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Abstract

We study the gap-dependent bounds of two important algorithms for on-policy Q-learning for
finite-horizon episodic tabular Markov Decision Processes (MDPs): UCB-Advantage (Zhang et
al. 2020) and Q-EarlySettled-Advantage (Li et al. 2021). UCB-Advantage and Q-EarlySettled-
Advantage improve upon the results based on Hoeffding-type bonuses and achieve the almost
optimal v/T-type regret bound in the worst-case scenario, where 7T is the total number of steps.
However, the benign structures of the MDPs such as a strictly positive suboptimality gap can
significantly improve the regret. While gap-dependent regret bounds have been obtained for Q-
learning with Hoeffding-type bonuses, it remains an open question to establish gap-dependent
regret bounds for @-learning using variance estimators in their bonuses and reference-advantage
decomposition for variance reduction. We develop a novel error decomposition framework to
prove gap-dependent regret bounds of UCB-Advantage and Q-EarlySettled-Advantage that are
logarithmic in 7" and improve upon existing ones for @-learning algorithms. Moreover, we
establish the gap-dependent bound for the policy switching cost of UCB-Advantage and improve
that under the worst-case MDPs. To our knowledge, this paper presents the first gap-dependent
regret analysis for (-learning using variance estimators and reference-advantage decomposition

and also provides the first gap-dependent analysis on policy switching cost for @-learning.

1 Introduction

Reinforcement Learning (RL) (Sutton & BartJ, 2{!1§) is a subfield of machine learning focused on
sequential decision-making. Often modeled as a Markov Decision Process (MDP), RL tries to obtain

an optimal policy through sequential interactions with the environment. It finds applications in vari-

E;_;Jﬁelds’ such as games (Silver et _all, lZQld, lZQl_ﬂ |2_O_1§J |Vinvals et, alJ, |2_Ql_d), robotics M,

; , ), and autonomous driving (| , ).
In this paper, we focus on the on-policy RL tailored for episodic tabular MDPs with inhomo-

geneous transition kernels. Specifically, the agent interacts with an episodic MDP consisting of S
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states, A actions, and H steps per episode. The regret information bound for any MDP above and
any learning algorithm with K episodes is O(\/m ) where T' = K H denotes the total num-
ber of steps (Jin et al., 2018). Multiple RL algorithms in the literature (e.g. [Zhang et al. (2020);
Li et al. (2021); [Zhang et al. (2024)) have reached a near-optimal v/T-type regret that matches the
information bound up to logarithmic factors, which acts as a worst-case guarantee.

In practice, RL algorithms often perform better than their worst-case guarantees, as such guaran-
tees can be significantly improved under MDPs with benign structures (Zanette & Brunskill, [2019).
This motivates the problem-dependent analysis for algorithms that exploit the benign MDPs (e.g.,
Wagenmaker et all (2022a); [Zhou et al! (2023); Zhang et al. (2024)). One of the benign structures
is based on the dependency on the positive suboptimality gap: for every state, the best action
outperforms others by a margin. It is important because nearly all non-degenerate environments
with finite action sets satisfy some sub-optimality gap conditions (Yang et all, 2021). Recently,
Simchowitz & Jamieson (2019) proved the log T-type regret if there exists a strictly positive subop-
timality gap. Since then, the gap-dependent regret analysis has been widely studied, for example,
Dann et all (2021); [Yang et al. (2021); Xu et al. (2021); [Wang et all (2022); He et al. (2021), etc.

Model-free RL algorithms, the focus of this paper, are also called Q-learning algorithms and
directly learn the optimal action value function (@Q-function) and state value function (V-function)
to optimize the policy. It is widely used in practice due to its easy implementation (Jin et al., 2018)
and the lower memory requirement that scales linearly in S while that for model-based algorithms
scales quadratically. However, the literature on gap-dependent analysis for (Q-learning is quite sparse.
Yang et al. (2021)) studied the gap-dependent regret of the Q-Hoeffding algorithm (Jin et all, 2018),
the first model-free algorithm with a worst-case v/T-type regret in the literature, and presented the
first log T-type regret bound for model-free algorithms:

o <H65Alog(SAT)> ' 1)
Amin

where Ay is defined as the minimum nonzero suboptimality gap for all the state-action-step triples.

Xu et all (2021)) proposed the multi-step bootstrapping algorithm and showed the same depen-
dency on the minimum gap as [Yang et all (2021)). Both papers used the simple Hoeffding-type
bonuses for explorations in the algorithm design. However, their analysis frameworks based on
Hoeffding-type bonuses cannot be directly applied to study two important Q-learning algorithms
that improve the regrets of lJin et ali (2018) and achieve the almost optimal worst-case regret:
UCB-Advantage (Zhang et al., 2020) and Q-EarlySettled-Advantage (Li et al), 2021). In particu-
lar, UCB-Advantage and Q-EarlySettled-Advantage use variance estimators in their bonuses and
reference-advantage decomposition for variance reduction. It remains an important open question

whether such techniques can improve gap-dependent regret:

Is it possible to establish a potentially improved gap-dependent regret bound for Q-learning using

variance estimators in the bonuses and reference-advantage decomposition?



