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Abstract

We study infinite-horizon Discounted Markov Decision Processes (DMDPs) under a
generative model. Motivated by the Algorithm with Advice framework Mitzenmacher
and Vassilvitskii| [2022], we propose a novel framework to investigate how a prediction
on the transition matrix can enhance the sample efficiency in solving DMDPs and improve
sample complexity bounds. We focus on the DMDPs with N state-action pairs and dis-
counted factor . Firstly, we provide an impossibility result that, without prior knowledge
of the prediction accuracy, no sampling policy can compute an e-optimal policy with a
sample complexity bound better than O((1 — v) 3Ne~2), which matches the state-of-the-
art minimax sample complexity bound with no prediction. In complement, we propose
an algorithm based on minimax optimization techniques that leverages the prediction on
the transition matrix. Our algorithm achieves a sample complexity bound depending on
the prediction error, and the bound is uniformly better than O((1 — ) "*Ne~2), the previ-
ous best result derived from convex optimization methods. These theoretical findings are

further supported by our numerical experiments.

1 Introduction

Markov decision process (MDP) is a fundamental mathematical framework for sequential de-
cision making under uncertainty and serves as a essential tool for stochastic control and rein-
forcement learning (Puterman [2014], Bertsekas [2012], Sutton and Barto| [2018]). One of the

most important problems in this field is to learn an approximately optimal policy for an MDP
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with high probability, given access only to a generative model. Specifically, this involves iden-
tifying a policy with a small error from the optimal policy in terms of expected cumulative
reward over an infinite horizon through sampling state transitions. Two main classes have
been extensively studied: discounted MDP (DMDP) Wang| [2020], ]Jin and Sidford| [2020], Sid-
tord et al|[2018], Wainwright [2019] and average-reward MDP (AMDP)Wang [2017], Jin and
Sidford|[2020, 2021].

In this paper, we focus on this specific problem of infinite horizon DMDPs. A DMDP in-
stance is desribed as a tuple M = (S, A,P,r,v). Specifically, S is a known finite state space
with size |S|. The collection A = {4, },cs is a known collection of finite set of actions A, for state
i € S. For simplicity, we denote N' = {(4,a) : i € S,a € A;} be the set of all state-action pairs,
with size |N| = N. The matrix P = (p(jli,a))aen jes € RV*IS! is the unknown state-action-
state matrix. The ((,a), j)-th indice p(j|i,a) € [0, 1] represents the transition probability from
state i to state j under action a. For any state-action pair (i,a) € N, Y. sp(j|i,a) = 1. The ar-
ray r = (I;4)ies.qac4 1S the known vector of state-action reward, where r; , € [0, 1] be the reward
received when taking action « at state 7. Finally, v € (0,1) is the known discounted factor of
the MDP. Following the literature, we assume that we can access to a generative model, allow-
ing us to sample state transitions of one DMDP model. In this setting, the sample complexity
refers to the total number of samples required to compute an optimal policy that maximizes
the expected cumulative reward with an error of at most e. The objective is to minimize this
sample complexity.

This problem has been extensively studied in the literature. (Gheshlaghi Azar et al. [2013]
establish a sample complexity lower bound of Q((1 — 7)3Ne~?) for finding an e-optimal pol-
icy. This bound is achieved by methods such as variance-reduced value iteration Sidford et al.
[2018] and Q-learning Wainwright| [2019]. Additionally, Jin and Sidford| [2020] proposes a
stochastic mirror descent algorithm for both DMDP and AMDP and achieves a sample com-
plexity bound of O((1 — ) *Ne~2) for DMDP, which currently represents the best achievable
sample complexity bound by primal-dual type methods.

Motivated by the Online Algorithm with Advice framework Mitzenmacher and Vassilvit-
skii [2022] and Reinforcement Learning with Advice Golowich and Moitra|[2022], we consider
the problem of learning infinite horizon DMDPs with possibly biased predictions. The process
consists of two phases: a preparation phase and a learning phase. In the preparation phase, we
receive a prediction matrix P for latent transition matrix P. The subsequent learning phase mir-
rors the standard problem of learning infinite horizon DMDPs with a generative model, with
the added feature that the prediction matrix P can be incorporated in decision-making. The
objective remains consistent with the standard problem: maximizing the expected cumulative
discounted rewards over an infinite horizon.

Intuitively, when the prediction matrix P is significantly different from the true P, the learn-



ing algorithms should ignore the prediction entirely. Conversely, when P is sufficiently close
to P, the learning algorithms can leverage the information from P to reduce unnecessary sam-
pling. For example, in the extreme case where P = P, the optimal policy can be directly ob-
tained through value iteration, policy iteration or linear programming Puterman, [2014], elim-
inating the need for any additional sampling.

The above discussion raises the following question (Que): Can we design an algorithm that
efficiently leverages the prediction to improve the sample complexity bound, while remaining robust to
cases where the prediction is absent or inaccurate?

However, the answer to this question is mixed. To address it, we make the following novel
contributions:

Impossibility Result In Section |3, we demonstrate that, even with predictions, no algo-
rithm can compute an e-optimal policy with fewer than or equal to 6((1—v) ®Ne~?) samples for
all DMDP instances without prior knowledge of the prediction error of P. This result implies
that no algorithm utilizing predictions can outperform the approaches proposed by [Sidford
et al.| [2018], Wainwright| [2019]], Agarwal et al. [2020a], which achieve a sample complexity
bound of O((1 — )3 Ne~2). Consequently, the answer to the question (Que) we raise above is
“NO”.

Levarage Prediction without knowing the prediction error In Section 4, we take a small
step back and focus on primal-dual type algorithms. We propose Optimistic-Predict Mirror
Descent (OpPMD), for computing an e-optimal policy and utilizing prediction transition ma-
trix P judiciously. OpPMD novelly incorporates the prediction into estimation for future gra-
dients, using carefully designed learning rates that eliminate the need for prior knowledge of
the prediction error and the desired accuracy e. We derive a sample complexity bound for
OpPMD that depends on the prediction error, despite the algorithm not knowing on the er-
ror. This bound is uniformly better than O((1 — v)~*Ne~2), the current state-of-the-art bound
achieved by primal-dual methods.

Numerical Validations In Section |5, we perform numerical experiments on a simple MDP
instance to validate our approach. The result demonstrates the benefits of predictions and
illustrates how effectively our algorithm leverages the prediction judiciously.

Finally, we provide discussions on future directions in Appendix

1.1 More about Prediction P

In this paper, we primarliy investigate whether predictions on transition matrix I can enhance
the process of computing an (approximately) optimal policy and improve sample complexity
bound. The prediction P is expressed as a matrix P = (p(ji,a))ayenjes € RIS with
the same dimensions as the true transition matrix P. Here p(j|i,a) € [0,1] for all ¢,a,j and

> jesP(jli,a) = 1forall (4,a) € N. The prediction transition matrix P is provided during the
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preparation phase, prior to the standard sampling and learning phase. The prediction error

Dist(-, -) is defined as follows, which is not known in advance:
Dist(P 15 _ e _ . ‘
ist(P, P) gi@;IP(le,a)) p(jli; a))l

The prediction is a general Black-Box model, and we do not impose any additional assump-
tions on the prediction P. In practice, this prediction can be provided by some external sources.
There are several potential candidates for constructing such prediction P. For example, sup-
pose we already have a set of transition observations {(is, ar, j¢) }ecir,) from an MDP with a
transition matrix that is possibly similar to the DMDP model we aim to learn. Then we can

compute P as the sample mean for each tuple of (i, a, j) as

Nl o] . . |{£ (ig,ag,jg):(i,a,j)}l
PULE) = ol (ina) = Goa)}], 1)

