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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 Õ(1/

√
T ) without requiring knowledge of mixing time, significantly

surpassing the state-of-the-art bound of Õ(1/T 1/4).

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 al.,
2019], communication networks [Agarwal et al., 2022], and healthcare [Tamboli et al., 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 al., 2020, Bai et al., 2024] 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 al., 2020] 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 al., 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 × 109). In order to alleviate the is-
sue, [Patel et al., 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] - Õ(1/
√
T ) No Tabular

PSRL [Agrawal and Jia, 2017] - Õ(1/
√
T ) No Tabular

FOPO [Wei et al., 2021] Yes Õ(1/
√
T ) No Linear

OLSVI.FH [Wei et al., 2021] Yes Õ(1/T 1/4) No Linear

MDP-EXP2 [Wei et al., 2021] Yes Õ(1/
√
T ) No Linear

MDP-OOMD [Wei et al., 2020] Yes Õ(1/
√
T ) Yes Tabular

PPGAE [Bai et al., 2024] Yes Õ(1/T 1/4) Yes General

MAC [Patel et al., 2024] No Õ(1/T 1/4) Yes General

PHAPG [Ganesh et al., 2024] Yes O(1/
√
T ) Yes General

RANAC (Algorithm 1) No Õ(1/
√
T ) 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 Õ(1/T 1/4), 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 Õ
(

1√
T

)

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 1.

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., 2024], 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 Õ(1/ǫ2), which improves over the best

known existing bound Õ(1/ǫ3), for actor-critic algorithms in both the discounted and average-reward
setup [Wang et al., 2024].

• Average Reward RL with Policy Gradients: The key works for average reward setup with parametrized
policy are [Bai et al., 2024, Ganesh et al., 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.

• 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 al., 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,
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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 Õ(1/
√
T ), as seen in [Patel et al., 2024], where the

convergence rate guarantee is Õ(1/T 1/4). 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 Õ(1/T ), significantly improving upon the existing guarantees of Õ(1/
√
T ) provided

by previous works [Dorfman and Levy, 2022, Suttle et al., 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 al., 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 Õ(1/T ).

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.

• The proposed algorithm is shown to achieve order-optimal global convergence rate of Õ(1/
√
T ), signifi-

cantly surpassing the state-of-the-art bound of Õ(1/T 1/4) for such algorithms.

• In order to achieve the result, we propose TD learning with MLMC which achieves convergence rate of

Õ(1/T ), without requiring knowledge of the mixing time.

• 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 Õ(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, ρ). Here, S
denotes the state space, A is the action space with a size of A, r : S × A → [0, 1] represents the reward
function, P : S ×A → ∆|S| is the state transition function, where ∆|S| denotes the probability simplex with
dimension |S|, and ρ : S → [0, 1] signifies the initial distribution of states. A policy π : S → ∆|A| deter-
mines the distribution of the action to be taken given the current state. It gives rise to a transition function
P π : S → ∆|S| defined as P π(s, s′) =

∑

a∈A P (s′|s, a)π(a|s), for all s, s′ ∈ S. It can be seen that for any
given policy π, the sequence of states produced by the MDP forms a Markov chain. We will be assuming
the following throughout the paper:
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Assumption 1. The MDP M is ergodic. That is, the Markov chain induced under every policy π, {st}t≥0, is
irreducible and aperiodic.

Before proceeding further, we point out that we consider a parameterized class of policies Π, which

consists of all policies πθ such that θ ∈ Θ, where Θ ⊂ R
d. It is well-established that if M is ergodic, then

for all θ ∈ Θ, there exists a unique stationary distribution denoted as dπθ ∈ ∆|S|, such that it satisfies
P πθdπθ = dπθ . 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 θ is defined as,

τθmix := min

{

t ≥ 1

∣
∣
∣
∣
‖(P πθ )t(s, ·)− dπθ‖ ≤ 1

4
, ∀s ∈ S

}

. (1)

We also define τmix := supθ∈Θ τθmix as the the overall mixing time. In this paper, τmix is finite due to ergodicity.

Algorithm 1 Randomized Accelerated Natural Actor
Critic (RANAC)

1: Input: Initial parameters θ0, ω0 = ωf
0 , and ξ0 = ξf0 ,

policy update stepsize α, parameters for NPG up-
date (pω , qω, βω, γω), parameters for critic update
(pξ, qξ, βξ, γξ), initial state s0 ∼ ρ(·), outer loop
size K , inner loop size H , batch size B

2: for k = 0, 1, · · · ,K do
3: Tk = 0;
4: ⊲ Average reward and critic estimation
5: for h = 1, 2, · · · , H do
6: Sample level length P k

h ∼ Geom(1/2)

7: for i = 1, . . . , 2P
k
hB do

8: Take action aik ∼ πθk(·|sik)
9: Collect next state si+1

k ∼ P (·|sik, aik)
10: Receive reward rik = r(sik, a

i
k)

11: end for
12: Tk+ = 2P

k
hB

13: Update ξh using (16) and (17)
14: end for
15: ⊲ Natural Policy Gradient (NPG) estimation
16: for h = 1, 2, · · · , H do
17: Sample level length Qk

h ∼ Geom(1/2)

18: for i = 1, . . . , 2Q
k
hB do

19: Take action aik ∼ πθk(·|sik)
20: Collect next state si+1

k ∼ P (·|sik, aik)
21: Receive reward rik = r(sik, a

i
k)

22: end for
23: Tk+ = 2Q

k
hB

24: Update ωh using (14) and (15)
25: end for
26: ⊲ Policy update
27: vk = ωH

28: θk+1 = θk − αvk
29: end for

The mixing time of an MDP measures how
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 πθ such that the long-term average reward

is given by J(πθ) := limT→∞ E

[
1
T

∑T
t=0 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

Qπθ(s, a) =E

[ ∞∑

t=0

[r(st, at)− J(πθ)]

]

, (2)

such that s0 = s, a0 = a, and action a ∼ πθ. We can
then further write the state value function as

V πθ (s) =Ea∼πθ(·|s)[Q
πθ (s, a)]. (3)

Using the Bellman’s Equation, we can write, from
(2) and (3), the value of a state s, in terms of another
as [Puterman, 2014]

V πθ (s) = E[r(s, a) − J(πθ) + V πθ (s′)], (4)

where the expectation is over a ∼ πθ(·|s), s′ ∼
P(·|a, s). We also define the advantage term
as follows, Aπθ (s, a) , Qπθ(s, a) − V πθ(s).
With the above notations in place, we can now
state the well-known policy gradient theorem
established by [Sutton et al., 1999]: ∇θJ(θ) =

Es∼dπθ ,a∼πθ(·|s)

[

Aπθ (s, a)∇θ log πθ(a|s)
]

.

PG algorithms maximize the average reward
by updating θ using gradient ascent, by updating
θ along ∇θJ(θ). Natural Policy Gradient (NPG)
methods update θ along ω∗

θ instead, where

ω∗
θ = F (θ)−1∇θJ(θ),

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

F (θ) = Es∼dπθ Ea∼πθ(·|s)
[
∇θ log πθ(a|s)(∇θ log πθ(a|s))⊤

]
. (5)
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3 Proposed Algorithm

Algorithm 2 Randomized Accelerated Gradient Descent [Beznosikov et al., 2023]

1: Parameters: stepsize γ > 0, momentums m, p, q, β, number of iterations T , MLMC limit Tmax and batch
size B

2: Initialization: Set xf
0 = x0, T0 = 0

3: for t = 0, 1, 2, . . . , T − 1 do
4: xg

t = mxf
t + (1 −m)xt

5: Sample Jt ∼ Geom (1/2)

6: gt = g0t +

{

2Jt
(

gJt
t − gJt−1

t

)

, if 2Jt ≤ Tmax

0, otherwise
with gjt = 2−jB−1

∑2
jB

i=1
∇F (xg

t , ZTt+i)

7: xf
t+1 = xg

t − pγgt

8: xt+1 = qxf
t+1 + (p− q)xf

t + (1− p)(1 − β)xt + (1− p)βxg
t

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

We propose Randomized Accelerated Natural Actor Critic (Algorithm 1). The algorithm is comprised
of the following key components:

Natural Policy Gradient (NPG): For a fixed policy parameter θ ∈ Θ, 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
ω

f(ω) := (1/2) · ω⊤F (θ)ω −∇θJ(θ)ω. (6)

Note that ∇ωf(ω) = F (θ)ω − ∇θJ(θ). Consider θk ∈ Θ and a trajectory induced by policy πθk , T i
k =

(s0k, a
0
k, s

1
k, a

1
k · · · , sik, aik). Let zjk = (sjk, a

j
k, s

j+1
k ) and dZ denote the distribution determined by dZ(z

j
k) =

dπθk (sjk)π(a
j
k|s

j
k)P (sj+1

k |sjk, a
j
k). Using these notations, we can write the estimate of as ∇ωf(ω) as

u(ω, θk; z
j
k) := F (θk; z

j
k)ω − h(θk; z

j
k), (7)

where F (θk; z
j
k) = ∇θ log πθk(a

j
k|s

j
k)∇θ log πθ(a

j
k|s

j
k)

⊤, and h(θk; z
j
k) is the vanilla policy gradient estimator,

which we provide in the next section in (11).
Average-reward and critic estimation: We consider the critic setup where the critic function is the inner

product between a given feature map φ(s) : S → R
m and a weight vector ν ∈ R

m. We denote the critic
estimation for V πθ(s) as Vν(s) := 〈φ(s), ν〉 and assume that ‖φ(s)‖ ≤ 1 for all s ∈ S. The critic aims to
minimize the error below

min
ν∈Ω

∑

s∈S

dπθ (s)(V πθ(s)− Vν(s))
2. (8)

Consider θk ∈ Θ and a trajectory induced by policy πθk , T i
k = (s0k, a

0
k, s

1
k, a

1
k · · · , sik, aik). Let zjk = (sjk, a

j
k, s

j+1
k ).

The stochastic gradient estimate of (8) is typically approximated using the Temporal Difference (TD) method
as

(
r(sjk, a

j
k)− J(πθk) + 〈φ(sj+1

k ), νk〉 − 〈φ(sjk), νk〉
)
φ(sjk). (9)

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
(9) relies on J(πθt), which we do not have access to, we can substitute with a recursive estimate for the
average reward as ηk+1 = ηk − γk(ηk − r(sjk, a

j
k)). The critic and average reward estimates are typically

updated as:

ηk+1 = ηk − cββk(ηk − r(sjk, a
j
k))

νk+1 = νk − βk(φ(s
j
k)(φ(s

j+1
k )− φ(sjk))

⊤νk +
(
r(sjk, a

j
k)− ηk

)
φ(sjk)),

(10)
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where cβ > 0 is some constant. With these estimates, we can estimate the vanilla policy gradient direction
as

h(θk; z
j
k) = (r(sjk, a

j
k)− ηk + 〈φ(sj+1

k )− φ(sjk), νk〉) · ∇θ log πθk(a
j
k|s

j
k). (11)

We can combine the average-reward and critic estimates as a single vector ξk = [ηk, ν
⊤
k ]⊤ as in [Zhang et al.,

2021b]. Then, the updates in (10) can be compactly expressed as

ξk+1 = ξk − βkv(θk, ξk; z
j
k), (12)

where

v(θk, ξk; z
j
k) = A(θk; z

j
k)ξk − b(θk; z

j
k),

A(θk; z
j
k) =

(
cβ 0

−φ(sjk) φ(sjk)(φ(s
j+1
k )− φ(sjk))

⊤

)

, b(θk; z
j
k) =

(
cβr(s

j
k, a

j
k)

−r(sjk, a
j
k)φ(s

j
k)

)

.

We now state some assumptions we will be making regarding the critic updates.

Assumption 2. For a given feature mapping φ, we define the worst-case approximation error to be

ǫapp = sup
θ

Es∼dπθ

[
φ(s)T ν∗(θ) − V πθ (s)

]2
, (13)

which we assume to be finite.