This is a challenging task due to several non-trivial difficulties. In particular, bounding the
weighted sum of the errors of the estimated ()-functions is necessary to establish the gap-dependent
regret bounds for UCB-Advantage and Q-EarlySettled-Advantage, which is very difficult as it in-
volves the estimated reference and advantage functions and the bonuses that include variance es-
timators for both functions. However, the analysis framework of Xu et all (2021) for their non-
optimism algorithm cannot bound the weighted sum of such errors, and the analysis frameworks in
all optimism-based model-free algorithms including WJin et all (2018); [Zhang et al! (2020); [Li et al.
(2021); [Yang et al. (2021) can only bound the weighted sum under the simple Hoeffding-type bonus.

Besides the regret, the policy switching cost is also an important evaluation criterion for on-
policy RL, especially in applications with restrictions on policy switching such as compiler opti-
mization (Ashouri et all, 2018), hardware placements (Mirhoseini et all, 2017), database optimiza-
tion (Krishnan et al., [2018), and material discovery (Nguyen et all, 2019). Under the worst-case
MDPs, Bai et al. (2019) modified the algorithms in Jin et al! (2018) to reach a switching cost of
O(H3SAlogT), and UCB-Advantage (Zhang et all, 2020) reached an improved switching cost of
O(H?SAlog T) due to the stage design in Q-function update, both improving upon the cost of ©(K)
for regular @)-learning algorithms (e.g. Jin et all (2018)). To our knowledge, none of the existing
works study gap-dependent switching costs for ()-learning algorithms, which remains open.

Summary of our contributions. In this paper, we give an affirmative answer to the open ques-
tions above by establishing gap-dependent regret bound for UCB-Advantage (Zhang et al., 2020)
and Q-EarlySettled-Advantage (Li et all, [2021) as well as a gap-dependent policy switching cost for
UCB-Advantage. For Q-learning, this paper provides the first gap-dependent regret analysis with
both variance estimators and variance reduction and the first gap-dependent policy switching cost.

Our detailed contributions are summarized as follows.

e Improved Gap-Dependent Regret. Denote Q* € [0, H?] as the maximum conditional variance
for the MDP and 8 € (0, H] as the hyper-parameter to settle the reference function. We prove
that UCB-Advantage guarantees a gap-dependent expected regret of

(Q* + B%H) H>SAlog(SAT)  H8S2 Alog(SAT)log(T)
O Amin * ,82 ’ (2)

and Q-EarlySettled-Advantage guarantees a gap-dependent expected regret of
o <(@* +F2H) HPSAlog(SAT) | H"SA 1og2(5AT)>

Amin ﬁ (3)

These results are logarithmic in 7" and better than the worst-case v/T-type regret in [Zhang et. al.
(2020); |Li et all (2021). They also have a common gap-dependent term O((Q*+32H)H?SA)/Amin)
where O(-) hides logarithmic factors. The other term in either Equation [2) or Equation (B) is
gap-free. Our result is also better than Equation () for [Yang et all (2021); Xu et al/ (2021) in
the following ways. (a) Under the worst-case Q* = O(H?) and setting 3 = O(1/vH) as in



Zhang et al! (2020) or B = O(1) as in [Li et al! (2021), O ((Q*+ B*H) H®SA)/Amin) becomes
O(H®SA/A i), which is better than Equation (@) by a factor of H. (b) Under the best variance
Q* = 0 which will happen when the MDP is deterministic, our regret in Equation (3)) can linearly
depend on O(A;nlr{s), which is intrinsically better than the dependency on A;iln in Equation ().
(c) Since our gap-free terms also logarithmically depend on 7', they are smaller than Equation ()

when Ay, is sufficiently small.

e Gap-Dependent Policy Switching Cost. We can prove that for any § € (0,1), with proba-
bility at least 1 — 9, the policy switching cost for UCB-Advantage is at most

H*S A% log(#4T)
B ‘Dc ’Amin

opt

O | H|Dope| 108 <H|%pt| + 1> +H|DS,, [ log (4)
Here, Doy is a subset of all state-action-step triples and represents all triples such that the action
is optimal. Dg, is its complement, and | - | gives the cardinality of the set. In Equation (@),
the first term logarithmically depends on 7', and the second one logarithmically depends on
Apin and logT. Thus, we compare the first term with the worst-case costs O(H3SAlogT) in
Bai et all (2019) and O(H?SAlogT) in [Zhang et al! (2020). Ours is better since |Dopt| < HSA
for non-degenerate MDPs. Specifically, when each state has a unique optimal action so that
|Dopt| = HS, Equation (#) implies the improvement by a factor of A compared to O(H?SAlogT).
This improvement is significant in applications with a large action space (e.g. recommender system
(Covington et all, 2016) and text-based games (Bellemare et al., [2013)). Readers can find other
examples in (Dulac-Arnold et al., 2021, Section 2.3).

e Technical Novelty and Contributions. For gap-dependent regret analysis, we develop an
error decomposition framework that separates errors in reference estimations, advantage estima-
tions, and reference settling. This helps bound the weighted sums mentioned above. We creatively
handle the separated terms in the following way. (a) We relate the empirical errors and the bonus
for reference estimations to Q* to avoid using their upper bounds ©(H?). This leverages the vari-
ance estimators. (b) When trying to bound the errors in reference and advantage estimations, we
tackle the non-martingale difficulty, originating from the settled reference functions that depend
on the whole learning process, with our novel surrogate reference functions so that the empirical
estimations become martingale sums. To the best of our knowledge, we are the first to construct

martingale surrogates in the literature for Q-learning using reference-advantage decomposition.