Several powerful physics simulation engines in robotics, such as MuJoCo Todorov et al.|[2012],
can be used to collect such datasets. Besides, in healthcare applications, data can be collected
from previous iterations of clinical trials for treating specific diseases. Furthermore, the pre-

diction is related to transfer learning and multi-task learning. We provide more discussions in

Appendix

1.2 Techniques Overview: How to Leverage P?

Following the line of Wang| [2017, 2020], Jin and Sidtford|[2020], we formulate the infinite hori-
zon DMDP problem as a minimax bilinear optimization problem using linear duality. To lever-
age the prediction effectively, we introduce several novel improvements. Firstly, we construct
predicted gradients based on the prediction P, using it as a proxy of the future gradients within
an optimistic mirror descent framework Rakhlin and Sridharan [2013a]], Joulani et al.| [2017],
Orabona [2019]. Together with the standard approach of constructing stochastic unbiased gra-
dients from sampled state transitions, our method introduces a novel combination of these
two gradient sources. This approach ensures that we benefit from accurate predictions while
maintaining the same convergence rate as prediction-free cases when the prediction is uninfor-
mative. Second, by carefully tuning the learning rate, our algorithm becomes parameter-free,
eliminating the dependence on the prediction error and the desired accuracy level in imple-
mentation and enhancing practical usability. Third, we provide a simple and new variance re-
duction technique to control the variance of stochastic estimators for the gradients and shrink
them as the sample size increases, ensuring efficiency. Putting all these together into the min-
imax optimization framework, we provide a robust primal-dual type algorithm, showing that

it can leverage the prediction P efficiently with a more favorable sample complexity bound.



1.3 Related Work

Dynamic Programming and Reinforcement Learning have been well studied for decades with
numerous applications in industry and finance. For further details, see textbooks Bellman
[1966], Bertsekas| [1996, 2012, 2022], Sutton and Barto| [2018], Szepesvari [2022] and surveys
Kaelbling et al. [1996], |Arulkumaran et al.|[2017].

Solving MDPs and finding optimal policies efficiently is one of the most classic problems
in dynamic programming and reinforcement learning. Recent research focuses on this specific
problem with access only to a generative model for sampling state transitions. Both DMDP
and AMDP have been well-studied under this assumption. For DMDP, Gheshlaghi Azar et al.
[2013] provide a sample complexity lower bound of Q((1 —~)~2Ne~2). There are several works
that match this bound, including value iteration Sidford et al.|[2018], Q-learning Wainwright
[2019], and Empirical MDP with Blackbox |Agarwal et al,|[2020a]. However, no primal-dual
algorithms have yet achieved the optimal bound. Wang) [2020] proposes a randomized primal-
dual method with sample complexity Q(min{(1 — ~)%|S|?Ne 2, 74(1 — v)~*Ne~2}), where 7
is an ergodic condition parameter. [Jin and Sidford [2020], Cheng et al. [2020] achieve O((1 —
v)~*Ne %) using mirror descent type algorithms, respectively, representing the best results for
primal-dual methods. Our work is closely related to Jin and Sidford, [2020], and we provide
more discussions in Appendix Whether convex optimization methods can achieve the
optimal sample complexity remains an open problem. Our work takes a different approach:
We explore whether incorporating predictions of the transition matrix can enhance primal-
dual methods and improve sample complexity bounds. To the best of our knowledge, this is
the first work to introduce the notion of prediction into solving MDPs with access only to a
generative model.

Our work closely relates to reinforcement learning with prediction. Golowich and Moitra
[2022] consider tabular MDPs with advice in the form of prediction of the Q-value and shows
that this information can reduce regret. |Li et al.|[2024] study single-trajectory time-varying
MDPs with untrusted machine-learned prediction. [Cutkosky et al, [2022] leverages hint in
the form of guessed optimal actions under a stochastic linear bandit setting. Lyu and Cheung
[2023]] explore how dynamic predictions can enhance algorithm performance regarding regret
in a non-stationary bandit with knapsack problem. However, all these works use regret as the
primary performance metric. In contrast, our problem is the first to focus on utilizing black-
box predictions to reduce unnecessary exploration and improve sample complexity bound in
solving MDPs and reinforcement learning. Our work aligns with the research stream of Al-
gorithm with Advice Mitzenmacher and Vassilvitskii [2022] in general, and we provide more
discussions in Appendix

Our algorithmic design is inspired by the parameter-free methods and adaptive learning



rates from deterministic optimization. Carmon and Hinder| [2022] develop a parameter-free
stochastic gradient descent algorithm that achieves a double-logarithmic factor overhead com-
pared to the optimal rate in the known-parameter setting. Streeter and McMahan! [2010] intro-
duces adaptive learning rates for online gradient descent. Interested readers can consult|Auer
et al.| [2002], Orabonal [2014], Cutkosky and Orabona [2018]], Orabona) [2019] for more refer-
ences.

Finally, our work is related to the line of Offline Reinforcement Learning Levine et al.|[2020].
In this setting, the learning algorithm cannot interact with the environment and collect addi-
tional information about the model. Instead, it is provided by a static dataset of transitions and
must learn the best policy based on this dataset. Various approaches have been developed for
this problem, such as Fujimoto et al. [2019], Kumar et al. [2019} 2020], |Agarwal et al. [2020b],
Wu et al. [2019]. While such datasets could potentially be used to construct a prediction tran-
sition matrix (e.g., via sample mean), these methods cannot apply to our setting, as our model
allows for interaction with the environment through sampling state transitions. Furthermore,
these approaches typically leverage datasets in ways far from estimating the transition matrix,

limiting their applicability to our problem, where no dataset is available in advance.

1.4 Notations

For a positive integer n, we denote [n] = {1,2,...,n},and let A" = {z e R" : ¢ > 0,> "  x; =
1} represent the n-dimensional probabilistic simplex. We use the O(-), o(-), §2(-) notations as de-
fined in Cormen et al.[[2022]. We adopt O(-), 5(-), Q(-) notations, which has the same meaning
as O(-), o(+), €1(-), respectively, except that they hide the logarithmic terms.

2 Preliminaries

2.1 Value function

Consider a DMDP instance M = (S, A,P,r,v). A stationary (and randomized) policy can
be represented by a collection of probability distributions 7 = {m;};cs, where m; € AMil is a
probability distribution over A;, and m;(a) refers to the probability of taking a € A; at state i.

For a policy 7, we define the value function vector v™ = (v7);cs € Rl as

v =E"

00
Z'Ytrit,at|i0 = Z] 5 Vi € S.
t=0



The expectation operator E™ is taken over the state-action trajectory (io, ao, i1, a1, - - - ) generated

by the MDP under policy 7. The optimal value vector v* = (v});cs € RISl is defined as Vi € S

v; = max E”
™

[o¢]
t . o
E Y rityat‘zo =1

t=0

o0

t . o
E Y riuat’ZU =1
t=0

—E™

where 7 is the optimal stationary policy that achieves v*. Given an initial distribution g € Al¥,

the value function with respect to g for a policy 7 is defined as

v"(q) = E”

Z vtrit,at’i(] ~ q] = qT’UW'

t=0

with its optimal v*(q) = g v*. A policy 7(©) is e-optimal with respect to g if v*(g) < v™" (q) + €.