Assumption 3. There exist λ > 0 such that, for all θ, the matrix E[φ(sjk)(φ(s
j
k)− φ(sj+1

k ))⊤] − λI is positive

definite, i.e. for all x, x⊤
E[φ(sjk)(φ(s

j
k)− φ(sj+1

k ))⊤]x ≥ λ · ‖x‖2.

Both Assumptions 2 and 3 are frequently employed in the analysis of actor-critic methods [Bhandari et al.,
2018, Zou et al., 2019, Qiu et al., 2021, Xu et al., 2020a, Suttle et al., 2023]. Assumption 2 intuitively relates
to the quality of the feature mapping, where ǫapp measures this quality: well-designed features lead to a
small or even zero ǫapp, whereas poorly designed features result in a higher worst-case error. Assumption
3, on the other hand, is essential for guaranteeing the solvability of the MSPBE minimization problem and
the uniqueness of its solutions.

Let Aθ = EdZ
A(θ; z) and bθ = EdZ

b(θ; z). By setting large enough cβ , Assumption 3 implies that
Aθ − (λ/2)I is also positive definite (see Lemma 6). This also implies that Aθ is invertible. For a fixed policy
parameter θ, let ξ∗ denote A−1

θ bθ .

Multi-level Monte Carlo: Let T j
k := (s0k, a

0
k, s

1
k, a

1
k · · · , s

j
k, a

j
k) denote a trajectory generated by policy

πθk with length j and zik = (sik, a
i
k, s

i+1
k ).

Sample Qk
h ∼ Geom(1/2). Then the MLMC estimator of the gradient in the NPG subproblem at iteration

h can be calculated as:

ũh = u0
h +

{

2Q
k
h(u

Qk
h

h − u
Qk

h−1
h ), if 2Q

k
h ≤ Tmax

0, otherwise
(14)

with uj
h = 1

2j

∑2j

k=1 u(ω
g
h, θk; z

k
h) and where Tmax ≥ 2.

Using the MLMC estimator, the NPG direction ωh is updated using momentum-based acceleration as:

ωg
h = mωω

f
h + (1 −mω)ωh

ωf
h+1 = ωg

h − pωγωũh

ωh+1 = qωω
f
h+1 + (pω − qω)ω

f
h + (1− pω)(1− βω)ωh + (1− pω)βωω

g
h

(15)

Similarly, for the critic updates, sample P k
h ∼ Geom(1/2). Then the MLMC estimator of the critic update

can be calculated as:

6



ṽh = v0h +

{

2Q
k
h(v

Pk
h

h − v
Pk

h−1
h ), if 2P

k
h ≤ Tmax

0, otherwise
(16)

with vjh = 1
2j

∑2j

k=1 v(ξh, θk; z
k
h) and where Tmax ≥ 2.

Using the MLMC estimator, the critic is updated as:

ξh+1 = ξh − βhṽh. (17)

The advantage of the MLMC estimator is that it achieves the same bias as averaging Tmax gradients,

but with only Õ(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 al., 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 Õ(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 al., 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 θ ∈ R
d, the transferred compatible function approximation error, Lν⋆(ωθ

⋆ ; θ), satisfies

Ldπ⋆ (ωθ
⋆ ; θ) := Es∼dπ⋆ Ea∼π∗(·|s)

[(
Aπθ (s, a)− (ωθ

⋆)
⊤∇θ log πθ(a|s)

)2
]

≤ ǫbias, (18)

where ωθ
⋆ is the exact NPG direction at θ.

Assumption 5. For all θ, θ1, θ2 ∈ Θ and (s, a) ∈ S ×A, the following statements hold:

(a) ‖∇θ log πθ(a|s)‖ ≤ G1 (b) ‖∇θ log πθ(a|s)−∇θ log πθ2(a|s)‖ ≤ G2‖θ1 − θ2‖. (19)

Assumption 6 (Fisher non-degenerate policy). There exists a constant µ > 0 such that F (θ) − µId is positive
semidefinite where Id denotes an identity matrix.

Comments on Assumptions 4-6: We would like to highlight that all these assumptions are commonly
found in PG literature [Liu et al., 2020, Agarwal et al., 2021, Papini et al., 2018, Xu et al., 2019, Fatkhullin et al.,
2023]. We elaborate more on these assumptions below.

ǫbias captures the parametrization capacity of πθ. For πθ using the softmax parametrization, we have
ǫbias = 0 [Agarwal et al., 2021]. When πθ is a restricted parametrization, which may not contain all stochas-
tic policies, we have ǫbias > 0. It is known that ǫbias is very small when rich neural parametrizations are
used [Wang et al., 2019]. Assumption 5 requires that the score function is bounded and Lipschitz continu-
ous. This assumption is widely used in the analysis of PG based methods [Liu et al., 2020, Agarwal et al.,
2021, Papini et al., 2018, Xu et al., 2019, Fatkhullin et al., 2023]. Assumption 6 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 al., 2020, Zhang et al., 2021a, Bai et al., 2022, Fatkhullin et al.,
2023]. Assumptions 5-6 were 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].
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Theorem 1. Consider Algorithm 1 with K = Θ(
√
T ), H = Θ(

√
T/ log(T )), B = Θ(log(T )) and α = µ2

4G2
1
L

. Let

Assumptions 1-6 hold and assume J is L-smooth and ‖∇J(θ)‖, h(θ; z) ≤ C for all θ ∈ Θ and z ∈ S ×A×S. Then
there exists a choice of parameters for the critic and NPG estimation such that for sufficiently large T , the following
statement holds:

1

K

K−1∑

k=0

(J∗ − E[J(θk)]) ≤ O
(
√
ǫapp +

√
ǫbias +

τ3mix(logT )
2 + τ4mix(logT )√
T

)

. (20)

Remark 1. A detailed version of this result can be found in Appendix D. We point out that the above bound is only

Õ(1/
√
T ), in contrast to existing bounds of order Õ(1/T 1/4) in the average reward general policy setting without

knowledge of mixing time [Bai et al., 2024, Patel et al., 2024]. Moreover, our bounds do not depend on the size of
the action space and hitting time unlike [Bai et al., 2024, Ganesh et al., 2024]. Though [Patel et al., 2024] provides
bounds with only O(

√
τmix) dependence, these bounds depend on the projection radius of the critic updates, Rω, which

can be large and scale with τmix [Wei et al., 2020]. In contrast, our algorithm does not use such projection operators
and do not scale with Rω.

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

θk+1 = θk + αωk. (21)

If Assumptions 4 and 5 hold, then the following inequality is satisfied

J∗ − 1

K

K−1∑

k=0

E[J(θk)] ≤
√
ǫbias +

G1

K

K−1∑

k=0

E ‖(E [ωk|θk]− ω∗
k)‖

+
αG2

2K

K−1∑

k=0

E ‖ωk‖2 +
1

αK
Es∼dπ∗ [KL(π∗(·|s)‖πθ0(·|s))],

(22)

where KL(·‖·) is the Kullback-Leibler divergence, ω∗
k is the NPG direction F (θk)

−1∇J(θk), π
∗ 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 Es∼dπ∗ [KL(π∗(·|s)‖πθ0(·|s))] is constant. The term E ‖ωk‖2
can be further decomposed as

1

K

K−1∑

k=0

E ‖ωk‖2 ≤ 1

K

K−1∑

k=0

E ‖ωk − ω∗
k‖2 +

1

K

K−1∑

k=0

E ‖ω∗
k‖2

(a)

≤ 1

K

K−1∑

k=0

E ‖ωk − ω∗
k‖2 +

µ−2

K

K−1∑

k=0

E ‖∇θJ(θk)‖2
(23)

where (a) follows from Assumption 6 and the definition that ω∗
k = F (θk)

−1∇θJ(θk). Thus, we can obtain a
global convergence bound by bounding the terms E ‖ωk−ω∗

k‖2, E ‖(E [ωk|θk]−ω∗
k)‖ and E ‖∇θJ(θk)‖2. The

first two terms are the variance and bias of the NPG estimator, ωk, and the third term indicates the local
convergence rate. Further, E ‖∇θJ(θk)‖2 can be expressed in terms of E ‖ωk − ω∗

k‖2, and thus, in the next
subsections we briefly describe how we obtain these bounds.
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5.2 NPG estimation analysis

In this section, we focus on the NPG estimation loop for a fixed θk ∈ Θ. We drop the subscript k for ease of
exposition. We look at how the bounds are derived for E ‖ωH − ω∗‖2 and E ‖(E [ωH |θ] − ω∗)‖. Recall that
Algorithm 1 computes ωH 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 (Zi)i≥0 with with a
unique invariant distribution dZ and Markov kernel Q. Further, let Q be uniformly geometrically ergodic
with mixing time τmix as in Assumption 1. Let F denote the strongly convex function we wish to opti-
mize and ∇F (x, Zi) denote the stochastic gradient estimate. Further, let F be L-smooth and µ-strongly
convex with x∗ = argminx∈Rd F (x). An approach to optimize for F under this setup was provided in
[Beznosikov et al., 2023] and provided in Algorithm 2. 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 Algorithm 2 with ‖EdZ
[∇F (x, Z)] − ∇F (x)‖2 ≤ ∆ and ‖∇F (x, Z) − ∇F (x)‖2 ≤ σ2 +

δ2‖∇F (x)‖2. Then for γ, β,m, q, p, Tmax, B satisfying

p ≃
√

L
µ · log T

T , β ≃
√

p2µγ, q ≃
√

1
µγ , γ = 3

4L

m ≃ 1−pη−1

1−βpq−1 , Tmax ≃
√
T , B = ⌈logTmax⌉ ,

it holds for T ≥
√

L
µ · τmix that

E

[

‖xT − x∗‖2 + 6
µ (F (xf

T )− F (x∗))
]

≤ O
(

1
T 2

[
‖x0 − x∗‖2 + 6

µ (F (x0)− F (x∗))
]

+ log T
µT

(
σ2τ2mix

)
+∆

)
. (24)

Now, for the NPG analysis, we have f(ω) is Lω-smooth and µ-strongly convex where Lω and µ are
the largest and smallest eigenvalues of F (θ), respectively. From Assumption 6, it follows that µ > 0. We
also show that ‖EdZ

[u(ω, θ; z)]− ∇ωf(ω)‖2 ≤ O(‖ξH − ξ∗‖2 + G2
2ǫapp) and ‖u(ω, θ; z)− ∇ωf(ω)‖2 ≤ σ2

ω +
δ2ω‖∇ωf(ω)‖2, for some δω and σω (see Appendix B for details). As a result, Theorem 2 can be invoked to
provide the following bounds.

Theorem 3. Consider Algorithm 1 with γω, βω,mω, qω, pω, Tmax, B satisfying

pω ≃
√

L
µ · logH

H , βω ≃
√

p2ωµγ, qω ≃
√

1
µγω

, γω = 3
4L , mω ≃ 1−pωq−1

ω

1−βωpωq−1
ω

, B = ⌈logTmax⌉ .