For the gap-dependent policy switching cost, we explore the unbalanced number of visits to states
paired with optimal or suboptimal actions, which leads to the two terms in Equation ().
Organization. The rest of this paper is organized as follows. Section 2 reviews related works

on on-policy RL, suboptimality gap, variance reduction, and other problem-dependent performance.



Section 3 presents the preliminaries and main results concerning the gap-dependent regrets and gap-
dependent policy switching cost. Section 4 includes a few concluding remarks. Algorithm details

are provided in the appendix, and the complete proofs are given in the supplementary materials.

2 Related Works

On-policy RL for finite-horizon tabular MDPs with worst-case regret. There are mainly
two types of algorithms for reinforcement learning: model-based and model-free learning. Model-
based algorithms learn a model from past experience and make decisions based on this model, while
model-free algorithms only maintain a group of value functions and take the induced optimal actions.
Due to these differences, model-free algorithms are usually more space-efficient and time-efficient
compared to model-based algorithms. However, model-based algorithms may achieve better learning
performance by leveraging the learned model.

Next, we discuss the literature on model-based and model-free algorithms for finite-horizon

tabular MDPs with worst-case regret. |A_u&r_€c_alj (|ZDD§ ,|Agmmﬁ]_&qli.a| (IZD_lj), |Aza¢rﬂﬁi‘| (|2Qlﬂ),
Kakade et alJ (IM)JAQQI‘WQI et alJ (IML Dann et alJ 2019), Zanette & Brunskil (IM)JZhang et al.
(IZQZ]J)JZhou et alJ (IZQZS) and |Z_bang_ejjlj (IZQZ;J) worked on model-based algorithms. Notably,
Zhang et alJ (IM) provided an algorithm that achieves a regret of O(min{VSAH?T, T} , which

matches the information lower bound. |Jin 1 lZ!!lé), Yang et alJ (2021), Zhan 1 12!!2!]),

) and [Mé ) worked on model-free algorithms. The latter three have

introduced algorithms that achieve minimax regret of O(\/m ), and recently,
) extended their results to federated @Q-learning.

Suboptimality Gap. When there is a strictly positive suboptimality gap, it is possible to

achieve logarithmic regret bounds. In RL, earlier work obtained asymptotic logarithmic regret

bounds |A1mr_&&m_etl (IZD_QA); hl@mn_&_fial;t]&tﬂ (IZLM)EJ). Recently, non-asymptotic logarithmic
regret bounds were obtained (Jaksch et alJ 2!!1!]); Ok et alJ 12!}1§); Simchowitz & Jamieson 12!21d);

). Specifically, ‘ ) developed a model-based algorithm, and their

bound depends on the policy gap instead of the action gap studied in this paper. IOk et al. (IZQlé)
derived problem—spemﬁc logarithmic type lower bounds for both structured and unstructured MDPs.

(IZDJJJ extended the model-based algorithm by lZ.&nﬂIf‘_&_anﬁkld (|20J.§}J
and obtained logarlthmlc regret bounds Logarithmic regret bounds are obtained in linear function
approximation settlngs )

For model free algorithm, |_Yan.g_ej_alj (IZQZJJ showed that the optimistic Q-learning algorithm b,
¢ ‘1.

HSAT
A )

al ) enjoyed a logarithmic regret O(“22%), which was subsequently refined by X

). In their work, ) introduced the Adaptive Multi-step Bootstrap model-free
algorithm.

Most recently, there are also some instance-dependent works using suboptimality gap (Jonsson et all,



['irinzoni et al.l |ZQZ].| |A1 Mamam et alJ |2£121| |Da1m_ei_alj |2Q2].| Magmmkerﬁ_&]ﬂl |2Q22ﬂ

Wa ng et alJ m Neguyen-Tang et alJ 2023)
Varlance reductlon in RL. The reference-advantage decomposition used m[Zbﬁ.n.g_eJ_aLJ (IZQZd
and is a technique of variance reduction that was originally proposed for finite-

sum stochastic optlmlzatlon see e.g. |Gower et al. 12!!211 ); Johnson & Zhané 12!!15 ); INguyen et al.

)). Later on, model-free RL algorithms also used variance reduction to improve the sample

efficiency. For example, it was used in learning with generative models [Sidford et al. 12!!1§ 202 ﬂ),
k&bmwnyh M) policy evaluation Du et al. (|2Q11| hih@mmﬂjﬂ (IZQZJJ w

u et all (2020), offline RL| hi et al M | t al| 21), and Q-learning );
Zhang et alJ \M); Li et alJ 2021); [Yan 1) (2023).

RL with low switching cost. Research in RL with low switching costs aims to minimize the

number of policy switches while maintaining comparable regret bounds to fully adaptive counter-

parts. |B_mmJ_J (IZ_OJ_}J) first introduced the problem of RL with low-switching cost and proposed a

Q-learning algorithm with lazy updates, achieving O(SAH 31og T') switching costs. This work was

advanced by |[Zhang et alJ 2!!2!]), which improved the regret upper bound and the switchinf cost.

Additionally, |Wan.g_e$ﬁ‘]_‘| ZQZ]J) studied RL under the adaptivity constraint. Recently,
) proposed a model-based algorithm with O(loglogT) switching costs.
Other problem-dependent performance. In practice, RL algorithms often perform far more
appealingly than what their worst-case performance guarantees would suggest. This motivates a

recent line of works that investigate optimal performance in various problem-dependent settings

(Fruit et all, 2018; Lin et all, 2020; Talebi & Maillard, 2018; Wagenmaker et all, 2022a; Zhao et all,
M; m_@ilj M).

