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Abstract

Projected policy gradient under the simplex parameterization, policy gradient and natural policy gra-
dient under the softmax parameterization, are fundamental algorithms in reinforcement learning. There
have been a flurry of recent activities in studying these algorithms from the theoretical aspect. Despite
this, their convergence behavior is still not fully understood, even given the access to exact policy eval-
uations. In this paper, we focus on the discounted MDP setting and conduct a systematic study of the
aforementioned policy optimization methods. Several novel results are presented, including 1) global
linear convergence of projected policy gradient for any constant step size, 2) sublinear convergence of
softmax policy gradient for any constant step size, 3) global linear convergence of softmax natural policy
gradient for any constant step size, 4) global linear convergence of entropy regularized softmax policy
gradient for a wider range of constant step sizes than existing result, 5) tight local linear convergence rate
of entropy regularized natural policy gradient, and 6) a new and concise local quadratic convergence rate
of soft policy iteration without the assumption on the stationary distribution under the optimal policy.
New and elementary analysis techniques have been developed to establish these results.

Keywords. Reinforcement learning, policy gradient methods, entropy regularization, sublinear conver-
gence, linear convergence, quadratic convergence

1 Introduction

Reinforcement Learning (RL) has achieved great success in the fields of both science and engineering,
see for example [6l 8, 19, 25]. As the fundamental model for RL, Markov Decision Process (MDP) can be
represented as a tuple M(S, A, P,r,v), where S is the state space and A is the action space, P(s'|s,a) is
the transition probability from state s to state s’ under action a, r : & x A — R is the reward function,
and v € [0,1) is the discounted factor. In this paper, we focus on the finite MDP setting, i.e., |S| < oo and
|A] < oo, and also assume r € [0, 1] for simplicity. Letting

Al
A(A) = {0 eRA|g,>0, Y 0, = 1},
i=1
we can define the set of all admissible policies for MDP as,
II:= {7 = (7(|s))ses | 7(:|s) € A(A) for all s € S}.

Given policy 7 € II, the value function V7 (s) is defined as the average discounted cumulative reward over
the random trajectory starting from s and induced by T,

VT (s):=E [Z'ytr (st,ar) [so = s, 771 . (1.1)

t=0



The overall goal of RL is to seek an optimal policy to maximize the state values, which can be expressed as

max V7 () = By [V7(5)]
mell
where € A(S) denotes the initial state distribution.

Policy optimization refers to a family of effective methods for solving challenging RL problems. In
contrast to value-based methods such as value iteration and policy iteration, policy optimization methods
conduct direct search in the policy space through the parameterization of policies. More precisely, given a
parameterized policy class {my : RY — II}, the state value in becomes a function of the parameters,
denoted V7 (p). Thus, the problem of seeking an optimal policy over the parameterized policy class turns
to be a finite dimensional optimization problem, and different kinds of optimization methods can be applied
to solve this problem. Maybe the simplest one among them is the policy gradient method [28] 26],

07— 0+nVeV™ (1), (1.2)

where Vo V7™ (1) is the policy gradient of V™ (). Different parameterization methods lead to different policy
gradient methods, for instance projected policy gradient (PPG) under the simplex or direct parameterization
and softmax policy gradient (PG) under the softmax parameterization. More details will be given in later
sections. Natural policy gradient (NPG, [9]) is an important variant of policy gradient methods, which
searches along a preconditioned policy gradient direction based on the Fisher information matrix. Other
important variants of policy optimization methods include trust region policy optimization (TRPO) [22] and
proximal policy optimization (PPO) [23], which are closely related to NPG.

Exploration versus exploitation is an important paradigm in RL. Entropy regularization can be in-
troduced to enhance the exploration ability of policies in policy optimization. In this case, the entropy
regularized state value is given by

Vi(s) =E; Z’Yt (r(se,ar) — Tlog m(ae|se)) [so = SJ}
t=0
=B | Y ' (r(se,a0) + 7H(n(|s1)) [so = sm] ,
t=0
where 7 > 0 is the regularization parameter and H(p) = — >, pologp, is the entropy of a probability

distribution. Intuitively, larger entropy represents more possibilities. The policy gradient method for the
entropy regularized policy optimization problem

s — E N T
gleaﬁ( VT (H) S~ [VT (S)]v
is overall similar to that in (1.2)), but with VoV™ (1) being replaced by VoV, (u). Moreover, NPG can be
similarly developed for the entropy regularized scenario.

1.1 Related Work

The convergence analyses of policy optimization methods have received a lot of attention recently
under various settings, for example from the tabular MDP setting to the setting that incorporates function
approximations, from the setting where exact gradient information is assumed to the setting that involves
sample-based estimators. An exhaustive review about this is beyond the scope of this paper. Thus, we
mainly focus on the convergence results of different exact policy gradients in the tabular setting, which are
mostly related to our work.

Under the simplex or direct policy parameterization, the O(1/ \/E) sublinear convergence has been
established in [Il 4] for projected policy gradient (PPG) with constant step size, which has been improved
to O(1/k) subsequently in [29, B2]. Note that the results in [I [, 29, B2] all require the step size to



be sufficiently small so that the smooth property of the value function can be used in the optimization
analysis framework. In contrast, an approach by bounding the improvement of PPG at each state through
the maximum improvement (or the improvement of PI at each state) is developed in [I5] and the O(1/k)
sublinear convergence of PPG is established for any constant step size. Moreover, it is further shown that
in [15] that PPG can find an optimal policy in a finite number of iterations.

For exact policy gradient methods under softmax parameterization, the global convergence of softmax
PG is established in [I] provided the step size n satisfies n < 1/L, where L is the smoothness constant of
the value function. By utilizing the gradient dominant property of the value function, the O(1/k) sublinear
convergence of softmax PG is established in [I8]. In addition, it is shown in [16] that softmax PG can also
achieve linear convergence using the adaptive step sizes based on the geometric information. In the presence
of regularization, it is shown in [I] that softmax PG with log barrier regularization attain an O(1/vk)
convergence rate, while the linear convergence is established for softmax PG under entropy regularization
(simply referred to as entropy softmax PG later) in [I§].

The O(1/Vk) convergence rate of NPG under softmax parameterization is obtained in [24], and this
rate has been improved to O(1/k) in [I]. The fast local linear convergence rate of softmax NPG is established
in [II] based on the contraction of the non-optimal probability measure at each state. For softmax NPG
with entropy regularization (simply referred to as entropy softmax NPG later), the linear convergence is
established in [5] by expressing the update into a form for which the y-contraction property of the Bellman
operator can be used. This result has been extended to more general regularizers in [3I]. Note that softmax
NPG can be cast as a special policy mirror descent (PMD) method with KL divergence, and the convergence
of PMD with and without regularizers has also been studied. The O(1/k) sublinear convergence of PMD is
established in [29] for any constant step size which generalizes the analysis in [I] for softmax NPG based on
the three-point lemma. In [29], the linear convergence is also provided for the non-adaptive geometrically
increasing step sizes. The v-rate convergence of PMD under the adaptive step sizes is established in [7]. The
analyses in [29] have been extended to the log-linear policy and the more general function approximation
scenario in [30} 2]. The convergence of PMD with general convex and strongly convex regularizers is studied
in [I2] and it is shown that PMD with strongly convex regularizer can achieve a linear convergence. By
adopting a homotopic technique using diminishing regularization combined with increasing step sizes, the
linear convergence of PMD with entropy regularization is established in [I4].

1.2 Main Contributions

Despite the recent intensive investigations, there are still a few important issues to be addressed on
the convergence of the very basic policy optimization methods, including projected policy gradient (PPG),
softmax PG and NPG in the both the non-entropy and entropy cases. A thorough treatment will be given
towards this line of research in this paper. The main contributions are summarized as follows:

e Global linear convergence of PPG. Further to the sublinear convergence of PPG in [15], we extend
the analysis therein to establish the linear convergence of PPG for any constant step size despite the
highly non-convexity of the RL problem, see Theorem [3:3] Moreover, a simple non-adaptive increasing
step size is proposed to further improve the linear convergence rate of PPG, see Theorem [3.4]

e Sublinear convergence of softmax PG for a full range of step sizes. As stated earlier, the
sublinear convergence of softmax PG has been established in [I8] for small constant step size. The
analysis therein follows an optimization analysis framework and thus requires the step size to be
overall smaller than the reciprocal of the smoothness constant of V7 (u). In contrast, a new elementary
analysis technique has been developed to break the step size restriction so that the sublinear convergence
can be established for any constant step size n > 0, see Theorem A new sublinear lower bound is
also established which demonstrates that softmax PG converges at most sublinearly for any n > 0, see
Theorem Moreover, a simple adaptive step size is proposed in Theorem such that softmax PG
can achieve linear convergence with better parameter dependency than the one in [16].



Global linear convergence of softmax NPG for constant step size. In addition to the existing
sublinear convergence [I] and local linear convergence [29] of softmax NPG with constant step size, we
show that a global linear convergence can also be established for it, see Theorem In addition, a
local linear convergence lower bound is also established for general MDP which matches the fast local
linear convergence upper bound established in [11].

Global linear convergence of entropy softmax PG for a wider range of step sizes. Uti-
lizing an analysis technique that is similar to that for softmax PG, the global linear convergence of
entropy softmax PG is established for a wider range of step sizes than that in [18], also with improved
convergence result, see Theorem

New local quadratic convergence rate of soft PI and tight local linear convergence rate
of entropy softmax NPG. Soft PI can be viewed as the limit of entropy softmax NPG as the

step size approaches infinity. A new local quadratic convergence rate in the form of 72k_k0 has been
established, see Theorem Compared with the result in [B], our result only essentially relies on the
discount factor v and does not require an additional assumption on the stationary distribution under
the optimal policy. As mentioned earlier, the global linear convergence of entropy softmax NPG has
also been established in [5]. However, as n — oo, the limit of the rate is a fixed constant, which cannot
reflect the fact that entropy softmax NPG should converge faster (locally) as 7 becomes larger since the
algorithm tends to be soft PI and the latter one enjoys a local quadratic convergence rate. Motivated

k—Fko
by this observation, a local linear convergence rate in the form of (ﬁ) is established. It is

meanwhile shown that this rate is indeed tight.

Overall, our analyses are elementary and a key ingredient is essentially about bounding the state-wise
improvement, expressed in terms of the Bellman operator as 75TV ¥(s) — V*(s) for the non-entropy case
and as T*T1VE(s) — V¥(s) for the entropy case, directly based on the update rules of the corresponding
policy gradient methods. Roughly speaking,

1.3

for PPG, we use the existing bound of T**1V*(s) — V*(s) based on the maximum improvement
max, A¥(s,a) (established in [I5]) to further establish the global linear convergence result, where
A¥(s,a) is the advantage function at the k-th iteration;

for softmax PG, a bound of T*+1V*(s) — V*(s) is established through max, |7*(a|s)A* (s, a)|;

for softmax NPG, two different bounds of T#**1V*(s) — V*(s) are established through max, A*(s,a)
and )", Wk’*Ak(S, a), respectively, where 7%* is a particular optimal policy chosen at the k-th iteration;

for entropy softmax PG, a bound of T**1V¥(s) — V¥(s) is established through max, |7*(als)A¥ (s, a)|,
where A% (s, a) is the advantage function defined for the entropy case;

for entropy softmax NPG, a bound of T*T1VF(s) —V*(s) is established through KL(7**1(:|s) || 7% (-|s)).

Outline of This Paper

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. In Section [2] we present a general analysis framework for

the policy gradient methods in the non-entropy case, which will be used in the subsequent sections. Some of
the results can be easily extended to handle the entropy case, and those needed will be mentioned later in
Section [6] The new convergence results for PPG, softmax PG and softmax NPG are presented in Sections
[ and [5] respectively. The discussion of softmax PG and softmax NPG in the entropy regularized case is
provided in Section [6] This paper is concluded with a few future directions in Section [7]



2 General Analysis Framework

2.1 Preliminaries

Compared to the state value defined in ([1.1]) which fixes the initial state, the action value is defined by
fixing the initial state-action pair,

o0

Q" (s,a):=E Z’ytr (st,at)|so = s,a0 =a,7| . (2.1)
t=0

In addition, the advantage function is defined as A™(s,a) = Q™(s,a) — V™(s). It can be verified that
EGNTF("S) [Aﬂ-(sv a)] =0.
For an arbitrary vector V € RIS!, the Bellman operator induced by a policy 7 is defined as
TV (s) = Equr(is)Esnp(ls,a) (s, a) + YV ().
It is easy to see that V™ is the fixed point of 77, i.e. T"V™ = V™. Given two policies 7y, w2 € II, one has
TV™(s) = V™(s) = > mi(als)A™ (s, a).
acA
Moreover, the value difference between two policies can be given based on 7™ V72 (s) — V™2 (s).

Lemma 2.1 (Performance difference lemma [10]). Given two policies w1 and wa, there holds

1

Vi(p) = V™(p) = ﬁEs~d:1 [TTVT(s) = V™ (s)]

1
TESngl Z m1(als)A™(s,a)| .
-7 acA

The optimal Bellman operator is defined as
TV(s) = meaﬁ(T’TV(s) = max {Egp(is,a) lr(s,a) + 7V (s)]}.

Let V* and Q* be the optimal state and action values, with the corresponding optimal policy denoted by 7*
(may be non-unique), and define A*(s,a) = Q*(s,a) — V*(s). It is well-known that V* satisfies the Bellman
optimality equation: 7V* = V*. It is also noted that both 7™ and T are 7-contraction under the infinity
norm:

[TV =TVl <7IIVi = Vall,, and [[TVI = TVall, < v[[Vi = Vol -

Given a state value V* (short for V”k) associated with policy 7%, policy iteration (PI) attempts to
obtain a new policy 7**! through the greedy improvement:

supp(7FT1(|s)) C argmax Q* (s, a), (2.2)

where Q¥ (s, a) is short for Q”k (s,a). Tt is easy to see that the improvement of 7%+1 over 7* is given by

TEAIVE(s) = VE(s) = TVF(s) = VF(s) = max A¥(s,a),
ac
where T**1 and A*(s,a) are short for 7" and A’Tk(s,a), respectively.
Next we present a few useful lemmas that will be used frequently later. The first two lemmas can be
verified directly.



