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Abstract

In our study, we delve into average-reward reinforcement learning with general policy parametriza-
tion. Within this domain, current guarantees either fall short with suboptimal guarantees or demand prior
knowledge of mixing time. To address these issues, we introduce Randomized Accelerated Natural Actor
Critic, a method that integrates Multi-level Monte-Carlo and Natural Actor Critic. Our approach is the first
to achieve global convergence rate of O(1/+/T) without requiring knowledge of mixing time, significantly
surpassing the state-of-the-art bound of O(1/7"/%).

1 Introduction

In reinforcement learning (RL), the temporal dependence of data violates the independent and identically
distributed (i.i.d.) assumption common in machine learning, making the theoretical analysis of RL methods
challenging. In average-reward RL, stationary behavior under induced policies is fundamentally important
to the performance guarantees. Specifically, understanding the effect of mixing time, which measures how
long a Markov chain takes to reach stationarity, is critical for developing and analyzing average-reward RL
methods. Policy Gradient and Actor Critic based approaches have wide applications due to their scalability
and efficiency in handling large and complex reinforcement learning problems. The key goal of this paper
is to study efficient algorithms for average reward RL with general parametrized policies.

RL problems are typically analyzed through three primary setups: episodic, infinite horizon discounted
reward, and infinite horizon average reward. The infinite horizon average reward setup is particularly sig-
nificant for real-world applications, including robotics [Gonzalez et al.,2023], transportation [Al-Abbasi et all,
2019], communication networks [[Agarwal et all, 2022], and healthcare [Tamboli et all, 2024]. In this setup,
the key challenge is that we have a Markovian trajectory, which restricts obtaining independent samples
for gradient estimation. One key approach that had been used in the past works for model-free algo-
rithms [Wei et all, [2020, Bai et al), 12024] is based on the observation that if the trajectory is divided into
sub-trajectories that are order of mixing time apart, the sub-trajectories become near independent. However,
such an approach requires the knowledge of mixing time. We note that model-based tabular Markov De-
cision Process (MDP) approaches [Jaksch et al., 2010, /Agrawal and Jia, 2017, |/Agarwal and Aggarwal, 2023]
do not have that issue, since transition probabilities can be learned from Markovian trajectories, enabling
Martingale-based analyses (e.g., employing Azuma-Hoeffding’s inequality), while even the algorithms for
linear MDP [Wei et all, 12020] still use either the span of the optimal value function or the mixing time. The
values of these are not known in practice for a general MDP. Recently, the authors of [Patel et all, [2024]
showed that the algorithms that wait for orders of mixing time to have independent sub-trajectories re-
quire extremely large time-horizons to even have the sub-linear regret guarantees (even for mixing and
hitting times of 10, the time-horizon needed for the guarantees is 6.6 x 10°). In order to alleviate the is-
sue, [Patel et all, 2024] proposed an algorithm, called Multi-level Actor Critic (MAC), where the estimates
are obtained directly from the Markovian trajectory rather than obtaining independent samples from sub-
trajectories, using the Multi-level Monte-Carlo (MLMC) gradient estimator. However, this approach is
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Algorithm Mixing Time Global Model-Free? Policy

Known? Convergence Parametrization
UCRL2 [Jaksch et al., 2010] - O(1/VT) No Tabular
PSRL [Agrawal and Jia, 2017] - O(1/VT) No Tabular
FOPO [Wei et al., 2021] Yes O(1/VT) No Linear
OLSVLFH [Wei et al., 2021] Yes O(1/T%) No Linear
MDP-EXP2 [Wei et al., 2021] Yes O(1/VT) No Linear
MDP-OOMD [Wei et al., 2020] Yes O(1/VT) Yes Tabular
PPGAE [Bai et al., 2024] Yes O(1/T%) Yes General
MAC [Patel et al., 2024] No O(1/T% Yes General
PHAPG [Ganesh et al., 2024] Yes O(1/VT) Yes General
RANAC (Algorithm/[I) No O(1/VT) Yes General

Table 1: This table summarizes the key related results on global convergence guarantees for average reward
reinforcement learning.

shown to achieve a global convergence rate of O(1/7T''/%), which is not order optimal. This raises the fol-
lowing question, that is addressed in this paper.

Is it possible to achieve a global convergence rate of O ( %) for a model-free algorithm without the algorithm

requiring knowledge of mixing time, in the average-reward setup with general policy parametrization?

In this paper, we answer this question in positive. In order to do that, we propose a novel algorithm,
that makes use of the MLMC method for reducing the bias of the Markovian estimators. The proposed
algorithm does not use the mixing time, and achieves global convergence which is order-optimal in T". The
key comparison of this work to the related works in the literature is summarized in Table[ll

Novelty and Main Contributions: The key technical novelty in this paper is to handle the estimation
of the policy gradients from the Markovian trajectories for a model-free RL with parametrized policies, and
using them efficiently in the Natural Actor Critic based algorithm. We will describe the key differences as
compared to three key areas of work in the following.

* Discounted Reward RL: We note that while optimal sample complexity has been studied for the dis-
counted reward setups [Mondal and Aggarwal, [2024] for policy-gradient based approach assuming the
availability of a simulator and for actor-critic approaches under Markovian sampling [Xu et al., 2020b,
Gaur et al), 12024], we do not need to wait till the mixing time to get independence. The discount factor
helps with obtaining decayed impact of the sub-trajectories. Thus, the analysis with average reward
setup uses significantly different approaches than those for discounted reward setups. Additionally, we
note that our result implies a global sample complexity of order O(1/¢?), which improves over the best
known existing bound O(1/¢?), for actor-critic algorithms in both the discounted and average-reward
setup [Wang et all, 2024].

* Average Reward RL with Policy Gradients: The key works for average reward setup with parametrized
policy are [Bai et al., 2024, |(Ganesh et all, 2024]. The key in such an approach is that the policy gradient
estimation is through the use of sub-trajectories that are far enough so that they are nearly independent.
However, such an approach require knowledge of mixing time. In contrast, we directly learn gradient
estimation from the Markovian trajectories.

e Average Reward RL with Markovian Gradient Estimator: In order to avoid creating independent
subtrajectories, we need to obtain the gradient estimates from Markovian data. Since for a given policy,
the estimation approach becomes that of a Markov chain, the authors of [Patel et all, 2024] used the
Markovian data algorithm in [Dorfman and Levy, 2022] to obtain the estimate of the policy gradient.
In this approach, the gradient is estimated using a multi-level Monte Carlo (MLMC) technique [Giles,



2015] and adaptive learning rate of AdaGrad [Duchi et al,2011]. We note that employing AdaGrad with
MLMC alone fails to ensure global convergence rate of O(1/+v/T), as seen in [Patel et al|,2024], where the
convergence rate guarantee is O(1/7"'/4). This requires multiple novel techniques in the approach as will
be described next.

We propose a Randomized Accelerated Natural Actor Critic Algorithm, which employs MLMC to effi-
ciently compute both the critic and the natural policy gradient direction. The term "randomized" refers
to the MLMC method’s use of a randomized batch length at each iteration for efficient bias reduction.
For calculating the NPG direction, we employ a specific variant of Nesterov’'s momentum, as detailed in
[Beznosikov et al.,2023], but modified to eliminate dependence on mixing time.

For the critic update, we demonstrate that TD learning combined with MLMC for bias reduction achieves
a convergence rate of O(1/T), significantly improving upon the existing guarantees of O(1/+/T) provided
by previous works [Dorfman and Levy, 2022, |Suttle et all, [2023, [Patel et al!, 2024] using MLMC. Notably,
despite utilizing MLMC with Adagrad-based acceleration, these prior analyses obtained suboptimal con-
vergence rates. This is because, while Adagrad can provide optimal-order convergence for non-strongly
convex problems, it does not exploit the strong convexity of the TD problem. Our findings indicate that the
proposed variant without Adagrad can achieve order-optimal bounds.

Additionally, the Natural Actor Critic framework utilizes a Natural Policy Gradient (NPG) update, in
contrast to the vanilla Policy Gradient update studied in [Patel et al., 2024]. It is known that the NPG direc-
tion can be computed by solving a stochastic strongly convex optimization problem [Mondal and Aggarwal,
2024]. However, existing algorithms for stochastic strongly convex optimization with Markovian noise ei-
ther assume knowledge of mixing time [Beznosikov et all, 2023], or require bounded domains/gradients,
which necessitate projection operations [Doan et al), 2020, [Even, 2023]. In this paper, we introduce an ap-
proach that mitigates these issues and utilizes a version of Nesterov’s momentum to accelerate the stochas-
tic strongly convex optimization problem, achieving a convergence rate of O(1/7T’).

We summarize the key contributions in this work as follows:

¢ This paper provides a novel model-free algorithm for average reward reinforcement learning with parametrized
policies, which does not use the knowledge of mixing time. The algorithm uses a Natural Actor Critic
based approach that utilizes MLMC for estimation from Markovian data and momentum-based acceler-
ation.

e The proposed algorithm is shown to achieve order-optimal global convergence rate of O(1/v/T), signifi-
cantly surpassing the state-of-the-art bound of O(1/T"'/*) for such algorithms.

¢ In order to achieve the result, we propose TD learning with MLMC which achieves convergence rate of
O(1/T), without requiring knowledge of the mixing time.

e This paper provides the first result for stochastic strongly-convex optimization with Markovian noise
which does not require mixing time, does not use projection operations, or assume bounded domain/gradient,
and achieve a convergence rate of O(1/T).

