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Abstract

We study infinite-horizon average-reward reinforcement learn-
ing (RL) for Lipschitz MDPs and develop an algorithm
PZRL that discretizes the state-action space adaptively and
zooms in to the promising regions, i.e., those which seem to
yield high average rewards, of the “policy space”. We show
that the regret of PZRL can be bounded as Õ

(
T 1−d−1

eff.
)
, where

deff. = 2dS + dΦz + 2, dS is the dimension of the state space,
and dΦz is the zooming dimension. dΦz is a problem-dependent
quantity that depends not only on the underlying MDP but
also the class of policies Φ used by the agent, which allows us
to conclude that if the agent apriori knows that optimal policy
belongs to a low-complexity class (that has a small dΦz ), then
its regret will be small. We note that the preexisting notions of
zooming dimension are adept at handling only the episodic RL
case since zooming dimension approaches covering dimen-
sion of the state-action space as T → ∞, and hence do not
yield any possible adaptivity gains. The current work shows
how to capture adaptivity gains for infinite-horizon average-
reward RL in terms of dΦz . Several experiments are conducted
to evaluate the performance of PZRL. PZRL outperforms other
state-of-the-art algorithms; this clearly demonstrates the gains
arising due to adaptivity.

1 Introduction
Reinforcement Learning (RL) (Sutton and Barto 2018) is a
popular framework in which an agent repeatedly interacts
with an unknown environment modeled by a Markov decision
process (MDP) (Puterman 2014) and the goal is to choose
actions sequentially in order to maximize the cumulative re-
wards earned by the agent. We study infinite-horizon average
reward MDPs in continuous state and action spaces endowed
with a metric, in which the transition kernel and reward func-
tions are Lipschitz (Assumption 1). The class of Lipschitz
MDPs covers a broad class of problems, such as the class
of linear MDPs (Jin et al. 2020), RKHS MDPs (Chowdhury
and Gopalan 2019), linear mixture models, RKHS approxi-
mation, and the nonlinear function approximation framework
considered in (Osband and Van Roy 2014) and (Kakade et al.
2020). See (Maran et al. 2024a,b) for more details. We note
that even though discrete and linear MDPs have been exten-
sively studied in the literature, they might not be suitable
for many real-world applications since it is becoming in-
creasingly common to deploy RL and control algorithms in

systems that are non-linear and continuous (Nair et al. 2023;
Kumar et al. 2021).

Throughout, we use dS , dA to denote dimensions of the
state-space and the action-space respectively, and d :=
dS + dA. Note that for continuous spaces, the learning re-
gret could grow linearly with time horizon T unless the
problem has some structure (Kleinberg, Slivkins, and Up-
fal 2008). For Lipschitz MDPs in episodic setup, the regret
scales as Õ

(
K1−d−1

eff.
)

1, where K is the number of episodes,
deff. is the effective dimension associated with the underlying
MDP and the algorithm. For example, a vanilla approach
that uses fixed discretization has deff. = d + 2 (Song and
Sun 2019). On the other hand, one can use structure of the
MDP in order to reduce deff.. As an example, prior works on
Lipschitz MDPs such as Sinclair, Banerjee, and Yu (2019);
Cao and Krishnamurthy (2020) reduce effective dimension
to dz +2, where dz is the zooming dimension. Let Nγ be the
γ-covering number of the set of state-action pairs (s, a) that
have suboptimality gap in [γ, 2γ), where sub-optimality is
the gap between theQ-value and the value function evaluated
at s. Zooming dimension dz is the minimum value of d′ > 0

such that Nγ scales as γ−d′
for all γ > 0.

They use RL algorithms based on the principle of optimism
in the face of uncertainty (OFU) (Lattimore and Szepesvári
2020) only on certain discretized MDPs that are composed of
the centers of “active-cells.” These active cells, and their di-
ameters are adjusted dynamically, which yields an intelligent
exploration strategy that bypasses the need to learn the MDP
on those regions of the state-action space that are irrelevant
for obtaining optimal performance. The resulting algorithm
relies upon (i) adaptive discretization and (ii) “zooming” be-
havior to reduce deff..