Lemma 2.2. Assume r(s,a) € [0,1]. For any policy w, one has

1

V7(s) € [O, e

],Qﬂ(s,a)e{0,1_17},,4”(3,@)6[— LI ]

1—v"1-v
Lemma 2.3. For any policy T,

Q" = Q7 <AV =V, [[A"= AT <V = V7l
Before presenting the next lemma, further define A7 as the optimal action set at state s,

A% = argmax A*(s,a),
acA

and define b7 as the probability on non-optimal actions
b7 =Y w(als).
ag Ay
The optimal advantage gap, denoted A, is defined as

A:= min |A*(s,a)]
s€S,ag Az

where S = {s € S : A* # A}. Intuitively, bT measures the non-optimality of 7, and A in some extent reflects
the difficulty of the RL problem in the MDP setting. The following lemma shows that the state value error
is of the same order as the non-optimal probability measure, which can be proved directly by applying the
performance difference lemma to —(V7™(p) — V*(p)).

Lemma 2.4 ([I1L [15]). For any p € A(S),

A B B2 € V() = V(o) € g

The last two lemmas are concerned with the properties of the covariance of random variables. They can
be easily verified and we include the proofs in Appendix [A] for completeness.

Eqnas [17].

Lemma 2.5. For any random variable X and two real-valued functions f, g, there holds

Cov(f(X),9(X)) = SExy [(f(X) = F(Y))(9(X) = g(Y))],

where Y is an i.i.d. copy of X.

Lemma 2.6. For any random variable X and two monotonically increasing functions f and g, there holds

Cov(f(X),9(X)) = 0.

In this paper, we consider minimizing V7 (u) for fixed p € A(S) with i = min, u(s) > 0. The state
value error V*(p) — V¥(p) will be evacuated for an arbitrary p € A(S). Whenever it is necessary, we will
assume p = ming p(s) > 0. Otherwise, V*(p) — VF(p) can be evaluated through V*(u) — V*(u) since

V(o) = VF(p) =D pls) (V¥ (s) = V()

S

= 30 A5 (V1 ()~ VH (o)

w(s



< HZHW (V* (1) — V*(u)) -

For any policy 7, define the visitation measure dj : S — A(S) as

g (s):=(1=7)E

o0
> 71 {s = sHso ~ p. w] .
t=0

The discuss in this section mainly centers around the following two quantities:

1 1
LQ-H = 1 ,yEs~d;§k’* [Tk+1vk(8) - Vk(s)] = EESNd},‘k’* [Z Fk+1(a|8)Ak(s,a)] ’ (23)
acA
* 1 . 1 .
L= Buap- [T VE(s) = VE(s)] = T Faa lz 7r (a|s>Ak(s,a)] : (2.4)
acA

where dgk’* is the visitation measure corresponding to certain optimal polity 7%* chosen at the k-th iteration,
and 7* is the Bellman operator associated with 7%:*.

optimal policy is used across all the £ most of the times, and in this case dgk’* is simplified to d7. It follows
from the performance difference lemma that

L=V (p) = VE(p),

and thus L7 is irrelevant to the choice of the optimal policy. In addition, the following bounds hold for Lj,
whose proof can be found in Appendix [A]

Unless stated otherwise, we will assume the same

Lemma 2.7. For any optimal policy 7, there holds

1 1
Lf < ——Fgog {maXAk s,a } < —=L.
F=1 e A )] < b

In addition to A}, the notation A7 will also be used, defined as

Aﬂ'

S

:= argmax A”(s,a).
acA

Moreover, we may use for example 7% (als) and 7 ,, 7% and *(:|s), A*(s,a) and A¥ , exchangeably.

s,a?

2.2 Sublinear Convergence Analysis

In this subsection, we present two general conditions for the sublinear convergence of a RL algorithm,
as well as a general condition to establish the sublinear linear convergence lower bound.

Theorem 2.8 (Sublinear Convergence). Let {7*}1>0 be a policy sequence which satisfies T*H1VF > VF for
all k (or equivalently, >, 7"t (a|s)A*(s,a) > 0, Vs). Suppose there exists a sequence of optimal policies
{7**}k>0 and a positive constant sequence {Ck}r>o such that

L > Ok (L3)
where both L¥TY and L} are defined with respect to the visitation measure dgk’*. Then

1 1
Vip) = VEp) < EC(1—9)0
-1

> p.

oo

k,*
T
P

where C' = infy, C), and 9 = infy,




Proof. Note that £} = V*(p) — V¥(p) is independent of d;k’*. In addition,

* * 1
Lp— ‘Ck+1 _ Vk-‘rl(p) _ Vk(p) _ ﬁ Z k+1 Zﬂ.k+1 Ak S a)

1 dk+1 s

1 Z dgk,*isi d;;’“'*(s)Zwkﬂ(ap)Ak(s,a)

>3 ) DS URENER)
=g (s)
1

£yt

R

>(1—9) |2

e’}
. —1
ﬂ_k,*

p

Cr (L3)°

>(1-9)

[ee]

> C(1—7y)9(L})°,

where the first inequality leverages that Y 751 (als)A*(s,a) > 0. Therefore,

1 _L_‘CZ*‘CZ+1>£27 Z+1 >C(1— )19
Cr L LiLr. © (oo? < Y
k+1 k k™~ k+1 ( k)

where the first inequality leverages that £ > £y, . It follows that

k—1
1 1 1
Lo 5 () zcu-ne
Ej

which completes the proof. O
Remark 2.1. From the proof, it is not difficult to see if one can show that
* * A %\ 2
Ly = Liy 2 C(Ly)7,
then the O(1/k) sublinear convergence also follows directly. Based on the ascent lemma for L-smooth
functions and the gradient domination property for V™ (u), the sublinear convergence of softmax PG for
2
n=1/L = % is established in [18] by showing that (here L} is defined with respect to , i.e.,
Ly =V*(p) = VF(w))
4
I

P -2
* * (1_7)3 2 (1_7)5 ’%2 *\2
£ L = g IVovE Ol = g e

In [15)], the sublinear convergence of PPG for any constant step size has been established by showing

1 —

k:+1 Y %2

e At
Nk 1

based on the particular update of PPG.

Theorem 2.9 (Sublinear Convergence by Controlling Error Terms). Let {wk}kzo be a policy sequence which
satisfies TETIVE >V for all k (or equivalently, >, 7**1(a|s)A¥(s,a) > 0, Vs). Assume that

ﬁﬁ“ >CL; —er, where C >0 and Zek < oo0. (2.5)
k=0



Then

P
1
B = 5 LA (THVE) —VH6)
Z dk+1 Tk+1Vk( ) Vk(s))
1 k+1/ g% k/ g%
) (VFTH(dy) = Vi (dp)) -
It follows that
* 1 -— *
L < z Ly
t=0
=
< R (;Ci—i_l + Et)
t=0
<L (2 (VE(d) — VO(dy)) Zs
“kC\1—~ ¢
1
< el T g T Z&t )
which completes the proof. O

Remark 2.2. Using the three point lemma, it is shown in [1l 29, 12] that (2.5]) is met with C =1 and

1 1
ex=—Dy ——D 2.6
g Nk g Nk a (2:6)

for softmax NPG || and its extension policy mirror descent (PMD), where Dy = Eswd; [Bh (7r Wk)] with

EREE
By, being the Bregman distance associated with a function h. In this case, one has (with constant step size

N) g0tk < DO It 1s worth noting that if increasing step size is adopted, linear convergence can also be
established fmm and | ., see [29] 12| [T4] for more details.

Theorem 2.10 (Sublinear Lower Bound). Let {7*}1>0 be a policy sequence which satisfies TFH1VF > vk
for all k (or equivalently, >, 7**1(a|s)A*(als) > 0, Vs). Assume that

0< LA < (Ly).

Then for any fived o € (0,1), there exists a time T(o) such that

11—o| 1|t

“ k20 |a
o0
IThough the sublinear analysis of NPG in [I] does not use the three point lemma explicitly, it can be cast as a special case
of that for PMD in [29].

Vk>T(o): V*(p)—V*(p) >




Proof. First note that

* * 1
Ly — Ly, = T ST a1 () S (ol s) AR (s, )

k+1 s
_ ! it ()dZ(s)Zwk+1(a|s)Ak(s,a)

1=y d;(s)
<|

1
<c|

d;

‘CII:JFI
1
dj

(L3)?,

(oo}

where the first inequality utilizes the condition Y, 7**1(a|s)A*(s,a) > 0. It follows that

1 %12
SRRy W] [ MG o|i] &
L L Lilin — LiLra A3l Lrsa

Since £} > 0, the sequence {V¥(p)} is non-deceasing, and thus limy_,c V*(p) exists. If limy_o VF(p) <
V*(p), then the result holds automatically. Thus, it suffices to consider the case limy_,o, VF¥(p) = V*(p), in

-1
which case £}, — 0. Thus, there exists T3 (o) such that £ < & || 5 for k > Ty (o) and
(o)

dﬁ

1 * *
T (£3)* = (1-0)L}.
P

o0

Lz £ C|

Substituting this result into the above inequality gives

1 1 1
¥ _*<C’* (1—0')_1
‘CkJrl ‘Ck d/)

Consequently, for k > T (o),

k—1
1 1 1 1
R - — |+ *
A Q%ﬁJ S

t=Ty (o)
1 . 1
< (k_T1<U))C di* (1_0) + L*
P o Ty (o)
1 1
SI{;C e (1—0)_1+£*
P oo Tl(a)
As Ul( : is fixed, there exists a T(0) > Ti(o) such that %) < kJC‘ &= 1 —=0)7! for k > T(0).
Ty (o Ty (o P lloo
Th()]rcflorc7 in this range, '
1 1
7*32]{30 i (170')71,
£k dﬂ )
as claimed. O

Remark 2.3. It is easily seen from the proof that if one can show that

Li = Ligy < C(L7)

10



then the O(1/k) sublinear lower bound can also be established. For softmaz PG, using the smoothness and
the gradient domination of V™ (u), it is shown in [I8] that (here L} is defined with respect to p, i.e.,
L =V*(n) = VE(w)

* * 4772 2 4772 2 *\2
L —£k+1 < ((1—’}/)3 +7]> HVHVJC (N)HQ < <(1 _7)3 +n (1 —7)2A2 . (‘Ck) .

Together with the condition on the step size to guarantee the monotonicity of V*(p), the local O (% (1 7)5 AQ)

lower bound is further established in [18§].

2.3 Global Linear Convergence Analysis

In this subsection, we present the general conditions for the global linear convergence of a RL algorithm
in terms of the weighted state value error as well as in terms of infinite norm.

Theorem 2.11 (Linear Convergence under Weighted State Value Error). Let {n*};>0 be a policy sequence
which satisfies TFTIVF > V¥ for all k (or equivalently, >, 71 (a|s)A¥(s,a) > 0, Vs). Assume that

LET >0y L},

where E’,j“ and L} are defined under certain optimal policy 7%*. One has

-1

Ce | L5

ﬂ,k,*

P

£Z+1§ L—(1—-9)

oo

Proof. First note that £j — L}, | = V¥ (p) — V¥(p). By Lemma one has

1
Ly =Ly = T— > dE( ZﬂkH als)A¥ (s, a)

1 dk+1(5

= £ 7rk+1 Aksa
D )Y )

ZZ p(s) Z Z,]TkJrl a| )Ak(s a)

dgk‘*(s)
e =1
ar”
>(1-7)|-2 Lyt
p o0
ol -1
> (1 — ’y) pp Ckﬁz,

which completes the proof after rearrangement. Note that the first inequality requires Y, 781 (als) A*(s,a) >
0, Vs. O

Theorem 2.12 (Linear Convergence under Infinite Norm: I). Assume for some Cj, € (0,1),

Vs: ZwkHAk > Oy max A¥
P .

Then,
V=V <1 = (1= C)IV* = Voo

11



Proof. First the assumption can be rewritten as
THIVE(s) = VF(s) > O (TVF(s) — V*(s)).

It follows that Vs,

V¥(s) = VI (s) = V¥ (s) = THHIVIH(s)
S V*(S) o Tk+1vk(5)
<V*(s) = VF(s) — Cx (TVF(s) — VE(s))
=Cy (TV*(s) = TVF(s)) + (1 — Cx) (V*(s) = V¥(s)),

where the second line follows from the fact V5t > V¥ gince V s

VEHL(s) = VF(s) = Zﬂleflk > 0.

s,a =

Noticing that V*(s) — V¥(s) > 0, Vs, the application of the contraction property of Bellman optimality
operator yields that

IV =V oo < (1= (1 =) Co) [V* = VF|ox,
which completes the proof. O

A slightly different form of Theorem [2:12]is given below, which can be proved in a similar manner. The
proof details are omitted.

Theorem 2.13 (Linear Convergence under Infinite Norm: II). Let {n*};>0 be a policy sequence which
satisfies TFTIVE >V for all k (or equivalently, >, w1 (a|s)A¥(s,a) > 0, Vs. Assume for some Cj €
(0,1),

) E: k41 gk Z kx gk
vs' ﬂ—S,G. AS,U.ch ﬂ-s,aAs,aV
a a

k,*

where T is an optimal policy which may vary from iteration to iteration. Then,

V= VE oo < (1= (1 =) Co) V" = VF|oc.