2 Setup

In this paper, we explore an infinite horizon reinforcement learning problem with an average reward cri-
terion, modeled by a Markov Decision Process (MDP) represented as a tuple M = (S, A, r, P, p). Here, S
denotes the state space, A is the action space with a size of 4, r : § x A — [0, 1] represents the reward
function, P : S x A — AlSlis the state transition function, where AlS! denotes the probability simplex with
dimension |S|, and p : S — [0, 1] signifies the initial distribution of states. A policy 7 : S — Al deter-
mines the distribution of the action to be taken given the current state. It gives rise to a transition function
P™ : 8§ — AlSl defined as P™(s,s') = 3", 4 P(s'|s,a)m(als), for all s,s' € S. It can be seen that for any
given policy 7, the sequence of states produced by the MDP forms a Markov chain. We will be assuming
the following throughout the paper:



Assumption 1. The MDP M is ergodic. That is, the Markov chain induced under every policy w, {s¢}+>0, is

irreducible and aperiodic.

Before proceeding further, we point out that we consider a parameterized class of policies II, which
consists of all policies 7y such that § € ©, where © C R?. Tt is well-established that if M is ergodic, then
for all # € ©, there exists a unique stationary distribution denoted as d™ ¢ AlS! such that it satisfies
Prodre = d™. With this notation in place, we define the mixing time of an MDP.

Definition 1. The mixing time of an MDP M with respect to a policy parameter 0 is defined as,

mix

. L 0
We also define Tmix = supgee Ty

ix

70 = min {t > 1‘||(P“9)t(s, D —dm|| < %,vs € 5} . 1)

as the the overall mixing time. In this paper, Tmix is finite due to ergodicity.

Algorithm 1 Randomized Accelerated Natural Actor

The mixing time of an MDP measures how  (Critic (RANAC)

quickly the MDP approaches its stationary distribu-
tion when the same policy is executed repeatedly.
In the average reward setting, we seek to find a
policy g such that the long-term average reward
is given by J(mg) := limy_ oo E % ZtT:o r(st,at)}
is maximized. In this work, we use an actor-critic
approach to optimize J. Before proceeding further,

we introduce a few important terms. The action-
value (Q) function is defined as

Q™ (s,0) =E

> Ir(sian) - J(We)]] @
t=0

such that sg = s, a9 = a, and action a ~ m9. We can
then further write the state value function as

V7(s) =Eqmmy(5)[Q™ (s, a)]. 3)

Using the Bellman’s Equation, we can write, from
@) and @), the value of a state s, in terms of another
as [Puterman, 2014]

V™(s) =Elr(s,a) = J(mg) + V™ (s)],  (4)

where the expectation is over a ~ mg(-|s),s’ ~
P(-la,s). We also define the advantage term
as follows, A™(s,a) = Q™(s,a) — V™(s).
With the above notations in place, we can now
state the well-known policy gradient theorem
established by [Suttonetall, [1999]: VoJ(0) =

Esndmo amme(-|5) {A”e (s,a)Vglog we(als)] )

PG algorithms maximize the average reward
by updating 6 using gradient ascent, by updating
¢ along VyJ(#). Natural Policy Gradient (NPG)
methods update 6 along wj instead, where

1: Input: Initial parameters 6y, wy = wg ,and & = 5{;,
policy update stepsize «, parameters for NPG up-
date (pw, Gu, Buw;Yw), parameters for critic update
(pe, qe, Be,ve), initial state sy ~ p(-), outer loop
size K, inner loop size H, batch size B

2. fork=0,1,--- ,K do
3: T, =0;
4: > Average reward and critic estimation
5: forh=1,2,--- ,Hdo
6: Sample level length PF ~ Geom(1/2)
7: fori=1,...,2P" Bdo
8: Take action ai, ~ 7y, (+|s%)
9: Collect next state s+ ~ P(:|st, a})
10: Receive reward ri = r(si, al)
11: end for
12: T+ = QPSB
13: Update &), using and (17)
14: end for
15: > Natural Policy Gradient (NPG) estimation
16: forh=1,2,--- ,H do
17: Sample level length Q% ~ Geom(1/2)
18: fori=1,...,29"B do
19: Take action ai, ~ 7y, (-|s%)
20: Collect next state si."* ~ P(:|st, al)
21: Receive reward ri = r(si, al)
22: end for
23: T+ = 2Q2B
24: Update wy, using (14) and
25: end for
26: > Policy update
27: Vi = WH
28: 9k+1 =0 — avy
29: end for

w = F(0)"'V,J(0),

and F'(0) is the Fisher information matrix as defined as:

F(G) = ]ESNdeg EaNﬂ'e('|S) [Vg 10g 7T9(CL|S)(V9 log Yy’ (a|s))T] . (5)



3 Proposed Algorithm

Algorithm 2 Randomized Accelerated Gradient Descent [Beznosikov et al., 2023]
1: Parameters: stepsize v > 0, momentums m, p, ¢, 8, number of iterations 7', MLMC limit T},,.x and batch
size B
2: Initialization: Set :Cg =x0,70=0
3: fort=20,1,2,..., T —1do
& 2 =mal + (1 —m)xy
5: Sample J; ~ Geom (1/2)

2Jt _ o Ji—1 if 2Jt < Tonax . . j
6: g =g+ (9" =9 ), =M with gl =279 BBV, Zr, 1)
0, otherwise

7wl =af —prg '
8 w1 =qrl + (0 — @)z + (1 —p)1 - Bz + (1 —p)Baf

9: Tt+1 = Tt + 2JtB
10: end for

We propose Randomized Accelerated Natural Actor Critic (Algorithm [I). The algorithm is comprised
of the following key components:

Natural Policy Gradient (NPG): For a fixed policy parameter § € ©, we compute the NPG direction by
viewing it as a stochastic optimization problem with Markovian noise. The NPG direction is the solution to
the following strongly convex optimization problem:

min f(w) == (1/2) - w' F(f)w — VgJ(0)w. (6)

Note that Vw f ( ) = F(0)w — Vg J(0). Consider 0, € © and a trajectory induced by policy mg,, 7}; =

(58, aR, 8 a) -+ 58}, @ ) Let 2 = (s,,al,si™") and dy denote the distribution determined by dz(2]) =
dmox (s1)m(al |s k) (57|51, a],). Using these notations, we can write the estimate of as V., f(w) as

u(w, Ok; 21) = F(0k; 2w — h(Bk; 21, @)

where F(6y; 2]) = Vglogmg, (al|s.)Velogm(al|si)T, and h(6y; z]) is the vanilla policy gradient estimator,
which we provide in the next section in ().

Average-reward and critic estimation: We consider the critic setup where the critic function is the inner
product between a given feature map ¢(s) : S — R™ and a weight vector v € R™. We denote the critic
estimation for V™ (s) as V,(s) = (¢(s),v) and assume that ||¢(s)|| < 1 for all s € S. The critic aims to
minimize the error below

min Y d™(s)(V™(s) — V,(s))>. 8)
veQ oy
Consider 0 € © and a trajectory induced by policy 7y, , 7 = (59, a3, s, ak -+ , sk, ak). Let 2] = (s),al, ™).

The stochastic gradient estimate of () is typically approximated using the Temporal Difference (TD) method
as

(r(st,al) — J(mo,) + (d(siT),vn) — (6(s],), i) ) B(5L)- )

Note that due to the use of bootstrapping, the above estimator is not a "true" gradient estimator [Maei, 2011],
which requires a different analysis than regular stochastic optimization methods. Since the critic update in
©) relies on J(mg,), which we do not have access to, we can substitute with a recursive estimate for the
average reward as nx4+1 = Mk — V(K — (s, ak)) The critic and average reward estimates are typically
updated as:

Met1 = M — 3Bk (K — (s, a7,))

_ o _ 10
Vi1 = vk = B(8(s1)(8(s,7) = o(s0) Twi + (r(sh ap) — me) 6(s7), uo



where c3 > 0 is some constant. With these estimates, we can estimate the vanilla policy gradient direction
as

h(Ok; 2) = (r(sh,al) —me + (S(sh ) — (s0,), vi)) - Vg log o, (af|s1). (11)

We can combine the average-reward and critic estimates as a single vector & = [ng, v |7

2021b]. Then, the updates in [I0) can be compactly expressed as

asin [Zhang et all,

i1 = & — Brv(Ok, &x; 21), (12)

where

0(Ok, &k 21) = A(Ok; 20)Ex — D(O1; 2]),

; 0 ; cpr(sl, al)
A(Ok; %) = 7 j j j ),b9;7:< ﬁ-’“-”“»).
D= (L300 st — oty 10D ~r(s]. al)(sh)
We now state some assumptions we will be making regarding the critic updates.

Assumption 2. For a given feature mapping ¢, we define the worst-case approximation error to be
* e 2
€app = SngS~d"9 [¢(S)TV @) -Vv™(s)]", (13)

which we assume to be finite.

Assumption 3. There exist X > 0 such that, for all 6, the matrix Elp(s))(¢(s,) — (51T )] = M is positive
definite, i.e. for all z, T E[p(s])(p(s)) — ¢(si™ )Tz > X - ||z

Both Assumptions2landBlare frequently employed in the analysis of actor-critic methods [Bhandari et al.,
2018, | Zou et al., 12019, [Qiu et al., 2021, Xu et al., 20204, Suttle et all, 2023]. Assumption [2] intuitively relates
to the quality of the feature mapping, where €,,, measures this quality: well-designed features lead to a
small or even zero €,,,, Whereas poorly designed features result in a higher worst-case error. Assumption
Bl on the other hand, is essential for guaranteeing the solvability of the MSPBE minimization problem and
the uniqueness of its solutions.