We show that the existing definitions of zooming dimen-
sion are inappropriate for average reward RL tasks in that
dz → d as T → ∞, which one would obtain via fixed dis-
cretization. We develop tools and algorithms that are appro-
priate for applying the zooming and adaptive discretization
idea to this setup and obtain deff. = 2dS + dΦz + 2, where dΦz
is the appropriately defined zooming dimension for average
reward RL tasks in which the agent employs policies from
a set Φ. Thus, we refine the notion of dz to allow it to also
depend upon the class of policies that the agent uses. Hence,

1Õ suppresses poly-logarithmic dependence in K or T .
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if the optimal policy belongs to a “simple class,” then this
would further lower the zooming dimension. We now de-
scribe the idea of adaptive discretization and zooming for the
simpler problem of Lipschitz MABs developed in (Slivkins
et al. 2019).

Lipschitz MABs: The Zooming Algorithm. One main-
tains a set of “active arms,” and at each time t plays an arm
only from the current set of active arms. Include a new arm
in the active set only when one cannot obtain a good estimate
of its reward from the estimates of nearby active arms2. This
gives rise to “confidence balls” around each active arm with
radius equal to the confidence radius associated with the es-
timate of the corresponding arm, and the reward estimates
of arms lying within this ball are set equal to that of the
representative active arm. In order to balance the exploration-
exploitation trade-off, choose an action from the active set
that has the highest upper confidence bound (UCB) index,
where the index is a weighted sum of the empirical estimate
of the arm’s mean reward and its confidence radius. Since
the regret of the vanilla UCB algorithm for a fixed arm set
increases with the number of arms, it is desirable to keep
the number of active arms minimal. Hence, a new arm is
“activated,” i.e., is included in the discretized action space,
only when it is no longer covered by some ball. Since the
radius of a confidence ball decreases only when the number
of plays of that arm increases, an arm that is close to an ac-
tive arm gets activated only when this active arm has been
played sufficiently many times. Thus, this algorithm has a
“zooming” behavior, i.e., it zooms in only those regions that
seem promising, i.e., have a high value of UCB index. This
algorithm has deff. = dz + 2.

1.1 Challenges
A naive approach aimed towards designing an efficient RL
algorithm for infinite-horizon average reward and obtaining
a small deff. would be to partition the total horizon T into
episodes of constant duration, whose length is chosen to be
H = T β , β ∈ (0, 1), and then rely upon the analysis that
was done for episodic Lipschitz MDPs. There are several
shortcomings with this approach. Firstly, the proofs in the
episodic case crucially rely on showing that the episodic value
function is also Lipschitz, with a Lipschitz constant equal to
Lr

∑H
h=1 L

h
p where Lr and Lp are Lipschitz constants cor-

responding to the reward function and transition probability
kernel, respectively (Domingues et al. 2021). This Lipschitz
constant appears as a pre-factor in the regret bounds. Since
H → ∞ as T → ∞, these regret bounds become vacu-
ous. Secondly, the zooming dimension is defined in terms
of γ-covering number of sets consisting of state-action pairs
whose episodic Q-values are within ≈ Hγ of the optimal
value. Since such sets reduce to S × A as H → ∞, the
zooming dimension proposed in (Cao and Krishnamurthy
2020; Sinclair, Banerjee, and Yu 2023) converges to d as
T →∞. This takes back the gain obtained due to adaptive

2More specifically, an arm at a distance of r units from an arm
a that has reward estimate µ̂a, will have mean reward lying in the
interval [µ̂a − Lr, µ̂a − Lr], where L is the Lipschitz constant of
the reward function.

discretization. See Appendix I for more details.
We now discuss some key technical difficulties that we

overcome. For MABs, the zooming algorithm plays only
from amongst the active arms since the UCB index of an
active arm turns out to be an optimistic estimate of the mean
reward of each arm lying inside its confidence ball. However,
designing the confidence radius, and proving that this prop-
erty holds in the case of policies is much more complex since
the indices of various policies are interrelated with each other
because all the policies interact with the same underlying
MDP. Consequently, while employing the zooming idea to
the RL setup, the complexity of the underlying environment
must be reflected in the regret bound. Another issue that
arises is regarding the choice of norm that should be used
while measuring the distance between two policies (note that
since the policy space is not finite-dimension, all norms are
not equivalent).

