
gt
ρ0
(x, a) −

∑

a′

clip(Qt(x, a
′))σgt

ρ0
(x, a′)ft(x, a)

= ζtσ
gt
ρ0
(x, a)

[
clip(Qt(x, a)) −

∑

a′

clip(Qt(x, a
′))ft(x, a

′)

]
.

(5.31)
Thus we get the ode for Yt:

dYt
dt

(x, a) = ζtσ
gt
ρ0
(x, a)

[
clip(Qt(x, a)) −

∑

a′

clip(Qt(x, a
′))ft(x, a

′)

]
(5.32)

Since we know that
∥∥Qt − V ft

∥∥ → 0, we know that there is a T for which clip(Qt) = Qt whenever t ≥ T .
Thus we have

dPt

dt
= ζtA∇̂PJ(ft) t ≥ T (5.33)

By chain rule and note that A is a positive definiteness matrix, we get for all t ≥ T :

d

dt
J(ft) = ∇PJ(ft) ·

dPt

dt
≥ Cζtλ1‖∇PJ(ft)‖2 − Cζtηt (5.34)

Then, by Lemma 5.2 and the assumption in (3.1), we can show that either J(ft) → ∞ or J(ft) converges to
a finite value and ∫ +∞

0

ζt‖∇PJ(ft)‖2dt <∞. (5.35)

Note that J(f) = Ef

[∑+∞
k=0 γ

kr(xk, ak)
]
. Therefore, the objective function J is bounded by Assumption

2.2 and thus we know J(ft) converges to a finite value and (5.35) is valid.
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If there existed an ǫ0 > 0 and t̄ > 0 such that ‖∇PJ(ft)‖ ≥ ǫ0 for all t ≥ t̄, we would have

∫ +∞

t̄

ζt‖∇PJ(ft)‖2dt ≥ ǫ20

∫ +∞

t̄

ζtdt = ∞, (5.36)

which contradicts (5.35). Therefore, lim inf
t→∞

‖∇PJ(ft)‖ = 0. To show that lim
t→∞

‖∇PJ(ft)‖ = 0, assume the

contrary; that is lim sup
t→∞

‖∇PJ(ft)‖ > 0. Then we can find a constant ǫ1 > 0 and two increasing sequences

{an}n≥1, {bn}n≥1 such that
a1 < b1 < a2 < b2 < a3 < b3 < · · · ,

‖∇PJ(fan
)‖ < ǫ1

2
, ‖∇PJ(fbn)‖ > ǫ1.

(5.37)

Define the following cycle of stopping times:

tn := sup{s|s ∈ (an, bn), ‖∇PJ(fs)‖ <
ǫ1
2
},

i(tn) := inf{s|s ∈ (tn, bn), ‖∇θJ(fs)‖ > ǫ1}.
(5.38)

Note that ‖∇PJ(ft)‖ is continuous against t, thus we have

an ≤ tn < i(tn) ≤ bn

‖∇PJ(ftn)‖ =
ǫ1
2
, ‖∇PJ(fi(tn))‖ = ǫ1

ǫ1
2

≤ ‖∇PJ(fs)‖ ≤ ǫ1, s ∈ (tn, i(tn)).

(5.39)

Then, by the L-Lipschitz property of the gradient, we have for any tn

ǫ1
2

= ‖∇PJ(fi(tn))‖ − ‖∇PJ(ftn)‖

≤ ‖∇PJ(fi(tn))−∇PJ(ftn)‖
≤ L‖Pi(tn) − Ptn‖

≤ C

∫ i(tn)

tn

ζs‖∇PJ(fs)‖ds+ C

∫ i(tn)

tn

ζs‖∇̂PJ(fs)−∇PJ(fs)‖ds

≤ Cǫ1

∫ i(tn)

tn

ζsds+ C

∫ i(tn)

tn

ζsηsds.

(5.40)

From this and by (3.2) it follows that

1

2L
≤ lim inf

n→∞

∫ i(tn)

tn

ζsds. (5.41)

Using (5.39), we see that

J(fθ̄i(tn)
)− J(fθ̄tn ) ≥ C1(

ǫ1
2
)2
∫ i(tn)

tn

ζsds− C2

∫ i(tn)

tn

ζsηsds. (5.42)

Due to the convergence of J(fθtn ) and the assumption of the learning rate, this implies that

lim
n→∞

∫ i(tn)

tn

ζsds = 0, (5.43)

which contradicts (5.41) and thus the convergence to the stationary point is proven.
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