Let Ag = Eq4, A(;2) and by = Eg, b(0; z). By setting large enough cz, Assumption [ implies that
Ag — (A/2)1 is also positive definite (see Lemmal6). This also implies that Ay is invertible. For a fixed policy
parameter 6, let £* denote A, 'bg.

Multi-level Monte Carlo: Let 7/ := (s}, af,s;,a}, -+, s;,a]) denote a trajectory generated by policy
7, with length j and z}, = (s, aj, sit).

Sample Q¥ ~ Geom(1/2). Then the MLMC estimator of the gradient in the NPG subproblem at iteration
h can be calculated as:

k k
ﬂ,h = U% + {2Q§ (Ugh - ughy 1)7 if 2Qlfl < Tmax (14)
0, otherwise

with u] = 2 Zi;l u(wi, Oy; 2F) and where Thpax > 2.
Using the MLMC estimator, the NPG direction wy, is updated using momentum-based acceleration as:
wi = mww,{ + (1 —my)wp,
Whi1 = W = Pl (15)

Wh41 = QWW;{H + (pw - Qw)w}i + (1 _pw)(l - Bw)wh + (1 _pw)ﬁww'}z

Similarly, for the critic updates, sample P} ~ Geom(1/2). Then the MLMC estimator of the critic update
can be calculated as:



le Prlf_ P,’f—l : P’f<
o= 4 4 20" =), 27 S T (16)
0, otherwise
with va =5 Zi;l v(&n, Ok; 27) and where Tipax > 2.
Using the MLMC estimator, the critic is updated as:
&1 = En — Brln. (17)

The advantage of the MLMC estimator is that it achieves the same bias as averaging Ti,.x gradients,
but with only O(1) samples. Additionally, since drawing from a geometric distribution does not require
knowledge of the mixing time, we can eliminate the need for the oracle knowledge assumption used in
previous works like [Bai et al), 2024, (Ganesh et alJ, 2024].

However, the MLMC estimator can result in increased variance of the estimator. There are a line of
works using AdaGrad to reduce the impact of the increased variance and accelerate convergence. However,
this approach does not provide improved convergence rate of O(1/T") when the objective is strongly-convex.
Thus, we use a version of Nesterov’s acceleration considered with the above mentioned MLMC estimator.
This version of Accelerated MLMC was studied in [Beznosikov et al), [2023], however, their choice of algo-
rithm parameters required knowledge of mixing time. Moreover, our gradient estimates also suffer from
bias due to the average-reward and critic estimation error, whereas the result in [Beznosikov et all, 2023]
requires unbiased estimates. Since the critic update is not a pure gradient descent approach due to the use
of bootstrapping, the result obtained for the strongly convex problem cannot be directly used. As a result,
we use MLMC (without momentum) with TD learning.

4 Main results

We first state some assumptions that we will be using before proceeding to the main results.

Assumption 4. For any 6 € RY, the transferred compatible function approximation error, L, (w?;0), satisfies
. 2
Ly (w?0) =F,_n+ Eqns(]s) {(A 9(s,a) — (W) " Vylog 71'9(CL|S)) } < €bias, (18)

where w? is the exact NPG direction at 6.

Assumption 5. Forall 6,0,,02 € © and (s,a) € S x A, the following statements hold:
(a) [[Velogma(als)|| < G1  (b) [V logmg(als) — Vg logm,(als)|| < Gall61 — b2]. (19)

Assumption 6 (Fisher non-degenerate policy). There exists a constant @ > 0 such that F(0) — pulq is positive
semidefinite where 1, denotes an identity matrix.

Comments on Assumptions @6t We would like to highlight that all these assumptions are commonly
found in PG literature [Liu et al),[2020,|Agarwal et all, 2021, [Papini et al.,2018, Xu et al., 2019, [Fatkhullin et al.
2023]. We elaborate more on these assumptions below.

€bias captures the parametrization capacity of mg. For 7y using the softmax parametrization, we have
€bias = 0 [Agarwal et all, [2021]. When 7y is a restricted parametrization, which may not contain all stochas-
tic policies, we have €pias > 0. It is known that episs is very small when rich neural parametrizations are
used [Wang et al), 2019]. Assumption [Blrequires that the score function is bounded and Lipschitz continu-
ous. This assumption is widely used in the analysis of PG based methods [Liu et all, 2020, |Agarwal et al.,
2021, Papini et al), 2018, Xu et all, 2019, [Fatkhullin et al), 2023]. Assumption [f]requires that the eigenvalues
of the Fisher information matrix can be bounded from below and is commonly used in obtaining global com-
plexity bounds for PG based methods [Liu et all, 2020, [Zhang et al), 20214, Bai et al, 2022, [Fatkhullin et all,
2023]. Assumptions[BHelwere shown to hold for various examples recently including Gaussian policies with
linearly parameterized means and certain neural parametrizations [Liu et al., 2020, [Fatkhullin et al., 2023].



Theorem 1. Consider AlgorithmMwith K = ©(v/T), H = ©(v/T/log(T)), B = ©(log(T)) and o = 45—21:' Let
Assumptions[IHel hold and assume J is L-smooth and ||V J(0)||, h(0;2) < C forall0 € © and z € S x Ax S. Then

there exists a choice of parameters for the critic and NPG estimation such that for sufficiently large T, the following
statement holds:

K-1 74'
1 Z ]) < O <\/€app + v €bias + le(log T)\/; le(log T)) . (20)
=0

Remark 1. A detailed version of this result can be found in Appendix[Dl We point out that the above bound is only
O(1/V/T), in contrast to existing bounds of order O(1/T*/*) in the average reward general policy setting without
knowledge of mixing time [Bai et al., 2024, Patel et al., 12024]. Moreover, our bounds do not depend on the size of
the action space and hitting time unlike [|Bai et all, 2024, |Ganesh et all, 12024]. Though [Patel et all,12024] provides
bounds with only O(\/Tmix) dependence, these bounds depend on the projection radius of the critic updates, R,,, which
can be large and scale with Tmix [Wei et al),2020]. In contrast, our algorithm does not use such projection operators
and do not scale with R,,,.

5 Proof Outline

We structure our analysis into three parts: policy update, NPG estimation, and critic analysis.

5.1 Policy update analysis

Lemma 1. Consider any policy update rule of form
9k+1 = 0, + awy. (21)

If Assumptions @land Bl hold, then the following inequality is satisfied

1 K-1 Gl K-1
T S E)] < Ve + S Y BB felok] - )]
k=0 k=0
(22)
e Z E [l + — Eonger (KL (15) I, (1)

where K L(-|-) is the Kullback-Leibler divergence, wj; is the NPG direction F(0y) =1V J(0y), 7* is the optimal policy
and J* is the optimal value of the function J(-).

The last term above is of order O(1/K) since E_ j-« [K L(7*(:|s)||mg, (|5))] is constant. The term E ||wy|?
can be further decomposed as

1 K-1 1 K-1 K—
= S Bl < 2 30 Bl —wil + ZEIIWZHQ
k=0 k=0 =0

) S K- (23)
) 1 — * 2 2
<% Y Eflor —will? + Z E[[VoJ (0x)]
k=0

where (a) follows from Assumption[@land the definition that w} = F(0;)~'V4J(0)). Thus, we can obtain a
global convergence bound by bounding the terms E |Jwy, —w} %, E || (E [wk|0k] —wi) || and E ||V J (6)||*. The
first two terms are the variance and bias of the NPG estimator, wy, and the third term indicates the local
convergence rate. Further, E || Vy.J(0))||? can be expressed in terms of E ||w), — wj||?, and thus, in the next
subsections we briefly describe how we obtain these bounds.



5.2 NPG estimation analysis

In this section, we focus on the NPG estimation loop for a fixed 6, € ©. We drop the subscript k for ease of
exposition. We look at how the bounds are derived for E |wy — w*||? and E||(E [wg|0] — w*)||. Recall that
Algorithm [[lcomputes wy using Accelerated MLMC for H iterations.

Before we provide results for the NPG analysis, we first provide a result for Algorithm [2 for strongly
convex optimization with Markovian noise that does not require knowledge of mixing time or bounded
gradient/domain/projection. Consider a time-homogeneous, ergodic Markov chain (Z;);>o with with a
unique invariant distribution dz and Markov kernel @). Further, let () be uniformly geometrically ergodic
with mixing time 7ix as in Assumption[Il Let F' denote the strongly convex function we wish to opti-
mize and VF(z, Z;) denote the stochastic gradient estimate. Further, let F' be L-smooth and p-strongly
convex with #* = argmin,cps F(z). An approach to optimize for F' under this setup was provided in
[Beznosikov et al),2023] and provided in Algorithm[2l However, in [Beznosikov et al., 2023], the parameter
choices for the algorithm requires knowledge of mixing time and does not consider biased estimates. Be-
low, we provide a result which does not require mixing time for parameter choices and accounts for biased
estimates.