1.2 Contributions
1. We consider infinite-horizon average reward Lipschitz

MDPs on continuous state and action spaces in which
the agent can use policies only from set Φ comprising
of stationary policies. We design an algorithm PZRL that
combines policy-based zooming with UCB.

2. We show that the existing notions of zooming dimension
are inadept for average reward setup; we provide a new
definition of zooming dimension dΦz that is appropriate for
this setup, and is based on the covering of the policy space
Φ. We show that if Φ is a subset of the class of Lipschitz
policies, the regret of PZRL w.r.t. Φ can be bounded as
Õ
(
T 1−d−1

eff.
)
, where deff. = 2dS + dΦz + 2. We note that

dΦz is a problem-specific quantity, i.e., it depends upon
the underlying MDP as well as Φ. The complexity of the
learning problem, and hence the quantity dΦz and regret,
vary with Φ. When the set of policies Φ is parameterized
by a finite-dimensional parameter set W ⊂ Rdw , we have
dz ≤ dw under a mild condition.

3. Along the way, we develop novel sensitivity results for
general state-space Markov processes (Meyn and Tweedie
2012) that are of independent interest. More specifically,
we show that for a Lipschitz MDP, the average reward of
two stationary deterministic policies differs at most by a
constant times the distance between these policies (2). Our
sensitivity result significantly improves the existing re-
sults (Mitrophanov 2005; Mouhoubi 2021) and allows us
to define the zooming dimension in terms of the covering
of the policy space w.r.t. a weighted metric (2) instead of
the L∞ metric.

4. Simulation experiments verify the gains of using adap-
tive discretization techniques as against popular fixed
discretization-based algorithms.

1.3 Past Works
Episodic RL: Regret for finite MDPs scales as Õ(

√
T ) times

a prefactor that increases with the cardinality of the state-
action spaces (Simchowitz and Jamieson 2019; Zanette and
Brunskill 2019), and hence learning becomes prohibitive for
high dimensions. In order to achieve efficient learning in high



dimensional MDPs, it is either assumed that the problem
has some structure, or one resorts to value/model function
approximation. In linear mixture MDPs (Ayoub et al. 2020;
Zhou, Gu, and Szepesvari 2021), one assumes that the tran-
sition kernel is a linear combination of dm known transition
kernels, and can show that the regret scales as Õ(dm

√
H3K),

where H is the duration of a single episode in the episodic
RL setup. Also see Jin et al. (2020); Zanette et al. (2020). If
the MDP belongs to an RKHS (Chowdhury and Gopalan
2019), then the regret of UCB and Thompson Sampling is
bounded as Õ(

√
K); but the pre-factor could potentially be

large when the RKHS is “broad” (e.g., Matern kernels). Sev-
eral works use non-linear function approximation (Osband
and Van Roy 2014; Jin, Liu, and Miryoosefi 2021) tech-
niques. For MDPs in which the episodic value function is
Lipschitz, and noise is sub-Gaussian, Osband and Van Roy
(2014) obtains Õ(

√
dEdFHK) regret, where dE , dF are the

eluder dimension and log-covering number of the function
class, respectively, and could be huge. When the value func-
tion belongs to a known function class which is closed under
the application of the Bellman operator (Wang, Salakhut-
dinov, and Yang 2020; Jin, Liu, and Miryoosefi 2021), the
best-known regret upper bound is Õ(H

√
dEdFK) (Agarwal,

Jin, and Zhang 2023).
Lipschitz MDPs on Metric Spaces: Domingues et al.

(2021) obtain Õ
(
H3K1−(2d+1)−1

)
regret by applying

smoothing kernels. Cao and Krishnamurthy (2020) shows
provable gains arising due to adaptive discretization and
zooming and obtains Õ

(
H2.5+(2dz+4)−1

K1−(2d+1)−1
)

re-
gret, where dz is the zooming dimension defined specifically
for episodic RL. Sinclair, Banerjee, and Yu (2023) proposes
a model-based algorithm with adaptive discretization that has
a regret upper bound of Õ

(
LvH

3
2K1−(dz+dS)−1

)
, where

Lv is the Lipschitz constant for the value function. We note
that as compared with the works on general function ap-
proximation, regret bounds obtained in works on Lipschitz
MDPs have a worse growth rate as a function of time horizon.
However, this is expected since Lipschitz MDPs are a more
general class of MDPs, and have a regret lower bound of
Ω(K1−(dz+2)−1