3 Main results

This section presents the preliminaries in Subsection [3I] the gap-dependent regret for UCB-Advantage
and Q-EarlySettled-Advantage in Subsection and the gap-dependent policy switching cost for
UCB-Advantage in Subsection [3.3]

3.1 Preliminaries

We first introduce the mathematical model and background on Markov Decision Processes. Through-
out this paper, we assume that 0/0 = 0. For any C' € N, we use [C] to denote the set {1,2,...C}.
We use I[z] to denote the indicator function, which equals 1 when the event x is true and 0 otherwise.

Tabular episodic Markov decision process (MDP). A tabular episodic MDP is denoted as
M= (S, A H,P,r), where S is the set of states with |S| = S, A is the set of actions with |A| = A
H is the number of steps in each episode, P := {P,}/L, is the transition kernel so that Pp(- | s,a)

characterizes the distribution over the next state given the state action pair (s,a) at step h, and



7 := {rp}L | is the collection of reward functions. We assume that 75,(s,a) € [0,1] is a deterministic
function of (s, a), while the results can be easily extended to random rewards.

In each episode, an initial state s is selected arbitrarily by an adversary. Then, at each step
h € [H], an agent observes a state s, € S, picks an action aj, € A, receives the reward ry, = r1,(sp, ap)
and then transits to the next state s;41. The episode ends when an absorbing state spy; is
reached. Later on, for ease of presentation, when we describe s, a, h along with “any, each, all" or
“V", we will omit the sets S, A, [H]. We denote Ps o nf = Eg,  <p,([s,0)(f(8n+1)[sn = 8,an = a),
Vsanf =Psanf? — (Psanf)? and 1,f = f(s),Y(s,a,h) for any function f:S — R.

Policies, state value functions, and action value functions. A policy 7 is a collection
of H functions {ﬂ'h S — AA} helH]’ where A“ is the set of probability distributions over A. A
policy is deterministic if for any s € S, 7,(s) concentrates all the probability mass on an action
a € A. In this case, we denote 7,(s) = a. We use V;™ : § — R to denote the state value function
at step h under policy w. Mathematically, V,"(s) == Sp_, E(s,, ap)~@mx) [T (Sh,an) | sp = 3]
We also use QF : S x A — R to denote the action value function at step h, ie., Q}(s,a) =
rr(s,a)+ Zgzhﬂ E(s, ) ap)~@mx) [Th (Shsanr) | sn = s, ap, = a] . [Azar et all (2017) proved that there
always exists an optimal policy 7 that achieves the optimal value V;*(s) = sup, V" (s) = V™ (s)

for all s € S and h € [H]. The Bellman equation and the Bellman optimality equation is

Vit (s) = Egrom, () [QF (5, a')] Vi (s) = maxgeq QF (s, a’)
Qh(s,a) :=rp(s,a) + Py o, VT, and ¢ Qf(s,a) :=ru(s,a) + PsanViy, (5)
Vﬁ—i—l(s) = O,V(s,a, h) V[}_,_l(S) = O,V(S,CL, h)

For any learning problem with K episodes, let 7% be the policy adopted in the k-th episode, and s'f
be the corresponding initial state. The regret over T'= HK steps is

K
Regret(T) == Y (Vi (sh) = Vi (1))
k=1

Later, when we mention the episode index k with “any, each, all" or “V", we will omit the set [K].

Suboptimality Gap. For any given MDP, we can provide the following formal definition.
Definition 3.1. For any (s,a, h), the suboptimality gap is defined as Ap(s,a) ==V (s) — Qi (s, a).

Equation (Bl implies that Ap(s,a) > 0,V(s,a,h). Then it is natural to define the minimum gap,

which is the minimum non-zero suboptimality gap with regard to all (s,a,h).

Definition 3.2. We define the minimum gap as Ay, := inf{Ap(s,a) : Ap(s,a) > 0,(s,a,h) €
S x A x [H]}.

We remark that if {Ay(s,a) : Ap(s,a) > 0,(s,a,h) € S x A x [H]} = ¢, then for any state, all

actions are optimal, leading to a degenerate MDP. Therefore, for the rest of the paper, we assume



that the set is nonempty and Api, > 0. Definitions B and and the non-degeneration are
standard in the literature on gap-dependent analysis (e.g. [Simchowitz & Jamieson (2019); Xu et al.
(2020)).

Maximum Conditional Variance. This quantity is formally defined as follows.
Definition 3.3. We define the maximum conditional variance as Q* := maxs7a,h{Vs,a7h(V,l*+1)}.

Under our MDP with deterministic reward, Definition[3.3]coincides with that in (Zanette & Brunskill,
2019) which performed variance-dependent regret analysis.
Policy Switching Cost. We provide the following definition for any algorithm with K > 1

episodes.

Definition 3.4. The policy switching cost for K episodes is defined as

K-1
Nswiteh := Z Nswitch(ﬂ-k—i-la 7Tk)-
k=1
Here, the Nswiten(T,7') == 3 .cs S T (s) # 7, (s)] represents the local switching cost for any

policies ™ and 7.

This definition is also used in [Bai et al. (2019) and [Zhang et al. (2020).