2.2 Bellman Equation, Linear Programming (LP) Formulation and Minimax Formulation

According to Bertsekas|[2012], Puterman, [2014], v* is the optimal value vector of an DMDP if

and only if it satisties the following Bellman equations

vl = max {7 Zp(ﬂiaa)v; + ri,a} , Vi€eS. (D

<A jes
When v € (0,1), the Bellman equation has a unique fixed point solution. A policy 7* is
an optimal policy for the DMDP if it achieves v* coordinate-wise, i.e. v* = v™ . For finite-
state DMDP, such optimal policy 7* always exists. Puterman [2014] shows that the Bellman

equation (1) is equivalent to the following Linear Programming (LP) problem:

min (1 —7v)q'v
veRISI ) (2)
st. I—-9P)v—r>0.

where I € RWVIXIS| e the matrix defined as Iiia),; = 1[t = j| for each ((3,a),j) € N x S. The
dual problem of (2) is

g
max p T
neat 3

st. (I-9P) "= (1-7)qg

Denote p* as an optimal solution of (3). We can formulate (2), (3) as the following equiva-



lent minimax problem

minmax  f(v, ), "

st flo,p)=(1—v)q v+p (P -TDv+r1).

where V = {v € R™ : ||v]jo < (1 —~)7'}, U = AN, Tt is straightforward to verify that v* € V
and p* € U. Since r;, € [0,1] for all (i,a), it follows that v; < (1 —~v) ! foralli € S. By
multiplying e (where e = (1, - , 1)) on both sides of the constraint (I—~P) " = (1 —7)q, we

can confirm that e" u* = 1, as g is a probability distribution.

3 An Impossibility Result

In this section, we demonstrate that even with a prediction, no algorithm can compute an
e-optimal policy for all DMDP instances with strictly fewer than O((1 — 7)"Ne~2) samples
without additional knowledge of the prediction error, i.e., the discrepancy between P and the
true P. The analysis in this section is inspired by a lower bound in the prediction-free setting
derived by Gheshlaghi Azar et al.| [2013], and the high-level ideas from the Pareto regret fron-
tier for multi-armed bandits Lattimore| [2015]. We focus on the (¢, §)-smart algorithm whose
objective is to output a near-optimal policy with high probability through sampling, as de-

fined below:

Definition 1. We say an algorithm ALG is a (e, §)-smart algorithm with respect to T' on a DMDP
model M, if it outputs a policy 71 such that

TP g%
/EIT (||'u v > e) < 0. (5)
Here 7y is generated by ALG after adaptively sampling T' state-action pairs and observing the subse-

quent transitions on the model M.

We remark that an (e, §)-smart algorithm guarantees to find an e-optimal value function
with high probability, rather than an e-optimal policy with high probability. In other words,
the output policy 77 by an (¢, §)-smart algorithm only satisfies (5), but is not guaranteed to be
e-optimal. Notably, while an e-optimal value function does not necessarily imply an e-optimal
policy, the converse is true. Therefore, a lower bound on the sample complexity for finding an
e-optimal value function also serves as a lower bound for finding an e-optimal policy.

Now, we are ready to state our impossibility result.

Theorem 1. Suppose N > 6, € [1/3,1), € € (0, (1 —~)~1/40], § € (0,0.24]. Consider a fixed but
arbitrary algorithm ALG. If ALG is (e, 6)-smart on a specific DMIDP instance M, with S, A with total



N state-action pairs, discounted factor ~y, and transition matrix Py given access to a black-box prediction

P satisfying P = Py, and the number of samples T satisfies

1 (N » 1

then there exists another DMDP instance M’ with the same S, A,~ as M such that, even with the
same prediction P, ALG fails to be (e, §)—smart on M' with the same T.

Theorem [1] is proved in Appendix In fact, even if ALG knows that the instance is
either M, or M’, which share the same prediction P, but does not know the exact identity
of the instance, the impossibility result still holds. This shows the fundamental challenge of
leveraging predictions.

We provide some intuition for the proof of Theorem [1| First, we construct a specific class
7 of DMDP instances, and this class Z contains instance M, with transition matrix P, = P
(although the algorithm does not know that P, = P). Next, we construct another DMDP
instance M’ € 7 with transition matrix P, such that (1) Dist(Py,P") < O((1 — 7)%), but (2)
the optimal policies for M, M’ are fundamentally different. Using KL divergence techniques,
we illustrate that if the sample number T satisfies (6), then no algorithm can simultaneously
establish both that (1) P is useful for learning M,, and (2) Pis misleading for learning M’. This
leads to the conclusion of Theorem 1, More detailed discussion is provided in Appendix
together with the proof. The proof reveals the high-level idea behind Theorem (I} The cost of
identifying whether the prediction P matches the true P is relatively high compared to simply

ignoring P and sampling from scratch.

4 Leverage Black-Box Prediction P

In this section, we propose an algorithm, Optimistic-Predict Mirror Descent (OpPMD), pre-
sented in Algorithm [1} that leverages the prediction P without requiring the knowledge of
the prediction error. Our approach hinges on a carefully designed primal-dual mirror descent
method for solving the minimax problem @) while incorporating P. In Section we provide
the gradient estimators required for mirror descent on v- and - sides, respectively. Section[4.2]
details our OpPMD. In Section we analyze our algorithm, providing a sample complexity
bound that depends on the prediction error Dist(P, P), even though OpPMD does not know
Dist(P, P). In Section we provide a sketch proof of the quality of the minimax solution
output by our algorithm in terms of the duality gap. For simplicity, throughout the section we
abbreviate Dist(P, P) as Dist.



Algorithm 1 Optimistic-Predict-Mirror Descent (OpPMD)
1: Input: Optimization length 7', initialized v, € V, pu, = (%, . %) € U, initial distribution

q € AI¥l, prediction matrix P, g = (1 — vP)v; — .
2: fort € [T] do
3:  Sample and compute gy as (11).

4: Compute learning rate for v—side:
o V2 VIS -y)
= —— ()
> i 197113
5: Update v, 1:
v = (v —17g7). (8)
6:  Sample and compute g* as (12).
7. Compute predicted gradient g¥, | for p as (13).
8: Compute learning rate for p—side:
o V2 (V) ©)
Tl 9 PR~ =
VI gt — gt
9: Update p,,: V0 € [N], 10 =
He eXP(_Uf(gf,z - gfx + §f+1,e>> (10)

N o _ _ .
> oy Mo exp(=ny Gy — Gre + Grirer))

11: Compute 7 such that B
_ Hia

Tia) = =
Za’EAi i a!

12: Output 7.

4.1 Gradient Estimators

The minimax optimization procedure requires knowledge of the gradients with respect to v
and negative gradients with respect to p of f(-,-). Specifically, for each pair of (v, ), the

following gradients are needed: For v—side,
g°(v.p) = Vof(v.p) = (1 =7)g +p' (P - ),

and for p—side,
g'(v,p) = -V,f(o,p) = I— P 1.

However, these gradients cannot be directly obtained because P is unknown. Instead, we

construct several estimators as proxies for the gradients in the algorithm.
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4.1.1 Stochastic Estimators

We construct stochastic estimators gy, g} for gradients for v, u through sampling. For v-side,

we construct the following stochastic gradient:

Sample (Za CL) ~ ut,(i,a)lj ~ p(]|la CL), Z./ ~ ;.
Compute (11)

9/ =9°(vi, ) = (1 =7)er +ve; —e;.
This stochastic estimator is unbiased according to the following lemma.

Lemma 1. (Lemma 3 in [[in and Sidford| [2020]) The stochastic gradient g for v satisfies E[g}] =
(L=7)g+p (P —1) = Vo (v, 1y).