Theorem 2.14 (Linear Convergence under Infinite Norm by Controlling Error Terms). Let {m*},>¢ be a
policy sequence which satisfies TFTVE > V* for all k (or equivalently, Y, 7" (a|s)A*(s,a) > 0, Vs).
Assume there exists a constant co > 0 such that

k—1
Vs Za:ﬂf,zlAf,a >C mgle’j,a —¢er and 2 0 fty)C)t“ < co. (2.7)
Then
IV* = Voo < (1= (1 =)O)* (IV" = Voo +co) -
Proof. Repeating the proof of Theorem yields
V* =V oo <1 = (1 =O)[V* = V¥l + .
Iterating this procedure gives
k—1
IV* = VH oo < (1= (1= 7O V" = VOl + D e (1= (L= 7)O)
t=0

12



k—1
k * &t
=(1-(1-70) (IIV = Voo + ; (e WW) 7

which completes the proof. O

Remark 2.4. It is shown in [15] that (2.7) holds with C =1 and ¢, = nfﬁ for PPG. Furthermore, if the
step size 1 obeys

2
> -
= A= A)ey T

then the second condition of (2.7)) is satisfied, which gives the ~-rate convergence of PPG. In [T], it shows
that (2.7)) is satisfied for PMD with C =1 and

1 . -
e =—max min By (7T 7h),
Nk sES 77"‘]:+16H}5€+1

where By, is the Bregman distance associated with the function h and fI’;“‘l 1s defined as

e+ = {p eEAM): Y pla)= 1}.

ac Ak

s

Considering the step size

; ~k+1 _k
Nk 2 —gpF7Nax — min By, (7rs ,7rs)
Y sES 7}5+1€H75+1

gives the y-rate convergence of PMD established in [T].

3 Projected Policy Gradient
Under the simplex (or direct) parameterization,

™= {(7‘-5)363 | Ts S A(A)}a

the policy gradient is given by [27]

Ve VT () = F=—Q7(s, ).

Thus, the update of the projection policy gradient (PPG) under the simplex parameterization is given by

d®(s) 1
wf+1=argmax{nk< £ g (5, ) — L bl

peEA 1- Y
= Projaca (ms +n5 Q%(s,-))
where 0% = %dﬁ(s), and Proja (4 (*) denotes the projection onto the probability simplex.

As already mentioned in the introduction, the O(1/v/k) sublinear convergence of PPG with constant
step size has been established in [Il [4] while this rate has been improved to O(1/k) in [29,82]. The analyses in
those works are overall conducted under the optimization framework and relies particularly on the smoothness
constant of the state value function. Thus, the sublinear convergence can only be established for small step
sizes therein. However, as 7 — oo, it is easy to see that PPG tends to be the PI method. Since PI always
converges, it is natural to anticipate PPG also converges for large step sizes. Motivated by this observation,
the O(1/k) sublinear convergence of PPG under any constant step size has been investigated and established
in [I5]. To overcome the step size barrier hidden the classical optimization analysis framework, an elementary

13



analysis route has been adopted. The overall idea in [I5] is to measure how large the policy improvement
of PPG in each state is compared with the policy improved of PI, and establish the bound of the following
form:

THLYVE(5) — VE(s) > f (Tvk(s) — Vk(S)) )

where we note that the policy improvement of PI is given by 7V *(s) — V*(s). More precisely, the following
result (which expresses TET1V¥(s) — VE(s) and TV*(s) — V*(s) explicitly) has been established.

Lemma 3.1 (Improvement Lower Bound [I5] Theorem 3.2]). Let ny > 0 be step size in the k-th iteration
of PPG. Then,

(maxa A’; a) 2

245[A]
max, Ak + %

k+1 gk
ZT(‘S:’I_ As7a Z
a
The establishment of this lemma relies essentially on the explicit formula for the projection:

Projaca)(y) = (y + A+ 1)4,

where X is a constant such that >~ (yo + )4 = 1.

Given the above lemma, recalling the definitions of £F™! and £} in ([2:3) and (24), it is not hard to
obtain that

1
k+1 Z k+1 gk
£k+ = 71 —'yESNd’*’ [ e 7TSZ As,a
Ak )?
1 E, (maxa S}a)
T 1y T maXaAQaJrLrSlA‘

nk
1 (ESNd; [maxa Al;,a] ) i
I e’ EsNd; [maxa Alg,a] + %E‘U
(1 —)(£Lp)?
= (1 —7)L; + Cr(mw)

| (-
1+ C1(’I7k) ’

(3.1)

245 A
Nk [
in the third line, the monotonicity of the function and the fact Ega: [maxa Aﬁ,a] > (1 — )L} are used in

the fourth line, and the last line follows from 0 < L} = V*(p) — V¥(p) < ﬁ As already mentioned in
Remark letting 7 = n and invoking Theorem yields the O(1/k) sublinear convergence of PPG.
In addition to the sublinear convergence, it is also shown in [I5] that PPG terminates in a finite number

of iterations based on the following property.

where C1(ng) = . In the above derivation, the fact n* > n; i and the Jensen inequality are used

Lemma 3.2 ([I5, Lemma 4.2]). Consider PPG with constant step size nx =1 (in this case n* is simplified
to ns). If the state value of ™ satisfies

A A

V=V <=
| floo < 31t A

then ©Ft1 is an optimal policy.

In this section we first extend the analysis in [I5] to further show that PPG with a constant step size
indeed displays a linear convergence before termination.

14



Theorem 3.3 (Linear Convergence for any Constant Step Size). Consider PPG with any constant step size
n > 0. One has

. k
: (1=)Cs () *
pmxly@@ﬂcmﬂ(VW—w@%

where Cy (n) == %}JLA‘ is defined as above and Cy (n) := ﬁQA n o

V*(p) = V¥(p) < (1 —(1=7)

T

Proof. Let T be the iteration at which PPG terminates with the optimal policy (i.e., 7* is an output optimal

policy). Then by Lemma

A
V= VF o> =—2—, ifk<T-2.
| oo > 2 1+n5A =
It follows that Vk < T — 2,
- A nA A npA
=V )= V() > oIV = VE || > =5 >— 1= _5.=C
K (p) (p) = pll | > 51 A’ Z 2T+ yan’ 2(n),
where the last inequality follows from ns > 7 ji. Combining it with (3.1 gives
o (=)(£)
~ (=)L +Ci(n)
n) .
=(1- - L
< U+a<0 *
> 1 1( ) ) . ﬁ*
- ( Co(n)+Ci(n)) "
>@<> -
T - )02( )+ Ci(n) "
Then the claim follows immediately from Theorem [2.11] O
Remark 3.1. Considering the case n — oo, one has
pA
Ci(n)—0 and Co (n) — pT
. —1
Then the linear convergence rate of PPG becomes 1 — (1 — 7) ’ %” , which matches the convergence rate

-1

= 1 (for example when p is the stationary distribution under the optimal policy).

*

-1
Indeed, 1 — (1 — ) %”H is the rate that can be obtained if we analyse the convergence of PI based on the

oo
performance difference lemma instead of the ~y-contraction of the Bellman optimality operator.

Next, we present a non-adaptive increasing step size selection rule for PPG, with improved linear
convergence rate.

Theorem 3.4 (Linear Convergence for Non-Adaptive Increasing Step Size). Letting C3 > 0 be any constant,
assume the step size of PPG satisfies

k+1

245 1-— 1-—

77k27+~‘A| 7 (1—!— 7) )
i C3 Cs

Then one has
-1

d

k
(1-7)
P 1-7+0Cs

W@wwﬂmsllyo—u—w\

o0
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Proof. The proof is by induction. It is obvious that the result holds for £k = 0. Assume it is true for k < t.
First, the bound on 7; implies that

(1-9 >t“

Cs
C < 1-—

C ™ M
< 3 1(17)’/) Gt} )
1—~ Pl 1=7+0Cs
Assume
t+1

1 dyI”t (1-7)

Vi) = Vip) > —— [1—-(1—y) || 2| ————

) <p>_17< a-0|%| L

Otherwise, the result holds automatically by monotonicity. It follows that
01 (nt) S 03 ﬁ:

Inserting this inequality into (3.1]) yields

l—x
Lt > Lr.
= l—y 40
Then the application of Theorem implies that

-1

d* 11—
o< 1-(1—- L —— )
t+1< ( 7)’[) 001_74_03) t
which completes the proof by the induction hypothesis. O

Remark 3.2. It is shown in [3] that PPG with exact line search can also achieve the linear convergence.
The analysis therein simply uses the fact that the new value function obtained by exact linear search is at
least as large as that for the PI policy. Note that assumption on the exact line search is not realistic.

4 Softmax Policy Gradient

The softmax parameterization is in the form of

exp(6s,q)
Za’ cA exp(es,a’ ) ’

Under this parameterization, by the chain rule, it is easy to see that the policy gradient with respect to 6 is
given by

where 6 = (6,,,) € RISIXIAL

mo(als) =

ovre(p) 1
005 4 C1—n

di? (s) mo(als)A™ (s, a). (4.1)

Thus, the update of softmax PG in the parameter space is given by

k+1 _ pk k. _k k
as,a - gs,a + ns ﬂ-s,aA

s,a’
where n¥ = %dﬁ(s) In the policy domain, the update can be written as

7_‘_lf—&-l — 7T§,a eXp (ngﬂ-]::aAE;a) (4 2)
S,a Zk 9 .

S
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where ZF =%, 7T§)a, exp (nk a,A /) is the normalization factor. For ease of notation, we will let A’;a =

7wk A%, in this section. It is evident that

> Al.=

acA

The O(1/k) sublinear convergence has been established for softmax PG with constant step size in [I§].
The analysis therein is essentially based on the smoothness and the gradient domination property of the value
function, and thus requires the step size to be sufficiently small. In addition, an adaptive step size based on
the norm of the gradient has been proposed in [16], with which softmax PG can achieve linear convergence.
In this section, we will establish the O(1/k) sublinear convergence of softmax PG to any constant step size.
Additionally, a new adaptive step size selection rule will also be introduced.

In contrast to the optimization analysis framework adopted in [I8], the idea of analysis here is more
elementary and similar to the one used in Section [3] That being said, the extension is by no means trivial
since the update of softmax PG is substantially different with that of PPG. In particular, we will establish
the improvement lower bound of TF+1VF(s) — VF(s ) for softmax PG in terms of a function of max, |/1’S“a|
in the exponent in Moreover, as noted after
Lemma the estabhshment of the improvement lower bound in terms of maxa Ak for PPG relies heavily
on the explicit formula for the projection which is not applicable for softmax PG. Instead a complete different
route is adopted to establish the improvement lower bound for softmax PG. Moreover, the improvement upper
bound is also established which enables us to show that the O(1/k) sublinear convergence rate is tight for
softmax PG with any constant step size.

in contrast to max, A’c due to the existence of 7* a

4.1 Improvement Lower and Upper Bounds

We begin with a novel identity that plays an important role in the establishment of the improvement
lower and upper bounds.

Lemma 4.1 (Improvement Identity). For any state s, the improvement of softmaxz PG with step size ni in
the k-th iteration is equal to

mAL, = s 5 (At L) (e (o6 ) — o (8. (43)

Proof. The identity follows from a direct computation:

Z 7rk+1Ak

k+1

_ Z Ts,a Ak
7T

a S,a

=7 ZA exp ( )
IAI Z mA’“ exp (772c Af,a)

- ';t' e [ (325,

- |;§€| Covanu (Afa’ exXp (775 A’;a))

= %]EaNU,a’NU KA]; As a’) (eXP (77;€ A];ya) - eXp (ﬂf AZ“’))]

2|A‘Zk2( b Asa> (eXP(nfflf,a)*eXp(nsAsa)),
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where U represents the uniform distribution on A, the fifth equality follows from > fl’;a = 0, and the sixth
equality follows from Lemma O

Lemma 4.2 (Improvement Lower Bound). For any state s € S, the improvement of softmax PG with step
size M in the k-th iteration has the following lower bound:

Zwarl L > m (mgx \A§7a|> (1 — exp (*Uk [ngmx |/Al]§,a|)> .

Proof. Noting that the term

(Af,a — Af,ar) (eXp (775 A?,a) — exp (ns Ak a))

in the identity (4.3) is always non-negative, one has

Skttt = i 3 (A= 25) (e (1 48,) —exn (0 AL,

1 i A 1 A~
> A ZF (max A?,a — min AI:,a) (exp (nf max A];a) — exp (nf min A’;ya))

> — (max Ak — min /Allsc,a) (1 — exp (—nf (max /Alli — min A’: a)))
1 ~ ~ ~
> — (maXAfa — IninAlsC a) (1 — exp (_Uk m (maXAISCa — mlnA’sC a)))
) a ) a ’ a
1
> |A‘ maX|As a| (1 — exXp ( nkﬂmax ‘As a|>)
Here, the third line follows from

A Z 7"5,@ exp (nf Afa) < exp (UiC max Al:,a) )
a

the fourth line follows from n* > n; ji, the fifth line follows from f(z) = z(1 — exp(—cz)) (¢ > 0) is
non-negative, monotonically increasing on [0, c0) and

max A*¥  — min A¥ | > max|A* |
a ’ a ? a ’
since Y, A%, =0. O

Lemma 4.3 (Improvement Upper Bound). For any state s € S, the improvement of softmax PG with step
size M in the k-th iteration has the following upper bound:

2m; ) ) k)2
k+1 gk k

Moo Aga < exp( —1) A1 -~ (maxAsa>
Sttt (o (720 ) 1) 1A ) (mae 2
Proof. The proof also begins with the identity (4.3) as follows:

Sty = e 3 (A = L) (exp (v 45 ) —exp (v AL, ))

< 22 (e A%, — min 4%, (exp (o max A%, ) — exp (v min 4%, ) )
s @ @ ’ “ ’ ’ |
< ‘—;u (max/llsia — min /Al];a) (GXP (772C (maX Al;a — min A?,a)) - 1)
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< A max |45 | (exp (20 max| A, |) — 1)
. 2 .
< | Al max |A* | (exp (177k max|A’;a|> - 1) ,
a ’ -7 a ’
where the third line follows from
Zf = Z wfﬂ exp (771: fl’ja) > exp (nf min A’;a) .
Noticing that max, |A’§a\ < ﬁ, together with the fact

2 9 )
exp (1 ﬁkfyx> —-1< (eXP ((1_771’;)2) - 1) (1—v)z, forze [07 1_7] ,

one further has

20, e\ 2

k+1 gk k

;ﬂ-s,a As,a < (exp ((1 — 7)2) - 1) (1 - 7)"’4' (maax IAs,a|> .