Theorem 2. Consider Algorithm2with | Ey,[VF (z,Z)] — VF(2)||* < Aand |[VF(z,Z) — VF(z)||*> < 0? +
82|V F (z)||*. Then for~, B,m, q,p, Tmax, B satisfying

L logT
pz\/;-%, B=NPPuy, a~\/u5 7=14p

m= 11*;5:0;%7 Tmax = \/T, B = |—10g Tmax-| ;

it holds for T > \E - Tanix that

E[llor - 2*|12 + S(F(e}) = F@)] < O (g [llao = 2|12 + £(F(ao) = F(a*))]
+ET (0272,) +A) . (24)

Now, for the NPG analysis, we have f(w) is L,-smooth and p-strongly convex where L, and p are
the largest and smallest eigenvalues of F(6), respectively. From Assumption |6 it follows that u > 0. We
also show that || Eq,, [u(w, 0;2)] — Vo f(w)|? < O(|€x — €|* + Gieapp) and |Ju(w,8;2) — Vo, f(w)||? < o2 +
82 ||V f(w)]?, for some 4, and o, (see Appendix [B for details). As a result, Theorem [2] can be invoked to
provide the following bounds.

Theorem 3. Consider Algorithm[Dwith ~,,, Bu, M, Gus Pws Tmax, B satisfying

L logH N ~ /1 _ 3 ~ _1=pual’ _
pw—\/;' % y B \/p?oﬂ v Qo =\ Tw =3 T ™= 17[5;271’ B= I_IOngaxw-
wPw e

When all assumptions in Theorem [ hold, then it holds for sufficiently large H and Ty,ax that

E [Jwrr —w*12] <O (g [lwo —w*l1?] + 954 (03725) + GIE 6 — €2 + Ghewp)  (25)
and
E [||Elwi6] - w*[?] < O (%Hwo — w*2) + Sl 1 G Elenl6] - €717 + G) (26)

5.3 Critic analysis

As discussed in Section 3] the average-reward and critic update can be viewed as a linear function. How-
ever, the matrix A is asymmetric and this update cannot be viewed as a gradient of a quadratic func-
tion. Moreover, its eigenvalues may not be real. However, it is still satisfies useful properties, such as
(1/2)6T AE > \/2-||€]|?, for all €. We can still utilize this positive-definiteness property to obtain our results.
Using the fact that the critic update estimates satisfy || A(6; z)|| < La and [|b(6; z)|| < L, for all  and z (see
Section[C)), we obtain the following bounds:



Theorem 4. Consider Algorithm[and let Assumptions[IHel hold. Then for e, Be, me, ge, De, Tmax, B satisfying
o 1- .
pe B B\ 0PN e xns e = qny me %, B = [log Timax] ,
it holds for sufficiently large H and Ty,ax that
E e — €17 < O (= Elléo — €2 + B (A L4 + LIA™) (e 0 T+ 725) + g ) 27)

and

E [ Elénle] — £'12) < O (= Elole] — €2 + &g + Hizins ). 28)
Remark 2. Note that the critic error E [||&p — £ ||?] is O(1/T), which is significantly improves upon existing guar-
antees of (7)(1/\/7) for TD with MLMC [Dorfman and Levy, 12022, |Suttle et all, 2023, Patel et all, 1 2024]. Though
these works use TD learning with MLMC and AdaGrad, this approach does not exploit the strong convexity of the
underlying problem and results in suboptimal convergence rates.

6 Conclusions

In this work, we introduce the Randomized Accelerated Natural Actor Critic (Algorithm[I]), which achieves
a global convergence rate of order O(1/v/T) without requiring prior knowledge of the mixing time. Addi-
tionally, the algorithm employs an MLMC TD method for the critic update, ensuring convergence of order
O(1/T). This paper also presents the first result for stochastic strongly-convex optimization with Marko-
vian noise that does not require knowledge of the mixing time, avoids projections, and does not assume
a bounded domain or gradient, yet achieves a convergence rate of O(1/T'). Extension of the proposed ap-
proach to general critic functions is an important future direction, while we note that the corresponding
results for the discounted reward setup leads to an increased sample complexity [Gaur et al., 2024].
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A Proof of Theorem 2

Consider zg, -+ ,zr_1 of Algorithm [2l and define the filtration 7; = o(z;,j < t). Let E[-] denote the
expectation E[-| F;]. We start the proof with some guarantees on the MLMC estimator g;. Similar guarantees
exist in literature with MLMC estimation [Dorfman and Levy, 2022, [Suttle et al., 2023, Beznosikov et al.,
2023]. The difference between the result below and [Dorfman and Levy,2022,Beznosikov et all,2023] is that
we consider a biased gradient estimate, in order for the results to be applicable to NPG subproblem with
imperfect critic and average reward estimates. [Suttle et al),2023] provides a bound with biased estimates
as well, however these results are sharper, with the term ||V F(z;) — E;[g:]||* bounded by O(T,;2,) instead
of O(TL,).

Lemma 2. Consider a time-homogeneous, ergodic Markov chain (Z;);>¢ with with a unique invariant distribu-
tion dz and Markov kernel (). Further, let ) be uniformly geometrically ergodic with mixing time Tmix. Assume
| Ea, [VF(z,2)] — VF(2)|> < A?and |VF(x,Z;) — VF(2)||* < 02 + §?||VF(z)|]? for all i > 0. Denote E, as
the expectation conditioned on J;. Then the MLMC estimator g:

2Jt ( Je thl), i 2Jt < Tmax ' ) ) j
g =90+ gt T 9 f2 < with gl =27 7B VS 2 BV F (a4, Zr,14)
0, otherwise

satisfies the following:
(@) Ealgr] = Ealgf"** "]
() E[|VF(2t) = gell*] < O ((Tmix 108 Tnax + Tirixc) (07 + 8[|V F (1))
(©) [VF(z:) = Eelgi]|* < O (T (0® + [ VF(20) %) + A).
Proof of Lemma[2l Before proceeding to the proof, we state a useful lemma below:

Lemma 3 (Lemma 1, [Beznosikov et al.,2023]). Let Assumption[Ilhold. Then, for anyn > 1and x € R?, it holds
that
Ea,[|n S0, VF(x, Z) — VF(2)||"] < & (62 + 62(|VF(2)|?) . (29)

where |[VF(z,Z;) — VF(z)|| < 0* + §?||VF(2)||? and dz is the stationary distribution of Z. Moreover, for any
initial distribution d

JP— 2 .
Eql[[n=! 301, VF(2, Z;) = VF(@)|7] < Sfuix (o + 82| VF (@)]?) (30)
where Cy = 16(1 + ).

We first show that E,[¢;] = E, [gtUOg2 T’“a"J]. The proof is standard, where we simply compute the expec-
tation with respect to J;:

[logs Tiax]
Edlge) = Ei[Eplod] = Eelgf] + > Pri{Ji=i}-2'Edlg; —g; ']
=1
LlOgZ TmaxJ ) ) X .
= Eufgi] + Eilgi — i) = Eifg) % ).

1=1
For the proof of (b), notice that
EIVE(r) — 0] < 2B [IVF () - 0?12 + 2Bl e — o911
2B, [V () g7+ 23 Pe(, = i} -4 [} — i)
2B, (V@) — g2 + 23 2 E gk - i

[logs Timax ] i i i
< 2E || VF () —9?|\2]+4Zi:12 2 (B[ VF(2:) — gt 1* + Eelllgp — VF(20)|%]) -
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To bound E[||VF(z¢) — g¢l|?], Be[IVE (z¢) — gi |2, Be[|lgi — VF(x¢)]|?], we apply Lemma[Bland get
E[|VF(zt) - g:|°]

[log, mde C mix C 2.
<20? 44y " (1T (0> + P|VF@)|?) + ”mw#+wHVFwaw0

2'B 221 B2
< 4C4 (0 + 62HVF(5515)” ) Tmix 1085 Tmax + (4C1 + 2)(02 + 62HVF(xt)”2)T§ux
- B B2

For part (c), we have
IV F () — Eq[g]||?
= |V F(z;) — Eq[g}*% Tmd] )2
< 2| VF(zs) — Eay[gf % )12 + 2|| Eg, [ 0% o)) — By g8 Tl 2 (31)
< 207 42| Eq, [g1°% ] — Byfgy o5 T 2

(4)

(A) can be bounded using the maximal exact coupling argument in [Douc et al), 2018, Lemma 19.3.6 and
Theorem 19.3.9] as:

2
lo, max lo, max mix
B o ) = Byfgf 2 < © (78 |9 (w1, 2) - VF ()2
T 2 2 2
<o (72 PIVFE + ). 62
This concludes the proof of Lemma
O
Towards proving the main claim, we state the following helpful lemmas that we will be using:
Lemma 4 (Lemma 5, [Beznosikov et al., [2023]). Consider Algorithm2l Then for any u € R, we get
p ol
Ei(F (o] 1)) <F(u) = (VF(af),u—af) = Slu—af|* = S| VF ()]
g Ly®
+ 51 Eelge] ~ VE(z])|I* + 5 E¢[llge]?].
Lemma 5 (Lemma 6, [Beznosikov et all, [2023]). Consider Algorithm[2l Then for the iterates with m = (pg~! —
1)/(Bpg~t —1),m >0,q>1,p >0, it holds that
Eifl|lzis1 — 2™I1°] <+ apyg) (1 = B)llze — " [ + (1 + apyg) Bllaf — 2™
+ 1+ apyg) (8% = B)llwe — 27 |I* + pa*y* Eulllg:]|*) )
33

—2¢°(VF(z), 2 + (pg* — V)af — ¢~ pa*)

L Pay
— I Eelge] = VE (@),

where o > 0 is any positive constant.