For p-side, we construct the following stochastic gradient:

Sample (i, a) from N umformly, Jj ~p(jli,a).

Collect z = (i,a,j) €
Compute gt = g (v, ) = (12
1
Z Z N(Ut,i — YV — ri,a)ei,a'
z=(i,j,a)€Z

This stochastic estimator is unbiased as well. More importantly, its variance decreases over
time by reusing past samples and averaging, ensuring greater stability and better control of

the error bound in solving the minimax program.

Lemma 2. The stochastic gradient §* for v satisfies E[g"] = (I — vP)vy — r = —V . f (vy, ;) and
E[1g} + Viuf (v, ) [2] < ON*(1 = 5)72/t.

Lemmal(T} P|are proved in Appendix The proof for Lemma 2]is inspired by Lemma 4 in
Jin and Sidtford| [2020].

4.1.2 Predicted Estimators

Motivated by the idea of optimistic mirror descent in optimization and online learning Rakhlin
and Sridharan [2013a], [Joulani et al. [2017], Orabona [2019], we construct the following pre-
dicted gradient as a proxy of the next-step gradient to facilitate updating p, in (I0). The pre-

dicted gradient is defined as follows

Qfﬂ = (i - Vﬁ)vtﬂ — I (13)

This predicted gradient provides additional information to the algorithm, and its usefulness

depends on the accuracy of P. Ideally, the true next-step gradient is g*(vii1, ptyy ) = I-
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vP)v; 41 — 1. Thus, the performance of optimistic mirror descent improves significantly when

P is sufficiently close to P.

4.2 Algorithm Description

Our algorithm is presented in Algorithm (I} Algorithm [I| consists of two parts: Line 2 to Line
11 represents the procedure of solving minimax problem (@), and Line 12 corresponds to the
process of translating a feasible and approximately solution of () to a policy.

In order to leverage the potential benefit from the prediction, we develop a novel algo-
rithmic framework to solve the minimax problem (4) iteratively. The optimization procedure
consists of 1" steps. During the optimization procedure, at step ¢, we compute the stochastic
gradient estimators g; in Line 3 for v—side and g¢}' in Line 6 for p—side through sampling.
For the v side, we update v, via mirror descent in (8). The learning rate 7; defined in (7)
is carefully designed such that it is agnostic to the length of learning horizon 7" and desired
accuracy level e. For the p side, additionally we construct a predicted gradient in using
prediction transition matrix P. Then we update p, via optimistic mirror descent in . Simi-
larly, the learning rate 7, defined in (7) is designed to be agnostic not only to 7" and ¢, but also
to the prediction error Dist. Our approach novelly integrates two gradient sources for updat-
ing p: one from sampling and the other derived from predictions. Prediction-based gradients
act as optimistic estimators, guiding the algorithm in regions where the predictions are accu-
rate, thereby reducing exploration, while sample-based gradients provide unbiased updates,
ensuring robustness.

Notably, we remark that our algorithm is parameter-free, requiring no prior knowledge
of the desired accuracy level € and prediction error Dist. This yields greater practicability in
implementation and applications.

Finally, in Line 12, we adapt the approach in Jin and Sidford| [2020] to convert an approxi-

mately optimal minimax solution into an approximately optimal policy.

4.3 Analysis for Sample Complexity

Before proceeding, we introduce a performance metric to evaluate the quality of any feasible

solution for minimax problem (4):

Definition 2. For minimax problem (&), we define its duality gap at a given pair of feasible solution
(v, ) as
GAP(v, p) = max f(v, ') — min f(v', p).

Moreover, an e-optimal solution of the minimax problem (4) is a pair of feasible solution (v, u(9)) such
that
GAP(v9, ') <e.
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We are now ready to present the accuracy of the output (v, 1) in Line 11, in terms of the

duality gap.

Lemma 3. Given minimax problem (4), the solution (v, ) returned by OpPMD satisfies
E[GAP(v, )] < Err, + Err, 1 + Err,, 9,

where

Err, =3(1—~)""V/[S| - \/;

1
Err, 1 =3y(1 - ’y)*l\/ﬁmin {1, Dist} - /T’

(1—9)~'Nn(T)
= .

The expectation is taken over the randomness of sampling procedure in OpPMD.

Err,o = 9v/2

Lemma 3is proved in Appendix Particularly, Err, arises from the error in updating v.
Err,; comes from the error of updating p. Err, ; can be potentially improved whenever the
prediction error Dist is small. In other words, a possibly accurate prediction P can accelerate
convergence through the concept of optimistic mirror descent. Err,, » is due to the variance of
the stochastic gradient of p.

We define a pair of feasible solution (v'9, u(9)) is an expected e-optimal solution of (4) if
E[GAP(v©), u(9)] < e. A policy 7 is an expected e-optimal policy with respect to q if v*(g) <
E[v™ (q)] + e. The expectations are taken over the randomness in the generation process of
(v, u©) and 7). By translating an expected approximately optimal solution into an expected

approximately optimal policy, we derive the following sample complexity bound, which is

proved in

Theorem 2. Given an DMDP model M, let ¢ € (0,1), OpPMD in Algorithm |I| can construct an

expected e-optimal policy ='©) with prediction transition matrix P with sample complexity

O (maX {Tv, T’u,,la T,u,2}> ’

where
T,=(1—7)7"S]e?
T,1 = (1—v)*Nmin {1, Dist*} ¢ 2,
Tho=(1—7)"2Ne .

We make several observations regarding the sample complexity in Theorem [2| First, this
bound is uniformly better than O((1—+)~*Ne2), the state-of-the-art result achieved by primal-
dual algorithms Jin and Sidford| [2020]. Specifically, T3, 1,1, 1, are all less than or equal

13



to O((1 — 7)~*Ne2). Since our approach is also a primal-dual method, this improvement
highlights the value of leveraging predictions of the latent transition matrix, even when the
prediction error is unknown. Second, when the prediction error is large (e.g. Dist > 1),
T,1 = (1 —~)"*Ne?, indicating that the bound degenerates to the best achievable result with-
out using predictions. This demonstrates the robustness of our algorithm, as it can adaptively
handle cases of poor predictions without negatively impacting overall performance. Intu-
itively, when the prediction is misleading with a large error, we should ignore it and learn
from scratch. Finally, when Dist* < O((1 — 7)?%¢), our bound achieves its potentially best value
O(max{(1—7)"4S|e 2, (1 —+)"2Ne '}). This shows the potential for improvement brought by

our approach when the prediction is sufficiently accurate.

4.4 Sketch Proof for Lemma

In this subsection, we provide a sketch proof for Lemma (3| It is equivalent to prove a bound

for E[f(v,pn) — f(v, )] forany v € V, u € U, since

E[GAP(@7 p’)] = E[mﬁdxf<{)7 I‘l’/) - H}},n f(vlv [1’)]
= E[f<1_)7 l]'/> o f(’l_)/7 ﬁ)]a

p' € argmax, o, f(v, p), v’ € argmax,e, f(v, it). We can decompose it as follows:

T T
1 N
STE Zg ’Utal'l’t Z 'vtal-‘l’t (14&)
L t=1 t=1
1 T T
B | Y8 m)" Z (Ve )" (14b)
Lt=1 t=1

(14a) reflects the error from updating p and (14b)) reflects the error from updating v. We
analyze these two terms respectively. For (14a), T" - (14d])

T
In(N 1 N _
M) IS g —gé‘l!io] (15a)

=/ gt - gt

(
+E[Z I3t — g% D (15
(

\/—> Nzgt - gt 2] (15¢)
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< O \/ln(N)>~ <\IIE

v

(15a) comes from the performance guarantee for optimistic (online) mirror descent.