The proof is now complete. O

4.2 Convergence Results

We first present the global convergence of softmax PG for any step size sequence 7, as long as infg np > «
for some « > 0. The proof overall follows the route in [I] and is presented in Appendix [B| where we only
point out how to generalize the proof in [I] to any step size sequence.

Theorem 4.4 (Global Convergence). Consider softmax PG with step size ny in the k-th iteration. Assume
infy nx > a for some o > 0. Then the produced state values converge to the optimal one,

VseS: lim VF(s) =V*(s).

k—o0

Recall that b* = D ag Ax 7¥(als) is the probability of 7% on the non-optimal actions. We define

. . k

K= kzlor,lsfes min (1 —b). (4.4)
It follows immediately from the global convergence of softmax PG and the left inequality of Lemma [2.4
that x > 0. It is worth mentioning that x can be very small for softmax PG on certain MDP problems,
as demonstrated in [13]. In the rest of this section, we present the sublinear convergence rate and the
corresponding lower bound for softmax PG with any constant step size, as well as a new adaptive step size
that enables softmax PG to converge linearly.

Theorem 4.5 (Sublinear Convergence for any Constant Step Size). For any constant step size n > 0,
softmaz PG converges sublinearly,

N S S | DN 17
V) =V S ps (msax\.ASD T

In particular, if the optimal policy is unique, i.c., |A%| = 1, one has
1 1 1-—

4 Q+ ﬂ)
0o np

d*
- _P
(1—=7)? K2

p

V*(p) — VE(p) <

Nl
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Proof. By the improvement lower bound, one has

Zﬂ'kJrl L m (mgx |A’:a|) (1 — exp (—n

i
2
n 1 ik
- “exp (- i
Z|¢4|(1 ’Y) <1 ep( 17)) (|Aza€A§ s,a
== )<1ex ( UL )> 1-b; Moo gk 2
A Ui\l -
2
K2 n i ‘|
Zm(lfv) <1exp(1_7)> (max\A ) (ka Ak >

2
—c (z 5.4) |
a
where the second line follows from

l—exp(-npix)>(1-7) (1 — exXp <177#>> xz, forzxe {0, 1i7} ,

and &% is defined as

0 otherwise.

7" (als) . *
" (als) = { o facA,
Noticing that &* is indeed an optimal policy, under this policy, one has
= om, e [,
o 2
kE gk

e | (D)
o 2

. O ( PR

= C(1 =) (L}).
The proof of the first result is completed by noting that exp(—z) < 1/(1 + ) for > 0 and then utiliz-

ing Theorem The second result follows immediately by noting that |A%| = 1 and 1/ = ||%Hoo in
Theorem 2.8

\ V

Remark 4.1. By utilizing the smoothness and gradient dominance property of V™0 (u), the following sublinear
convergence rate has been established for n < 2/L with L being the smoothness constant of V™ (u). Consider

the case where the optimal policy is unique. For n = 1/L = (1 — v)3/8, the best rate obtained in [18,
Theorem 4] is

* |12
b

ro-rs it o )

<11
k(lfv)
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In contrast, our result for this particular step size is

1 1 16]A4]
kE(1—7)5 k2

V*(p) = V*(p) <

H
P lloo il

which does not rely on |S| but on |Al. > 1;’*, our result reduces to

il

Theorem 4.6 (Sublinear Lower Bound for any Constant Step Size). For any constant step size n > 0 and
a given constant o € (0,1), there exists a time T'(0) such that the state value sequence generated by softmaz

PG satisfies

1 24

ST 2144,
kE(1—7v)3 k2

V*(p) = V*(p) < )

which has better dependency on 1 —

Proof. By the improvement upper bound one has
Z 71'k+1AiC 0 < <exp < 2) 1>
2n N2
< <exp ( ) 1> |A max A’;a)
2
< (o ([ 205s) = 1) AP = ) ()

where the second line follows from max, |A’;a| < |A] max, A’;a since ), A’;a = 0. It follows that

£k < (eng((linv)2> — 1) |A|3Es~d; [(mngﬁ,a>2]
(2] ) o)

where the second line follows from
(Exa; [max 43,])" = (Z a5(s) mng’:,a> 2
- S (mas 4, )
. 153 di(s) (max 4%, )
= (1=7)pEgnas [(mgx A’S,a)g] :

2
|A|(1 maX|A |)

and the third line follows from Lemma The proof is then completed by utilizing Theorem [2.10 O
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Remark 4.2. Under a step size condition that guarantees the monotonicity of V*(u), a local sublinear lower
bound of the following form has been established in [18],

( )5A2

1
Vi) = V) 2 k122 +3(n+ 1)1 — )3

for k being sufficiently large.

Compared with this bound, our bound does not rely on A which can be arbitrarily small [7].

Theorem 4.7 (Linear Convergence for Adaptive Step Size). Let
Sk = {s : max|/1§,a| > 0} = {s : max/l’ia > O}.

Without loss of generality, assume S¥ # (. For any constant C > 0, if the step size n satisfies
C

minge gr Max, |A ol

M =

then softmax PG achieves a linear convergence,

k
V*(p) - VE(p) < (1 = (1 - s 1)) (V*(p) = VO(p)) .

In particular, if the policy is unique, then

*
P

1 k
= ' *
o0 |A<1_Cﬂ+1>> (V*(p) = V°p)).

Proof. Recall the improvement lower bound as follows:
Zﬂftl s,a = ‘.A| (max ‘As a|> (1 — eXp (77716 ﬂmax |A§,a|>) .

For s k since >—C%__ one has
€ &% since iy 2 oA

V*(p) = V¥(p) < (1 —(1-7)

Zw’““ b2 T - (max| 4%, [) (1 - exp (~C ) (4.5)

For s ¢ S*, one has max, |[A% | = 0. Noting that 7%
inequality holds automatically. Therefore for any s,

,a

> 0, it follows that A% , = 0, Va and the above

ZWHIA{;C& > |A| (1 —exp(—Ch)) (m3X|A§,a‘)

1
ac A%

= ﬁ (1—exp(—Cp)) <1A§b|§ Zf?,aAlsc,J)
> ﬁ (m?X|AZ|)7 (1 —exp(— <Z£ alA’:,a|>
> i)™ (- 1) (Zf )




“ A i (maxlAzl) 1(1 i +1> <Z§k 4 )

Taking expectation with respect to dgk yields that

k+1 * _ *
Ly =T (maX|A \) (1 C’,&+1) L5

fk

The proof is completed by using Theorem [2.11{ and noting that ‘ L

> p. o

Remark 4.3. It follows easily from (4.5) and the performance difference lemma that ) 4 7Tk+1Ak >0

and klim |flf§a\ = 0. Thus, ni is lower bounded. The application of Theorem also zmplzes the global
— 400 ’

convergence of softmax PG with the adaptive step size and thus k > 0. It is worth noting that the adaptive

step size g = n/|[|VeV7% (u)|ly is considered in [I1] and the following linear convergence rate has been
established for softmax PG,

k
% k Iglealg[(‘f’ [eS) (1*7)2’{
Viip) -V (P)Sﬁ Xp § — pu ol
12(1—7)—#16(17{121%(‘: oo—(l—'y))

™
—

provided the optimal policy ©* is unique and n = (1 — )/ (6 (I1—7)+8 (mar}[( ’ m
TE

)

5 Softmax Natural Policy Gradient
Softmax NPG can be viewed as a preconditioned version of softmax PG in the parameter domain, see
for example [9] [T]. Here we only present the update of softmax NPG in the policy domain,

vl oy g exp(n Ay ,)

o 7y o exp(1 QY )-

s

It is worth noting that NPG can be viewed as the policy mirror ascent method under the KL-divergence:

7F ! — arg max {77 (<Qk(5a '),P>) - KL(p||7rf)} ‘
PEA(A)

Thus, it is easy to see that as 7 — oo, NPG is also close to PI.
Let zF =, 7wl exp(n A% ) be the normalization factor such that

k;+1 §,a eXp(n AISC,G,) 5 1
iyt = TSR (5.1)
one has
k+1
log%:nA’S“a—long. (5.2)
= ,

s,a
Taking expectation with respect to 7% on both sides yields

log Z% = KL(7k||zk*1),
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while taking expectation with respect to 7¥+! yields
KL(mi 1 7h) = nEqamiirgs) [AY ] — KL(xE||lmi ).
It follows that

1
watlAk = nKL(w;““nw@+5KL<w§||TrI:“>. (5.3)

Moreover, taking expectation with respect to 7% on both sides of (5.2)) yields
KL(}||7}) = KL(m |7b+h) =) i AL, —log 2%
a

- ki k+1
= Z 7Ts,a"437a - KL(T{-S ||7Ts+ )
a
Combining the above two inequalities together yields

1 1
Zw’““ Zm ot KL( k) — 5KL(7TZII7TE)+5KL(wf“Hw§)- (5.4)

Indeed, recalling the definitions of £} and £} in (2.3) and (24), the above equality immediately implies
that

_
n(l—7)

Together with Theorem the sublinear convergence of softmax NPG can be established, as shown in [I].

Lo > rr - (Eswd; [KL (72 ||75)] — Esmas [KL(7 *||7Tk+1)]> :

Theorem 5.1 ([I, Theorem 16]). For any constant step size n > 0, softmax NPG converges sublinearly,

1{ 1 KL(W?IWS)}
Eld="2 " n(1-v) |

In addition to the global sublinear convergence, the local linear convergence has been established in [T1]
based on the contraction of the sub-optimal probability b* at each state and Lemma In this section,
we are going to show the global linear convergence of softmax NPG. To this end, we need to consider the
convergence in two phases, which requires us to establish two improvement lower bounds.

V*(p) = V¥(p) <

Lemma 5.2 (Improvement Lower Bound I). For softmax NPG with any constant step size n > 0, one has

1
k+1Ak 1— Ak
Z” ”—[ 1+ 75 (AF) (exp (pAF) — 1) | Mo o

where A¥ = max, A¥ , — max,gax A, AY = argmax,c 4 A¥(s,a) and 7E(AF) =3 c 4 7 (als).

Proof. Define the policy & (-|s) as

if a € A%,

k(als) = 0
el {wws)/(l—w HAY) fa g AL

Noting that Y, ¥, A% =0, one has

(AR maaXA?a + (1= 7 (AD) Eqroer 15y [AL ] = 0. (5.5)

S
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By the definition of wf’j;l in the NPG update, one has
Zﬂk+lAk _ Z 7T§,a eXpE:? Alg,a)Ak
s,a s,a Zs s,a
_ an'n”“(<|5) [exp (77 A];,a) Alsc,a]
Eorri(s) [oxp (n AL,)]

a

The numerator can be bounded as follows:

Eamr (o) [ox0 (1.45,) A ,] = 78(A) exp (n max AL, ) max A%, + (1= 78 (AE)Eyir (1) [exp (nAL) A5,]
> wh (A exp (n max A%, ) mas AL,
+ (1= 7S (AD)Eqgr e (1s) [exp (148 0)] Earer (15) [AS 0]
= mb(A) [exp (n max AL, ) —Eger 1) [exp (nAL,)] | max AL,

where the first inequality is due to Lemma and the last equality comes from (5.5)). The denominator can
be rewritten as

anﬂk(ﬂs) [exp (77 A]:,a)] = WE(AE) €xp (77 Hl;lX Af,a) + (1 - W]:(A]:))}Ea’wf’:“s) [eXp (77 Af,a/)]

= Wf(AE) [GXP (77 maaX Al;,a) - Ea’~£’j(~\s) [GXP (77 Alsca)]i| + Ea'~5§(.\s) [eXp (77 A];a)] .

Therefore,
1
oAl > (1o e e A
ex max, A
’ 1+ mh(AF) PAN Poe Pae) g
i Ea'%’i(-\s)(exp(”A’;,a’))
[ 1
> (1-— AF
= 1+w§<A§><exp<nA';>—1>]m«?X
which completes the proof. O

Lemma 5.3 (Improvement Lower Bound II). Let e € (0,A/2). If ||[V* — V¥| o < &, then for softmax NPG
with any constant step size n > 0, one has

1
k+1Ak > 1= k,*Ak
;’ﬂ's,a s,a = |: 1+ (1 — b]:) (exp(n (A — E)) — 1):| ;Ws,a s,a’

k,*

where ©* 4s an optimal policy.

Proof. First define the following two polices based on AZ:

£ (als) = 7*(als)/(1 —bk) if a € A%,
0 it a & A%,
and
& o ifae A,
§=(als) = {ﬂ'k(a|5)/bf ifa¢g AX
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Again, it follows from Y-, «F A* =0 that

(1 - bl;) EakaHs) [Alsv,a} + bl; Ea’~f’i(~|s) [A];,a’] =0.
Therefore,

Eqmri(ls) [exp (1AL ) AL o]

= (1= 05) Eagr(fs) [exp (1 A5.0) AL o] + 05 Earoer (15 [exp (0 A5 o) AL o/]
> (1= 05) Eggr (o) [ex0 (1 45.0)] Baner(s) [ASa] + 05 Barnen (1) [ex0 (0 AL 0 )] Baret (1) [A%.0r]
= (1= 05 Eanerls) [A5a] (Banercio) [oxp (0 45,)] = Burer (1) [exp (0 45,)] ) -

In addition,

]anﬂk(-|s) [exp (77 A’;,a)]
= (1= b5) Eqngrfs) [exp (1 A50)] + 55 Eorcen (o) [exp (n AL )]

= (1= 8) (Baner i) [ox (1450)] = Bt (1) [exp (1 4500)] ) + B (10 [exp (0 A%,0)]
By the assumption ||[V* — V¥||, < ¢, it is easy to see that |A* — A¥||,, < e, implying that
Vaec Ar: —e< A¥(s,a) <e,
Va' ¢ Af . AF(s,d) < —A+e.