When all assumptions in Theorem 1 hold, then it holds for sufficiently large H and Tmax that

E
[
‖ωH − ω∗‖2

]
≤ O

(
1
H2

[
‖ω0 − ω∗‖2

]
+ logH

µ2H

(
σ2
ωτ

2
mix

)
+G2

1 E ‖ξH − ξ∗‖2 +G2
1ǫapp

)

(25)

and

E
[
‖E[ωH |θ]− ω∗‖2

]
≤ O

(

1
H2 [‖ω0 − ω∗‖2] + G2

1τ
4
mix

T 2
max

+G2
1‖E[ξH |θ]− ξ∗‖2 +G2

1ǫapp

)

. (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)ξ⊤Aξ > λ/2 · ‖ξ‖2, for all ξ. We can still utilize this positive-definiteness property to obtain our results.
Using the fact that the critic update estimates satisfy ‖A(θ; z)‖ ≤ LA and ‖b(θ; z)‖ ≤ Lb, for all θ and z (see
Section C), we obtain the following bounds:
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Theorem 4. Consider Algorithm 1 and let Assumptions 1-6 hold. Then for γξ , βξ,mξ, qξ, pξ, Tmax, B satisfying

pξ ≃
√

LA

λ · logH
H , βξ ≃

√

p2ξγξλ, qξ ≃
√

1
λγξ

, γξ =
3

4LA
, mξ ≃

1−pξq
−1

ξ

1−βξpξq
−1

ξ

, B = ⌈logTmax⌉ ,

it holds for sufficiently large H and Tmax that

E
[
‖ξH − ξ∗‖2

]
≤ O

(
1
H2 E ‖ξ0 − ξ∗‖2 + logH

H (λ−3L2
A + L2

bλ
−1)(τmix logTmax + τ2mix) +

L2
bτ

2
mix

λ2T 2
max

)

(27)

and

E
[
‖E[ξH |θ]− ξ∗‖2

]
≤ O

(
1
H2 ‖E[ξ0|θ]− ξ∗‖2 + L4

Aτ2
mix

λ4T 2
max

+
L2

bτ
2
mix

λ2T 2
max

)

. (28)

Remark 2. Note that the critic error E
[
‖ξT − ξ∗‖2

]
is Õ(1/T ), which is significantly improves upon existing guar-

antees of Õ(1/
√
T ) for TD with MLMC [Dorfman and Levy, 2022, Suttle et al., 2023, Patel et al., 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 1), which achieves

a global convergence rate of order Õ(1/
√
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

Õ(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 Õ(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].

References

Alekh Agarwal, Sham M Kakade, Jason D Lee, and Gaurav Mahajan. On the theory of policy gradient
methods: Optimality, approximation, and distribution shift. The Journal of Machine Learning Research, 22
(1):4431–4506, 2021.

Mridul Agarwal and Vaneet Aggarwal. Reinforcement learning for joint optimization of multiple rewards.
Journal of Machine Learning Research, 24(49):1–41, 2023.

Mridul Agarwal, Qinbo Bai, and Vaneet Aggarwal. Concave utility reinforcement learning with zero-
constraint violations. Transactions on Machine Learning Research, 2022.

Shipra Agrawal and Randy Jia. Optimistic posterior sampling for reinforcement learning: worst-case regret
bounds. Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, 30, 2017.

Abubakr O Al-Abbasi, Arnob Ghosh, and Vaneet Aggarwal. Deeppool: Distributed model-free algorithm
for ride-sharing using deep reinforcement learning. IEEE Transactions on Intelligent Transportation Systems,
20(12):4714–4727, 2019.

Qinbo Bai, Amrit Singh Bedi, Mridul Agarwal, Alec Koppel, and Vaneet Aggarwal. Achieving zero con-
straint violation for constrained reinforcement learning via primal-dual approach. Proceedings of the AAAI
Conference on Artificial Intelligence, 36:3682–3689, Jun. 2022. doi: 10.1609/aaai.v36i4.20281.

Qinbo Bai, Washim Uddin Mondal, and Vaneet Aggarwal. Regret analysis of policy gradient algorithm for
infinite horizon average reward markov decision processes. In AAAI Conference on Artificial Intelligence,
2024.

10



Aleksandr Beznosikov, Sergey Samsonov, Marina Sheshukova, Alexander Gasnikov, Alexey Naumov, and
Eric Moulines. First order methods with markovian noise: from acceleration to variational inequalities.
In Thirty-seventh Conference on Neural Information Processing Systems, 2023.

Jalaj Bhandari, Daniel Russo, and Raghav Singal. A finite time analysis of temporal dif-
ference learning with linear function approximation. CoRR, abs/1806.02450, 2018. URL
http://arxiv.org/abs/1806.02450.

Thinh T. Doan, Lam M. Nguyen, Nhan H. Pham, and Justin Romberg. Convergence rates of accelerated
markov gradient descent with applications in reinforcement learning, 2020.

Ron Dorfman and Kfir Yehuda Levy. Adapting to mixing time in stochastic optimization with Markovian
data. In Proceedings of the 39th International Conference on Machine Learning, Jul 2022.

Randal Douc, Eric Moulines, Pierre Priouret, and Philippe Soulier. Markov chains. Operation research and
financial engineering. Springer, 2018. URL https://hal.science/hal-02022651.

John Duchi, Elad Hazan, and Yoram Singer. Adaptive subgradient methods for online learning and stochas-
tic optimization. Journal of machine learning research, 12(7), 2011.

Mathieu Even. Stochastic gradient descent under markovian sampling schemes, 2023.

Ilyas Fatkhullin, Anas Barakat, Anastasia Kireeva, and Niao He. Stochastic policy gradient methods: Im-
proved sample complexity for fisher-non-degenerate policies. In International Conference on Machine Learn-
ing, pages 9827–9869. PMLR, 2023.

Swetha Ganesh, Washim Uddin Mondal, and Vaneet Aggarwal. Variance-reduced policy gra-
dient approaches for infinite horizon average reward markov decision processes, 2024. URL
https://arxiv.org/abs/2404.02108.

Mudit Gaur, Vaneet Aggarwal, Amrit Singh Bedi, and Di Wang. Closing the gap: Achieving global con-
vergence (last iterate) of actor-critic under markovian sampling with neural network parametrization. In
International Conference on Machine Learning, 2024.

Michael B Giles. Multilevel monte carlo methods. Acta numerica, 24:259–328, 2015.

Glebys Gonzalez, Mythra Balakuntala, Mridul Agarwal, Tomas Low, Bruce Knoth, Andrew W. Kirkpatrick,
Jessica McKee, Gregory Hager, Vaneet Aggarwal, Yexiang Xue, Richard Voyles, and Juan Wachs. Asap:
A semi-autonomous precise system for telesurgery during communication delays. IEEE Transactions on
Medical Robotics and Bionics, 5(1):66–78, 2023. doi: 10.1109/TMRB.2023.3239674.

Thomas Jaksch, Ronald Ortner, and Peter Auer. Near-optimal regret bounds for reinforcement learning.
The Journal of Machine Learning Research, 11:1563–1600, 2010.

Yanli Liu, Kaiqing Zhang, Tamer Basar, and Wotao Yin. An improved analysis of (variance-reduced) policy
gradient and natural policy gradient methods. Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, 33:7624–
7636, 2020.

Hamid Reza Maei. Gradient temporal-difference learning algorithms. PhD thesis, University of Alberta, CAN,
2011. AAINR89455.

Washim U Mondal and Vaneet Aggarwal. Improved sample complexity analysis of natural policy gra-
dient algorithm with general parameterization for infinite horizon discounted reward markov decision
processes. In International Conference on Artificial Intelligence and Statistics, pages 3097–3105. PMLR, 2024.

Matteo Papini, Damiano Binaghi, Giuseppe Canonaco, Matteo Pirotta, and Marcello Restelli. Stochastic
variance-reduced policy gradient. In International conference on machine learning, pages 4026–4035, 2018.

Bhrij Patel, Wesley A Suttle, Alec Koppel, Vaneet Aggarwal, Brian M Sadler, Amrit Singh Bedi, and Dinesh
Manocha. Global optimality without mixing time oracles in average-reward rl via multi-level actor-critic.
In International Conference on Machine Learning, 2024.

11

http://arxiv.org/abs/1806.02450
https://hal.science/hal-02022651
https://arxiv.org/abs/2404.02108


Martin L Puterman. Markov decision processes: discrete stochastic dynamic programming. John Wiley & Sons,
2014.

Shuang Qiu, Zhuoran Yang, Jieping Ye, and Zhaoran Wang. On finite-time convergence of actor-critic
algorithm. IEEE Journal on Selected Areas in Information Theory, 2(2):652–664, 2021.

Wesley A Suttle, Amrit Bedi, Bhrij Patel, Brian M Sadler, Alec Koppel, and Dinesh Manocha. Beyond
exponentially fast mixing in average-reward reinforcement learning via multi-level monte carlo actor-
critic. In International Conference on Machine Learning, pages 33240–33267, 2023.

Richard S Sutton, David McAllester, Satinder Singh, and Yishay Mansour. Policy gradient methods for
reinforcement learning with function approximation. Advances in neural information processing systems, 12,
1999.

Dipesh Tamboli, Jiayu Chen, Kiran Pranesh Jotheeswaran, Denny Yu, and Vaneet Aggarwal. Reinforced
sequential decision-making for sepsis treatment: The posnegdm framework with mortality classifier and
transformer. IEEE Journal of Biomedical and Health Informatics, 2024.

Lingxiao Wang, Qi Cai, Zhuoran Yang, and Zhaoran Wang. Neural policy gradient methods: Global opti-
mality and rates of convergence. In International Conference on Learning Representations, 2019.

Yudan Wang, Yue Wang, Yi Zhou, and Shaofeng Zou. Non-asymptotic analysis for single-loop (natural)
actor-critic with compatible function approximation. In International Conference on Machine Learning, 2024.

Chen-Yu Wei, Mehdi Jafarnia Jahromi, Haipeng Luo, Hiteshi Sharma, and Rahul Jain. Model-free reinforce-
ment learning in infinite-horizon average-reward markov decision processes. In International conference
on machine learning, pages 10170–10180. PMLR, 2020.

Chen-Yu Wei, Mehdi Jafarnia Jahromi, Haipeng Luo, and Rahul Jain. Learning infinite-horizon average-
reward mdps with linear function approximation. In International Conference on Artificial Intelligence and
Statistics, pages 3007–3015. PMLR, 2021.

Pan Xu, Felicia Gao, and Quanquan Gu. Sample efficient policy gradient methods with recursive variance
reduction. In International Conference on Learning Representations, 2019.

Pan Xu, Felicia Gao, and Quanquan Gu. An improved convergence analysis of stochastic variance-reduced
policy gradient. In Uncertainty in Artificial Intelligence, pages 541–551, 2020a.

Tengyu Xu, Zhe Wang, and Yingbin Liang. Improving sample complexity bounds for (natural) actor-critic
algorithms. Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, 33:4358–4369, 2020b.

Junyu Zhang, Chengzhuo Ni, Zheng Yu, Csaba Szepesvari, and Mengdi Wang. On the convergence and
sample efficiency of variance-reduced policy gradient method. In A. Beygelzimer, Y. Dauphin, P. Liang,
and J. Wortman Vaughan, editors, Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, 2021a.

Sheng Zhang, Zhe Zhang, and Siva Theja Maguluri. Finite sample analysis of average-reward td learning
and q-learning. In Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, volume 34, pages 1230–1242, 2021b.

Shaofeng Zou, Tengyu Xu, and Yingbin Liang. Finite-sample analysis for sarsa with linear function approx-
imation. Advances in neural information processing systems, 32, 2019.

12



A Proof of Theorem 2

Consider x0, · · · , xT−1 of Algorithm 2 and define the filtration Ft = σ(xj , j ≤ t). Let Et[·] denote the
expectation E[·|Ft]. We start the proof with some guarantees on the MLMC estimator gt. 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 al., 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 ‖∇F (xt) − Et[gt]‖2 bounded by O(T−2

max) instead
of O(T−1

max).

Lemma 2. Consider a time-homogeneous, ergodic Markov chain (Zi)i≥0 with with a unique invariant distribu-
tion dZ and Markov kernel Q. Further, let Q be uniformly geometrically ergodic with mixing time τmix. Assume
‖EdZ

[∇F (x, Z)]−∇F (x)‖2 ≤ ∆2 and ‖∇F (x, Zi) −∇F (x)‖2 ≤ σ2 + δ2‖∇F (x)‖2 for all i ≥ 0. Denote Et as
the expectation conditioned on Jt. Then the MLMC estimator gt

gt = g0t +

{

2Jt

(

gJt

t − gJt−1
t

)

, if 2Jt ≤ Tmax

0, otherwise
with gjt = 2−jB−1

∑2jB
i=1 ∇F (xt, ZTt+i)

satisfies the following:

(a) Et[gt] = Et[g
⌊log Tmax⌋
t ]

(b) Et[‖∇F (xt)− gt‖2] ≤ O
((
τmix logTmax + τ2mix

)
(σ2 + δ2‖∇F (xt)‖2)

)

(c) ‖∇F (xt)− Et[gt]‖2 ≤ O
(
τ2mixT

−2
max(σ

2 + δ2‖∇F (xt)‖2) + ∆
)
.