3.2 Gap-dependent Regrets

UCB-Advantage (Zhang et all, 2020) is the first model-free algorithm that reaches an almost opti-
mal worst-case regret, which is also reached by Q-EarlySettled-Advantage (Li et al), 2021). Both
algorithms are optimism-based, use upper confidence bounds (UCB) for exploration, and employ
variance estimators and reference-advantage decomposition. UCB-Advantage settles the reference
function at each (s,h) by comparing the number of visits to a threshold that relies on a hyper-
parameter 3 € (0, 5]. For readers’ convenience, we provide UCB-Advantage without any modifica-
tion in Section [l

Theorem [B1] provide the expected regret upper bound of UCB-Advantage.

Theorem 3.1. For UCB-Advantage (Algorithm [ in Section [{)) with § € (0, H]|, E[Regret(T)] is
upper bounded by Equation (2).

Q-EarlySettled-Advantage improved the burn-in cost of [Zhang et al! (2020) for reaching the
almost-optimal worst-case regret by using both estimated upper and lower confidence bounds for

Vi¥ to settle the reference function. In this paper, we slightly modify its reference settling condition.

At the end of k-th episode, for any (s, h), the algorithm holds V}f"'l(s), VhLCB’kH(s), the estimated

upper and lower bounds for V;*(s), respectively. When \thﬂ(s) — V}?CB’kH(sH < 3 holds for the

first time, it settles the reference function value V;}(s) as th+1(s). Li et all (2021) set 5 =1 for



worst-case MDPs. Our paper treats  as a hyper-parameter within (0, H] to allow better control
over the learning process. Algorithms [2] and Bl provide our refined version. For the rest of this paper,
we still call it Q-EarlySettled-Advantage without special notice.

Theorem provide the expected regret upper bound of Q-EarlySettled-Advantage.

Theorem 3.2. For Q-EarlySettled-Advantage (Algorithms[2 and [3 in Section [3)) with § € (0, H],
E[Regret(T)] is upper bounded by Equation (3).

Next, we compare the results of both theorems with the worst-case regrets in|Zhang et al! (2020);
Li et all (2021) and the gap-dependent regrets in [Yang et all (2021); Xu et all (2021).

Comparisons with Zhang et all (2020); [Li et al. (2021). Since the regrets showed in
Equations () and (3) are logarithmic in T', they are better than the worst-case regret O(v H2SAT).
In addition, our results imply new guidance on setting the hyper-parameter 3 for the gap-dependent
regret, which is different from 8 = 1/v/H in [Zhang et all (2020)and B = 1 in ILi et all (2021),
respectively.  When Q* = 0 which will happen when the MDP is deterministic, if we set 8 =
O(H(SAwmin)"/*) for UCB-Advantage and 5 = ©(H A}Iﬁ), the gap-dependent regrets will linearly
depend on Ar_nilr{z and A;lilr{?’, respectively. This provides new guidance on setting 5 when we have
prior knowledge about Apin. When 0 < Q* < H?, the best available gap-dependent regret becomes
O©(Q*H?SA) which holds when 8 < \/Q*/H. Knowing that the gap-free terms in Equations (2]
and (B)) monotonically decrease in 3, we will recommend setting 8 = O(\/W ) if prior knowledge
on Q* is available.

Comparisons with Yang et al. (2021); Xu et al. (2021)). The gap-dependent regret for
Yang et al. (2021) is provided in Equation ([Il). For the multi-step bootstrapping in Xu et all (2021)),

their regret bound contains a term

H H5
o> > ) log(SAT) | . (6)

h=1s€S \azn} (s)
In MDPs where Ap(s,a) = O(Apin) for O(HSA) state-action-step triples (e.g. the example in
(Xu_ et all, 2021, Theorem 1.3)), their regret reduces to Equation ().

Next, we compare Equations () and (8) with Equation (I). Under the worst-case variance
Q* = O(H?) and letting 8 be ©(1/vH) or ©(1) which are the recommendations in [Zhang et al.
(2020); Li et all (2021) respectively for the worst-case MDPs, the common gap-dependent term
Equations (@) and (@) becomes O(H®SA/Amin), which is better than Equation () by a factor of
H. Under the best variance Q* = 0, the gap-dependent term becomes O(82H*SA/A i), which is
better than Equation () for any 5 € (0, H]. In addition, our best possible gap-dependent regret
that is sublinear in A;ﬁln is also intrinsically better. Here, we remark that the proof in [Yang et al.
(2021); Xu et al. (2021) cannot benefit from Q* = 0 due to their use of Hoeffding-type bonuses.

We also comment on the gap-free terms in Equations ([2) and (B). They are dominated by
the gap-dependent term as long as Ay, < O(poly((HSA)™!, 8)) for some polynomial poly(-). In



addition, the gap-free term in Equation (@]) is linear in S, which is better than that for Equation (2))
thanks to Q-EarlySettled-Advantage algorithm. It utilizes both upper confidence bounds and lower

confidence bounds for V-functions to settle the reference function.

3.3 Gap-Dependent Policy Switching Cost for UCB-Advantage

Different from Q-EarlySettled-Advantage, UCB-Advantage uses the stage design for updating the
estimated @Q-function. For each (s,a,h), Zhang et al. (2020) divided the visits into consecutive
stages with the stage size increasing exponentially. It updates the estimated @-function only at
the end of each stage so that the policy switches infrequently. Theorem provides the policy
switching cost for UCB-Advantage

Theorem 3.3. For UCB-Advantage (Algorithm [l in Section [f]) with § € (0, H] and any 6 € (0,1),
with probability at least 1 — &, Ngwiten is upper bounded by Equation #l). Here, Dopy = {(s,a,h) €
S x Ax [H]la =mj(s)}, and Dgyy = (S x A x [H])\ Dopt .-

Comparisons with existing works. The first term in Equation (@) logarithmically depends
on T and the second one logarithmically depends on 1/A i, and log T'. Next, we compare our result
with O(H?SAlog T) inZhang et al. (2020), which is the best available switching cost for model-free
methods in the literature. For the first term in Equation (), knowing that |Dopi| < HSA for all
non-degenerated MDPs where there exists at least one state such that not all actions are optimal,
the coefficient is better than Equation (). Specifically, if each state has a unique optimal action so

that |Dopt| = SH, Equation (@) becomes

7 1
T H?2 87 log(24T)
H?Slog [ =55 + 1) + H*SAl 2
O( Sog<H25+>+ S og( AL

where coefficient in the first term is better than Equation () by a factor of A.