The arguments for proving this claim are similar to ones used in [Beznosikov et all, [2023]. The key
difference lies in tracking the effect of the parameter changes and the additional bias term. We must ensure
that these changes do not accumulate and severely impact the bounds. Now using Lemma @l with v = z*
and u =z, we obtain the following two inequalities

. . [ Py
E([F(z],,)] <F(z*) = (VF(af), 2" —af) - —||£v —af|* = FIVFE)?

+ BByl - VRGO + L B
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: Iz vl
Ei[F(afy))] <F(af) = (VF(af), o] —af) - §I|$t ] IIVF(If)II2

Py Lp*~?
+ DB g - VEGEDI? + LBl
We multiply the first inequality with 2pvq, the second with 2v¢(¢ — p) and add them with (33) to obtain

Eelllweir — 2*)|* + 27¢*F ()]
<+ apyg)(1 = B)[lwe — 2*||* + (1 + apyg)Bllaf — ™|
+ (14 apyq)(8° = B)llwe — 2f|I” = 2¢*y(VF(2f), af + (pg~" — Vaf — ¢~ 'pa”)
+ 27 Edllg]”) + | Ealgr] - VE @)

+2q(F(*) = (VF (), 0" - af) = Ejlo* — 2P - 2|9 Rt )

22l Lp*y?
+ 2 Edlgdl - VE@)IP? + =5 Edlllgel*))
i H Py
+ 2ya(q = p) (F(al) = (VF(f),af —af) = Sllaf —af|? - BLIVE @)

Py Lp*y?
+ 2 Edlgdl = VE@)I? + =5 Edlllgel*))

=(1+ apyq)(1 - B)||lze — *||> + 2vq (¢ — p) F(x]) + 2pyqF ()
+ (1 + apyq) B — pyap) ||lzf — =2
+ (14 apya) (B2 = B)||ze — 2f||* — pV* @I VF (2|2

4%

+ (BL 4 p9%?) |1 Balged = VEGDI? + (%4 + P74 L) Exlllge]]
(a)
<1+ apyg)(1 = B)||lze — ¥ + 2vq (¢ — p) F(a]) + 2pyqF ()

+((1 4 apyg)B — pyap) ||=f — «*|?

+ (1 + apy)(B* = B)l|lze — 2f (1> — pv*@ |V F (27)]?

1
. <—+7q) | Exlgd] = VE@DIP + 207 (1 + 1) Edlllg — V()]

+2°*y* (L + L) B[ VF ()%

where (a) follows from the fact that [|a + b[|* < 2[la||? + 2||b||%. Since v < 3, the choice of @ = 215”,
B = /4p?uy/3, and puryq = 33/2 gives

B=\/A4p*uy/3 < \/p2u/L < 1,

(1+apgy)(1 - B) = <1+§> (1-8)=s <1_§>

(L + apgy)B — ppvyq) = <ﬂ + g _ pwq) ( pwq) <0,

and, therefore,

Et[|zep1 — 27|12 + 29¢*F (2] )] <(1 = B/2)l|lwe — 27| + 27 (q — p) F(x]) + 2pyqF (z*)
+pg*y? (1+2p/8) | Edlge] — VF(2])|?
+2p°¢*y* (1 + yL) Ey[llg: — VF(a])]?]
—pV’ (1 = 2p(1 +~L))||VF (z])|*.
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Adding —2v¢*F (z*) on both sides yields

Eo[[lwirn — | + 29 (F(afy,) — F(a*)] < (1= B/2) | — 2*|* + (1 = p/q) - 29¢*(F(a]) — F(2"))
+pg*y? (1+2p/8) || Be[ge] — VF(a])|?
+2°¢*7* (1 + L) Eell|ge — VF(2])|?]
- py?¢* (1 = 2p(1 + L)) | VF ().
Using LemmaRlalong with the fact that | Eq, [VF(z, Z)] — VF(2)||?> < A7+ A3|VF(2)|? and | VF(z, Z) —
VE(2)|? < o? + 6%|VF(x)||?, we obtain
Ei[||lwis1 — 2% + 2792 (F(2],,) — F(z"))]
<(1=B/2)|lz — ">+ (1 — p/q) - 29¢*(F(z]) — F(a"))
+p0°7? (1+2p/8) - (Cori T B~ (0% + 2|V F (2)|?) + AT + A VE () [|*)
+ 2p2q272 (1+~L)- ((4OITmix -1 log Thax + (4C1 + 2)7-1311)( - )(U + 52||VF(It)”2))
—pV?¢(1 = 2p(1 +~L))|IVF (a)|?
<(1=B/2)|lz — 2" + (1 — p/q) - 29¢*(F(z]) — F(a"))
+pa*7? (1+2p/B) - (Corin T B~ (0% + 8| VF (27) %) + A)
+2p°¢°y* (1 +7L) - (AC1 Tmix B~ 10g Tnax + (4C1 + 2)70, B72) (0% + 0" VF (2])]|?))
-y’ (1 = 2p(1 + L)) VF ()%,

where §'2 £ §2 + A% - (T2

max )/(CQTmIX) With Tmax Z \/CZP 1 + 2p/ﬂ) we have

Ei[|2e41 — 2° )1 + 296> (F (] ) — F(z*))]

<(1—B/2)|lz — 2" |* + (1 — p/q) - 29¢*(F(z]) — F(a™))
+ 07 B0 + 87|V F (2)]1%)
+2p°¢*7* (L + L) - (4C1 Timix B~ 1og Trnax + (4C1 + 2)724, B72) (0 + 8|V F (z])|1?)
=7 (1 = 2p(L + Y L) [VF (@) + pgy* (1 + 2p/8) AT

<(1—B/2)|lz — 2*|* + (1 — p/q) - 29¢*(F(z]) — F(a"))
+@W%@+wywmm3l%maﬂa+w%@*w2
—py?¢* [1=2p (1 + L) (1 +4 [Ci7mix B~ og Tinax + (C1 + D12y, B72] 67 [V E(a) |2
+pg*y* (1+2p/B) Af.

Since p = \/% . %, B = [log Tinax | and Tiax > 2, we obtain for large enough T

p< [14+2(1+7L) (144 [Cimmix B 1og Taax + (Ch + 1)72, B2 5%)] 7,

and then,

Ei[[lzer1 — 2|1 + 27> (F (2] ) — F(a*)] < (1= B/2) |z — 2*|* + (1 — p/q) - 29¢*(F(z]) — F(z*))
+8p°¢*7* (1 +4L) - (CiTmix B~ 108 Tnax + (C1 + 1)1, B~2) 0
+pg°y* (1+2p/B) AL.

<max{(1-5/2),(1-p/q)} [let —2*|* + 2v*(F (2] ) — F(a"))
+8p°¢*y* (1 + L) - (Ci7mix B~ " log Trnax + (C1 + 1) 723, B~2) 0?
+pa®y* (14 2p/B) A3
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Using that pgy = 38/(2u), 3/2 = p/q, B = [log Trax] and v < L™, we have

Ee[lwers —2*[12 + 293 (F(afy) = F@)] < (1= 8/2) [lo = a*|]* + 2a*(F(@]) = F(a"))]

(34)
+ 368702 (Cimix + (C1 + D7) 0 + 28g7AT.
Unrolling the recursion and replacing 8 with /4p?uy/3 yields
E[llzr — 2*|* + 29¢*(F (1) — F(a"))]
> T
< (1 -/ %) (2 = &7 + 2y*(F(@) = F("))] + 728172 (Cimine + (C1 + ) 0
2~ T2 144
< exp (—V%) [12° — 2% + 29¢*(F(25) — F(z*))] + ﬁzyﬁ (C10° e + (C1 + 1)0724) + %A%

Substituting p = \/% el =3 andg=,/ % concludes the proof.

B Proof of Theorem 3l

In order to prove Theorem[3, we need to show that || Eq,, [u(w, 6; 2)] — V,, f(w)||* < O([|€n — £ |1* + GZeapp)
and |lu(w,6;z) — Vo, f(w)||? < 02 + 62||V,, f(w)|?, for some §,, and o,.
First, recall that u(w, O; 2) == F(0k; 2] )w — h(Oy; z1.). It follows that
[u(w, 6; 2) = Vi f(@)1? < I(F(6k; 27) = F(Or))w = (h(6k; 2) = VI (0x)]>
< 2||F(0k; 21) = F(0R) 12 w]* + 212 (0k; 2) — VI (0r)II?
<202/ F(0k; )1 + 21 F 0w + 201h(0k; 21) = VI (00)]]*

(@) .
< 8GH||wl + 417 (0w; )1 + IV I (00)[I)

®) 16G?
S 2
i

Ve f(@)[[* +4C2(1 + 4GTu™?),

where (a) follows from the fact that || F'(8y; 21) |, | F(8)|| < Gy since F(; 21) = Vlog 7, (ai|s],) log me, (al|s1) T,
F(0r) = Eq,[F(0k; zi)] and ||V log 7, (aﬂsfg)” < G4 (from Assumption ). Whereas (b) follows from the
fact that w = F(0) (V. f(w) + V.J(6))) and that eigenvalues of F(0)~! are upper bounded by 1/ (from
Assumption[6). The statement now follows by setting o,, = 4C?%(1 + 4G3p~2) and 4, = 1?5? .