Proof of Lemma 2. Before proceeding to the proof, we state a useful lemma below:

Lemma 3 (Lemma 1, [Beznosikov et al., 2023]). Let Assumption 1 hold. Then, for any n ≥ 1 and x ∈ R
d, it holds

that
EdZ

[
∥
∥n−1

∑n
i=1 ∇F (x, Zi)−∇F (x)

∥
∥
2
] ≤ 8τmix

n

(
σ2 + δ2‖∇F (x)‖2

)
. (29)

where ‖∇F (x, Zi) − ∇F (x)‖ ≤ σ2 + δ2‖∇F (x)‖2 and dZ is the stationary distribution of Z . Moreover, for any
initial distribution d

Ed[
∥
∥n−1

∑n
i=1 ∇F (x, Zi)−∇F (x)

∥
∥
2
] ≤ C1τmix

n

(
σ2 + δ2‖∇F (x)‖2

)
, (30)

where C1 = 16(1 + 1
ln2 4

).

We first show that Et[gt] = Et[g
⌊log2 Tmax⌋
t ]. The proof is standard, where we simply compute the expec-

tation with respect to Jt:

Et[gt] = Et [EJt
[gt]] = Et[g

0
t ] +

⌊log2 Tmax⌋∑

i=1

Pr{Jt = i} · 2i Et[g
i
t − gi−1

t ]

= Et[g
0
t ] +

⌊log2 Tmax⌋∑

i=1

Et[g
i
t − gi−1

t ] = Et[g
⌊log2 Tmax⌋
t ] .

For the proof of (b), notice that

Et[‖∇F (xt)− gt‖2] ≤ 2Et[‖∇F (xt)− g0t ‖2] + 2Et[‖gt − g0t ‖2]

= 2Et[‖∇F (xt)− g0t ‖2] + 2
∑⌊log2 Tmax⌋

i=1
Pr{Jt = i} · 4i Et[‖git − gi−1

t ‖2]

= 2Et[‖∇F (xt)− g0t ‖2] + 2
∑⌊log2 Tmax⌋

i=1
2i Et[‖git − gi−1

t ‖2]

≤ 2Et[‖∇F (xt)− g0t ‖2] + 4
∑⌊log2 Tmax⌋

i=1
2i
(
Et[‖∇F (xt)− gi−1

t ‖2 + Et[‖git −∇F (xt)‖2]
)
.

13



To bound Et[‖∇F (xt)− gt‖2], Et[‖∇F (xt)− gi−1
t ‖2, Et[‖git −∇F (xt)‖2], we apply Lemma 3 and get

Et[‖∇F (xt)− gt‖2]

≤ 2σ2 + 4
∑⌊log2 Tmax⌋

i=1
2i
(
C1τmix

2iB
(σ2 + δ2‖∇F (xt)‖2) +

C1τ
2
mix

22iB2
(σ2 + δ2‖∇F (xt)‖2)

)

≤ 4C1(σ
2 + δ2‖∇F (xt)‖2)τmix log2 Tmax

B
+

(4C1 + 2)(σ2 + δ2‖∇F (xt)‖2)τ2mix

B2
.

For part (c), we have

‖∇F (xt)− Et[gt]‖2

= ‖∇F (xt)− Et[g
⌊log2 Tmax⌋
t ]‖2

≤ 2‖∇F (xt)− EdZ
[g

⌊log2 Tmax⌋
t ]‖2 + 2‖EdZ

[g
⌊log2 Tmax⌋
t ]− Et[g

⌊log2 Tmax⌋
t ]‖2

≤ 2∆2 + 2‖EdZ
[g

⌊log2 Tmax⌋
t ]− Et[g

⌊log2 Tmax⌋
t ]‖2

︸ ︷︷ ︸

(A)

.

(31)

(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:

‖EdZ
[g

⌊log2 Tmax⌋
t ]− Et[g

⌊log2 Tmax⌋
t ]‖2 ≤ O

(
τ2mix

T 2
max

· ‖∇F (xt, Z)−∇F (xt)‖2
)

≤ O
(

τ2mix

T 2
max

· (δ2‖∇F (xt)‖2 + σ2)

)

. (32)

This concludes the proof of Lemma 2.

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 Algorithm 2. Then for any u ∈ R
d, we get

Et[F (xf
t+1)] ≤F (u)− 〈∇F (xg

t ), u− xg
t 〉 −

µ

2
‖u− xg

t ‖2 −
γ

2
‖∇F (xg

t )‖2

+
γ

2
‖Et[gt]−∇F (xg

t )‖2 +
Lγ2

2
Et[‖gt‖2].

Lemma 5 (Lemma 6, [Beznosikov et al., 2023]). Consider Algorithm 2. Then for the iterates with m = (pq−1 −
1)/(βpq−1 − 1), m > 0, q ≥ 1, p > 0, it holds that

Et[‖xt+1 − x∗‖2] ≤(1 + αpγq)(1− β)‖xt − x∗‖2 + (1 + αpγq)β‖xg
t − x∗‖2

+ (1 + αpγq)(β2 − β)‖xt − xg
t ‖2 + p2q2γ2

Et[‖gt‖2]
− 2q2γ〈∇F (xg

t ), x
g
t + (pq−1 − 1)xf

t − q−1px∗〉
+

pqγ

α
‖Et[gt]−∇F (xg

t )‖2 ,

(33)

where α > 0 is any positive constant.

The arguments for proving this claim are similar to ones used in [Beznosikov et al., 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 4 with u = x∗

and u = xf
t , we obtain the following two inequalities

Et[F (xf
t+1)] ≤F (x∗)− 〈∇F (xg

t ), x
∗ − xg

t 〉 −
µ

2
‖x∗ − xg

t ‖2 −
pγ

2
‖∇F (xg

t )‖2

+
pγ

2
‖Et[gt]−∇F (xg

t )‖2 +
Lp2γ2

2
Et[‖gt‖2],
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Et[F (xf
t+1)] ≤F (xf

t )− 〈∇F (xg
t ), x

f
t − xg

t 〉 −
µ

2
‖xf

t − xg
t ‖2 −

pγ

2
‖∇F (xg

t )‖2

+
pγ

2
‖Et[gt]−∇F (xg

t )‖2 +
Lp2γ2

2
Et[‖gt‖2].

We multiply the first inequality with 2pγq, the second with 2γq(q − p) and add them with (33) to obtain

Et[‖xt+1 − x∗‖2 + 2γq2F (xf
t+1)]

≤(1 + αpγq)(1− β)‖xt − x∗‖2 + (1 + αpγq)β‖xg
t − x∗‖2

+ (1 + αpγq)(β2 − β)‖xt − xg
t ‖2 − 2q2γ〈∇F (xg

t ), x
g
t + (pq−1 − 1)xf

t − q−1px∗〉
+ p2q2γ2

Et[‖gt‖2] +
pqγ

α
‖Et[gt]−∇F (xg

t )‖2

+ 2pγq
(

F (x∗)− 〈∇F (xg
t ), x

∗ − xg
t 〉 −

µ

2
‖x∗ − xg

t ‖2 −
pγ

2
‖∇F (xg

t )‖2

+
pγ

2
‖Et[gt]−∇F (xg

t )‖2 +
Lp2γ2

2
Et[‖gt‖2]

)

+ 2γq(q − p)
(

F (xf
t )− 〈∇F (xg

t ), x
f
t − xg

t 〉 −
µ

2
‖xf

t − xg
t ‖2 −

pγ

2
‖∇F (xg

t )‖2

+
pγ

2
‖Et[gt]−∇F (xg

t )‖2 +
Lp2γ2

2
Et[‖gt‖2]

)

=(1 + αpγq)(1− β)‖xt − x∗‖2 + 2γq (q − p)F (xf
t ) + 2pγqF (x∗)

+ ((1 + αpγq)β − pγqµ) ‖xg
t − x∗‖2

+ (1 + αpγq)(β2 − β)‖xt − xg
t ‖2 − pγ2q2‖∇F (xg

t )‖2

+
(pqγ

α
+ pγ2q2

)

‖Et[gt]−∇F (xg
t )‖2 +

(
p2q2γ2 + p2γ3q2L

)
Et[‖gt‖2]

(a)

≤ (1 + αpγq)(1− β)‖xt − x∗‖2 + 2γq (q − p)F (xf
t ) + 2pγqF (x∗)

+ ((1 + αpγq)β − pγqµ) ‖xg
t − x∗‖2

+ (1 + αpγq)(β2 − β)‖xt − xg
t ‖2 − pγ2q2‖∇F (xg

t )‖2

+ pqγ

(
1

α
+ γq

)

‖Et[gt]−∇F (xg
t )‖2 + 2p2q2γ2 (1 + γL)Et[‖gt −∇F (xg

t )‖2]

+ 2p2q2γ2 (1 + γL)Et[‖∇F (xg
t )‖2] .

where (a) follows from the fact that ‖a + b‖2 ≤ 2‖a‖2 + 2‖b‖2. Since γ ≤ 3
4L , the choice of α = β

2pqγ ,

β =
√

4p2µγ/3, and pµγq = 3β/2 gives

β =
√

4p2µγ/3 ≤
√

p2µ/L ≤ 1,

(1 + αpqγ)(1 − β) =

(

1 +
β

2

)

(1− β) ≤
(

1− β

2

)

,

((1 + αpqγ)β − pµγq) =

(

β +
β2

2
− pµγq

)

≤
(
3β

2
− pµγq

)

≤ 0,

and, therefore,

Et

[
‖xt+1 − x∗‖2 + 2γq2F (xf

t+1)
]
≤(1− β/2)‖xt − x∗‖2 + 2γq (q − p)F (xf

t ) + 2pγqF (x∗)

+ pq2γ2 (1 + 2p/β) ‖Et[gt]−∇F (xg
t )‖2

+ 2p2q2γ2 (1 + γL)Et[‖gt −∇F (xg
t )‖2]

− pγ2q2(1 − 2p(1 + γL))‖∇F (xg
t )‖2.
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Adding −2γq2F (x∗) on both sides yields

Et

[
‖xt+1 − x∗‖2 + 2γq2(F (xf

t+1)− F (x∗))
]
≤ (1− β/2) ‖xt − x∗‖2 + (1− p/q) · 2γq2(F (xf

t )− F (x∗))

+ pq2γ2 (1 + 2p/β) ‖Et[gt]−∇F (xg
t )‖2

+ 2p2q2γ2 (1 + γL)Et[‖gt −∇F (xg
t )‖2]

− pγ2q2(1− 2p(1 + γL))‖∇F (xg
t )‖2.