For the second term in Equation (), when the total steps are sufficiently large such that 7' =
Q (poly (SAH, (ﬁAmin)_l)) for some polynomial poly(-), it is also better than O(H2SAlogT).

Key Ideas of the Proof. The proof of Theorem 2 in [Zhang et al. (2020) implies

K+1

Nowiteh < Y 4H log <W + 1)
5,a,h

where N}f{ +1(s,a) is upper bounded by the total number of visits to (s,a,h). Under their worst-

case MDP and noticing that ) N}fﬂ'l(s, a) < T,|Zhang et all (2020) further proved their bound

O(H?SAlogT) by applying Jensen’s inequality. In our gap-dependent analysis, it can be shown

that with high probability, z(s,a,h)EDC N}f{ﬂ(s,a) <0 (HGSA + H—SBS;—A), which is much smaller

opt Amin
than T when T is sufficiently large. This implies the discrepancy among the number of visits to

s,a,h

state-action-step triples with optimal or suboptimal actions. Accordingly, we prove the bound in

Equation (@) by using Jensen’s inequality separately for triples with optimal or suboptimal actions.
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4 Conclusion

In this paper, we have presented the first gap-dependent regret analysis for (Q-learning using
reference-advantage decomposition and also provided the first gap-dependent analysis on the policy
switching cost of @-learning, which answers two important open questions. Our novel error decom-
position approach and construction of surrogate reference functions can be used in other problems

using reference-advantage decomposition such as the offline QQ-learning and stochastic learning.

Appendix A: Algorithm details of UCB-Advantage

The UCB-Advantage algorithm, first introduced in Zhang et all (2020), achieves the information-
theoretic bound on regret up to logarithmic factors, using a model-free algorithm. The key inno-
vation of the algorithm lies in its combination of UCB exploration (Jin et al., 2018) with a newly
introduced reference-advantage decomposition for updating (J-estimates.

Before discussing the algorithm in detail, we will first review the special stage design used in
the algorithm. For any triple (s, a,h), we divide the samples received for the triple into consecutive
stages. Define e; = H and e;41 = L(l + %)eiJ for all 4 > 1, standing for the length of the stages.
We also let £:= {>>7_, e;ilj = 1,2,3,...} be the set of indices marking the ends of the stages.

We note that the definition of stages is with respect to the triple (s, a, h). For any fixed pair of k
and h, let (SI;L, a]fl) be the state-action pair at the h-th step during the k-th episode of the algorithm.
We say that (k, h) falls in the j-th stage of (s, a, h) if and only if (s,a) = (s¥,a}) and the total visit
number of (s§,al) after the k-th episode is in ( f 1162, Zgzl eil.

Now we introduce the stage-based update framework. For any (s, a, h) triple, we update Qp(s, a)
when the total visit number of (s, a, h) reaches the end of the current stage (in other words, the total

visit number occurs in £). For k-th episode at the end of a given stage, the Q-estimate Ql k+1( kak)

Shy Op
learned from UCB is updated to:
i 2
1,E+1 k K ; H=
Q" (s ap) =1y (sk, ap) Z h+1 5h+1 ) +2 E (7)
h i=1 h

Here we define 71} = 75 (s¥, af) be the number of visits to (s}, af, h) during the stage immediately
before the stage of k-th episode and I; = [ hok denotes the index of the i-th episode among the nh
episodes. V(s ) is the V-estimate at the end of the episode k — 1 with the initial value V;!(s) = H.
The term 2, /25t represents the exploration bonus for #f-th visit, where ¢ = log( ) with p € (0,1)
being failure probablhty

The other estimate, denoted by Q2 k+1(sﬁ, ai), uses the reference-advantage decomposition tech-
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nique. For k-th episode at the end of a given stage, it is updated to:

2k+1, k k k resz ; refl{z I k+1, .k k
R (spyap) = h(shvah k Vh+1 ﬁ+1 kZ( h+1 Vit )(sﬁ+1)+bh (sh-ap)-

(8)
Here we define nf = nf(s¥ af) be the number of visits to (s¥,ak,h) prior to the stage of (k)-th

episode and [; = lh7 ;. denotes the index of i-th episode among the nh episodes.
In Equation (8], V;ef’k(s) is the reference function learned at the end of episode k — 1.
We expect that for any s € S, sufficiently large k£ and some given 5 € (0, H], it holds |Vref’k( )—

n

V(s )\ < B. In this case, for s;ﬁl ~ ]P’h(-\sﬁ", afln), the variance of the advantage term thfl(sh 1)~

V}iflkl( zlﬂ) is bounded by 32, which can be less volatile than the stochastic term Vh+1(sﬁl+1)

1
whose variance can be H?. Meanwhile, the reference term 37" J V}f_ei_flk "(sk 11)/nf use a batch of

historical visits to (sﬁ, afl, h), which can lower the variance as the increase of the sample size nz

Accordingly, the exploration bonus term bfLH is taken to be an upper confidence bound for the
above-mentioned two terms combined.