Since Aq o <0, Va' ¢ A}, there must hold E,er(.|s) [A’;a] > 0. Together with the expressions in the above
two 1nequahties, we have

k+1 > (1= 1

@ - 14 (1—0bk Eaverl[xP(nAta)] 1
L ( ) (ansk‘(-s) [BXP("A?@/)]

) Eqner(s) [A50]

1
T+ (=08 (exp(n (A =€) — 1)] Fucitcin [Asal,

>

where the last inequality follows from the above property and
Eongeirs) [exp (1480)] = exp (nEangr(rs) [ALa]) = 1.
The proof is completed since £ is an optimal policy. O

Theorem 5.4 (Global Linear Convergence). For softmaxz NPG with any constant step size n > 0, one has

k—1

v =vil < v =vl I (-0 |1- ) )

t=0

* 1 g

where C* = ming Ct and

o A o @A) -1 V-V > e
ST B (expn (A — )~ 1) i [V V] <.
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Proof. Together with Theorem the improvement lower bounds I and II imply the global linear conver-
gence of softmax NPG. Note that inf; C* exists since b, — 0 as softmax NPG converges. O

It is not hard to see that the following dynamic convergence result solely based on the improvement
bound I holds for all the k,

k—1

* k * 0 — — — !
v -vHl =V V||OOH<1 (1=7) {1 1+mins{wg(Ag)(exp(nA§)—1)}D (56)

t=0

Next we consider a bandit example which shows that the above dynamic is indeed tight, i.e., the equality
can be achieved.

Example 5.1. For simplicity, consider a bandit problem with one state s and two actions {ay,as}. Assume
r(s,a1) =1 and r(s,az)=0.
Thus, a1 is the optimal action. For any 7w, we have

Q" (s,a1) =1, Q"(s,a2) =0, V7™(s)=mg,,

A™(s,a1) =1 =74, A"(s,a2) = —mg,, AL =

It is also clear that V*(s) = 1.
The update of NPG at a1 s given by

ki1 Te exp (n(1—mp))
ar 7k ’

T

where
Zk = 7r§1 exp (77 (1- wsl)) +(1- WZI)GXP (—nﬁsl) .
It can be verified directly that
(V*(s) — Vk+1(s)) (1 + 71'51(677 — 1)) =1—7F =V*(s) — Vk(s)

Consequently,

k—1

Vi(s) = Vi(s) = (Vi(s) = V() T ]

t=0

Noting that v =0, wi(A%) =7l and AL =1, it shows that (5.6) holds with equality for this example.

1
1+7h (en—1)

Note that the best global linear rate that can be expected from Theorem [5.4]is v no matter how n varies.
As is already already mentioned, as n — oo, softmax NPG approaches PI. Since PI has a local quadratic
linear convergence [21], one might expect softmax NPG to have a faster linear convergence rate as n — oo.
In [I1], such a local linear convergence has been established.

Theorem 5.5 ([II, Theorem 3.1)). For any constant step size n, p € A(S) and arbitrary constant X\ > 1,
there exists a time T(X) € N such that

2Ty Vv s (ep{a (- 1)

Note that Theorem is presented in a slightly different form from the one presented in [I1I] which
only requires a little adjustment in the proof. In [I1], the lower bound on the local linear convergence rate
for the bandit problem is also established. At the end of this section, we will show a lower bound for the
general MDP problem which overall matches the upper bound.

1

% (V' (o) = VTN () .
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Theorem 5.6 (Lower Bound of Local Linear Convergence for Any MDP). For any constant step size n > 0
and an arbitrary constant o > 0, there exists a time T(c) such that

Vk>T(0): V*(p)=V"(p) 2 ﬁArg{iaMT(")(GIS) exp (=n(A +0)(k—T(0))).

Proof. Let 5o = arg min,{max, Q*(s,a) — max,ga: @*(s,a)} and ag € argmax, Q*(so,a). According to the
definition of A, one has

A*(So, ao) = —A.

Now we consider the ratio 751 (s, ag)/m*(s0, ap). By the update of softmax NPG,

0j%0) _ xp(n A% (50, 00)) ex k(s0,a0) — max A% (sg, a
Faalso) = Fomn o o A )] = (7/(41(0:00) = mase (50, 0)) ).

ﬂ.k—i-l(

Since A* — A*, for any o > 0, there exists T'(c) such that
VEk>T(0): [A" = A" < 0/2,
which implies that
A (s, a0) > A*(s0,a0) —0/2 > —A —05/2,

max A (sg, a) < max A*(sg,a) +0/2 < 7/2.

It follows that

T+ (ag|so)

k2 Tle): T (aols0)

>exp(—n(A+o0)).

By Lemma
V¥ (p) = V*(p) > AR,y [8] > 5 AT (a0ls0),

and the claim follows immediately. O

6 Entropy Regularized Policy Gradient Methods

6.1 Preliminaries

Recall that the entropy regularized state value is given by

VE($) = Br |30 (r(st 00) — 7 logm(arlse)) 50 = sm]
t=0

= ]ET 27t (T(Sta at) + TH(T‘-('|575)) |SO = S7W] ’
t=0

where 7(s,a) € [0,1] and H(p) = — >, palog p, defines the entropy of a distribution. Moreover, the action
value and the advantage function are defined as

QT (s,a) =Eyp(|s,a) [r(s,a) + YVT(s')] and AT(s,a) = QT (s,a) — Tlogm(als) — V. (s).
It can be easily seen that

anﬂ.us) [A:(& a)] =0.
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Given a policy m, the Bellman operator with entropy is defined as

TIV(S) = Banr()Es ap(]s,a) (s, a) + 7V (") — Tlogm(als)]
= ]anﬂ'(-|s) [Qv(sv a’)] + TH(TF('|S))7

where QY (s,a) = Egps,a)lr(s,a) + vV (s")]. It can be verified that 77V = V', which is the Bellman
equation for the entropy regularization case. Moreover, given two policies m; and 7o, one has

0

—
»

~—

TEVI(5) — VI (5) = By (9 [QF (5, ) — 7logm(als) — V7
= Eonr, (1) (@77 (s,a) — Tlog ma(als) — V™ (s)]
— TEqn (-1s)[log T1(als) — log m2(als)]
= Eogm (19 [AT (s, 0)] = TKL(m1(-]5)[|m2(-]5)).

Similar to the non-entropy case, the performance difference of two policies can also be given in terms of
TVr2(s) — V.2(s), which can be verified directly.

Lemma 6.1 (Performance difference lemma). Given two policies w1 and o, there holds
VE ) = V() = T B [TV ) = V(0.
In contrast to the case without entropy, the Bellman optimality operator with entropy is defined as
TV (s) = maxEqn( ) Esnp((s,a)[r(s; a) — Tlogm(als) + 7V (s)] = T log | exp(QY (s,)/7) |,

where QY (s, a) is defined as above. Moreover, the optimal soft PI policy (or softmax policy), at which the
maximum is achieved, is given by

i) — (@ (5,)/7)
[exp(@7 (5, )/T)

Note that the Bellman operator and the optimal Bellman operator also satisfy the y-contraction property
in the entropy case:

[TV =TVl <v- Vi = Vol and [ T:V1 = ToVal o < v+ [V = Voo -

In this section, we will let V* and Q% be the optimal entropy regularized state and action values, with
the optimal policy denoted by 7* (unique). One can immediately see that the first inequality in Lemma
still holds:

1Q7 = Q7lloo <7+ IIVF = VI |oo-
Moreover, V* satisfies the Bellman optimality equation 7,V* = V*. It can also be shown that [20]
VseS,acA: V¥(s)=Qi(s,a)—1log(n*(als)),
which is equivalent to
VseS,aeA: Al(s,a) =Qr(s,a) — V' (s) — 7log(n*(als)) = 0. (6.1)

In addition, given a policy =, one has

TV (s) = VI (s) = 7log || exp(Q7F (s, ) /7)[lr = V[ (s)
= Q7 (s,a) — Tlog 7 (a|s) — V" (s), Va,

T
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= Zw(a|s) (Q7(s,a) — Tlog T (als) — VI (s))

7Y m(als)(log7(als) — log 7 (a|s))
= 7KL (n(:|s) |7 (-|s)) ,

where 7Pi(:|s) is obtained through Q7(s,a), and the fourth equality follows from Eqr(1s) Q7 (5,a) —
Tlogm(a|s) — VI (s)] = 0.

Apart from Lemma there are several other lemmas that will be used throughout this section. The
first one can be verified directly.

Lemma 6.2. For any policy w, one has

1+ 7log|A|

Vi(s) € [07 -

} and QT (s,a) € [0, W] .

L=~

The following lemma can be viewed as the entropy analogue of Lemma which characterizes the
optimality of an policy in the value space based on the KL-divergence in the policy space. This lemma can
be proved easily by applying Lemma 6.1 to — (V.7 (p) — V.*(p)) and then using the fact A%*(s,a) = 0 in (6.1]).
Lemma 6.3 ([I8, Lemma 26]). For any policy m and p € A(S), there holds

Vi (p) = Vi (p) = — ~Eonay [KL(n(1s)7"(19))]

1-—

Letting {ﬂ'k} be a sequence of policies, we will use the shorthand notation VT’“ and TF*! for V:k and

Tr k+1, respectively. The next lemma is an entropy regularization version of Theorem and the proof
details are thus omitted.

Lemma 6.4. If TFTVE(s) — VF(s) > Cp (T-VF(s) — VF(s)) for some C € (0,1), then
HVT* - VTk+1H<X> < (1 - (1 - FY) Ck) ||VT* - VTk”OO'

In this section, we will define Ei“ as
1 .
Lyt = T Do di(s) (TFVE(s) = VE(s)) (6.2)

and define £} as

1
L= T di(s) (TFVE(s) = VE(s)) (6.3)
where d7 is the visitation measure with respect to the optimal policy 7%, and T is the Bellman operator

associated with 7*. It is clear that the following result still holds:

As in the non-entropy case, we consider minimizing V™ (i) for fixed p with fi = min, p(s) > 0 and the state
value error V*(p) — V¥(p) will be evaluated for an arbitrary p with p = ming p(s) > 0.
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6.2 Entropy Softmax PG

Under softmax parameterization, the policy gradient of V7™ (u) with respect to € is overall similar to
that of the non-entropy case in (4.1)), but with A™ (s, a) being replace by A7 (s, a):
Ve (p) 1

_ To T
o 1_,ydu (s) mo(als) Ao (s, a). (6.4)

Then the update of entropy softmax PG with constant step size in the parameter space is given by
Ot =00, T sl AL (s, a),
while in the policy space is given by
il o 71'57@ exp (s WfﬂAE(S, a)),

s,a
where n, = ﬁdﬁ(s) and dﬁ is the visitation measure under the policy 7%. Again, we will use the shorthand

notation 7% , for 7% (als) and use 7% for 7% (:|s) whenever it is convenient. As in the case for softmax PG,
we let

Ak(s,a) = 7" (a|s) A% (s, a).

It is evident that ), A’ﬁ (s,a) = 0. Moreover, we have the following result, whose proof can be found in
Appendix [C]

Lemma 6.5. For any policy &, one has

. 1+ 7log|A
Az < L2
-
In this subsection, we establish the linear convergence of entropy softmax PG for a wider range of

constant step sizes than that can be allowed in [I8] based on the similar analysis technique used for softmax
PG in Section [4] The following inequalities regarding the distances of two softmax policies will be used.

Lemma 6.6 ([I8, Lemma 27] and [5, Section A.2]). Let my = softmax() and mg: = softmax(0’) be two

softmax policies. Then

1
KL(mo|mo) < 5110 = 0" = c- 1%

for any constant ¢ € R. In particular, taking ¢ = log || exp(0)||1 — log || exp(¢’)||1 yields
1
KL(ﬂ'g”ﬂ'g/) < 5” 10g7T9 - 10g7r9/||§0.
Moreover, one has
| log mg — log 7o/ ||oo < 2[|0 — 6| 0o

As in the non-entropy case, the analysis begins with a state-wise improvement lower bound in terms of
max, |A¥ (s, a)|.