) (Sinclair, Banerjee, and Yu 2023).
Non-episodic RL: For finite MDPs (Jaksch, Ortner, and

Auer 2010; Tossou, Basu, and Dimitrakakis 2019) the min-
imax regret of state-of-the-art algorithms scales at most as
Õ(
√
DSAT ) where D is the diameter of the MDP. How-

ever, algorithms for continuous MDPs are a less explored but
important topic that is pursued in this work. For linear mix-
ture MDPs on finite spaces (Wu, Zhou, and Gu 2022), regret
is upper bounded as Õ(d

√
DT ), where d is the number of

component transition kernels, and D is the diameter. (Wei
et al. 2021) works with a known feature map, assumes that
the relative value function is a linear function of the fea-
tures, and obtains a Õ(

√
T ) regret. He, Zhong, and Yang

(2023) studies model approximation as well as value function
approximation using general function classes and obtains
Õ(poly(dE , B)

√
dFT ) regret, where B is the span of the

relative value function. Ortner and Ryabko (2012) obtains

a Õ
(
T

2d+α
2d+2α

)
regret for α-Hölder continuous and infinitely

often smoothly differentiable transition kernels. To the best
of our knowledge, currently, no existing work has developed
low-regret algorithms for non-episodic RL for general space
Lipschitz MDPs.

2 Problem Setup
Notation. The set of natural numbers is denoted by N,
the set of positive integers by Z+. For n ∈ N, we
let [n] := {0, 1, 2, . . . , n}. Let F be a σ-algebra and
µ : F 7→ R be a measure, then we let ∥µ∥TV denote
its total variation norm (Folland 2013), i.e., ∥µ∥TV :=
sup {|µ(B)| : B ∈ F}.

LetM = (S,A, p, r) be an MDP, where the state-space S
and action-spaceA are compact sets of dimension dS and dA,
respectively. The spaces S,A are endowed with metrics ρS
and ρA, respectively. The space S×A is endowed with a met-
ric ρ that is sub-additive, i.e., we have, ρ ((s, a), (s′, a′)) ≤
ρS(s, s

′)+ρA(a, a
′), for all (s, a), (s′, a′) ∈ S×A. We let S

and A be endowed with Borel σ-algebra BS and BA, respec-
tively. To simplify exposition, we assume that S = [0, 1]dS

and A = [0, 1]dA without loss of generality. The state and
action taken at time t are denoted by st, at, respectively. The
transition kernel is p : S ×A× BS → [0, 1], i.e.,

P (st+1 ∈ B|st = s, at = a) = p(s, a,B), a.s., (1)

for all (s, a,B) ∈ S × A × BS , t ∈ Z+ and is not known
by the agent. The reward function r : S × A → [0, 1] is a
measurable map, and the reward earned by the agent at time
t is equal to r(st, at). A stationary deterministic policy is a
measurable map ϕ : S → A that implements the action ϕ(s)
when the system state is s. Let ΦSD be the set of all such
policies. If ν is a non-negative, finite measure on BS , then
the metric ∥·∥ρA,ν on ΦSD is given by

∥ϕ1 − ϕ2∥ρA,ν :=

∫
S
ρA(ϕ1(s), ϕ2(s)) dν(s), (2)

where ϕ1, ϕ2 ∈ ΦSD. Two policies ϕ1, ϕ2 ∈ ΦSD are
equivalent if ∥ϕ1 − ϕ2∥ρA,ν = 0. Note that if ν is taken
to be the Lebesgue measure, and ρA to be the L1 metric
on RdA , then the metric ∥·∥ρA,ν reduces to the L1 metric
on ΦSD. The infinite horizon average reward for the MDP
M under a policy ϕ is denoted by J(ϕ, p), and the optimal
average reward attainable with Φ is denoted by J⋆

Φ(p), i.e.
J⋆
Φ(p) = supϕ∈Φ J(ϕ, p). Denote J⋆

ΦSD
(p) by J⋆(p). We

let ∆Φ(ϕ) := J⋆
Φ(p) − J(ϕ, p) be the suboptimality gap of

policy ϕ w.r.t. Φ. A policy ϕ is called γ-optimal w.r.t. Φ if
∆Φ(ϕ) ≤ γ, and γ-suboptimal w.r.t. Φ if ∆Φ(ϕ) > γ. The
regret of a learning algorithm ψ w.r.t. a class of comparator
policies Φ until T is defined as (Rakhlin and Sridharan 2014),

RΦ(T ;ψ) := T sup
ϕ∈Φ

J(ϕ, p)−
T−1∑
t=0

r(st, at). (3)

Note that if Φ contains an optimal policy thenRΦ(T ;ψ) :=

TJ⋆(p) −
∑T−1

t=0 r(st, at) is the usual regret. An MDP is
Lipschitz if it satisfies the following properties.