With these @-estimates, we can update the final @-estimate as follows:

QFtY(sk, af) = min{Qy’ M(sk af), Qr ML sk af), Qi (sk, af)}. 9)

We also incorporate Qﬁ(sﬁ, a]fl) here to keep the monotonicity of the update. Then we can learn
VETL(sk) by a greedy policy with respect to the Q-estimates VF™!(sF) = max, Q¥T!(s¥, a). If the
number of visits to the state-step pair (s, h) first exceeds Ny = O(%IQJL) at k-th episode, then we
learn the final reference function V;REF(s) = th+1(s). For the reader’s convenience, we have also

provided the detailed algorithm below.

12



Algorithm 1 UCB-Advantage
1: Initialize: set all accumulators to 0; for all (s,a,h) € S x A x [H], set Qp(s,a), Vi(s,a) <
H —h+1;Vel(s) « H;

2: for episodes k < 1,2,..., K do

3 observe sq;

4 for h<+ 1,2,...,H do

5: Take action ay < arg max, Q(sp,a), and observe Sp1.

6 Update the accumulators by n := np(sp, ap) & 1,7 := np(sy, ap) & 1,

7 and Equation (I0), Equation (III), Equation (I2]).

8 if n € £ then

’ b2y TR, g\ JRRRIRR, 5 (e 4 B 4 M+ M),

_ oz
10: b 24/=1;

11: Qn(sn, an) + min{ry,(sp, an) + 2 + b, rp(sp, ap) + ”Tf + L2 4+b,Qn(sh an)}:
12: Vi(sn) < maxg Qn(sn, a);

13: Nu(sn,an), fin(sn, an), on(sn, an), on(sn, ap) < 0;

14: end if

15: if ", Nn(sn,a) = Ny then Vi*i(s),) < Vi,(sp)

16: end if

17: end for

18: end for

The accumulators in the algorithm are updated as follows.

o= fun(snsan) < Vie1(sne1) — Vi (sna); 0 o= n(snyan) <= Vipr (sh); (10)
~ ~ re 2
& = on(sn an) <= (Ve (sna1) — Vish (sne1)) s (11)

Meanwhile, the following two types of global accumulators are used for the samples in all stages

2
= i (s an) = Vidi(sng); - 0™ = 0™ (snyan) = (Vi (sny1)) ™ (12)

We use ,ul;ff’k, azef’k, ,[Lfl, @ﬁ, 62, bﬁ to denote respectively the values of p*f, o

h by the start of the k-th episode.

ref ~

, [t, 0, 7, b at step

Appendix B: Algorithm details of Q-EarlySettled-Advantage

Let us briefly introduce the refined algorithm, which is similar to the original version in [Li et al.
(2021). Before diving into the algorithm itself, we will first discuss the key auxiliary functions used

for estimating the @-value functions. For any ¢ € [0,1], let « = log(sffT).
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In the algorithm, ,uref and aref are updated to represent the current mean and second moment

of the reference function. ,uh v and J?Ld" are updated to be the current weighted mean and weighted

H+1 R :
T bt is

second moment of the reference function with weight to be the learning rate n, =
the exploration bonus for Q-EarlySettled-Advantage. With these updated functions, we can then
discuss the Q-EarlySettled-Advantage algorithm.

Algorithm 2 Auxiliary functions
1: function UPDATE-UCB-Q

QB (snyan) « (1 — 1) QY B (sh, an) + mn <7"h(3ha an) + Vit1(sn+1) + co/ HTSL>

»

3: function UPDATE-LCB-Q

QB (shan) < (1 — 1) QR (shy an) + 1 <7"h(8h, an) + Vi (sha1) — oy HTSL>

b

function UPDATE-UCB-ADVANTAGE
kel oet, padv o2dv] (s, ay) <+~ UPDATE-MOMENTS();
(6%, BR](sp, ap) < UPDATE-BONUS();
bR 4 B (s, an) + (1 — 1) B2 4 0 o
QR (snyan) < (1 = 0,) Q) (5n, an)
+n (71 (8n, an) + Vi (sn1) — Vit (sne1) + w8 (sny an) + 0 -

10: function UPDATE-MOMENTS

11: 1 (spyan) < (1= 2) wet(sp, ap) + %Vhli_l(ShJ,_l);
122 o3 (sp,ap) < (1= 1) o3 (sp,ap) + 1 (Vﬂl(ShH))z;
13 W (s, ap) (1 =) M?Ldv(sm an) + 1 (Vi1 (sha1) — Vil (sne1));
1 o (span) < (1= n00) 03 (snan) + 1 (Vi1 (s541) — ViR (s541))
15: function UPDATE-BONUS
16: Bt (sp,, ap)
/% <\/ f(sp,, an) (,u};ef(smah)f + \/ﬁ\/U?LdV(Smah) - (dev(shaah))2>;
17 0B (sp,apn) = B2 (sy, ap) — BR (s, ap);
18: BR(sp,ap) < B (sp,ap) — BR(sp, ap).