We overload notation from the general strongly convex optimization with Markovian noise to re-define
the filtration {F3, }1>0 as Fo = o0(8) and Fj, = o(0,wn, - - ,wp) for h > 1. Additionally, let E;[-] = E[-|F3]. To-
wards bounding || Eq,, [u(w, 0; 2)] — V., f(w)]||?, we introduce a few terms to facilitate exposition. Before pro-
ceeding, we note that E,, [u(wh, Ok; 21) — V fu(wn)] = Ea, [h(0k; 21)] — VI (81,) since we have Eq,, [F (0); 2])] =
F(6). Hence, we focus on bounding || Ea,, [h(8y; 21)] — V.J(8%)]|.

Let
(O; 21) = (r(sh al) — mk + (D(s1) — ¢(s7,), vi)) - Vo log ma, (a]s],) (35)
h(Ok; 2) = (r(sh, al) — m + (b(s™) — @(s1), V7)) - Vo logma, (al|s]) (36)
W (Or;2)) = (r(sf,al) —nj + V(i) = V(s])) - Vo log m, (a|s7) 37)

where 7, and v, denote the average reward and critic parameter estimate obtained at iteration k, respec-
tively. Additionally, let ; = J(6x) and w;; represent the limiting point of TD(0) applied to evaluating the
policy g, . It’s important to note that this notation differs from the algorithm, where we utilize ng and vy
at every iteration k, as each of these estimates are acquired after H iterations of the accelerated MLMC TD
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algorithm. However, to maintain clarity regarding the dependence of k, we opt for the subscript k instead
of H for this proof. Notice that

h(Ok; 21,) — VI (0k) = (h(Ok; 21) — h(0k; 21) ) + (h(Ok; 21) — B (Ok; 21) ) + (h* (B ) — VI (6r) ),
(a)
where (a) and (b) can be written as

(38)

(b) (c)

B0k 20) = B0k 20) = (O = me) + (@(s17) = 6(s]) vk = i) ) Vlog o, (a] )
ROk ) = b O =) = [ (007,00 = Vau (1)) = ({051, vi) = Vau (1) ) | ¥ log o, (afIs])
and (c) is such that Eq,, [h*(ek;z;’) - w(e,c)} =0.
We then obtain the following
Ea, [h(0k; 74) — VI (61)]
= Ea, [(0 = me) + (6517 = 6], v — 1)) Vlogma, (af|s])]
+Ea, [[((06), 00 = Vau (s1) = (401, vi0) = Vi (51) )| ¥ logma, (afls)] +0
Let C = sup, | 6(s) — &("). Then,
| B, (163 24) = VI @)
=Ea, [[h(0k; 21) — VI (0r)||
< Ea [(In = mell + Cllvn = vil)) 17 1og mo, (ad 5] + Ea [eappll ¥ 1og o, (ah 15|

S Gl”n; - nk” + CGlHyk - V]:” + Gl\/eapp
< GlC”é-Z - 5/6” + Gl\/ €app-

Since all conditions of Theorem 2 are satisfied, we obtain

E lwn — 12 + £(fulwh) = Fw))] < O (g5 [lwo — w12 + £(F(wo) — F(w"))]

v (05Thi) + A7) (39)
where A = G1CE||& — &l + G1/€app and o, = 4C%(1 + 4G3u~2).

Now we focus on the second part of Theorem Bl Notice that (E[wp|0]),>1 can be recursively computed
as:

E[w]|6] = my Elw] 6] + (1 — my,) Efwn 6]
Elw] 0] = Elwf|6] — puye Elin 6]

Elwn+1/6] = @ Elw]116] + (P — 40) Ew]16] + (1 = pu)(1 = ) Elwnl6] + (1 = po) B Elwi|6]

Thus, the above updates correspond to the case where the NPG loop uses E[uy,|6] instead of @y. As a
result, we can again invoke Theorem 2] to obtain a bound for || E[wy |0] — w*||, provided we obtain an upper

bound for || E[@,|0] — V., f(E[wr|6])||, which will serve as a bound for both the bias and the variance for the
update rule. Note that:

Elun|0] = E[F(0)wy, — h|0] = E[E[F(0)ws — hlwn, 0]|0] = E[F(0)|0] E[wn|0] — E[h(0)]6],
It follows that:

| Efun|0] = Vo f (Elwn|0])]| = || E[li“(9)l9 F(0)] Elwn|0] — (E[A(0)[6] — VI (6))l]

] —
< | E[F©)16] = FO)]| Elwnl0]l| + || E[A(0)6] - VI (6)]
< w Y E[E(9)[6] = FOINY fu(Elwnl6))]| + | E[A9)]6] — VI (6)]]
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Recall that ||F'(8) — F(0)|| < ||[F(0,2)|| + [|F(0)]| < 2G1 and || Eq, [F(0, z)] — F()]| = 0. It then follows from
Lemma2(c):

| E[F(0)]6] — F(0)| = || En[F(0)] — F(9)| < O (Gzi:;"> : (40)
Separately, || E[h(6)[6] — V.J ()| = || E[Ex[1(6)]|6] — V.J(6)].
En[h(6)] — V.J(6)
M Trmax
-, Tnllax ; (h(6; z;) — w(e))]
i 1 Ttnax 7 7 * . * . .
=E, T ; (h(0; zi) — h(0; z:)) + (h(0; 2;) — h* (65 2;)) + (h™(0; z:) — VJ((?))] (1)
M 1 Timax B Tmax B
=En | 7 (h(0;2:) — h(0;2:)) | +Ep , (h(0; i) — h*(8; 2i))
L Z:;max i=1
+Ey T 2 (h*(0; ;) — VJ(9))] .

Note that Egq, [h*(6;2;)] = VJ(0) and ||h*(6; z:)|| < O(G17mix) since V™ (s) < O(Tmix) for all states s and
policies 7 [Wei et all,2020]. Thus, using Lemma[2}

1 Tmax G 7_2
*(0. 0\ _ 17 mix
E [Eh — ;(h 0;2) —VJO) || 0]] < O(Tnax ) (42)
Recall that [|A(6; ;) — h*(0; ;)| < G1,/€app, which implies
Tmax TI]]HX
1 7 * 1 7 *
E [Eh > (0 2) = h (9;;;0)] 9} <= 18(6; z:) — h* (65 20)|| < G1y/Eapp
max i=1 max i=1
Also,
1e ]
E |En | 7— ;(h(ﬁ;zi) - h(@;zi))] 0
- 1 Tn]ax B _A
=E |E T ;(h(ﬁ;zi) — h*(0; 2;)) .7:;“6‘] 6‘]
. A 43)
=E|E|~ S (=i 4 (B(siv1) — B(si), vk — vit)) Vlog ma(ails;) fh79‘| 9]
max i=1
1 TI]]HX
=E |5 (E[ne|0] — i + (@(si41) — d(s:), E[vk|0] — 1)) Vog ma(ailsi) 9] '
LA =1
It follows that
1o
E > (h(0;2:) — h(6; 2)) 91 |
max i=1
1 Tmax
<7 > N Ewl0] — mi + (S(sir1) — ¢(si), E[ve]6] — vir)) Vog ma(ass;)|
max i=1
< Gl E[nk|0] — nill + Gl Efvr|0] — v ]l. (44)
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Combining the above bounds, we obtain:
[ E[un]0] = Ve, f(Elwnl0)]
GleIX G erX
S O 5 IVe fo (Blunl])l| + == + G1l B[] — ]l + Gl Elvx 6] — vl + Gry/Eapp | -

max max

Set Ay =0 = GTlTa* + Gl Elnel6] — ]l + G1 | Elwk|6] — viill + Gry/Eapp and Ay = § = S37mix in Theorem 2]
to obtain:

E[|| Elws|6] — w*[?]

2 H2
- © <exp <_ : Iu; ) [”wo - W*HQ] + p;//; (U Tmix + 0 Tle) + AQ)

Gl le

max

1 * * *
<0 (ﬁnwo ~w ||21 + G Elmle] — o + G Efld] — v P + Geapy

(1OgH) le G le
4 SO i (S G| B{nuld) - i+ G Elpile] — v + Gleany

max

The result follows by setting Ti,.x = H and neglecting lower order terms.

C Proof of Theorem{d

Unless specified otherwise, we drop the subscript 6 for ease of exposition. We overload notation again to
re-define the filtration {7 }r>0 as Fo = o(0) and Fp, = (0, &1, -+ , &) for b > 1. Ey[-] is defined as before
as Eh[] = EH]:h]

Lemma 6. Let A = Eq,[A(0; z)]. By setting large enough cg, Assumption Blimplies that A is positive definite, i.e.,
ETAE 2 M/2- |[€)7, for all €.

Proof of Lemmal@l The proof of this lemma follows similarly as in proof of Lemma 2 in [Zhang et al), 2021H].
We begin by noting that A can be written as

c 0
A= (—cbgDe dTD(P — I)(I)) ’ 45

where e denotes the vector of all ones, D denotes the diagonal matrix with D;; = d™(s;), and ® is the | S| x d
whose i*" column is ¢(s;). Observe that

. T . 2 TraT TaT
min &' A = min  cgn®—nv (& De)+v & D(I — P)®v
lgli2=1 (re+lvit=1 " (2" De) =P
(a)
> min cgn® — v (@' De) + \||v||?
R L ( )+ Allvl
2 win ear? — nllvl + AlwI?, (46)
(m?+lv)12)=1

where (a) follows from AssumptionBland (b) follows from the fact that

7@ De| = |(@r)Td™ | < [|@v]o]ld™[[l1 < [|@V]|oo < max [[¢(0)l2[vll2 < [[v]l2. (47)
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It follows that
min ¢ A¢ > min can® — InlvV/1 =12+ A1 —n?)
n|<

l€lz=1
= min cgu — u(l —u) + A1 —u)

u€l0,1]

=\ i —Nu—Vu(l—
+u21[€?1](05 Ju—Vu(l—u)

> A2, (48)

fOrCﬁZ)\—l—\/%—l. O

Let A;, and b, denote the MLMC estimators, i.e.