T
> Mgk = g#(ve )12
t=1

Z lg# (o1, 1,) m]) (15d)

Erru o+ Err, ;).

comes from the definition of learning rate 7;’, (15c) comes from Lemma 4.13 in Orabona|[2019].
comes from Jensen inequality and triangle inequality. We remark that and (150)
demonstrates how the adaptive learning rates work. Similarly, for (14b)), 7" - ({145)

e | B S e ) (162)
"t =1
:0( 1S[(1— ( NZQ (vg, py) I2]
. [Z 0 1)1 D (16b)
t=1 Z 1 Hg Vi, W; HQ
<o(Visit-») )E{ 3 16" vr, ) ] (16¢)

t=1

0 (\/E(l - 7)*1> : J E | 11§ (e )13

<T-0 (Err,).

(16a) comes from the performance guarantee for mirror descent, (16b) comes from the def-
inition of learning rate 7n;, (16c) comes from Lemma 4.13 in Orabona| [2019]. Altogether, the

Theorem is proved.

5 Numerical Experiments

In this section, we provide numerical experiments to validate our approach. We consider a
simple MDP instance. The details of the instance and experimental settings (e.g., 7, ¢, q) are
provided in Appendix [D] We evaluate and compare three algorithms in this environment:
(1) OpPMD-AC: Algorithm (1| with accurate prediction input, i.e. P =P (2) OpPMD-NAC:
Algorithm [1| with inaccurate prediction, i.e. P +# P and Dist(P,P) > 1. The definition of P
for OpPMD-NAC is also provided in Appendix[D} (3) SMD-DMDP-JINSID: Algorithm 1 in [Jin
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and Sidford [2020], designed to solve DMDPs without any predictions.

Figure [1| plots the Duality Gap (GAP(f, v)), and Figure 2| presents the value function. It is
important to note that the superiority in numerical performance of OpPMD-AC does not imply
that our algorithm is uniformly superior to other benchmarks, like Jin and Sidford| [2020].
This performance advantage arises because OpPMD-AC utilizes accurate predictions of the
transition matrix, whereas the other algorithms do not. The results highlight the potential
benefits of having sufficiently accurate predictions of the transition matrix. Furthermore, they
emphasize the importance of a well-designed algorithm, such as our OpPMD, in effectively

leveraging these predictions to improve performance.
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A More Detailed Discussions on Existing Works

A.1 More Discussions on How to Construct Prediction Transition Matrix P

In many applications of MDPs and Reinforcement Learning, the prediction transition matrix
P can be readily available or can be directly constructed. The applications has been previ-
ously explored by Golowich and Moitra| [2022], which studies online tabular finite-horizon
episodic MDPs with predictions in Q-value. Our framework expands the research landscape
by (1) incorporating predictions to solve infinitie-horizon MDPs and improve sample complex-
ity bounds, whereas prior work has primarily focused on regret, and (2) exploring predictions
on the transition matrix rather than on the Q-value, which is often easier to obtain in practice.
In the following, we explain the rationale behind our model. Interesting readers can consult
Golowich and Moitra) [2022] for more discussions.

Physics Simulation There are several powerful physics simulation engines in robotics, such
as MuJoCo [Todorov et al. [2012], |Lazaridis et al. [2020], Tessler et al.| [2019], Weng et al.|[2022],
which allow us to collect huge amount of data from simulations. While such data may not be
directly applicable to the decision-making process due to the dynamic changing environment,
it can be used to construct various predictions, such as P in our paper or Q-value in Golowich
and Moitra| [2022] to enhance learning algorithms. Several related works include |[Zhao et al.
[2020], Peng et al. [2018], Collins et al.| [2021].

Healthcare In healthcare applications |Yu et al. [2021]], extensive records from previous clin-
ical trials capture treatments and outcomes from numerous patients. Although individuals
differ, it is reasonable to assume that learning tasks exhibit similarities across patients. This
allows for leveraging these records to construct predictions, such as transition matrices. There
are some related work, such as Chen et al.[[2022], Mate et al.[[2022], [Liao et al. [2020]. Addi-
tionally, various widely used health apps, such as Apple Health, MyFitnessPal, Sleep Cycle,
collect vast amounts of user data that can contribute to predictive modeling and personalized
insights.

Transfer Learning and Multi-task Learning Our framework for leveraging predictions to
enhance the solving of DMDPs is related to transfer learning or multi-task learning. In the
context of reinforcement learning (RL), these approaches aim to use knowledge from one RL
task to improve learning efficiency and performance across several different but related RL
tasks. This can significantly reduce the time, data or computational resources required to learn
new tasks. The prediction matrix P in our framework can be viewed as an estimation of the
transition matrix from an earlier task, which can be utilized to accelerate learning future related
tasks. Interesting readers can refer to Taylor and Stone [2009], Zhu et al.| [2023], Hua et al.
[2021], Gamrian and Goldberg| [2019] for further details.
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A.2 Comparing with [Jin and Sidford [2020]

Jin and Sidford| [2020] provides a unified framework for finding an expected e-optimal policy
for both infinite DMDPs and AMDPs. Similar to our work, their approach is based on solv-
ing minimax problem (4) iteratively using stochastic mirror descent. Specifically, they design
stochastic unbiased estimators for v-, u-sides, respectively, and iteratively update v and p. Fi-
nally, for DMDPs they transform a (1 — 7)e-optimal solution for (#) (v(, u(€)), obtained from
the minimax optimization process, into an e—optimal policy 7(¢. For DMDPs, their approach
achieves a sample complexity bound of O((1 — v)~*Ne2), matching the lower bound up to a
(1 —~)~* factor. In comparison, our work studies a different problem that we go a further step
to see whether predictions of the transition matrix P can enhance the process of computing an
(approximately) optimal policy and improve the sample complexity bound. We make several
improvements on Jin and Sidford [2020]’s approach to make it adaptive into our setting.

First, we construct additional predicted gradients for the p side for time ¢ + 1 in (13), facili-
tating the update of p, at time ¢. This allows us to benefit from the power of optimistic mirror
descent, enhancing the algorithm performance.

Second, we carefully design our learning rates to eliminate the dependence on the predic-
tion error Dist and the desired accuracy level €. In Jin and Sidford| [2020], the learning rates are

defined as
€ €

77#
P36((1—y) 2+ 1N

which rely on the value of €. If we were to construct our learning rates similarly, the learning

rates should be

m=0e, m=0 ( e 1’Distz}) |
which depend on both e and prediction error Dist. To address this, we adopt a parameter-free
approach using adaptive learning rates, relaxing the need to know these two values.

Third, we provide a slightly different approach to construct the stochastic estimators for
the gradients on the p-side. Our method includes a simple variance reduction technique to
control the variance of the stochastic estimators, shrinking them as the sample size increases.
This ensures better control in error analysis.