14



Algorithm 3 Refined Q-EarlySettled-Advantage
1: Parameters: Some universal constant ¢, > 0 and probability of failure § € (0, 1);
2: Initialize Q] (s,a), QUCB L(s,a), QR’ (s,a) « H; QLCB (s,a) < 0;
Vi (s) = H, Ny (s, a), (s, a), 0" (s, ), 157 (s, ), 0% (5, @), 5 (s, ), By (s, @) = 0;
and u} (s) < True, for all (s,a,h) € S x A x [H].

3: for Episode kK =1 to K do
4: Set initial state s’f — s’f;
5: for Step h =1 to H do
6: Take action af = 7¥(sF) = argmax, Qf(s¥, a), and draw st—H ~ Py(-|sk, ak);
7: Nf(sk af) < NF7Y(sk, af) + 15 n « NF(sk, af);
s T = T
9: JOBKHL sk k) « UPDATE-UCB-Q().
10: POBEHL gk o) « UPDATE-LCB-Q().
11: Qi sk, ak) «~ UPDATE-UCB-ADVANTAGE ().
R,k+1 UCB,k+1 .

12: n sk af) - min{Qy T (s af), QT (g, af), QR (sh af) Y
13: th+1(sh)  max, Qk+1(sh, a);
14: V,}CB k“(sk) + max {maxa IﬁCB’kH(st, a), VhLCB’k(st)};
15: if VF(sh) — VEOPET(6h) > 8 then

R,k
16: vV, Jrl(sh) — Vk+1(sfl)'
17: else if uf(sf) = True then

R,k
18: vV, +1(Sh) — Vk"'l(slfl) 2"'1( ¥) = False.

At the beginning of the k-th episode, we can obtain V-estimate th (s), the reference function
VhR’k(s) and the policy 7% from the previous episode k — 1 and select an initial state s¥ (For the first
episode, we randomly choose a policy ! and V! (s) = VhR’1 = H). At step h € [H], we can process
the trajectory with af = 7¥(sF) and SIfH_l ~ Pp(-|sk,ak). Now we need to update the estimates

of both @Q-value and V-value functions at the end of k-th episode. In the algorithm, the estimate

learned from the UCB by the end of k-th episode, denoted as QUCB okt , 18 updated to:
H3,
UCB,k
Qh +1 _rﬁ(sh,ah +Z77n <Vh+1(3£+1) +Cb T) (13)
n=1

Here we define N} = NF(s¥,al) as the number of times that the state-action pair (s, aF) has been

visited at step h at the beginning of the k-th episode and k" = k}}(sﬁ,aﬁ) denotes the index of
the episode in which the state-action pair (sﬁ, afl) is visited for the n-th time at step h. The term
cb\/E represents the exploration bonus for n-th visit, where ¢, > 0 is a sufficiently large constant.

Another Q-estimate obtained from LCB at the end of k-th episode, denoted as QLCB k+1 , 1s

updated similarly to @, UCB, kH, but with the exploration bonus subtracted instead.
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R,k+1

The last estimate of Q-value function, denoted as Q, , uses reference-advantage decomposi-

tion techniques. At the end of k-th episode, Qh’ R s updated to:

ki

yRA
Rk+1 _ v (k" R,k™, kn > i Vi 1(3h+1) R,k"+1
@, n(sh- ap) '+'§E:7hl ( e (shon) = Viery (shi) + = ;: + b, )- (14)

In Equation (I4]), VhR ’k(s) is the reference function learned at the end of episode k — 1. The key
idea of the reference-advantage decomposition is that we expect to maintain a collection of reference
values {VhR’k(s)}s,hh, which form reasonable estimates of {V;*(s)}s and become increasingly more
accurate as the algorithm progresses. It means for any s € S, sufficiently large k and some given
B € (0, H], it holds \VhR’k( ) — Vi¥(s)| < B. In this case, for s}, | ~ Py(-[sf",a}"), the variance of
the advantage term thll(sﬁil) - Vh+l (sﬁl_kl) is bounded by 3%, which can be less volatile than
the stochastic term V}fjl(slﬁﬂ). Meanwhile, the reference term 3 ;" 1%5_’; (sf;_i_l)/n use a batch
of historical visits to (sh, ah, h), which can lower the variance as the increase of the sample size n.

bg’knﬂ is taken to be an upper confidence bound for the

Accordingly, the exploration bonus term
above-mentioned two terms combined. Given that the uncertainty of Equation (I4]) largely stems
from the advantage and the reference terms (which can both be much smaller than the variability in
Equation (I3])), the incorporation of the reference function helps accelerate convergence and lower
the regret upper bound.

With two additional Q-estimates in hand — QECB A1 Jearned from UCB and QR KL obtained
from the reference-advantage decomposition, it is natural to combine them as follows to further

reduce the bias without violating the optimism principle:

. UCB,k+1 R.k+1
P sk ap) = min{Qy " sk ap), @y (s, k), QF(sh, ak) ) (15)

We also incorporate Qﬁ(sﬁ, ai) here to keep the monotonicity of the update. Then we can learn
Vf"'l(slfl, ah) and VLCB kH(SIfL, aﬁ) by a greedy policy with respect to these QQ-estimates:

1 1 LCB,k+1 LCB,k+1 LCB,k
th+ (sz) max Qk+ (sha a)7 Vh * (SI;L) max {maXQ - ($h7 a)7 Vh (32)} :

In the algorithm, VhLCB’k(S) is used as lower bound estimates of V;*(s). We learn the final value V;R(s)
of the reference function for the state-step pair (s, h) when the condition V}¥(s) — V,}CB’k(s) <pB
holds for the first time.
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