Lemma 6.7 (Improvement Lower Bound). For entropy softmaz PG with step size n > 0,

TEVE(S) = VE) 2 i o (- 2LETIEAD ) T ks,

Moreover, there exists a unique solution to

2z (1+ 7loglA|) TT
eXp(‘ (L= )_2(1—7)_0’

denoted B3, such that TF*1VFE(s) — VE(s) >0 for n € (0,8).
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Proof. Recall that
TEVE(s) = VE(s) = > 7" (als) A% (s, a) — T KL(x* 1 ([s)[[ 7" (-[5)).-
For the KL part, setting ¢ = 0 in Lemma [6.6] gives
1 1 N
KL(7" 1 (-]s)[|7* (-[5)) < §||9§+1 — 055 = 3 lIns AL (s, )15

1 A
= 5 (1s)* max [ A7 (s, a)[*.

For the first term, letting ZF = B, (.|s) [exp (775 Af(s,a))] and o = (1 + 7log|Al)/(1 — ), one has
Zﬂk+1(a|s)Aﬁ(s, a)

— % Z Ak (s, a) exp (773 Ak (s, a))

— |;ECCOVQNU (/if(s,a),exp (Us Aﬁ(g,a)>)
- % ; [ Ak (s,a) — Af(s,a’)} [exp (ns Ak (s, a)) —exp (Us Aﬁ(s,a'))]

— m Z [flf(s,a) - flﬁ(s, a’)} {exp (778 flﬁ(s,a)) — exp (773 AE(S,(I’))]
Ak (s,a)> Ak (s,a’)
= ﬁ Z exp (775 Ak (s, a’)) [Aﬁ(s, a) — Ak (s, a’)} [exp (773 (/Alf(s, a) — Ak (s, a'))) - 1}

Ak (s,a)> Ak (s,a")

Y

e X [ - A [ew (1 (A0 - Absa))) -1

Ak (s,a0)> Ak (s,a")

ns exp(—1ns a) ik ik NE
o vl > [AT(s,a) ~ Ak(s,a )]
Ak (s,a)>Ak(s,a’)

v

s eXp (=21 @) i ikio o]
T Z [AT(s,a) — AZ(s,a )}
Ak(s,a)>Ak(s,a’)

> 1 DL ex[;(;l?'??s %) Z [“if(s, a) — A¥(s, a/)]2

v

a,a’

= ns|A| exp(—2ns @) Vargy (Af(s, a))
=1Ts exp(_2778 Oé) Z 45(57 CL)2

> 1) exp(—2ns &) max Ak (s,a)?,

where the third inequality follows from Z¥ < exp(n, max, A% (s, a)) < exp(n, a).
Combining the above two bounds together yields

TERVE(s) — VE(s) > n, (exp(f%]s a) — g%) max | A% (s, a)|?

- 2n « T .
> i [exp ( 7 ) - 53 jw} max |45 (s,0) 2.




where the second line follows from n i < ns < n/(1 — ). The proof of the first claim is now complete, and
the second claim can be verified directly. O

Based on the improvement lower bound we can first establish the global convergence of entropy softmax
PG for n € (0,3). The key is to show that the limit of 7% , for any (s, a) exists. Once it is done, the proof
follows closely the one for Lemma 16 in [I§]. The proof of this result is deferred to Appendix @

Lemma 6.8 (Global Convergence). For any n € (0,8), the value sequence {VF(p)} produced by entropy
softmax PG converges to the optimal value,

VseS: lim VF(s) =V (s).
k—o00

T

Note that the following result can be obtained as a byproduct of the proof of Lemma

k= inf min7? , > 0.
k>0 s,a ©

Now we are in the position to show the linear convergence of entropy softmax PG.

Theorem 6.9 (Linear Convergence). For any constant step size n € (0, 3), entropy softmax PG converges
linearly,

. _ 29 (1 + 7log |A S
V7 = Ve < (1 (=i 2o (- 2L ) - T e v

Proof. Define

vty = S (Qs(5)/7)
Toxp (Q5(s, /7,

By Lemma [6.6] one has
TV (s) = VE(s) = 7 KL(*(|s) |75 (]s))
< 2 l6F = Qs )/r+ e
= Zlog n* ([s) = QE(s, )/ + (c = log || exp(6£) 1) - 1.

Setting ¢ = log || exp(6%)||; + V*(s)/7 yields that

ToVH(s) = VH(s) < 5| A5(s, )2

< —— max|45(s,0) %,
a

27 K2

Combining it with the improvement lower bound and then applying Lemma completes the proof. O

Remark 6.1. In [I8], the linear convergence of entropy softmaz PG has been established for n € (0, 2] with
a=(1-7)3/(8+ 1(4+ 8log|A|)), with the rate at « being given by

7lo -V T ds ||t
ww—ﬂms;“zlﬂfew(w—m“Lﬁfﬁ - ) (6.5)

Indeed one can show that 2ac < 3. Thus, our result is applicable for a wider range of constant step sizes. To
see this, first note that

1-9)° 1-v° _0=7_

= < =
T8 r(a+8loglA]) " 8+ 8rlog|A] Sc
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where ¢ = (1 + 7log|A])/(1 — ). We have

ep (2 T () =)
1—7 (1—-7) 2 8c

1—y 7(1-9)

>1-— —

- 2 8c

-t
8

> 0,

where the last inequality utilizes 7/c < 2(1 — =) for |A| > 1. By the monotonically decreasing property of the

—%c) — ﬁ, it can be concluded that 2a0 < 20’ < B3, i.e. we provide a wider range of step
sizes for entropy softmax PG to converge linearly.

Furthermore, one can verify that

20 Ta 20/ Ta (I=9y)d+7/c) 1
P (_1—70> T =P <_1—70> B R TR M

Therefore plugging o = (1 —7)*/(8 + 7(4 + 8log |A|)) into Theorem [6.9 gives

function exp

k
V’T*(p) - VTk(p) < HV’T* - VTkHOO < (1 - (1 —’7)&[1/,%2 |:2€Xp (_ 120476) - 1m7:|> : ||Vv7"k - VTOHDO

1 1
Sw [1-(1-/}/)@&7—52]k

1—n
1 1
SW.QXP(_k.(l_Wﬂmz),

where the second inequality is due to Lemma and equation . Compared with (6.5), our result is
clearly better.

Remark 6.2. For softmax PG, we have established its convergence for any constant step size (though with
sublinear convergence rate). For entropy softmax PG, the convergence can only be guaranteed for the step
size over a finite interval. Thus, one may wonder whether the convergence of entropy softmaxr PG can
be established for any constant step size. To investigate this issue, numerical test has been conducted on
a random MDP, and the result suggests entropy softmax PG does mot converge for a large step size, see
Figure [1 In the test, the rewards for the state-action pairs and the entries of the transition probability
matrix are generated through a uniform distribution over (0,1). We then re-scale each row of the transition
probability matriz to obtain a stochastic matriz.

6.3 Entropy Softmax NPG

As for softmax NPG, we present the update of the entropy softmax NPG directly in the policy space,
given by

n k
it oo (ko))

X exp (WTZ— 1Qﬁ(s, a) +

where 1 > 0 is the step size. Entropy softmax NPG coincides with the following entropy regularized policy
mirror ascent update:

v logwf,a), (6.7)

il = aregAn(ljf {n ((Q%(s,"),p) + TH(p)) — KL(p||75)} .
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Convergence of entropy softmax PG

1.5
—— 18] =50, |A| =20,y =0.99, n = 100
1.0
0.5

0.0 A

—0.51

log (V™ (1) = V™(u))

~1.04

~1.54

-2.01

0 20 40 60 80 100
Number of iterations

Figure 1: A random MDP example which shows entropy softmax PG does not converge for large step size.

In addition, when 1 — oo, (6.7) reduces to soft PI
wfj,;l o Wf’a exp (A’j(& a)/T)
x exp (QF(s,a)/7) (6.8)

The linear convergence of entropy softmax NPG in terms of infinity norm has been established in [5, Theo-
rem 1].

Theorem 6.10 ([5, Theorem 1]). For any constant size n > 0, the sequence generated by entropy softmaz
NPG satisfied]

k—1
* nt
10 - Qb < Oy (1- 1= ) (6.9
. 2C e \!
Hlogﬂ —1og7TkHOO§Tl (1—(1—’)/) 777_+1) , (6.10)

where 7 is the optimal policy for the entropy reqularized RL problem, Q% is the corresponding optimal action

value function, and Cy := HQ: - Q?HOO +27 (1 - 11?77) Hlogwﬁ - logﬂ'on.

It is also noted after [B, Theorem 1] that, since

V() = VE(s) = B 1s) [(Q3(5,0) — 7log 7*(als)) — (Q% (s, a) — 7 log 7*(als))]
< 7lltog 7 — log 7 [oc + Q% — Q¥

the linear convergence in terms of the entropy regularized state value follows immediately:

k—1
777'
V*— VR < (2 i l1-(1- )
V7 Tlloo_(+7)1< ( 7)n7+1)

We first show that a simple application of Lemma [6.3| can improve the convergence rate for the state value
2
from 1= (1—7) 725 to (1~ (1-9) 7%7) -

2Note that there is a change of variable between the step size used in (6.7) and that used in [5].
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Theorem 6.11. For any constant step size nn > 0, the value sequence {V.F(p)} produced by entropy softmaz
NPG satisfies

* k 2C(12 _ _ nt 200
|V =VE||, < T (1 (1-9) m+1) , (6.11)

where C is defined as above.

Proof. 1t follows from Lemma [6.6] that

KL (7" ([s)||77 (]s))

IN

1 . . 1 )
g\llogwk(-\S) —logmi(-|s)[|%, < §||10ng — log 7|2,

20% 1— (1 ) nT 2(k—1)
T2 7 nr+1 ’

IN

where the last inequality follows from the inequality (6.10]). Therefore,

T

V‘r*(p) - V‘rk(p) = 1_ ,_YEswdﬁ [KL (ﬂ-k(|s)”ﬂ—:(|s)”
2 2 2(k—1)
Scl(l—(l—v) 1 ) :
1—-y)7 nT+1
Noting that p can be an arbitrary distribution over S, the proof is complete. O

For the special Soft PI case (n — o0), the local quadratic convergence rate has also been established
in [, Theorem 3]. Next, we are going to provide an elementary analysis of the local quadratic convergence
of soft PI with improved rate and without additional assumption on the stationary distribution under the
optimal policy 7*. To this end, we first establish the following convergence property of soft PI.

Lemma 6.12. For any t > 0, the state value errors of soft PI satisfy

* 27—(1 _7) —
VE>t: VP =V < e (2"log (a0 - 7v*7")), (6.12)

h Lo
where ag := —
21 (1—7)

Proof. Noting that in soft PI, 7¥*! = softmax (Qf(|s)/7) , the application of Lemma yields that

vz =2l

KLt i) < o 1QECls) — Qi (ls)I < 551108 — Q1 < S5 IV = V.

~<3p
Then it follows from Lemma that

-
L=y

1 72 k *
< j”vr _V‘r ||zo

Viip) = VE (p) = E, g [KL(aH|m)))]
271

Since this inequality holds for any p, one has
2

VE>0: |[VF— VAo < ——2

— L vk _vr2. 6.13
_27177”7 [ (6.13)

Next, we will proceed the proof by induction on t. When ¢ = 0, by the y-contraction property of T, it
can be shown that [20]

IV = Villoo < AFIIVE = VP lloo,
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which coincides with (6.12)). Now suppose (6.12]) holds for ¢t = m — 1. For ¢t = m, by (6.13)), one has

. 1 97 - .
szm ||VT _VTkHOO = TiHVTk 1_VT ||§o
Tl-7y
2 _ 2
< 1 9% (271 —9) exp <2m7110g (ao ,7(k71)7(m71)))
271 —7x 2
27(1—7)

= 2702 e (2 0 (a0 1)),

where the second inequality follows from & — 1 > m — 1 and the induction assumption. O

Theorem 6.13 (Local quadratic convergence of soft PI). The state value errors of soft PI satisfy

27(1 —7) ok—k
k> ko - |VT*VTk||m§w72 !

where kg is given by

1 Z.faogl,
ko = 2+ 2% ifag > 1.
v

Proof. In the case ap < 1, setting t = k — 1 in (6.12) yields the result. In the case ag > 1, setting

It follows that

k7271°ga1° i<k 108%
log 5 0g -
The application of Lemma yields that
N 27(1 -« _
17 = Ve = 272 exp (210g (a0 +))

9-(1 — k72710g>a0 14 logag
< T<’y2 7) exp <2 log % log (aO y log % >>

_ log a,
2r(1—) o (215
ok ’

which completes the proof. O

Remark 6.3. Consider the case ag > 1. Our result indicates that the number of iterations required for the
soft PI to achieve an e-accuracy is of order

1 9 )
o8 (5 2 IV - V2. )

log %

1
+ log log ( 5

ERY

27(17)>.

This basically means soft PI will convergence at least linearly with rate v to achieve the accuracy M,
and then converges quadratically. Therefore, the result in Theorem 6.13 encodes the information of the linear
convergence phase and the quadratic convergence phase stmultaneously.
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The local quadratic convergence of the following form has been established for soft PI in [5] (assume
V¥ (ux) — VFo(u) is sufficiently small),
o \(1=7)7

where ik is the stationary distribution of the MDP under the optimal policy that should satisfy ming pk(s) > 0.
Compared with this result, our result is clearly more concise. In particular, the assumption ming pk(s) > 0
is not needed. Note that the rate in (6.14) relies on the initial error V*(ut) — VFo(u?), and indeed we can
also establish a local quadratic convergence of a similar form (still without the additional assumption on uk)
for soft PI by taking t = k — ko (assume HVT* — Vo Hoo is sufficiently small and count from ko) in :

—kg

: (VF(ur) - Vf“(ui))) : (6.14)

Hy

1
My

p

| QA-=y7
Hr

o

VE(p) - VE(p) < \

oo

ok—ko

27(1— 1 2
||VT* - VTk”OO S (72 7) (27_ (11 '7) HVT* - VTkOHOO>
Since entropy softmax NPG tends to become soft PI when 1 — oo, it is natural to anticipate the
convergence of entropy softmax NPG becomes faster (at least locally) as 7 increases due to the above local
quadratic convergence of soft PI. However, the global rate in converges to the fixed 2 as n — oo,
which cannot reflects this intuition. At the end of this section, we are going to establish a local and tight
convergence rate for entropy softmax NPG which can be arbitrarily small as 7 increases. To this end, we
first list two useful lemmas.