Using Lemma 2 along with the fact that ‖EdZ
[∇F (x, Z)]−∇F (x)‖2 ≤ ∆2

1 +∆2
2‖∇F (x)‖2 and ‖∇F (x, Z)−

∇F (x)‖2 ≤ σ2 + δ2‖∇F (x)‖2, we obtain

Et

[
‖xt+1 − x∗‖2 + 2γq2(F (xf

t+1)− F (x∗))
]

≤ (1− β/2) ‖xt − x∗‖2 + (1− p/q) · 2γq2(F (xf
t )− F (x∗))

+ pq2γ2 (1 + 2p/β) · (C2τ
2
mixT

−2
maxB

−2(σ2 + δ2‖∇F (xg
t )‖2) + ∆2

1 +∆2
2‖∇F (xg

t )‖2)
+ 2p2q2γ2 (1 + γL) ·

(
(4C1τmixB

−1 logTmax + (4C1 + 2)τ2mixB
−2)(σ2 + δ2‖∇F (xg

t )‖2)
)

− pγ2q2(1 − 2p(1 + γL))‖∇F (xg
t )‖2

≤ (1− β/2) ‖xt − x∗‖2 + (1− p/q) · 2γq2(F (xf
t )− F (x∗))

+ pq2γ2 (1 + 2p/β) · (C2τ
2
mixT

−2
maxB

−2(σ2 + δ′2‖∇F (xg
t )‖2) + ∆2

1)

+ 2p2q2γ2 (1 + γL) ·
(
(4C1τmixB

−1 logTmax + (4C1 + 2)τ2mixB
−2)(σ2 + δ′2‖∇F (xg

t )‖2)
)

− pγ2q2(1 − 2p(1 + γL))‖∇F (xg
t )‖2,

where δ′2 , δ2 +∆2
2 · (T 2

maxB
2)/(C2τ

2
mix). With Tmax ≥

√

C2p−1(1 + 2p/β), we have

Et

[
‖xt+1 − x∗‖2 + 2γq2(F (xf

t+1)− F (x∗))
]

≤ (1− β/2) ‖xt − x∗‖2 + (1− p/q) · 2γq2(F (xf
t )− F (x∗))

+ p2q2γ2τ2mixB
−2(σ2 + δ′2‖∇F (xg

t )‖2)
+ 2p2q2γ2 (1 + γL) ·

(
4C1τmixB

−1 logTmax + (4C1 + 2)τ2mixB
−2
)
(σ2 + δ′2‖∇F (xg

t )‖2)
− pγ2q2(1− 2p(1 + γL))‖∇F (xg

t )‖2 + pq2γ2 (1 + 2p/β)∆2
1

≤ (1− β/2) ‖xt − x∗‖2 + (1− p/q) · 2γq2(F (xf
t )− F (x∗))

+ 8p2q2γ2 (1 + γL) ·
(
C1τmixB

−1 logTmax + (C1 + 1)τ2mixB
−2
)
σ2

− pγ2q2
[
1− 2p (1 + γL)

(
1 + 4

[
C1τmixB

−1 logTmax + (C1 + 1)τ2mixB
−2
]
δ′2
)]

‖∇F (xg
t )‖2

+ pq2γ2 (1 + 2p/β)∆2
1.

Since p =
√

L
µ · log T

T , B = ⌈logTmax⌉ and Tmax ≥ 2, we obtain for large enough T

p ≤
[
1 + 2 (1 + γL)

(
1 + 4

[
C1τmixB

−1 log Tmax + (C1 + 1)τ2mixB
−2
]
δ′2
)]−1

,

and then,

Et

[
‖xt+1 − x∗‖2 + 2γq2(F (xf

t+1)− F (x∗))
]
≤ (1− β/2) ‖xt − x∗‖2 + (1− p/q) · 2γq2(F (xf

t )− F (x∗))

+ 8p2q2γ2 (1 + γL) ·
(
C1τmixB

−1 logTmax + (C1 + 1)τ2mixB
−2
)
σ2

+ pq2γ2 (1 + 2p/β)∆2
1.

≤max {(1− β/2) , (1− p/q)}
[

‖xt − x∗‖2 + 2γq2(F (xf
t )− F (x∗))

]

+ 8p2q2γ2 (1 + γL) ·
(
C1τmixB

−1 logTmax + (C1 + 1)τ2mixB
−2
)
σ2

+ pq2γ2 (1 + 2p/β)∆2
1.
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Using that pqγ = 3β/(2µ), β/2 = p/q, B = ⌈logTmax⌉ and γ ≤ L−1, we have

Et

[
‖xt+1 − x∗‖2 + 2γq2(F (xf

t+1)− F (x∗))
]
≤ (1− β/2)

[

‖xt − x∗‖2 + 2γq2(F (xf
t )− F (x∗))

]

+ 36β2µ−2
(
C1τmix + (C1 + 1)τ2mix

)
σ2 + 2βqγ∆2

1.
(34)

Unrolling the recursion and replacing β with
√

4p2µγ/3 yields

E
[
‖xT − x∗‖2 + 2γq2(F (xf

T )− F (x∗))
]

≤
(

1−
√

p2µγ

3

)T

[‖x0 − x∗‖2 + 2γq2(F (x0
f )− F (x∗))] + 72βµ−2

(
C1τmix + (C1 + 1)τ2mix

)
σ2

≤ exp

(

−
√

p2µγT 2

3

)

[‖x0 − x∗‖2 + 2γq2(F (x0
f )− F (x∗))] +

144p
√
γ√

3µ3/2

(
C1σ

2τmix + (C1 + 1)σ2τ2mix

)
+

8√
3
∆2

1.

Substituting p =
√

L
µ · log T

T , γ = 3
4L and q =

√
3
µγ concludes the proof.

B Proof of Theorem 3

In order to prove Theorem 3, we need to show that ‖EdZ
[u(ω, θ; z)]−∇ωf(ω)‖2 ≤ O(‖ξH − ξ∗‖2 +G2

2ǫapp)
and ‖u(ω, θ; z)−∇ωf(ω)‖2 ≤ σ2

ω + δ2ω‖∇ωf(ω)‖2, for some δω and σω.
First, recall that u(ω, θk; z

j
k) := F (θk; z

j
k)ω − h(θk; z

j
k). It follows that

‖u(ω, θ; z)−∇ωf(ω)‖2 ≤ ‖(F (θk; z
j
k)− F (θk))ω − (h(θk; z

j
k)−∇J(θk))‖2

≤ 2‖F (θk; z
j
k)− F (θk)‖2‖ω‖2 + 2‖h(θk; zjk)−∇J(θk)‖2

≤ 2(2‖F (θk; z
j
k)‖2 + 2‖F (θk)‖2)‖ω‖2 + 2‖h(θk; zjk)−∇J(θk)‖2

(a)

≤ 8G2
1‖ω‖2 + 4(‖h(θk; zjk)‖2 + ‖∇J(θk)‖2)

(b)

≤ 16G2
1

µ2
‖∇ωf(ω)‖2 + 4C2(1 + 4G2

1µ
−2),

where (a) follows from the fact that ‖F (θk; z
j
k)‖, ‖F (θ)‖ ≤ G1 since F (θk; z

j
k) = ∇ log πθk(a

j
k|s

j
k) log πθk(a

j
k|s

j
k)

⊤,

F (θk) = EdZ
[F (θk; z

j
k)] and ‖∇ log πθk(a

j
k|s

j
k)‖ ≤ G1 (from Assumption 5). Whereas (b) follows from the

fact that ω = F (θ)−1(∇ωf(ω) + ∇J(θk)) and that eigenvalues of F (θ)−1 are upper bounded by 1/µ (from

Assumption 6). The statement now follows by setting σω = 4C2(1 + 4G2
1µ

−2) and δω =
16G2

1

µ2 .

We overload notation from the general strongly convex optimization with Markovian noise to re-define
the filtration {Fh}h≥0 as F0 = σ(θ) and Fh = σ(θ, ω1, · · · , ωh) for h ≥ 1. Additionally, let Eh[·] = E[·|Fh]. To-
wards bounding ‖EdZ

[u(ω, θ; z)]−∇ωf(ω)‖2, we introduce a few terms to facilitate exposition. Before pro-

ceeding, we note that EdZ
[u(ωh, θk; z

j
k)−∇fω(ωh)] = EdZ

[h(θk; z
j
k)]−∇J(θk) since we have EdZ

[F (θk; z
j
k)] =

F (θk). Hence, we focus on bounding ‖EdZ
[h(θk; z

j
k)]−∇J(θk)‖.

Let

h(θk; z
j
k) = (r(sjk, a

j
k)− ηk + 〈φ(sj+1

k )− φ(sjk), νk〉) · ∇θ log πθk(a
j
k|s

j
k) (35)

h̄(θk; z
j
k) = (r(sjk, a

j
k)− η∗k + 〈φ(sj+1

k )− φ(sjk), ν
∗
k〉) · ∇θ log πθk(a

j
k|s

j
k) (36)

h∗(θk; z
j
k) = (r(sjk, a

j
k)− η∗k + V (sj+1

k )− V (sjk)) · ∇θ log πθk(a
j
k|s

j
k) (37)

where ηk and νk denote the average reward and critic parameter estimate obtained at iteration k, respec-
tively. Additionally, let η∗k = J(θk) and ω∗

k represent the limiting point of TD(0) applied to evaluating the
policy πθk . It’s important to note that this notation differs from the algorithm, where we utilize ηH and νH
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(θk; z
j
k)−∇J(θk) =

(
h(θk; z

j
k)− h̄(θk; z

j
k)

︸ ︷︷ ︸

(a)

)
+
(
h̄(θk; z

j
k)− h∗(θk; z

j
k)

︸ ︷︷ ︸

(b)

)
+
(
h∗(θk; z

j
k)−∇J(θk)

︸ ︷︷ ︸

(c)

)
, (38)

where (a) and (b) can be written as

h(θk; z
j
k)− h̄(θk; z

j
k) =

(

(η∗k − ηk) + 〈φ(sj+1
k )− φ(sjk), νk − ν∗k〉

)

∇ log πθk(a
j
k|s

j
k)

h̄(θk; z
j
k)− h∗(θk; z

j
k) =

[(

〈φ(sj+1
k ), ν∗k〉 − Vθk(s

j+1
k )

)

−
(

〈φ(sjk), ν∗k〉 − Vθk(s
j
k)
)]

∇ log πθk(a
j
k|s

j
k)

and (c) is such that EdZ

[

h∗(θk; z
j
k)−∇J(θk)

]

= 0.

We then obtain the following

EdZ
[h(θk; z

j
k)−∇J(θk)]

= EdZ

[(

(η∗k − ηk) + 〈φ(sj+1
k )− φ(sjk), νk − ν∗k〉

)

∇ log πθk(a
j
k|s

j
k)
]

+ EdZ

[[(

〈φ(sj+1
k ), ν∗k〉 − Vθk(s

j+1
k )

)

−
(

〈φ(sjk), ν∗k〉 − Vθk(s
j
k)
)]

∇ log πθk(a
j
k|s

j
k)
]

+ 0

Let C̄ := sups,s′ ‖φ(s)− φ(s′)‖. Then,

‖EdZ
[h(θk; z

j
k)−∇J(θk)]‖

= EdZ
‖h(θk; zjk)−∇J(θk)‖

≤ EdZ

[(
‖η∗k − ηk‖+ C̄‖νk − ν∗k‖

)
‖∇ logπθk(a

j
k|s

j
k)‖
]

+ EdZ

[

ǫapp‖∇ logπθk(a
j
k|s

j
k)‖
]

≤ G1‖η∗k − ηk‖+ C̄G1‖νk − ν∗k‖+G1
√
ǫapp

≤ G1C̄‖ξ∗k − ξk‖+G1
√
ǫapp.

Since all conditions of Theorem 2 are satisfied, we obtain

E

[

‖ωH − ω∗‖2 + 6
µ (fω(ω

f
H)− f(ω∗))

]

≤ O
(

1
H2

[
‖ω0 − ω∗‖2 + 6

µ (f(ω0)− f(ω∗))
]

+ logH
µH

(
σ2
ωτ

2
mix

)
+∆2

)
. (39)

where ∆ = G1C̄ E ‖ξ∗k − ξk‖+G1
√
ǫapp and σω = 4C2(1 + 4G2

1µ
−2).