_ QE(APK _ 4Pi-1 £ oPF <
Ap = A0 ¢ 2%n (4, AT, if 2% _'Tmax (49)
0, otherwise
with 47 = L 2 A(6); 2F) and
_ QF (1P Pr—1 P
b= b 4 4 20 B = b, 20 < T (50)
0, otherwise

with b = > Zi;l b(0k; 2F). For brevity, we henceforth denote the samples obtained at iteration h of the
critic loop, A(6; z) and b(6; z), as Aj, and by, respectively. Notice that
(@)
brll < legr(s, a)| + || = (s, a)é(s)]| < cs+ 1= Ly, (61)

where (a) follows since we assume the rewards obtained r(s, a) and the critic features ¢(s) are bounded by
1forall s € S and a € A. Additionally,

AR < les] + | = o(s)]| + l6(s)((s") — () " |
<cg+ lo(s)[| + Nle(s) [N (s ) + llo(s)]])
Y 32 L, (52)

where (a) holds since ¢(s) < 1 for all s € S. Using these inequalities, we can bound the bias and variance
of A;, and by, as follows:

Lemma 7. = Consider Algorithm[l} For ||Ap|| < La and ||by|| < Ly, the following statements hold:

(@ |[Ex[A)] - Al < O (Lpaie)

max

@) | Eh[gh] -b| <0 (%)

(C) Eh HA}L - AH2 < @ (L,Qq (Tmix log Tmax + Tliix))

(d) Ep [|br — bl| < O (L3 (Timix 10g Trnax + T21x) )

© [IEalin] — (A6, — )| < © ({Lalsglstulrns )

Lemma[7(a) and (b) follow from Lemmal[2|(c), while Lemmal[Z|(c) and (d) follow from Lemma[2lb). Mean-
while, Lemmal([/|(¢) follows from noting that:

En[on]) = En[Anén — bn] = En[Anlén — Enlbn] = En[An)én — En[bn) (53)
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and applying Lemma([7(a) and (b). Now, for the proof of Theorem observe that

1€n1 = €11 = [l — Bon — €|
= [|&n — € 11> +28(&n — €*, n) + 52| on|?
D llen — €17 + 2806 — €7, AlEn — £) + 28460 — €, — A6 — £7)
+ 32||5n
< |\&n = €117 = BAEn — €117 +2B(&n — £, 0 — A(&n — £F))
+26%[on — A(én — E)II° + 282 A — €)1
< |\&n = €117 = BAEn — €117 4+ 2B(&n — £, 0 — A(&n — £F))
+26%||0n — A(6n — €)11* + 2L 5%(I€n — €717,
where (a) follows since A§;, — b = A&, — AL* = A(&, — £*). Taking expectation conditioned on F}, on both
sides
Enlllénss = €17 < (1= BA+2L56°)[16n — €11° +28(6h — & Ealon — A& = €)))
+28%Ey, ||on — A& — €)% (54)

Observe that
5 — A(&n — € = 1(An — A)(& — &) + (A, — A)(E) + (b — b)|?
< 3||Ap — AlP(I€n — €117 + 31| An — AIP|I€]1% + 3]/br — b]|?
< 3| A — AP||&n — €77 + 3AT2|| Ay, — AJ|* + 3||b, — b]%.

Taking expectation and applying Lemma [/ yields

Ep lon — A&, — €)1
< 3B |An — AP(|€n — €117 + 3A 2 Ep | A — A|? + 3En ||bn — b]|?
< (6LA|€n — €)1 + 6A 2L + 6L2) (Tmix 108 Thnax + 721 )- (55)

Separately,

(€n = & Enlon — A(&n — &)]) < —||§h &7 + %II En[on — A(&n = €I

LANen = €117 + Li) s,
< Z _ 2 ( A b/ "mix
< 2l -l S (56)

Substituting the above bounds in (54), we obtain

Ep[|[én+1 — €117

A % L?T
<1 — ﬂ— + 6L ﬂ2(7'm1x 10ngax + Tm1x) + ﬂ A m1x> ||€h - é.*H2 ﬂ b Ian

M2 ox N2,
+ (652 A + 6ﬂ2L§)(Tmix log Tinax + Tr2nix)
For T2, > 72:,(A8)~" and 8 < M(28L? (Tmix 10g Tmax + 724x)) !, we have £} + 812352 <1 - 52

En[ll&n+1 — €]

Ly _
(1 - _) ||§ - 5 ”2 B)\szlx (6ﬁ2)‘ 2L,24 + GﬁQLI%)(Tmix longax + Tliix)'

max
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Taking expectation on both sides and unrolling the recursion yields

E[|én — &)
A A .
<1 - %) E|lgo — &% + Z (1 - ﬂ_> <(6ﬁ2)\2L?4 + 682L2) (Tanin 108 Tona + 72.) + ﬂATézx)
€17 + 2 (652221 + 667 L3) (i 08 Tonas + 72) + b Tmix
b )\ Tmix 10g L max Thix )\Tr%ax

_ — L2Tr2n1x
+ (24ﬁ()\ 3L?4 + 24L§)\ 1)(Tmix log Tmax + Tgﬂx) + /\QZ)T> :

max

Set 3 = 2181 to get
E(lér — €11 < gz Eléo — €[> + O (@‘TH()\*P’L?L, + L2A1) (Tini 108 Tonax + 72.,) + be;m) '
Towards proving Theorem4](b), note that
E[0n|6] = E[En[7n]10] = E[En[An]¢n — E[bn|6] = En[An] E[&10] — E[ba] = AE[g4]6] - b. (57)
With the above, {E[£]6]}o<n<u can be recursively expressed with the initialization E[¢,]0] = & as follows:
E[¢h+110] = E[¢n|0] — BE[0n] = E[£nl6] — B(AE[&[6] - b). (58)
Using this update rule, we can bound || E[¢;,41]60] — £*||* as:

I E[€ns110] — €[I* = | E[n10] — BE[TAI6) — £*1?
= | E[¢nl6] — €*1I* + 2B(B[n16) — £*, E[on]6]) + 57| Elon|6]]1?
< | Egnl6] — €17 — B E[Gnl6] — €°||> + 2B8(E[£n10] — &%, Elon — A(En — £7)16])
+28%|| E[on, — A(&n — €9)1011* + 2L% 82| E[€n]6] — &)1
= (1= A8 +2LaB%) | E[6n16] — 7|1 + 2B(E[€n]6] — £*, E[on — A(n — £)16])
+26%|| E[on — A&, — €9)16]]I%. (59)

Using Lemmal7] we obtain

IE[on — A(&n = EIONI* = (A — A)(E[&n10] — &) + (A= A) (") + (b - b)|?
<3IIA—AII2HE[§hI9] € +3AT2LA ) A - A|\2+3Hb b|I*

3L IIllX * 3L mix 3L IIllX
IEfgnle) - €2 + SoATmi o 3L (60)

- 2
Tmax max max

Also,

(Elen16] — € Efon — Alen — €)1 < JIElEnld] - €1 + 5 I Elon — A6 — €161

IN

A 1

T ElEnlo] — €717 + LB — A& — £)16]1I>
A * 2 3LA mix
2Bl o] - €72 + 2T

max

I E[&n10] — €72

| N

3L le 3L II11X
Tz, IR (61)

max max
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Substituting the above bounds in (39) yields

I Elgnr1]6] — €712
( BA |, 6BLATE, | 65°LyT

1= m1x> ||E[§h|9] 5 ”2 (1+B/\)L Tmix + B(1+B/\)L Tmix

2 ATT%I&X Tl'%lax A3 Tl'%lax )\Tl'%lax
BN 128L%r s, 681+ BNLATS,  6B(1+ BNLEr
1 _ - le ]:E 9 le le .
< (105 R s - P S
For T2, > RLBA% we have (1 —~ 84 12%&) < (1 — %)‘) With this choice, the above bound be-

comes

6501+ AN Lhriy | 6501+ BN LErk,

A
IElgneald] — €1 < (1- 2 I Eleuio - 17+

AT AT ax
Unrolling the recursion
IE[Ex]6] - €17
BA 2 N~ (B 681+ BALA7as | 68(1+BNLiTa;
< (1-2) et -1+ > (-7 e

IN

4 6/31—|—/3/\L 6/3 1+ﬂ)\ L2 2
[€0|9] 5*”2 < ( )\3 2)ax mix ( /\ 23){ m1x>
24 1+ﬂ)\ L l—l—ﬂ/\ L
[€0|9] 5*”2 ( ( /\4 2) le ( )\2 2) m1x> .

max max

Set 3 = 218 H o get

4 2 L
|E[w10] — & ||2 | E[&o]6] — & |2_|_(')< ATmix + mlx)'

T2 TR

max

_H2

D Proof of Theorem[l

Recall that the global convergence of any update of form 61 = 6i + cwy, can be bounded as

K-1

* 1 aG
J _EZE[ (6 )]<\/€bm+ Z]Ell [wi|0x] — wi) | + == ZE”Wk_wknz
k=0
,2 K-1 1 (62)
2 *
+ SR IVI 001" + e B L (19, (1)

We note that our algorithm updates ¢ at each iteration k using wy and {y obtained after H iterations of
the NPG and critic estimation inner loops. Therefore, we use wy and £ instead of wj, and &;,. We begin by
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deriving a bound for + Z HVg J(0x)||?. Given that the function J is L-smooth, we obtain:

J(Or41)
L
> J(Ok) + (Vo (0k), Ok 41 — O) — §|I9k+1 —0k?

o?L
= J(0r) + a (Ve (O), wk) — Tllwkll2
2

=J(0r) + a(VeJ(0r),ws) + a(VeJ(k),wr — wi) — ol

ok — i+ i

J(ek) + « <V9J(9k), F(Hk)‘1V9J(9k)> +« <V9J(6‘k),wk - w,’;)
— &®Ljwk — will” = o®Ll|wi|?