Altogether, while our work is inspired by the minimax approach proposed by Jin and Sid-
tord| [2020], we introduce essential and novel improvements over |Jin and Sidford| [2020] to

incorporate the black-box predictions into the process of computing (approximately) optimal

policy.
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A.3 Comparing with (Online) Algorithm with Advice (Prediction)

Regarding the prediction model, our work aligns with the research stream of (Online) Algo-
rithm with Black-box Advice (Prediction) Mitzenmacher and Vassilvitskii [2022]], Purohit et al.
[2018]. This line of research focuses on improving algorithm performance in specific prob-
lem settings by incorporating black-box advice (predictions) before the decision-making pro-
cess. Mitzenmacher and Vassilvitskiil [2022], [Purohit et al. [2018] define the notions of robust-
ness and consistency, where performance metrics are based on balancing these two aspects
in terms of competitive ratio. Various specific online problems have been explored, includ-
ing caching Lykouris and Vassilvitskii| [2021]], Rohatgi| [2020], online resource allocation Jiang
et al. [2020], Balseiro et al.| [2022], Golrezaei et al. [2023], online matching Jin and Ma| [2022],
online secretary Antoniadis et al. [2020], Diitting et al. [2021]], and convex optimization Chris-
tianson et al.|[2022]]. For more references, see https://algorithms-with—-predictions.
github.io/. In comparison, our work is the first to investigate leveraging predictions to en-
hance learning MDPs. Moreover, unlike these studies, our work focuses on sample complexity
bound rather than competitive ratio-based metrics.

Another related line of research considers online optimization with predictions, aiming to
decrease regret with methods like optimistic mirror descent, where the predictions are pro-
vided sequentially. Full feedback models are studied in Rakhlin and Sridharan [2013a}b]], Jad-
babaie et al.|[2015], the multi-armed bandit is studied in Wei and Luo [2018], and the contextual
bandit is studied in Wei et al.|[2020]. We draw inspiration from algorithmic techniques from
this line of research, such as optimistic mirror descent, to effectively incorporate black-box
predictions into our minimax optimization framework. However, we emphasize that these
methods cannot be directly applied to our approach. Unlike dynamic predictions, we rely on
a fixed and single prediction P provided in advance of the decision-making process. Further-
more, in our algorithm, the feedback at each time step is stochastic and unbiased full feedback,
differing from deterministic full feedback Rakhlin and Sridharan| [2013a}b], Jadbabaie et al.
[2015] or bandit feedback |Wei and Luo|[2018], Wei et al.|[2020], necessitating a distinct analyt-

ical framework.

B Proof for Section

B.1 Notations and Auxiliary Results

Notations Consider a fixed algorithm ALG and an DMDP instance M with transition matrix P.
We denote praLc be the joint probability distribution on {(i;, as, ji) }1—; (Where j; ~ p(-|ir, ar)),
the trajectory under algorithm ALG on instance M with T samples. For a o({ (i, at, j;) } ;) —measurable

event A, we denote Pry a1c(A) be the probability of A under parg. Fora o({(is, as, j;) } -, ) —measurable
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random variable X, we denote E; a1c[X] as the expectation of X under prarg. We denote
Nr(i,a) be the number of samples on state-action pair (i, a) during the whole sampling hori-
zon, satisfying 3, ycn-Nr(i,a) = T. For a fixed policy ALG, for simplicity, we abbreviate
Pryarc(s), Emarcl] as Pra(+), Epm[-], respectively.

Auxiliary Results Now we provide some auxiliary results from [Lattimore and Szepesvari
[2020].

Theorem 3. (Bretagnolle-Huber inequality, Theorem 14.2 in |\Lattimore and Szepesviri [2020]) Let P,
Q be probability measures on (2, F), and let A € F be an arbitrary event. Then

Pr(A) 4+ Pr(A°) >

>1(4) + P exp (—KL(P, Q).

DN | —

Theorem 4. (Divergence decomposition, Lemma 15.1 in |Lattimore and Szepesviri| [2020]) Consider
two instances My, Mo that share the same state space, same action space for each state, same number

of samples T'. For any sampling algorithm ALG,

KL(Pr,Pr) = En, [Nr(2,a)l - KL( Pr , Pr ).
( ) (M)ZGN My [Nr (i, a)] (Mh(m) e

B.2 Proof for Theorem

This proof is inspried by the lower bound example provided by Gheshlaghi Azar et al.|[2013].
Throughout the proof we assume v > 3.

We define model class Z,, ,,, with m,n > 1 and mn > 1: For any DMDP model M € 7,,, ,,,

e State S: S includes m “start” states {z’ft)}ke[m], mn “middle” states {igﬁi)}ke[m},ge[n}, and

mn “end” states {z',(s?)}ke[m} £€ln]-
e Action A:

- “start” states {if:t)}ke[m]: For each k € [m], the state z,(jt) can take n actions {as}scp-
For each state action pair (z',(:’t), ar), it receives reward 0 and transits to state iff;) with
probability 1.

(mi)

— “middle” states {i;g?)}ke[m},ze[n]i For each (k, (), the state i, ,” can only take 1 action
a™). After taking this action, it receives reward 1 with probability 1. It transits to
itself with probability pr(k, ) € [0,1], and with probability 1 — pa(k, ¢) transits to

:(en)
Zk},( .
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— “end” states {z,(f?)} kelm] cen): For each (k, (), the state z,(f;}) can only take 1 action a*V,

receiving reward 0 and transiting to itself with probablity 1.

Note that the total number of state-action pairs N = 3mn. We define instance M, € Z,, , with

transition matrix Py and prediction matrix P= Py, which is defined as follows:

(k)= 40 TA RO=QD),

Do otherwise.

where py = %, and A is to be determined later. For this model, the optimal value vector is

1 _
*,(en) *,(mi) 1—v(po+A4) (k:’ 6) - (1’ 1)’ *,(st) *,(mi)
v =0 v = v = ymaxv
Mokt = Vs Mokt~ ) ‘ Mok = tem] Mokt
p—— otherwise,

For simplicity, we further assume that for any algorithm ALG that access to the knowledge
of the knowledge of transition for “start” and “end” states, and only does not know about the
knowledge of transition probability for “middle” states {p4,(k, £)}kem),ccn)- Now, we show
that for any ALG, if it can be (e, 6)-smart (e € (0, 35(1 —~)™1), § € (0,0.24) on M, with the help
of prediction P with T satisfying

1

1
< 1 (1 _ )3 )2 L
T < 300(1 v)2(mn —1)e “In (4.15) :

then there exists M’ € Z,,,, such that ALG cannot be (¢, §)-smart on M’ with a same 7" and
same prediction P.

We start from the follow definition for Np(-,-):

> B [NoGY a™)] =T

ke[m],Len]

Then there exist (£, ') # (1,1) such that

Eag, [Nr (i), a™)] <

mn—1
Now, we construct M’ € 7, ,, as follows:
po+A  (k{)=(1,1),

pM/(k, 6) =N Po+ 2A (k,g) = (k’l,gl),

Do otherwise.
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Let A = g . (17)26, then we have

/V]i (Hv —UMOH >6)+ Pr (Hv v >e)

2/\5’ (HU”T—UMOH >e)+ Pr Hv”T—vMOH <e) (17a)
) i

> _

25 €Xp _ KL (/\/It:;T Er )] (17b)
1 [ mi mi

=5 eXp —]EMO[NT(Z,E, 1327 mi))] . KL (Bern (po) , Bern (po + 2A))} (17¢)

r _ _ 2

Zlexp 1 (1=9) 3(mn —1)e” 4A n 1 (17d)
2 7| 300 mn — 1 " po(1 — po) 4.10
1 1 (A=) 3(mn—1)e? 12A2 1

> _ .

=3P 17500 mn — 1 1T M\ (17€)
1 1

>= —In{— .