Now we focus on the second part of Theorem 3. Notice that (E[ωh|θ])h≥1 can be recursively computed
as:

E[ωg
h|θ] = mω E[ωf

h |θ] + (1−mω)E[ωh|θ]
E[ωf

h+1|θ] = E[ωg
h|θ]− pωγω E[ũh|θ]

E[ωh+1|θ] = qω E[ωf
h+1|θ] + (pω − qω)E[ω

f
h |θ] + (1− pω)(1− βω)E[ωh|θ] + (1 − pω)βω E[ωg

h|θ]

Thus, the above updates correspond to the case where the NPG loop uses E[ũh|θ] instead of ũh. As a
result, we can again invoke Theorem 2 to obtain a bound for ‖E[ωH |θ]−ω∗‖, provided we obtain an upper
bound for ‖E[ũh|θ]−∇ωf(E[ωh|θ])‖, which will serve as a bound for both the bias and the variance for the
update rule. Note that:

E[uh|θ] = E[F̃ (θ)ωh − h̃|θ] = E[E[F̃ (θ)ωh − h̃|ωh, θ]|θ] = E[F̃ (θ)|θ]E[ωh|θ]− E[h̃(θ)|θ],

It follows that:

‖E[uh|θ]−∇ωf(E[ωh|θ])‖ = ‖E[F̃ (θ)|θ] − F (θ)]E[ωh|θ]− (E[h̃(θ)|θ] −∇J(θ))‖
≤ ‖E[F̃ (θ)|θ] − F (θ)]‖‖E[ωh|θ]‖+ ‖E[h̃(θ)|θ]−∇J(θ)‖
≤ µ−1‖E[F̃ (θ)|θ] − F (θ)]‖‖∇fω(E[ωh|θ])‖ + ‖E[h̃(θ)|θ] −∇J(θ)‖
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Recall that ‖F (θ)− F (θ)‖ ≤ ‖F (θ, z)‖+ ‖F (θ)‖ ≤ 2G1 and ‖EdZ
[F (θ, z)]− F (θ)‖ = 0. It then follows from

Lemma 2(c):

‖E[F̃ (θ)|θ]− F (θ)‖ = ‖Eh[F̃ (θ)]− F (θ)‖ ≤ O
(
G1τmix

Tmax

)

. (40)

Separately, ‖E[h̃(θ)|θ] −∇J(θ)‖ = ‖E[Eh[h̃(θ)]|θ] −∇J(θ)‖.

Eh[h̃(θ)]−∇J(θ)

= Eh

[

1

Tmax

Tmax∑

i=1

(h(θ; zi)−∇J(θ))

]

= Eh

[

1

Tmax

Tmax∑

i=1

(h(θ; zi)− h̄(θ; zi)) + (h̄(θ; zi)− h∗(θ; zi)) + (h∗(θ; zi)−∇J(θ))

]

= Eh

[

1

Tmax

Tmax∑

i=1

(h(θ; zi)− h̄(θ; zi))

]

+ Eh

[

1

Tmax

Tmax∑

i=1

(h̄(θ; zi)− h∗(θ; zi))

]

+ Eh

[

1

Tmax

Tmax∑

i=1

(h∗(θ; zi)−∇J(θ))

]

.

(41)

Note that Edz
[h∗(θ; zi)] = ∇J(θ) and ‖h∗(θ; zi)‖ ≤ O(G1τmix) since V π(s) ≤ O(τmix) for all states s and

policies π [Wei et al., 2020]. Thus, using Lemma 2:

∥
∥
∥
∥
∥
E

[

Eh

[

1

Tmax

Tmax∑

i=1

(h∗(θ; zi)−∇J(θ))

]∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
θ

]∥
∥
∥
∥
∥
≤ O

(
G1τ

2
mix

Tmax

)

. (42)

Recall that ‖h̄(θ; zi)− h∗(θ; zi)‖ ≤ G1
√
ǫapp, which implies

∥
∥
∥
∥
∥
E

[

Eh

[

1

Tmax

Tmax∑

i=1

(h̄(θ; zi)− h∗(θ; zi))

]∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
θ

]∥
∥
∥
∥
∥
≤ 1

Tmax

Tmax∑

i=1

‖h̄(θ; zi)− h∗(θ; zi)‖ ≤ G1
√
ǫapp

Also,

E

[

Eh

[

1

Tmax

Tmax∑

i=1

(h̄(θ; zi)− h(θ; zi))

]∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
θ

]

= E

[

E

[

1

Tmax

Tmax∑

i=1

(h̄(θ; zi)− h∗(θ; zi))

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
F̂h, θ

]∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
θ

]

= E

[

E

[

1

Tmax

Tmax∑

i=1

(ηk − η∗k + 〈φ(si+1)− φ(si), νk − ν∗k〉)∇ log πθ(ai|si)
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
F̂h, θ

]∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
θ

]

= E

[

1

Tmax

Tmax∑

i=1

(E[ηk|θ]− η∗k + 〈φ(si+1)− φ(si),E[νk|θ]− ν∗k〉)∇ log πθ(ai|si)
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
θ

]

.

(43)

It follows that
∥
∥
∥
∥
∥
E

[

1

Tmax

Tmax∑

i=1

(h̄(θ; zi)− h(θ; zi))

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
θ

]∥
∥
∥
∥
∥

≤ 1

Tmax

Tmax∑

i=1

‖ (E[ηk|θ]− η∗k + 〈φ(si+1)− φ(si),E[νk|θ]− ν∗k〉)∇ log πθ(ai|si)‖

≤ G1‖E[ηk|θ]− η∗k‖+G1‖E[νk|θ]− ν∗k‖. (44)
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Combining the above bounds, we obtain:

‖E[uh|θ]−∇ωf(E[ωh|θ])‖

≤ O
(
G1τmix

µTmax
‖∇ωfω(E[uh|θ])‖+

G1τ
2
mix

Tmax
+G1‖E[ηk|θ]− η∗k‖+G1‖E[νk|θ]− ν∗k‖+G1

√
ǫapp

)

.

Set ∆1 = σ =
G1τ

2
mix

Tmax
+G1‖E[ηk|θ]− η∗k‖+G1‖E[νk|θ]− ν∗k‖+G1

√
ǫapp and ∆2 = δ = G1τmix

µTmax
in Theorem 2

to obtain:

E
[
‖E[ωH |θ]− ω∗‖2

]

≤ O
(

exp

(

−
√

p2µγH2

3

)

[‖ω0 − ω∗‖2] + p
√
γ

µ3/2

(
σ2τmix + σ2τ2mix

)
+∆2

1

)

≤ O
(

1

H2
[‖ω0 − ω∗‖2] + G2

1τ
4
mix

T 2
max

+G2
1‖E[ηk|θ]− η∗k‖2 +G2

1‖E[νk|θ]− ν∗k‖2 +G2
1ǫapp

+
(logH)τ2mix

µH

(
G2

1τ
4
mix

T 2
max

+G2
1‖E[ηk|θ]− η∗k‖2 +G2

1‖E[νk|θ]− ν∗k‖2 +G2
1ǫapp

))

.

The result follows by setting Tmax = H and neglecting lower order terms.

C Proof of Theorem 4

Unless specified otherwise, we drop the subscript θ for ease of exposition. We overload notation again to
re-define the filtration {Fh}h≥0 as F0 = σ(θ) and Fh = σ(θ, ξ1, · · · , ξh) for h ≥ 1. Eh[·] is defined as before
as Eh[·] = E[·|Fh].

Lemma 6. Let A = EdZ
[A(θ; z)]. By setting large enough cβ , Assumption 3 implies that A is positive definite, i.e.,

ξ⊤Aξ ≥ λ/2 · ‖ξ‖2, for all ξ.

Proof of Lemma 6. The proof of this lemma follows similarly as in proof of Lemma 2 in [Zhang et al., 2021b].
We begin by noting that A can be written as

A =

(
cβ 0

−Φ⊤De Φ⊤D(P − I)Φ

)

, (45)

where e denotes the vector of all ones, D denotes the diagonal matrix with Dii = dπ(si), and Φ is the | S |×d
whose ith column is φ(si). Observe that

min
‖ξ‖2=1

ξ⊤Aξ = min
(η2+‖ν‖2)=1

cβη
2 − ην⊤(Φ⊤De) + ν⊤Φ⊤D(I − P )Φν

(a)

≥ min
(η2+‖ν‖2)=1

cβη
2 − ην⊤(Φ⊤De) + λ‖ν‖2

(b)

≥ min
(η2+‖ν‖2)=1

cβη
2 − |η|‖ν‖+ λ‖ν‖2, (46)

where (a) follows from Assumption 3 and (b) follows from the fact that

|ν⊤Φ⊤De| = |(Φν)⊤dπθ | ≤ ‖Φν‖∞‖dπθ |‖1 ≤ ‖Φν‖∞ ≤ max
i∈S

‖φ(i)‖2‖ν‖2 ≤ ‖ν‖2. (47)
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It follows that

min
‖ξ‖2=1

ξ⊤Aξ ≥ min
|η|≤1

cβη
2 − |η|

√

1− η2 + λ(1 − η2)

= min
u∈[0,1]

cβu−
√

u(1− u) + λ(1− u)

= λ+ min
u∈[0,1]

(cβ − λ)u −
√

u(1− u)

≥ λ/2, (48)

for cβ ≥ λ+
√

1
λ2 − 1.

Let Ãh and b̃h denote the MLMC estimators, i.e.

Ãh = A0
h +

{

2Q
k
h(A

Pk
h

h −A
Pk

h−1
h ), if 2P

k
h ≤ Tmax

0, otherwise
(49)

with Aj
h = 1

2j

∑2j

k=1 A(θk; z
k
h) and

b̃h = b0h +

{

2Q
k
h(b

Pk
h

h − b
Pk

h−1
h ), if 2P

k
h ≤ Tmax

0, otherwise
(50)

with bjh = 1
2j

∑2j

k=1 b(θk; z
k
h). For brevity, we henceforth denote the samples obtained at iteration h of the

critic loop, A(θ; z) and b(θ; z), as Ah and bh, respectively. Notice that

‖bh‖ ≤ |cβr(s, a)| + ‖ − r(s, a)φ(s)‖
(a)

≤ cβ + 1 , Lb, (51)

where (a) follows since we assume the rewards obtained r(s, a) and the critic features φ(s) are bounded by
1 for all s ∈ S and a ∈ A. Additionally,

‖Ah‖ ≤ |cβ |+ ‖ − φ(s)‖+ ‖φ(s)(φ(s′)− φ(s))⊤‖
≤ cβ + ‖φ(s)‖ + ‖φ(s)‖(‖φ(s′)‖+ ‖φ(s)‖)
(a)

≤ cβ + 3 , LA, (52)

where (a) holds since φ(s) ≤ 1 for all s ∈ S. Using these inequalities, we can bound the bias and variance

of Ãh and b̃h as follows:

Lemma 7. = Consider Algorithm 1. For ‖Ah‖ ≤ LA and ‖bh‖ ≤ Lb, the following statements hold:

(a) ‖Eh[Ãh]−A‖ ≤ O
(

LAτmix

Tmax

)

(b) ‖Eh[b̃h]− b‖ ≤ O
(

Lbτmix

Tmax

)

(c) Eh ‖Ãh −A‖2 ≤ O
(
L2
A

(
τmix logTmax + τ2mix

))

(d) Eh ‖b̃h − b‖ ≤ O
(
L2
b

(
τmix logTmax + τ2mix

))

(e) ‖Eh[ṽh]− (Aξh − b)‖ ≤ O
(

(LA‖ξh−ξ∗‖+Lb)τmix

Tmax

)

.