«
J(0k) + @||V0J(9k)||2 +a(VoJ(0r),wr — w}) — & Lljwy — wi||? — o L||w}|)?
1 (63)

= J(0k) + Vo (0k)]1* + Vo (0k)|I” + 2G7 (Vo (6k), wi — wit) + Gillwe — wil?]

(6%
22 +oe |

aG
— (2 L) o - il - oLl
« « * CYG2 *
=J(0) + —2|\V9J(9k)|\2 + =5 1IVaJ(0r) + GHwp —wi)|)? = | =2 + L) ||wr — wi|?
262 262 2
— o’ L]jwi?

« aG?
> J(6) + ﬁHV9J(9k)H2 - < Ly 042L) lwr — wkH2 — &*L||F(0r) " Vo J(61)]|?
1

(@ e a®L aG?
> J(0 — - J(O)|1? - ’L —wi|?
2900+ (07— S8 ) 1900017 - (252 +07L) o —

where (a) utilizes the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and the definition that w} = F(6)) 'VJ(6y). Inequal-
ities (b), and (c) follow from Assumption Bla) and [fl respectively. We take the above inequality, sum over

k=0,---,K — 1, rearrange the terms and substitute o = to obtain:

o
13T’

w 1 - 2\ o Jk) — J(6) 2

k=0
@ 2 2 ,
= K+<8L+16G4L> < Z”“’“_“’“H )

where (a) uses the fact that J(-) is absolutely bounded above by 1. Using (64), we obtain

_9 [K-1 4 4 K—-1
m 32LG 2G4 1 .
e (Z ||V0J(9k)||2> < M(l + T 1) | 2 Do leow —wil? (65)
k=0 k=0

Now all that is left is to bound E [||wy — w*||?] and ||[E[wg|6] — w*||. From TheoremBland @ we have

(64)

E [Jlwmr — w*117) < O (g [lwo = w*12) + 25 (0272,,) + Ellé — €12 + Gleupp) (66)

and

2.2
E[HgH - §*H2] < %Hgo - §*H2 + 0O (%(A_SLi + LI%A_I)(TmiX 1ngjmaxx + Triix) + £2bT?‘X) .

max

25



This gives us

E [Jlor —w*[?] <O (H— [lwo — w12 + 160 — £°112] + m + Geap
(67)

IR (5202 =2 B2 4 L2A) (i l0g Tonm + m>) .

Summing the above inequality from k = 0 to K — 1 and multiplying by %22 with o = gi 7 then yields

K-1

GQ Gop? Lb‘r

* 2 * mix
E [|lws —w HQ] <0 (G{EW [lwo = w*[I* + [I€0 — £*11°] + e, T P2 L™ Gaeapp
k=0

(68)
u:GslogH 2 2 9 —372 2y—1 2
—+ W (O'meiX’u + A LA =+ LbA )(Tmix 10g Tmax + Tmix)

Again from Theorems[3land 4] we have

Gl Tmix
T2

max

E[|Ewn0] — w*||*] < 0( = 7 lllwo — wl1?) + =552 + G Elgn 0] - §*|2+G§€app)

and

* 4 I%ux L m1x
IE[EH0) — &% < 2H§o—£ |2+@</\4T2 + /\zTg )

max
This gives us

L4 72, L? G2
E [|Elwn|6] - w*17] < O (g [lwo — w*lI? + ligo — €°%] + Figmx + Hgme + Gifais + Gleayy ).

Taking square root on both sides yields

GlT

inix ).
max + Gl app)

* L mix mix
EllEwnlf] —wr] <O (% [llwo — wl + 110 — &*[I] + sz + Fhpm +

Consequently, we can bound £ kK:_Ol E ||(E [wk|0k] — wi)|| as

Z E|(E [wi|0x] — wp)l

2 .
=< (9( [llwo — w* || + [[é0 — €*1I] + SifpTemse | Gilouss | CGiuss | 2 ~/—e&pp)

Substituting these bounds in Lemma [l and setting K = O(V/T), H = O(v/T/log(T)), B = ©(log(T)),
Tmax = O( \/T) and o = %, we obtain the following bound. We highlight that the G# factor in the func-

tion approximation error term is a standard component in actor-critic results with a linear critic [Suttle et al.,
2023, [Patel et all, 2024]. However, this factor is often not explicitly mentioned in previous works, whereas
we have included it here for completeness.

K-1
* 1 A/ / G1L? Tmix T2
J - ? ]E[ ( )] < O ( €bias + G Ed,pp + I:H(UO —w H + ||§0 _5 H] 1)\213/? + \/Elx
k=0
—2 * * G Tmix — Tmix
+ gz lwo — w1 + 1160 — £*17] + % + (2L Gaeapy + FT2 (69)

+ #LCC;f?l\(;g_T( EzTr2nix:u_2 + )\_3L124 + Lg/\_l)(Tmlx 1OgT + mlx))
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E Proof of Lemma/ll

The proof of the lemma is straightforward and follows a similar structure to the one in [Mondal and Aggarwal,
2024]. The key distinction is that the bound derived in [Mondal and Aggarwal, 2024] applies to the dis-
counted setting, whereas our derivation pertains to the average-reward case. We begin by stating a useful
lemma:

Lemma 8 (Lemma 4, [Bai et al.,2024]). The difference in the performance for any policies my and my: is bounded as
follows
J(G) - J(@') = ESNd"S ]Ea~71'9(>|s) I:Aﬂ-el (S, a)} . (70)

Continuing with the proof, we have:

Eam [KL(T"(:[s) |70, (-]5)) = K L(7"(:|s) |70, (-]5))]

0511 (als)
=F, o Eyore o | log —2r18)
s Cle) [ %8 o, (als) ]

(a) G
2 Egogr Banre (1) [Vo log o, (als) - (Or41 — Ok)] — 72||9k+1 — Okl
G2042
2
=aE, g Equre(1s)[Vologm, (als) - wi] + @By gnr Eqre(.1s)[Vo log mg, (als) - (wi — wy)]

= OzESNdW* anﬂ*(»|s) [Va IOgTﬂgk (a|s) ~wk] HwkH2

G2a2
- [

2
= al" = J(O)] + @ By Banre (19 Vo log oy (als) - wi] = alJ* = T (0))
. Gaa?
+ 0By ger Barvre (1) Vo log mo, (als) - (s — wf)] = 5wk

© alJ* = J(0r)] + By grr Eqmre(s) |:V9 log mg, (a|s) - wy, — A™% (s, a)]

G2052
Jloor |

2

+akE, g IEa~71'*(-\s) [Vg log oy, (CL|S) ’ (wk - w;)] -

() ?
> afJ" = J(0r)] - a\/ESNdﬂ* Eqnme(]s) [(V@ log mg, (als) - wj — A (s, a)) }

G2a2
e

@ o Gaa?
> alJ® = J(0k)] — av/epias + @B, gr Egure(1s)[Vo logmo, (afs) - (wr — wp)] — 22 [Jw|*

+aEy g Eqmre(.1s)[ Vo log g, (als) - (wr —wy)] —

Here, (a) and (b) stem from Assumption B(b) and Lemma [8] respectively. Inequality (c) arises from the
convexity of the function f(z) = z?%. Lastly, (d) is a consequence of Assumptiond By taking expectations
on both sides, we derive:

E [Eqwgee [KL("(]s)l7o, (-|s)) — KL("(-]s)l|mo, . (‘]5))]]
Z Oé[J* —E [J(@k)]] — (¥/€Ebias

. Gaa?
+aE [Eqw e Eann (19)[Vo 10g 7o, (als) - (Blwilfe] —wp)l] = =5 E [lwx]’]
> alJ* = E[J (k)] — av/ébias (71)
* G2a2 2
— aE [Eyogr Bamre (1) [ Vo log e, (als)]l]| Elw|6x] — will]] = ——E [[lwkl*]
(@) Goa?
> alJ* —E [J(00)]] — av/ebias — aG1 E [|(Elwlfr] — )|l — —o— E [[lwr ]

2
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where (a) follows from AssumptionBla). Rearranging the terms, we get,

) oy G
J* = E[JO0)] < Vevias + G1 E | Elwilo] - wi)l| + =5~ E[Jwx
72)

4 LB [Bomger (KL (13) 70, (15)) — KL(x*Cls) s, ()]

Adding the above inequality from k = 0 to K — 1, using the non-negativity of KL divergence and dividing
the resulting expression by K, we obtain the final result.
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