Lemma 6.14. With a slight abuse of notation, let {7*} be a sequence of positive probability vectors (i.e.,
7% (a) > 0, Ya) which converge to a probability vector ©* which is also positive. Then,

KL k|| k+1 KL k|| %

lim (™) =1 and lim (rl|")

i S LS i SO LA
koo KL(nF+1[|7%) koo KL (7 [[7F)

Lemma 6.15 (|5, Lemma 8]). Consider any policy 7 satisfying || logm — log 7*||coc < 1. There holds

d* 1 ||
Hl_d’:’ m§2(17 £ OO—1> [ log m — log || oo

The proof of Lemma is provided in Appendix and Lemma is established in [5]. Letting {7"}
be the policy sequence produced by entropy softmax NPG, together with (6.10), these two lemmas imply
that for any € € (0,1) and 6 € (0,1), there exists a time T'(e, ) such that for any k > T'(¢, ),

KL(mg|[m5*) 1‘< ‘KL(wf“wf)l‘ ’KL(wEllw:) 1‘< ‘KL(vr:wa) B ‘<€
KL(mk |7k = |KL(xk |7k 7 |KL(m[|7h) T KLk |3) T
(6.15)
and
d;—1‘<6 —]’3—1 <4 (6.16)
/A N A '

These properties will be used in the establishment of the fast local convergence rate of entropy softmax NPG.
The improvement lower and upper bounds of £} in terms of £ (see (6.2) and (6.3) for their definitions)
are firstly established.

Lemma 6.16. Consider entropy softmaz NPG with constant step size n > 0. Under the conditions in (6.15]
and (6.16)), one has

£ > (1 + m) [(1 - %(1 +o)1+ 5)> ci+ (1 4 an) (1—e)(1—8)Lh,
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and

£ < (1+(m+11)(1€)) [(1_ niTu —g)(1—5)) . <1+ 7717) (1+2)(1+6)L,,

Proof. The proof begins with two useful identities that are similar to (5.3]) and (5.4)), but for entropy softmax
NPG. Recall that the update of entropy softmax NPG is given by

k n k
g exp (g Ak(s, 0))

il - ,
where ZF =37, 7k, exp (W'ZH Ak (s,a’ )) is the normalization factor. It follows that
k+1
s U
log =% = A% —log 2. 6.17
o8 Tt = Ak e 7! (617)

k+1

Taking expectations on both sides with respect to 7 and 7¥+1 respectively and noting that Eqrr(ls) [AF(s,a)] =

0, one has
log Zy = KL(y||7s*),
KL ) = —L By s (g [A%(s, )] — KL(xH||n+).

n
nt+1
It follows that

7;k+1vfrk(8) - V-rk(s) = IEa~7r"'+1(-|s) [Ai(& a)] - TKL(WLI:-H ||7T§)

1 1
= SKL(rk k) + T
n n

KL ), (6.18)
which is analogous to (5.3]). Taking expectation on both sides of (6.17)) with respect to 7% yields that

* * n
KL(m}||7y) — KL(;[lmi*) = o1 e Cls) [A% (s, a)] = KL(m¢ |73 ).

It follows that

TEVE(S) = VA (5) = Eane (1o [AL(5. )] — 7KL (x3 7)

nr+1

1
= EKL(WZHWS) - TKL(ﬁIIW’;H) +

1
I KL (k|
n

T

1 1
= SKL(r |ty - 152
n n

1

KL(n} [+ + TEHVE(s) = VE(s) = —KL(my*|ml).
n

After rearrangement, we have

7:'k+1v7'k(8) - V‘rk(s) = 7:'*‘/v7'k(s) - VTk(S) +

1 1 1
0T LKL (2 k1) — SKL(x||n%) + —KL(x* %), (6.19)
7 n n

which is analogous to ([5.4). Recall the definition of EZH and L5 in (6.2)) and (6.3) and taking the expectation
on both sides with respective to d7 leads to

1
n(l—7)

_
n(l—7)

o+l
n(l—7)

Lith = L5+ Egnas [KL(m}[|mé )] — Eonas [KL(m}||7$)] + Egnas [KL(mi T |ml)] -

(6.20)
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Under the condition
KL k k+1
(bl |
KL(ms " ||7k)

it follows from (|6.18]) that

1)(1— 1 1)(1 1

07+ D= % Ly k) < T4V () - Vi (s) < OTH DL
n n
which is equivalent to
1 KL(7k+t||7k) 1
Tk—i—lvk _ Vk < S LIPS k41
e B R I eV S S A

It follows that

KL(m{ ™ 7d),

VE(s) = VE(s)).

T

1 [h+1 < Eyoye {KL(WLCHHWE)} < 1 k+1
T+ 1)1 +e)+1"% = vl on(1—7) T+l —g)+17F

Inserting this result into (6.20)) gives

1 nT+1 1
1- Lol > e T R [KL(r! 5] = ———FE o [KL(x2||78)] .
(U Gy S 2 Gt gy B (KL )] — B (KL )
(6.21)
and
1 nT+1 1
1- Lt <oy T "B g [KL(a |75 )] = ———FEgua: [KL(7||7F
(1 g B < Bt B KL = B, (KL )
(6.22)
Under the conditions
KL(7*||7k) dy(s)
st s 1< d —11 <4
‘KL(wfm R I R
one has
1 * k _ 1 * * k
1 _'}/]ESNd; [KL(’/TS”’R—S)] - 1 — - dp(s)KL(TrsHTrs)
1 di(s) k
= KL(r*
= 2 g KL
1
<(l+e0+ 5)mEs~d’; [KL(n{||73)]
1 *
=1 +e)1+0)-(V7(p) - VE(p)
1
=1+e)(1+ 5);£}§ (6.23)

where the inequality holds since all the involved terms are all non-negative, and the last line follows from
Lemma [6.3| and the fact V*(p) — V.¥(p) = L;. Moreover, the reverse direction

=By [KL( 7] > (1= )1 - 0)2; (6.21)

can also be obtained. Similarly, under the same conditions but for k£ + 1, one can show that
(1= €)1 = 8) L € 1= Buey [KL )] < (14 )1+ 0) 2L (6.25)
Inserting , , and into and completes the proof. O
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Theorem 6.17 (Tight local linear convergence of entropy softmax NPG). Consider entropy softmaz NPG
with constant step size n > 0. Under the conditions in (6.15)) and (6.16), one has

1 70’1(5,5)

1+0’2(€,5) ( %
(nT+1)2

Yk Z T(&‘,CS) : (777_ + 1)2 V‘r (p) - V‘rk(p)) )

(V7 (p) = VE(p)) < VZ(p) — VT (p) <
where o1(g,90) > 0 and o2(g,0) > 0 are two values that approach 0 ase — 0, § — 0.
Proof. By the performance difference lemma (Lemma ,

L, = Ly =V (p) = VE(p)
= 15 D) (V) - V)

_ b dﬁ“d*@) (TEHIVE(s) — VE(s))
1— '7 - d;; P T T T

Noting that T*T1VF(s) — V¥(s) > 0 from (6.18]), under the condition

k
a5+ (s)
" -1 <9,
dy(s)
one has
(1= 0Lyt < Lf = Ly < (L+0)LyH.
For ease of notation, let k1 = m Together with the first inequality in Lemma we have

Lh— iy > (1= 0)(1+51) ((1_717(1+5)(1+57)) T (1+1) (1—e)(1—0) Z+1>~

nt

After rearrangement, one has

L= (=)t +r1) (1= L1 +2)(1+9))

* <
Tl =02k (1) (1-e)

k+1

LF = py L.

Similarly, letting ko = together with the second inequality in Lemma , one can obtain

1
(I=e)(nT+1)?

1— (14 8)(1+ ko) (1 Lo~ 5))

Ly 2 " Ly = pi L.
L (14021 4+ k) (14 k) (1 +¢)
Since
— ! — ! —0,0—=0
U R RS as & 9 9
P (T +1)2 P (T +1)2
the proof is completed. O

Remark 6.4. Theorem implies that the local convergence rate of entropy softmax NPG is about
1/(nT + 1), which becomes faster as n — oo. This on the other side suggests the local quadratic con-
vergence of soft PI. Numerical results on a random MDP demonstrates that the theoretical rate desirably
matches the empirical one, see Figure[3
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Convergence of entropy softmax NPG
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Figure 2: Empirical justification of the local linear rate of entropy softmax NPG on random MDP with
|S| = 50, |A| = 20, and v = 0.99: ~, v2*, and W correspond to the limit convergence results presented
in Theorems [6.10} [6.11] and [6.17}, respectively. The regularization parameter is set to 7 = 0.05 in the test.

7 Conclusion

In this paper, we comprehensively study the convergence of a family of basic policy gradient methods
for RL, including PPG, softmax PG, softmax NPG, entropy softmax PG, entropy softmax NPG, and soft PI.
New convergence results have been obtained for them based on elementary analysis techniques. There are
several lines of direction for future work. For instance, it is interesting to see whether the analysis techniques
can be used to handle the stochastic case where the policy gradient is evaluated through samples or the case
in which policy parameterization involves function approximation. It is also likely to extend the analysis
study to other scenarios in addition to the discounted MDP setting, such as the average reward MPD setting
or the risk sensitive RL problem.
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Proofs of Lemmas [2.5], and in Section

Proof of Lemma[2.5. A direct computation yields that

E[(f(X) = F(V)(9(X) — 9(Y))] = E[f(X)g(X)] + E[f (Y)g(Y)] - E[f(X)g(Y)] - E[f(Y)g(X)]
= 2E[f(X)g(X)] - 2E[f(X)|E[g(X)]
(

= 2Cov(f(X),9(X)),

which completes the proof. O

Proof of Lemma[2.6. As f and g are both monotonically increasing, we have

Vae,y e R, (f(z) - f(y)(9(z) = g(y)) = 0.

It follows that E[(f(X) — f(Y))(g(X ) g9(Y))] > 0 for arbitrary random variables X,Y. Considering Y as
an i.i.d. copy of X, we get Cov(f(X),g(X)) > 0 from Lemma O
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Proof of Lemma[2.7. The first inequality follows from

1

1
L= e di(s) > m*(als)A¥(s,a) < i > d;(s) max A (s, a).

For the second inequality, noting that £} = V*(p) — V¥(p). Thus, if we let 7%P! denote the greedy PI policy
based on ¥ (see (2.2))), then

k,pi

i = V™ (p) = VE(p)

1 " (s) i
=1 S pd;;(s) dp(s)méxxA (s,a)

> pEgas {mngk(s,a)} .

Note that the inequality requires max, A¥(s,a) > 0 which holds since Y, 7% (a|s)A*(s,a) = 0. O

B Proof of Theorem 4.4l

In [I], the global convergence of softmax PG algorithm is established when the step size satisfies n <
(1 —v)?/5. The proof leverages a series of lemmas (Lemmas 41-51 in [I]). Here we generalize the global
convergence to an arbitrary step size sequence {7} obeying infj n; > « > 0. Essentially, it can be seen that
the following result has been established in [1].

Lemma B.1. Let {n*} be the policies sequence generated by softmaz PG. If the following conditions are
satisfied,

VkeN,scS,acA: V) —VFs) >0, Q" (s,a) — Q%(s,a) >0 (B.1)

and

k
VseS,ae A: lim V= (p)
k—o0 ({9957(1

=0, (B.2)

then one has VF — V*.

Indeed, it is shown respectively in [I, Lemma 41] and [I, Lemma 44] that and hold pro-
vided n < (1 — v)?/5 by leveraging the smoothness of the value function and the standard gradient ascent
optimization results. Once these two conditions are satisfied, one can verify that all the other lemmas are
irrelevant to the step size 7, and are also applicable for any positive step size sequence. Note that in the

proof of [I, Lemma 50], if we modify the definition of Z; from Z; =, . 8(,‘92: i’f) to Zy = > e e 8{;/0: Ef/‘),

it can be shown the claim of the lemma holds for any positive step size sequence.

Proof of Theorem[{.]} It suffices to verify the conditions in Lemma [B:I] under the assumption infy n; > a >
0. For the first condition, note that the improvement lower bound in Lemma [£.2] implies that

VkeN,se€S,acA: Zwk+1(a|s)Ak(s,a) > 0.

Then VE+1(s)—V*(s) > 0 follows by the performance difference lemma and Q*+1(s,a) —Q*(s,a) > 0 follows
from Q(5.a) = 7(5,0) + 1Eur~p( sy V(5]

For the second condition, noting that V*(s) is monotonically increasing and V*(s) < 1/(1—+), we know
that the limit of V*(s) exists. Therefore

lim (VM (p) — VE(u)) = 0.

t—o0
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Since inf; 7, > a > 0, it follows from Lemma [2.1] and Lemma [£.2] that

Vk-‘rl(u) _ Vk(ﬂ) — ﬁzdﬁ-i-l(s)zﬂk-&-quk(&a)

> ﬁ S dﬁ“( )|A| (max|Ak(s a ) (1—exp< nkumax|Ak(s a)\))
> % S dﬁ“(s)ﬁ (maaxmk(s a ) (1 —exp( maux|A’C (s a)|)>

Noting that di*'(s) > (1 — )i > 0, together with limy o (V! (1) = V¥(u)) = 0, there holds

flk(s,a)D) =0,

VseS: lim (max ‘Ak(s,a)D (1 — exp (faﬂm(?x

k—oc0

<— VseS§: hmmax‘A sa‘—O

k—o0

— VseS, acA: lim A(s,a)=0.
k—o0

Therefore the second condition further holds due to the expression of the gradient. O

C Proof of Lemma [6.5
On the one hand,

A (s,a) = = () QF(5.0) g (o) = V7 ()
(als) (@7 (s,a) — TlogW(GIS))
1+'yTlog |.A|
1-— e
< 1+ 7log |A| ,
ST,
where we assume |A| > 2 for simplicity so that log |A| > log2 > 1/e. On the other hand,

IA

1+ 7log|A|

AT (s,a) > V] (s) > — i,

)

which completes the proof.

D Proof of Lemma [6.8]

We are going to establish the global convergence of entropy softmax PG by proving the following four
claims in order.

1. The sequence of {V*(s)} and {Q¥(s,a)} converge for all s,a, with the limits denoted by V,>*(s) and
Q%°(s,a), respectively.

2. For all s, a, the policy sequence {7*(a|s)} has at most two limit points.

3. For all s, a, the limit of the policy sequence {7*(a|s)} indeed exists, namely there exists only one limit
point.

4. The limit of the value function is optimal, i.e. V° = V*,

Note that once Claim 3 have been justified, the proof of Claim 4 is overall the same as the proof of [I8
Lemma 16]. The details are included for completeness.
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Claim 1 Asn € (0,5), Lemma [6.7] implies that
VseS: TFIVFE(s) - VE(s) > 0.