Lemma 7(a) and (b) follow from Lemma 2(c), while Lemma 7(c) and (d) follow from Lemma 2(b). Mean-
while, Lemma 7(e) follows from noting that:

Eh[ṽh] = Eh[Ãhξh − b̃h] = Eh[Ãh]ξh − Eh[b̃h] = Eh[Ãh]ξh − Eh[b̃h] (53)

21



and applying Lemma 7(a) and (b). Now, for the proof of Theorem 4, observe that

‖ξh+1 − ξ∗‖2 = ‖ξh − βṽh − ξ∗‖2

= ‖ξh − ξ∗‖2 + 2β〈ξh − ξ∗, ṽh〉+ β2‖ṽh‖2
(a)
= ‖ξh − ξ∗‖2 + 2β〈ξh − ξ∗, A(ξh − ξ∗)〉 + 2β〈ξh − ξ∗, ṽh −A(ξh − ξ∗)〉
+ β2‖ṽh‖2

≤ ‖ξh − ξ∗‖2 − βλ‖ξh − ξ∗‖2 + 2β〈ξh − ξ∗, ṽh −A(ξh − ξ∗)〉
+ 2β2‖ṽh −A(ξh − ξ∗)‖2 + 2β2‖A(ξh − ξ∗)‖2

≤ ‖ξh − ξ∗‖2 − βλ‖ξh − ξ∗‖2 + 2β〈ξh − ξ∗, ṽh −A(ξh − ξ∗)〉
+ 2β2‖ṽh −A(ξh − ξ∗)‖2 + 2L2

Aβ
2‖ξh − ξ∗‖2,

where (a) follows since Aξh − b = Aξh − Aξ∗ = A(ξh − ξ∗). Taking expectation conditioned on Fh on both
sides

Eh[‖ξh+1 − ξ∗‖2] ≤ (1− βλ+ 2L2
Aβ

2)‖ξh − ξ∗‖2 + 2β〈ξh − ξ∗,Eh[ṽh −A(ξh − ξ∗)]〉
+ 2β2

Eh ‖ṽh −A(ξh − ξ∗)‖2. (54)

Observe that

‖ṽh −A(ξh − ξ∗)‖2 = ‖(Ãh −A)(ξh − ξ∗) + (Ãh −A)(ξ∗) + (b̃h − b)‖2

≤ 3‖Ãh −A‖2‖ξh − ξ∗‖2 + 3‖Ãh −A‖2‖ξ∗‖2 + 3‖b̃h − b‖2

≤ 3‖Ãh −A‖2‖ξh − ξ∗‖2 + 3λ−2‖Ãh −A‖2 + 3‖b̃h − b‖2.

Taking expectation and applying Lemma 7 yields

Eh ‖vh −A(ξh − ξ∗)‖2

≤ 3Eh ‖Ãh −A‖2‖ξh − ξ∗‖2 + 3λ−2
Eh ‖Ãh −A‖2 + 3Eh ‖b̃h − b‖2

≤ (6L2
A‖ξh − ξ∗‖2 + 6λ−2L2

A + 6L2
b)(τmix log Tmax + τ2mix). (55)

Separately,

〈ξh − ξ∗,Eh[ṽh −A(ξh − ξ∗)]〉 ≤ λ

4
‖ξh − ξ∗‖2 + 1

λ
‖Eh[ṽh −A(ξh − ξ∗)]‖2

≤ λ

4
‖ξh − ξ∗‖2 + (L2

A‖ξh − ξ∗‖2 + L2
b)τ

2
mix

λ2Tmax
(56)

Substituting the above bounds in (54), we obtain

Eh[‖ξh+1 − ξ∗‖2]

≤
(

1− βλ

2
+ 6L2

Aβ
2(τmix logTmax + τ2mix) +

βL2
Aτ

2
mix

λT 2
max

)

‖ξh − ξ∗‖2 + βL2
bτ

2
mix

λT 2
max

+ (6β2λ−2L2
A + 6β2L2

b)(τmix logTmax + τ2mix)

For T 2
max ≥ τ2mix(λβ)

−1 and β ≤ λ(28L2
A(τmix logTmax + τ2mix))

−1, we have βλ
2 + 8L2

Aβ
2 ≤ 1− βλ

4 .

Eh[‖ξh+1 − ξ∗‖2]

≤
(

1− βλ

4

)

‖ξh − ξ∗‖2 + βL2
bτ

2
mix

λT 2
max

+ (6β2λ−2L2
A + 6β2L2

b)(τmix logTmax + τ2mix).
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Taking expectation on both sides and unrolling the recursion yields

E[‖ξH − ξ∗‖2]

≤
(

1− βλ

4

)H

E ‖ξ0 − ξ∗‖2 +
H−1∑

h=0

(

1− βλ

4

)H−h (

(6β2λ−2L2
A + 6β2L2

b)(τmix logTmax + τ2mix) +
βL2

bτ
2
mix

λT 2
max

)

≤ e−
Hβλ

4 E ‖ξ0 − ξ∗‖2 + 4

βλ

(

(6β2λ−2L2
A + 6β2L2

b)(τmix logTmax + τ2mix) +
βL2

bτ
2
mix

λT 2
max

)

= e−
Hβλ

4 E ‖ξ0 − ξ∗‖2 +
(

24β(λ−3L2
A + 24L2

bλ
−1)(τmix logTmax + τ2mix) +

L2
bτ

2
mix

λ2T 2
max

)

.

Set β = 8 logH
λH to get

E[‖ξH − ξ∗‖2] ≤ 1
H2 E ‖ξ0 − ξ∗‖2 +O

(
logH
H (λ−3L2

A + L2
bλ

−1)(τmix logTmax + τ2mix) +
L2

bτ
2
mix

λ2T 2
max

)

.

Towards proving Theorem 4(b), note that

E[ṽh|θ] = E[Eh[ṽh]|θ] = E[Eh[Ãh]ξh − E[b̃h|θ] = Eh[Ãh]E[ξh|θ]− E[b̃h] , ĀE[ξh|θ]− b̄. (57)

With the above, {E[ξh|θ]}0≤h≤H can be recursively expressed with the initialization E[ξ0|θ] = ξ0 as follows:

E[ξh+1|θ] = E[ξh|θ]− β E[ṽh] = E[ξh|θ]− β(ĀE[ξh|θ]− b̄). (58)

Using this update rule, we can bound ‖E[ξh+1|θ]− ξ∗‖2 as:

‖E[ξh+1|θ]− ξ∗‖2 = ‖E[ξh|θ]− β E[ṽh|θ]− ξ∗‖2

= ‖E[ξh|θ]− ξ∗‖2 + 2β〈E[ξh|θ]− ξ∗,E[ṽh|θ]〉+ β2‖E[ṽh|θ]‖2

≤ ‖E[ξh|θ]− ξ∗‖2 − βλ‖E[ξh|θ]− ξ∗‖2 + 2β〈E[ξh|θ]− ξ∗,E[ṽh −A(ξh − ξ∗)|θ]〉
+ 2β2‖E[ṽh −A(ξh − ξ∗)|θ]‖2 + 2L2

Aβ
2‖E[ξh|θ]− ξ∗‖2

=
(
1− λβ + 2LAβ

2
)
‖E[ξh|θ]− ξ∗‖2 + 2β〈E[ξh|θ]− ξ∗,E[ṽh −A(ξh − ξ∗)|θ]〉

+ 2β2‖E[ṽh −A(ξh − ξ∗)|θ]‖2. (59)

Using Lemma 7, we obtain

‖E[ṽh −A(ξh − ξ∗)|θ]‖2 = ‖(Ā−A)(E[ξh|θ]− ξ∗) + (Ā−A)(ξ∗) + (b̄− b)‖2

≤ 3‖Ā−A‖2‖E[ξh|θ]− ξ∗‖2 + 3λ−2L2
A‖Ā−A‖2 + 3‖b̄− b‖2

≤ 3L2
Aτ

2
mix

T 2
max

‖E[ξh|θ]− ξ∗‖2 + 3L4
Aτ

2
mix

λ2T 2
max

+
3L2

bτ
2
mix

T 2
max

. (60)

Also,

〈E[ξh|θ]− ξ∗,E[ṽh −A(ξh − ξ∗)|θ]〉 ≤ λ

4
‖E[ξh|θ]− ξ∗‖2 + 1

λ
‖E[ṽh −A(ξh − ξ∗)|θ]‖2

≤ λ

4
‖E[ξh|θ]− ξ∗‖2 + 1

λ
‖E[ṽh −A(ξh − ξ∗)|θ]‖2

≤ λ

4
‖E[ξh|θ]− ξ∗‖2 + 3L2

Aτ
2
mix

λT 2
max

‖E[ξh|θ]− ξ∗‖2

+
3L4

Aτ
2
mix

λ3T 2
max

+
3L2

bτ
2
mix

λT 2
max

(61)
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Substituting the above bounds in (59) yields

‖E[ξh+1|θ]− ξ∗‖2

≤
(

1− βλ

2
+

6βL2
Aτ

2
mix

λT 2
max

+
6β2L2

Aτ
2
mix

T 2
max

)

‖E[ξh|θ]− ξ∗‖2 + 6β(1 + βλ)L4
Aτ

2
mix

λ3T 2
max

+
6β(1 + βλ)L2

bτ
2
mix

λT 2
max

≤
(

1− βλ

2
+

12βL2
Aτ

2
mix

λT 2
max

)

‖E[ξh|θ]− ξ∗‖2 + 6β(1 + βλ)L4
Aτ

2
mix

λ3T 2
max

+
6β(1 + βλ)L2

bτ
2
mix

λT 2
max

.

For T 2
max ≥ 12L2

Aτ2
mix

βλ2 , we have
(

1− βλ
2 +

12βL2
Aτ2

mix

λT 2
max

)

≤
(

1− βλ
4

)

. With this choice, the above bound be-
comes

‖E[ξh+1|θ]− ξ∗‖2 ≤
(

1− βλ

4

)

‖E[ξh|θ]− ξ∗‖2 + 6β(1 + βλ)L4
Aτ

2
mix

λ3T 2
max

+
6β(1 + βλ)L2

bτ
2
mix

λT 2
max

.

Unrolling the recursion

‖E[ξH |θ]− ξ∗‖2

≤
(

1− βλ

4

)H

‖E[ξ0|θ]− ξ∗‖2 +
H−1∑

h=0

(

1− βλ

4

)H−h (
6β(1 + βλ)L4

Aτ
2
mix

λ3T 2
max

+
6β(1 + βλ)L2

bτ
2
mix

λT 2
max

)

≤ e−
Hβλ

4 ‖E[ξ0|θ]− ξ∗‖2 + 4

βλ

(
6β(1 + βλ)L4

Aτ
2
mix

λ3T 2
max

+
6β(1 + βλ)L2

bτ
2
mix

λT 2
max

)

= e−
Hβλ

4 ‖E[ξ0|θ]− ξ∗‖2 +
(
24(1 + βλ)L4

Aτ
2
mix

λ4T 2
max

+
24(1 + βλ)L2

bτ
2
mix

λ2T 2
max

)

.

Set β = 8 logH
λH to get

‖E[ξH |θ]− ξ∗‖2 ≤ 1

H2
‖E[ξ0|θ]− ξ∗‖2 +O

(
L4
Aτ

2
mix

λ4T 2
max

+
L2
bτ

2
mix

λ2T 2
max

)

.

D Proof of Theorem 1

Recall that the global convergence of any update of form θk+1 = θk + αωk can be bounded as

J∗ − 1

K

K−1∑

k=0

E[J(θk)] ≤
√
ǫbias +

G1

K

K−1∑

k=0

E ‖(E [ωk|θk]− ω∗
k)‖+

αG2

K

K−1∑

k=0

E ‖ωk − ω∗
k‖2

+
αµ−2

K

K−1∑

k=0

E ‖∇θJ(θk)‖2 +
1

αK
Es∼dπ∗ [KL(π∗(·|s)‖πθ0(·|s))].