_2exp( In (4'15)> > 20 (17f)

where (17a) comes from the following: by ¢ < 5=(1 —v)~!, we have 2A < 1127, then

4v—1 1-— 5y —1 1 4 1
pt+2A< T2 o > o
3y 12y e 1—v(po+2A) 51—~
We can also derive .—— = 21— Therefore,
YPo Y

1 1 27A -
1—7(po+2A)  1—po (1_’7(170—1—2A))(1—”7p0)_73 g 51—~ 41—~

This implies that the subset of events that perform “bad” at M’ (||v™ — v} ||, < €) is a subset

> ¢). Or in other words, here the difference

of events that perform “well” at M, (|[o™" — v,
between M, and M’ is large enough that when it can perform well or either of the instances
and can not on both. comes from Bretagnolle-Huber inequality (Theorem[3). (17d) comes

from Divergence Decomposition (Theorem [4). comes from following:

1 _
KL (Bern (po) , Bern (pg + 24)) = po In (po —]iom) + (=) <1 — o fO2A>
+2A 1 —po—2A
= 1o In (po ) o (1 _pO) In (po—)

Do 1—po
om0
=Po Do Do Po (1—po)2 1—po

42 4A2 4A2
<= 4 =

po  1—po  po(l—po)

where the first inequality comes from the following two facts:

1’2

5 Vo € [0,1], In(l —2) > —2 — 22, Vo € [O, —1 .

In(l+2z)>az—
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It is also straightforward to verify that

1—v 1—v

2A T 1 2A o
0<—§4172_71§—<1, 0< < 124”7_1
Po T 4 1 —po 1-— 3y

<<

co| —
DO | —

ti comes from the fact that v > 3 so py = Hol > L 1} comes from following:

1
=100 - — < 300.

(1= Pmn—-1e? 12247 (1= Pmn-1)? 12 (5 (1— 7)26)2
Y 5

mn — 1 1—po mn — 1 1—4“;’—;1 3 ¥

According to the assumption that ALG is (e, §)-smart on M, with the help of prediction P, then
we have

Pr (o vl > o) <6

Therefore by (17),

B i

o> e) > 20 — /\/Pt:,rT (HUWT = Uj\/[oHoo > 6) > 0.
This implies that ALG is not (e, §)-smart on M’. Altogether, the Theorem is proved.

B.3 More Discussions on the Proof for Theorem

We provide further discussions on the instances M, M'. For instance M, the state-action pair
(igﬁi), a™)) is the most “valueable” pair, meaning that focusing on this pair as frequently as
possible leads to the optimal value function. In contrast, for instance M’, the most “valueable”
pair is z,ﬁ‘?;?, a™), where (K, (') # (1,1). Note that the ALG is provided with the same prediction
P (= Py). Thus, while P provides useful information for ALG for learning M, it is misleading
for learning M’. As a result, no policy can simultaneously confirm that (1) P is useful for
learning M, and (2) P is misleading for learning M’ and should be ignored entirely. This

reasoning ultimately leads to Theorem

C Proof in Section 4

C.1 Proof for Lemma

We rephrase Lemma(T} 2 as Lemma4] Lemma 5, respectively, and provide their proofs.

Lemma 4. (Lemma 3 in [[in and Sidford [2020]) The stochastic gradient g; for v satisfies E[gy] =
(1 =g+ (YP = 1) = g°(vi, p,) and E[[g7[13] < 2.
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Proof. Proof of Lemma (4{ We can directly compute

Elg] = (1 =g+ Yt aplili.a)(ve; —e) = (1—y)g+p' (P —1).
1,a,]

By definition, it is trivial to check ||g}[|3 < (1 — v)? + 7% + 1 < 2 with probability 1. O

Lemma 5. The stochastic gradient g* for v satisfies E[g"] = (I—~P)v, —r = g¥(vy, p,) and E[[|g" —
g (v, p)|3] < IN*(1 — )72/t

Proof. Proof of Lemma 5| The proof largely follows the proof for Lemma 4 in Jin and Sidford
[2020]. Denote §** = N(vi;, — VWi , — Tipap)€ip.apr Where (ig, ag, jo) be the (—th pair sampled.
Then g = 1 3°)_, g!*. For each g/*,

gt =Y > p(ili,a) (v — v —Tig)ein = (= P)v — 1 = g*(v, p),
wa J

and ||g} ,‘3||OO < 3N(1 —v)~! with probability 1. Hence, E[g}'] = ZE L ElgV ] = g"(v, ), and
G 1 IN2(1 — )2
Bllg: - g (v w1 < 7 maxEllgt — g#(w. 2] < =

C.2 Proof for Lemma

We derive a stronger version for Lemma 3 We will show that forany v € V, p € U,

E[f(9, 1)~ (v, )] <3 (VISI(1 = 7)™+ VN -5(1 = 5)~" - min {1, Dist})-\/;+9\/§N(1—7)_1ln;T),

This is because

E[GAP('Dv I-_l’)] = ]E[mz}xf(z_), IJ’/) - H’})i,nf(’v,v I]’)] = E[f("_)a I-_I’/) - f("_)lv I]')L

I3

where i’ € argmax,, o, f(v,pu) and ¥ € argmax,,, f(v, it). Denote g*(v,u) = V, f(v,p) =
(1—=yg+up'(P-1),, g, p) = =V, f(v,u) = (I—P)v — r. Denote

0, m) = (§°) v+ p'r

We remark that by the construction of g, g* is a function of . By Lemma 4, we have
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E[g°(v, )] = (1 —~)qg+ " (4P — 1) = g*(v, ). Similarly, denote

[ (0, 1) = (1 —~)g v — ' g

g" is a function of v. By Lemma we have E[gH (v, p)] = (I — yP)v —r = gH(v, ).
Now, we decompose E[f(v, ) — f(v, )] as follows: Foranyv € V, u € U,

E [f(’(_), l’l’) - f(U, p’)]

T T
1 1
=B | = flonpw) — =) fo.m) (18a)
t=1 t=1
1 T T 1 T T
=7 Zf(vt, =D fonm)| + 5B Y flonm) =Y flo.m
t=1 t=1 t=1
1 T 1 T T
<7E th‘” (ve, p Z )| + B YR (0 ) Z (v, )| - (18b)
t=1 t=1 t=1

(18a)) comes from the bilinear structure of f(-,-). The first term in (18b)) comes from the follow-
ing:

T

E Zf(UnM) - Zf(vtau’t)

t=1 t=1

T T T T T T
=E > flonpm) =D P 0 w) + D P 0 m) =D P )+ ) = fon )
L t=1 t=1 t=1 t=1 t=1 t=1
r T R T R T T T
=E > P wep) =D [ wn )| +E DY@ - g (vn ) w]| E D (g (0 1) — G
Lt=1 t=1 J t=1 t=1
:E Z ft(“) (’Utv IJ’) - Z ft(u) (Uta ”’t)
Lt=1 t=1 _

The last inequality comes from fact that g#(v, u) = (I — 4P)v — r does not depend on u, and
the conditional expectation that V¢, p’ € U,

E [(Qé‘ —g*(vi, 1))’ u/} =E [E [(?Jé‘ — g (v, )" o ({ (i, ak,jk)}',;ll)ﬂ =0.
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Similarly, the second term in comes from the following:

E Zf Vr, 11y)
—E Zf('vt,ut)
T Z ) (v, )
=E ;ﬁ”)(vt,

th v, )
th v, [y)

Now we analyze the two terms of (I8b), respectively.
Analysis for E [ZL flv,p) =S, f(v, pt)}: Notice that the update fule for p, in 1)

is equivalent to the following optimistic online mirror descent update rule (Algorithm 6.4 in