Hence, by the performance difference lemma (Lemma , {VT’C (s)} is a monotonically increasing sequence.
Noting that [V*(s)| < (14 7log|.A|)/(1 — 7) is bounded, the limit exists,

VseS: V™(s):= lim VF¥(s).

k—o0

By the relation of Q¥(s,a) = r(s,a) +VEgp(|s,a) [VF(s")], we know that Q3 (s, a) := limp_o Q%(s,a) also
exists, and

Q¥ (s,a) =7(s,a) + YEypis,a) V(')
Claim 2 As the limit of V*(s) exists for any s, we have limj_,o, (VS (s) — V¥(s)) = 0. Then
lim (V‘rk+1(:u’) - V‘rk(/“o) =0.
k—o0

By Lemma [6.1] and Lemma [6.7] one has
1
V‘rk+l(lu’) - V‘rk (1“‘) = m Z dﬁ+1(8) (7;k+1v'rk (S) - V‘rk(s)>

)

1 k-+1 AL 2
> 705 A6 - O max| At(s.0)

where C(n) := nf [exp (— 277(1('1{2170)%‘“4”) - 2({27)} is the constant given in Lemma H Noting that

ditt(s) > (1 — )iz > 0 and C(n) > 0, together with limy (VF+*(u) — VF(n)) = 0, we get

N 2
VseS: lim max‘Af,(s,a)‘ =0
k—oo a€A

= VseS acA: lim Ak (s,a) =0 (D.1)
— 00

= VseS,acA: klim 7 (als) - A% (s,a) = 0
—00

— VseS, acA: klim 7" (als) - [Qf(s,a) —VF(s) — Tlogﬂ'k(a|s)] =0. (D.2)
—00

For any a, define p(a) as

)= exp (10 (5.0) ~ V(9.

Note that p(a) satisfies Q°(s,a) — V.>°(s) — 7log p(a) = 0.

For the case that p(a) > 1, we have Q>°(s,a) > V.°°(s). Therefore there exists a constant ¢y > 0 and a
finite time Tp such that Q¥ (s, a) — V¥(s) > ¢ for all k > Ty, so Q%(s,a) — VF(s) — 7log ¥ (als) > ¢ for all
k > Tp. It follows from that limy_,o. 7% (a|s) = 0, i.e. only one limit point for {7*(a|s)}.

For the case that p(a) € (0, 1], we next show that implies that 7% (a|s) has at most two limit points
{0, p(a)}, denoted 7*(a|s) — {0, p(a)}. First we have

Ve>0,3Ty >0, Vk > T : |7rk(a|s)| . |Qlﬁ(s,a) - Vk(s) — Tlogﬂk(a|5)} <,

which implies

Ve>0,3Ty >0, Vk>To: |r¥(als)| <ve or |Q%(s,a) — VF(s) — Tlogn¥(als)| < V. (D.3)
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Define 0y, := (Q°(s,a) — V,°(s)) — (Q%(s,a) — V¥(s)). Noting that &, — 0, there exists a time T > 0 such
that x| < /€ for all k£ > T;. Under this condition,

Vik>T, |Q’T€(s,a) - Vf(s) — Tlogwk(a|s)| = |Tlog 775((2?8) — O,
> s - Ve

> ’Wk(a|s) —p(a)‘ — e
where the last inequality is due to [logx —logp| > |x — p| when x € (0,1] and p € (0,1]. Plugging it back
into (D.3)) and letting T' := max{Ty, 11}, we have
Ve>0,3T>0,Vk>T: |r"(als)| <+e or |r"(als)—p(a)| < =,

which implies that 7% (a|s) — {0, p(a)}.

Claim 3 We have shown in Claim 2 that for any a such that p(a) € (0,1],
7" (als) — {0, p(a)}.

Next, we will further show that for these actions the limit of 7*(a|s) indeed exists, i.e. it converges to one of
the {0, p(a)}. Once it is done, we know that limy, 7*(a|s) exists for any s,a. In the proof, we will leverage
the fact that

— 0,

k
o Jog)

05,4

which follows from the expression for the gradient in (6.4) and the fact A¥(s,a) — 0 for all (s,a). Thus
there exists a finite time 77 > 0 such that

k
VEk>T) Hag;(“)H < %log (p(:)—1>.

In addition, since 7%(a|s) — {0, p(a)}, for € < p(a)/2, there exists a finite time T > 0 such that
Vk>Ty: 7h(als)<e or pla)—e<n¥(als) < pla)+e

Note that these two sets are disjointed.
The proof is then proceeded by contradiction. Suppose limy_,o 7% (a|s) does not exist. Then 7*(als)
will move between the e-neighborhood of 0 and p(a) infinite times since 7% (a|s) — {0, p(a)}. Therefore there

must exist a time ¢ > max(Tp, T1) such that 7'(a|s) < e and 7'*1(a|s) > p(a) — €. According to the update

rule of entropy softmax PG (let I; := H oV, “) H

exp (et +n. % ovt (#))

S exp (6L +mi 572
exp (0%, + e lt)

Y exp (92 o — lt)

= exp(2n; l;) - 7' (als)

< exp(2nle) - €

<pla) -

which contradicts the claim 7™ (als) > p(a) —

7+ als) =
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Claim 4 Denote by 7°°(als) the limit of 7%(als), i.e.

VscS,ac A: lim 7"(als) = 7°°(als).

k—o0
As in [18], we divide the action set into the following two subsets:
Ao(s) :={a: m(a|s) = 0}
Ay (s) = {a:7=(als) = p(a)}.

Next we show Ap(s) = @. Otherwise, for any ag € Ag(s), there exists a time 7' > 0 such that,

1+ 7log|A|
Vk>T: —lOng'k agls) > —————.
( 0| ) 7_(1 _,7)
Therefore,
ovE 1 . :
Vk>T: 89:(:) = ﬁdﬁ(s)ﬂk(ds) [Q%(s,a) — VF(s) — Tlog 7" (als)]
1 1+ 7log|A| 1+ 7log|A|
> d* k — > D4
1, L (s)m" (als) |0 T +7 P p— >0, (D.4)
which implies that 6% , is increasing for any k > T. Thus ijﬂ , is lower bounded. Then according to
k
k . exp(gs,ag)
Tl = ey 7

we know that Y, exp(6%,) — co. On the other hand, for any ay € A, (s), by

exp(6% )
k 5,04
S i I~ YN 0
T (a+‘s) Za exp(alg’a) p(a) >
we get exp(9§’a+) — 00, SO 9’;,% — 00, leading to 3, ¢4, () 9§!a+ — oo. Note that since Y, A*(s,a) = 0,
one has
OVE(u) > IVE(n) OVE()
T — T + Z T = 0.

a aes’a agE€Ap(s) aas,ao ar €AL(s) 8,0+

Thus, the result in (D.4]) implies that Za+€A+(s) %‘gf(”) <0, Vk > T, which means Za+€A+(s) oF a, €ven-
s,ay ’

tually decreases, contradicting Za+ €A, (s) 9§7a+ — 00.

Since 7°°(als) > 0 for all s, a, together with (D.2)), one has
Vs,a: lim A¥(s,a) = lim [Qf(s,a) —VF(s) — 7log 7Tk(CL|S)] =0.
k—o0 k—o0

It follows that

Vs,a: QF(s,a) =V >(s) — tlogm™(als) = r(s,a) + YEgp(|s,a) [VS°

T

()] = V:22(s) — Tlog ™ (als) = 0.

Thus, the application of [20, Corollary 21] implies that 7°° = 7* and V,>° = V*, which concludes the proof.

49



E Proof of Lemma [6.14]

In order to prove Lemma we first introduce the following two lemmas regarding the gradient and
Hessian of the KL divergence. The first lemma can be verified directly.

Lemma E.1. Let mg and my be two smooth parameterized policies.

1) For the gradient, we have

VoKL(mo|[mo)[g—gr = VoKL(7or[|70)]g—p = 0.
2) For the Hessian, we have

ViKL(7o||mor) = Y Vimg(a)(log mg(a) — log my: (a)) + F(6)

and

V2KL(7 ||7g) = — Z (mg:(a) — o (a)) V2log mg(a) + F(6),

a

where F(0) =Y, mg(a)Vglogmg(a)Velog mg(a)? is the Fisher information matriz.

Lemma E.2. Let my = softmax(0) and we = softmax(0") be two softmaz policies.

1) The Fisher information matriz F(0) has the following expression:
F(0) = diag(mp) — w7y ,
and there holds
[E(01) — F(02)l2 < 3|mo, — 7o, |2
Moreover, one has 1T F(0)1 =0 and for any x such that 172 = 0,

2T F(0) x > minmy(a) - ||z

2) The Hessian of KL(my||mg) is equal to F(0), i.e.,

V2KL(7g ||m9) = F(6).

3) For any x, the Hessian of KL(mg||mg:) satisfies
(1—¢(0,0)) (2" F(0) ) < 2" ViKL(mg||mg )z < (1+¢(0,0")) (z" F(0) z),

where ¢(0,0") = || log mg — log myr ||oo + KL(7e||me/) s assumed to be sufficiently small.

Proof. 1) The first one follows from Vylogmp(a) = e, — mp when 7y is a softmax policy. Noting that

T(F(01) = F(62))x = (o, (a) = mo,(a)) & — ((m5,)* — (m,2)%),

a

one has

|27 (F(61) — F(62)) z| < ||mo, — o, l|co |23 + lI7o, + 7o, ll2]1m0, — 7o, [12]|]I3

< 3||mo, — o, l|2 [1z]|3-
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The fact 17 F(0) 1 = 0 can be seen easily. For the other one, assume a’ = arg min, 7g(a). One has

el Fya — mo(a’) Z:CZ = Zﬂe(a)xi - (Z we(a)xa> —mp(a’) in

= (mala) = mo(a))zy — [ D (mo(a) — mg(a))aa
a#a’ a#a’
>0,

where the second equality uses the fact z, = — Za?ﬁa/ ZTq.
2) This result follows immediately from

Vi logmg(a) = —diag(mg) + memy = —F(6),

which is independent of a.
3) Note that

Vimo(a)

To(a) = (eq — mp)(eq — mp) T — (diag(ﬂg) - 779775) .

Therefore,
z” (V3KL(mg||mer) — F(0))

B, [ e~ 07 — ) - )] s 2]
7T9(a)

o (a)

=For, {((ea - 7T3)T£L’)2 log } - [sziag(m)) xr— (ng)ﬂ KL(mg||mer).

It follows that
|2 (V3K L(rg|me) — F(0)) 2| < | log mp — 1og 79[| o0 Earmy [((ea - ﬁe)%ﬂ

+ KL (mg|| 7o) [deiag(ﬂg) x — (ﬂgx)Q} .

The proof is completed since [deiag(ﬂg) z— (nfz) 2} =Eomm, {((ea — )T z) 2} =27 F(9) .
Proof of Lemma[6.1f] We focus on the first one and the second one can be proved similarly. Define
Lo k * 1.7 .
O, =(I——11" Jlogn®™ and 60" =(I— —11" |logw™.
n n
Then

7Tk:7T9k, ™ =7« and O — 6%,

where mg, and my~ denote softmax policies with respect to 6 and 6*, respectively.
Due to the first result of Lemma [E-I] one has

1

2
1

KL(Wk+1|‘7Tk) = KL(T‘—%H ||7T91«) = 5(9k+1 - ek)T VEKL(W‘%H ||7r9)|0=£k (0k+1 - 916)

KL(r¥w*+Y) = KL(mg, [ 70,.,,) = 5 01 — 007 VEKL(mallmon, )], (Orsr — ),
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for two points £ and ék between 0y and 6j,1. By the third result of Lemma there exists a

—c(&ks Ov1) < ek < (&g, Ort1)

such that
1
KL(mg, [|7o,,,) = 5(1 + k) (Ors1 — Ok) " F (&) (Ory1 — Or).

Since V3KL(mg,,, [T F (&), one has

)"gzék -

1 ~
KL(W9k+1H7r‘9k) = §(ek+1 - ek)TF(fk)(ek-i-l - 076)

It follows that

KL(WOk Hﬂ-ek-{-l)

(Or+1 = Ok) " F (Ek) 1 — Ok) (1 — Ok)TF(0%) (B2 — O)
KL(ﬂ'@k+1 ||ﬂ-0k)

O+ = Ok)TE (%) 1 = Ok) (041 — O) T F (&) (O1 — O)

=(1+cg)-

By the construction of 6, it is easy to see that

170, = 170441 = 17 (Bp41 — O) = 0.

Thus,
(Or1 — 0k)" F (&) 1 — k) 1’ | BOrir = 00)T (F (&) — F(67)) k11 — Or)
(Ok+1 — Ok)TF(0%) Ok 41 — Ok) (Ok1 — Ok)TF(0%)(Ok 41 — Or)
< 3llme, — mo-ll2 10k 11 — Ok l3

ming 7p+ (a) ||0k+1 — ek”%
min, 7y~ (a) .

Similarly, there holds

2 3||me, — mox |2

(Ok+1 — 0k)T F'(Ek) (Or1 — O)

(9k+1 _ 9k)TF(0*>(ek+1 — ek) _ 1’ < 3||7Ték — Trg*

min, 7z (a) ~ min, mp-(a) — |1z — T+ |loo
Sk ke

for sufficiently large k. Noting that when 7% — 7%, we have ), — 0* and 6, — 6*. It follows that &, — 6%,
& — 0%, and & — 01 — 0. Therefore,

=0, |me, —morll2 >0, |lmg, —mox|l2 =0, and [[mg — 7o+ [loc — 0.

The proof is completed by combining the above results together. O
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