(62)

We note that our algorithm updates θ at each iteration k using ωH and ξH obtained after H iterations of
the NPG and critic estimation inner loops. Therefore, we use ωH and ξH instead of ωk and ξk. We begin by
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deriving a bound for 1
K

∑K−1
k=0 ‖∇θJ(θk)‖2. Given that the function J is L-smooth, we obtain:

J(θk+1)

≥ J(θk) + 〈∇θJ(θk), θk+1 − θk〉 −
L

2
‖θk+1 − θk‖2

= J(θk) + α 〈∇θJ(θk), ωk〉 −
α2L

2
‖ωk‖2

= J(θk) + α 〈∇θJ(θk), ω
∗
k〉+ α 〈∇θJ(θk), ωk − ω∗

k〉 −
α2L

2
‖ωk − ω∗

k + ω∗
k‖2

(a)

≥ J(θk) + α
〈
∇θJ(θk), F (θk)

−1∇θJ(θk)
〉
+ α 〈∇θJ(θk), ωk − ω∗

k〉
− α2L‖ωk − ω∗

k‖2 − α2L‖ω∗
k‖2

(b)

≥ J(θk) +
α

G2
1

‖∇θJ(θk)‖2 + α 〈∇θJ(θk), ωk − ω∗
k〉 − α2L‖ωk − ω∗

k‖2 − α2L‖ω∗
k‖2

= J(θk) +
α

2G2
1

‖∇θJ(θk)‖2 +
α

2G2
1

[
‖∇θJ(θk)‖2 + 2G2

1 〈∇θJ(θk), ωk − ω∗
k〉+G4

1‖ωk − ω∗
k‖2
]

−
(
αG2

1

2
+ α2L

)

‖ωk − ω∗
k‖2 − α2L‖ω∗

k‖2

= J(θk) +
α

2G2
1

‖∇θJ(θk)‖2 +
α

2G2
1

‖∇θJ(θk) +G2
1(ωk − ω∗

k)‖2 −
(
αG2

1

2
+ α2L

)

‖ωk − ω∗
k‖2

− α2L‖ω∗
k‖2

≥ J(θk) +
α

2G2
1

‖∇θJ(θk)‖2 −
(
αG2

1

2
+ α2L

)

‖ωk − ω∗
k‖2 − α2L‖F (θk)

−1∇θJ(θk)‖2

(c)

≥ J(θk) +

(
α

2G2
1

− α2L

µ2

)

‖∇θJ(θk)‖2 −
(
αG2

1

2
+ α2L

)

‖ωk − ω∗
k‖2

(63)

where (a) utilizes the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and the definition that ω∗
k = F (θk)

−1∇θJ(θk). Inequal-
ities (b), and (c) follow from Assumption 5(a) and 6 respectively. We take the above inequality, sum over

k = 0, · · · ,K − 1, rearrange the terms and substitute α = µ2

4G2
1
L

, to obtain:

µ2

16G4
1L

(

1

K

K−1∑

k=0

‖∇θJ(θk)‖2
)

≤ J(θK)− J(θ0)

K
+

(
µ2

8L
+

µ4

16G4
1L

)(

1

K

K−1∑

k=0

‖ωk − ω∗
k‖2
)

(a)

≤ 2

K
+

(
µ2

8L
+

µ4

16G4
1L

)(

1

K

K−1∑

k=0

‖ωk − ω∗
k‖2
) (64)

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

µ−2

K

(
K−1∑

k=0

‖∇θJ(θk)‖2
)

≤ 32LG4
1

µ4K
+

(
2G4

1

µ2
+ 1

)(

1

K

K−1∑

k=0

‖ωk − ω∗
k‖2
)

(65)

Now all that is left is to bound E
[
‖ωH − ω∗‖2

]
and ‖E[ωH |θ]− ω∗‖. From Theorem 3 and 4, we have

E
[
‖ωH − ω∗‖2

]
≤ O

(
1
H2

[
‖ω0 − ω∗‖2

]
+ logH

µ2H

(
σ2
ωτ

2
mix

)
+ E ‖ξH − ξ∗‖2 +G2

1ǫapp

)

(66)

and

E[‖ξH − ξ∗‖2] ≤ 1
H2 ‖ξ0 − ξ∗‖2 +O

(
logH
H (λ−3L2

A + L2
bλ

−1)(τmix logTmax + τ2mix) +
L2

bτ
2
mix

λ2T 2
max

)

.
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This gives us

E
[
‖ωH − ω∗‖2

]
≤ O

(

1
H2

[
‖ω0 − ω∗‖2 + ‖ξ0 − ξ∗‖2

]
+

L2
bτ

2
mix

λ2T 2
max

+G2
1ǫapp

+ logH
H (σ2

ωτ
2
mixµ

−2 + λ−3L2
A + L2

bλ
−1)(τmix logTmax + τ2mix)

)

.

(67)

Summing the above inequality from k = 0 to K − 1 and multiplying by αG2

K with α = µ2

4G2
1
L

then yields

αG2

K

K−1∑

k=0

E
[
‖ωH − ω∗‖2

]
≤ O

(

µ2

G2
1
LH2

[
‖ω0 − ω∗‖2 + ‖ξ0 − ξ∗‖2

]
+

G2µ
2L2

bτ
2
mix

G2
1
Lλ2T 2

max

+ µ2L−1G2ǫapp

+ µ2G2 logH
LG2

1
H

(σ2
ωτ

2
mixµ

−2 + λ−3L2
A + L2

bλ
−1)(τmix logTmax + τ2mix)

)

.

(68)

Again from Theorems 3 and 4, we have

E
[
‖E[ωH |θ]− ω∗‖2

]
≤ O

(
1

H2
[‖ω0 − ω∗‖2] + G2

1τ
4
mix

T 2
max

+G2
1‖E[ξH |θ]− ξ∗‖2 +G2

1ǫapp

)

and

‖E[ξH |θ]− ξ∗‖2 ≤ 1

H2
‖ξ0 − ξ∗‖2 +O

(
L4
Aτ

2
mix

λ4T 2
max

+
L2
bτ

2
mix

λ2T 2
max

)

.

This gives us

E
[
‖E[ωH |θ]− ω∗‖2

]
≤ O

(
1

H2

[
‖ω0 − ω∗‖2 + ‖ξ0 − ξ∗‖2

]
+

L4
Aτ2

mix

λ4T 2
max

+
L2

bτ
2
mix

λ2T 2
max

+
G2

1τ
4
mix

T 2
max

+G2
1ǫapp

)

.

Taking square root on both sides yields

E [‖E[ωH |θ]− ω∗‖] ≤ O
(

1
H

[
‖ω0 − ω∗‖+ ‖ξ0 − ξ∗‖

]
+

L2
Aτmix

λ2Tmax
+ Lbτmix

λTmax
+

G1τ
2
mix

Tmax
+G1

√
ǫapp

)

.

Consequently, we can bound G1

K

∑K−1
k=0 E ‖(E [ωk|θk]− ω∗

k)‖ as

G1

K

K−1∑

k=0

E ‖(E [ωk|θk]− ω∗
k)‖

≤ O
(

G1

H

[
‖ω0 − ω∗‖+ ‖ξ0 − ξ∗‖

]
+

G1L
2
Aτmix

λ2Tmax
+ G1Lbτmix

λTmax
+

G2
1τ

2
mix

Tmax
+G2

1
√
ǫapp

)

.

Substituting these bounds in Lemma 1 and setting K = Θ(
√
T ), H = Θ(

√
T/ log(T )), B = Θ(log(T )),

Tmax = Θ(
√
T ) and α = µ2

4G2
1
L

, we obtain the following bound. We highlight that the G2
1 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 al., 2024]. However, this factor is often not explicitly mentioned in previous works, whereas
we have included it here for completeness.

J∗ − 1

K

K−1∑

k=0

E[J(θk)] ≤ O
(
√
ǫbias +G2

1
√
ǫapp +

G1√
T

[
‖ω0 − ω∗‖+ ‖ξ0 − ξ∗‖

]
+

G1L
2
Aτmix

λ2
√
T

+
G2

1τ
2
mix√
T

+ µ2

G2
1
LT

[
‖ω0 − ω∗‖2 + ‖ξ0 − ξ∗‖2

]
+

G2µ
2L2

bτ
2
mix

G2
1
Lλ2T

+ µ2L−1G2ǫapp +
G1Lbτmix

λ
√
T

+ µ2G2 log T

LG2
1

√
T

(σ2
ωτ

2
mixµ

−2 + λ−3L2
A + L2

bλ
−1)(τmix logT + τ2mix)

)

(69)
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E Proof of Lemma 1

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 πθ and πθ′ is bounded as
follows

J(θ) − J(θ′) = Es∼dπθ Ea∼πθ(·|s)
[
Aπθ′ (s, a)

]
. (70)

Continuing with the proof, we have:

Es∼dπ∗ [KL(π∗(·|s)‖πθk(·|s))−KL(π∗(·|s)‖πθk+1
(·|s))]

= Es∼dπ∗ Ea∼π∗(·|s)

[

log
πθk+1(a|s)
πθk(a|s)

]

(a)

≥ Es∼dπ∗ Ea∼π∗(·|s)[∇θ log πθk(a|s) · (θk+1 − θk)]−
G2

2
‖θk+1 − θk‖2

= αEs∼dπ∗ Ea∼π∗(·|s)[∇θ log πθk(a|s) · ωk]−
G2α

2

2
‖ωk‖2

= αEs∼dπ∗ Ea∼π∗(·|s)[∇θ log πθk(a|s) · ω∗
k] + αEs∼dπ∗ Ea∼π∗(·|s)[∇θ log πθk(a|s) · (ωk − ω∗

k)]

− G2α
2

2
‖ωk‖2

= α[J∗ − J(θk)] + αEs∼dπ∗ Ea∼π∗(·|s)[∇θ log πθk(a|s) · ω∗
k]− α[J∗ − J(θk)]

+ αEs∼dπ∗ Ea∼π∗(·|s)[∇θ log πθk(a|s) · (ωk − ω∗
k)]−

G2α
2

2
‖ωk‖2

(b)
= α[J∗ − J(θk)] + αEs∼dπ∗ Ea∼π∗(·|s)

[

∇θ log πθk(a|s) · ω∗
k −Aπθk (s, a)

]

+ αEs∼dπ∗ Ea∼π∗(·|s)[∇θ log πθk(a|s) · (ωk − ω∗
k)]−

G2α
2

2
‖ωk‖2

(c)

≥ α[J∗ − J(θk)]− α

√

Es∼dπ∗ Ea∼π∗(·|s)

[(

∇θ log πθk(a|s) · ω∗
k −Aπθk (s, a)

)2]

+ αEs∼dπ∗ Ea∼π∗(·|s)[∇θ log πθk(a|s) · (ωk − ω∗
k)]−

G2α
2

2
‖ωk‖2

(d)

≥ α[J∗ − J(θk)]− α
√
ǫbias + αEs∼dπ∗ Ea∼π∗(·|s)[∇θ log πθk(a|s) · (ωk − ω∗

k)]−
G2α

2

2
‖ωk‖2.

Here, (a) and (b) stem from Assumption 5(b) and Lemma 8, respectively. Inequality (c) arises from the
convexity of the function f(x) = x2. Lastly, (d) is a consequence of Assumption 4. By taking expectations
on both sides, we derive:

E
[
Es∼dπ∗

[
KL(π∗(·|s)‖πθk(·|s))−KL(π∗(·|s)‖πθk+1

(·|s))
]]

≥ α[J∗ − E [J(θk)]]− α
√
ǫbias

+ αE
[
Es∼dπ∗ Ea∼π∗(·|s)[∇θ log πθk(a|s) · (E[ωk|θk]− ω∗

k)]
]
− G2α

2

2
E
[
‖ωk‖2

]

≥ α[J∗ − E [J(θk)]]− α
√
ǫbias

− αE
[
Es∼dπ∗ Ea∼π∗(·|s)[‖∇θ log πθk(a|s)‖‖E[ωk|θk]− ω∗

k‖]
]
− G2α

2

2
E
[
‖ωk‖2

]

(a)

≥ α[J∗ − E [J(θk)]]− α
√
ǫbias − αG1 E ‖(E[ωk|θk]− ω∗

k)‖ −
G2α

2

2
E
[
‖ωk‖2

]

(71)

27



where (a) follows from Assumption 5(a). Rearranging the terms, we get,

J∗ − E[J(θk)] ≤
√
ǫbias +G1 E ‖(E[ωk|θk]− ω∗

k)‖ +
G2α

2
E ‖ωk‖2

+
1

α
E
[
Es∼dπ∗ [KL(π∗(·|s)‖πθk(·|s))−KL(π∗(·|s)‖πθk+1

(·|s))]
]

(72)

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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