Orabona [2019]):

where By (z;y) =

. . _ _ T 1
My = argmin { (gt —gl'+gt'y) n+ n—qu(u; Mt)} :

pneu

t

> icin) % In 2. Then we have

th (v, Z 9 (v, ) = Y (G (v ) 1 — > (@ (0, 1)) g

+_ \/—Z gt — gt

= (@ (e ) 1 — Y (@) (192)

> nflal —gtl% (19b)

£ 113

(19¢)

VS g - gt

< V3 VR J S llgt — g 2. (19d)

(19a) comes from the fact that g* only depends on v based on its construction rule. (19b)

comes from Theorem 6.20 in Orabona [2019] (we take /;(x) = g* ', and g, as the prediction
of the subgradient). (19¢) comes from the definition of 7;’. (19d) comes from Lemma 4.13 in
Orabona [2019]. Therefore,
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T T

E th(“)('vt:ﬂf) _Z i )<'vt7ﬂ't)
t=1 t=1
3 - _
§§\/§~\/1H(N)-\IE > llg —gi‘||§o] (20a)
t=1
T T
§3x/1n(N)\E 1 — g# (e, )% | +E | llgh(vr, ) — gtl1% (20b)
t=1 t=1

T

=3 1D(N)\ Y ENIgt — g# (v, p)lZ] + Y Ellgh(vs ) — gt 2]

t=1

<3/In(N) ZM+T~N~72(1—7)—2~min{1,Dist2} (20c)

t
t=1

<3v/In(N)/18N2(1 —7)=2 - In(T) + T - N -43(1 — 7)=2 - min {1, Dist’}

(20a) comes from Jensen Inequality. comes from the fact that for any two vectors a, b,
la +b||% < 2|all% + 2||b||% . (20c) comes from Lemma 5 and the following calculation:

~

g"(vi, ) — gt = (1—P)vy — 1 — ((i —P)v; — r) =7(P - P)v,,

SO
E [llg"(ve. ) — gt'll2) < N -7*(1 =~)7* - min {1, Dist’} .

Analysis for E [Zthl f (o, ) — Zthl f(v, ,u,t)]: This analysis largely follows the line as
the previous part. Notice that the update rule for v, in (8) is equivalent to the following online

mirror descent (OMD) rule:

(. 1
V41 = argmin {(gt )Tv + Q_HUt — v||§} .
vey Nt

Then we have

T

T
> F (v, ) Zf”vut Z (Ve 1)) "0i —
t=1 t=1 t
T
2

(9" (v ) v

Mﬂ

1

(9° (vi, 1)) "0

E

(% (ve, ) T0r —
t=1 t
SI(1—7)"2 1«

+1
np 2

1

i 1|g® (ve, pe) I3
t=1

T
= [SI(1=)" ng” (v, )13
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V2 T 9" (vi,
+T |(1_7) H t t)HQ
= @z G° (i )3

VIS
3
SE\/E-\/LS‘ 1— JZQ ’Utvl‘l’t ”27

where the second equality comes from the fact that g” only depends on p based on its construc-
tion rule. The first inequality comes from Theorem 6.10 in (Orabona| [2019]. The third equality
comes from the definition of 1;. The second inequality comes from Lemma 4.13 in Orabona
[2019]. Therefore,

T T
Z vta Ht Z f(v)('va Nt)
t=1

t=1

3
< V3 VISl -9 JZEQ el
< 3/[81(1 =)W,

where the first inequality comes from Jensen Inequality. The second inequality comes from

Lemma[4 Consequently, combine (21)), into (18), we finish the proof.

C.3 Proof for Theorem

The proof of theorem requires the following Lemma from Jin and Sidford| [2020], which states
that an expected e-optimal solution for the minimax problem (4) implies an expected O((1 —

v)~te)-optimal policy:

Lemma 6. (Lemnma 9, |[in and Sidford [2020]) Given an expected e-optimal solution for minimax prob-
lem (4) with initial distribution q, dubbed as (v'9, u'9)), let () satisfies yg)a) = /\mg)a) for some
A€ ASland 719 e AWl i € 8. Then v*(q) < E[o™ (q)] + 3(1 — ) e

By Lemma [6| an expected (1 — )e/3-optimal solution for minimax problem (4) implies
an expected e-optimal policy. Choose an appropriate optimization length 7" such that Err,,
Err, ., Err, 5 satisfy < (1 — 7)e/9. Let the required solution be 77, T/; L T,i 5, respectively. For
any optimization length T' > max{7}, T} ,, T} ,}, the algorithm outputs an expected e-optimal
policy. Additionally, each step in the optimization process requires exactly 2 samples of state

transitions (construct g7, g1'). Altogether, the Theorem is established.

D Details for Numerical Experiments

D.1 MDP instance

We consider the following MDP instance, which is illustrated in Figure {3l For state 0, it can

choose two actions: “stay”, “leave”. If it chooses “stay”, then it receives reward 0.001 and stays
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Figure 3: MDP Example

in state 0 with probability 1. If it chooses “leave”, it receives reward 0.5. Then, it stays in state
0 with probability 0.4 and transits to state 2 with probability 0.6. Similarly, for state 1, it can
choose two actions: “stay”, “leave”. If it chooses “stay”, then it receives reward 0.001 and stays
in state 1 with probability 1. If it chooses “leave”, it receives reward 0.5. Then, it stays in state
1 with probability 0.4 and transits to state 2 with probability 0.6. For state 2, it can choose two
actions: “left”, “right”. If it chooses “left”, then it receives reward 1 with probability 1, stays in
state 2 with probability 0.2, or transits to state 0, state 1 with probability 0.4, respectively. If it
chooses “right”, then it receives reward 1 with probability 1, stays in state 2 with probability
0.6, or transits to state 0, state 1 with probability 0.2, respectively. Then, the space of state
S = {0, 1, 2}, state-action pair

N = {(0, stay), (0,1eave), (1, stay), (1,leave), (2, left), (2, right)}.
The reward vector r = (0.001,0.5,0.001,0.5, 1, 1), and transition matrix is

1 0 0
04 0 0.6
0O 1 0
0 04 0.6
04 04 0.2
02 0.2 0.6

It is straightforward to see that the optimal policy for each state is “leave” for state 0 and 1,
and “right” for state 2, since the action that possibly results in arriving in state 2 and staying

in state 2 will always bring in higher reward.
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D.2 Experimental Settings

We sety = 0.5, ¢ = 0.05, g = (0.4,0.4,0.2). We vary the number of samples 7" from 100 to 16000.
When applying OpPMD-NAC, we set the prediction matrix as

=
I

O R R R, O O
o o o o o o

_ o o O = =

It is straightforward to verify Dist(P, P) > 1.

E Discussions on Future Directions

There are several interesting future directions.

Extensions to other MDP or RL models It is interesting to investigate other MDP or RL
models with predictions on the transition matrix, such as average-reward MDPs (AMDPs),
online tabular finite-horizon episodic MDPs and constrained MDPs.

Other Forms of Predictions Another intriguing direction is exploring whether other forms
of predictions can enhance the process of solving MDPs. For example, Golowich and Moitra
[2022] examines online tabular finite-horizon episodic MDP with prediction on Q-value, and |Li
et al. [2024] considers single-trajectory time-varying MDPs with machine-learned prediction.
Additionally, since such advice or predictions often originate from historical observations of
other MDP models, such as robotics, it is interesting to see whether these possibly biased
observations or datasets can be directly to use to enhance algorithm performance and improve

sample complexity bound in solving MDPs.
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