Assumption 1 (Lipschitz continuity). (i) The reward
function r is Lr-Lipschitz, i.e., ∀ s, s′ ∈ S, a, a′ ∈ A,

|r(s, a)− r(s′, a′)| ≤ Lrρ ((s, a), (s
′, a′)) .

(ii) The transition kernel p is Lp-Lipschitz, i.e., ∀ s, s′ ∈
S, a, a′ ∈ A,

∥p(s, a, ·)− p(s′, a′, ·)∥TV ≤ Lpρ ((s, a), (s
′, a′)) .

While studying infinite-horizon average reward MDPs,
some sort of ergodicity assumption is required.
Assumption 2 (Ergodicity). For each s, s′ ∈ S and a, a′ ∈
A, we have ∥p(s, a, ·)− p(s′, a′, ·)∥TV ≤ 2α, where α ∈
(0, 1).

We note that even when the kernel p is known, Assump-
tion 2 is the weakest known sufficient condition that ensures
a computationally efficient way to obtain an optimal pol-
icy (Arapostathis et al. 1993). In Appendix B we derive some
interesting properties for MDPs which satisfy Assumptions 1
and 2, which are then used while designing algorithms. Next,
we show that the average reward function J(·, p) : ΦSD → R
is a Lipschitz function of policies w.r.t. ∥·∥ρA,ν .

Theorem 1. Assume that p satisfies the following property:
there is a probability measure ν and a constant κ ∈ (0,∞)

such that for each policy ϕ ∈ ΦSD, we have µ(∞)
ϕ,p (ζ) ≤

κ · ν(ζ), ∀ζ ∈ BS . Then, the infinite horizon average reward

is κ
(
Lr +

Lp

2(1−α)

)
-Lipschitz w.r.t. the metric ∥·∥ρA,ν , i.e.,

for every ϕ1, ϕ2 ∈ ΦSD,

|J(ϕ1, p)− J(ϕ2, p)| ≤ κ
(
Lr +

Lp/2

1− α

)
∥ϕ1 − ϕ2∥ρA,ν .

Its proof is provided in Appendix C. We next define the
zooming dimension dΦz .

Zooming dimension. Given a class of stationary deter-
ministic policies Φ, we use Φγ to denote the set of policies
from Φ whose sub-optimality gap belongs to [γ, 2γ), i.e.,
Φγ := {ϕ ∈ Φ |∆Φ(ϕ) ∈ (γ, 2γ]}. We define the zooming
dimension given the policy space Φ as

dΦz := inf
{
d′ > 0 | Nγ′ (Φγ) ≤ czγ−d′

, ∀γ ≥ 0
}
, (4)

where Nγ (Φ) denotes the γ-covering number 3 of Φ w.r.t.
metric ∥·∥ρA,ν , cz is a problem-dependent constant, γ′ =

γ/(C1C3), C1 is as defined in (49) and C3 is as introduced
in Lemma 16.

Policies parameterized by finitely many parameters: An
important special case of the general setup is when Φ con-
sists of policies parameterized by finite-dimensional param-
eters. Let W ⊂ RdW be a bounded set, and for w ∈ W let
ϕ(·;w) : S → A be the policy parameterized by w. As-
sume ∥w − w′∥2 ≤ LW ∥ϕ(·;w)− ϕ(·;w′)∥ρA,ν for all
w,w′ ∈ W , where ν is a measure that satisfies Assump-
tion 3. It is shown in Appendix H that dΦz can be upper-
bounded by dW .

3γ-covering number of a set is the cardinality of the smallest
set of balls of radius γ that covers the set (Shalev-Shwartz and
Ben-David 2014).

3 Adaptive Discretization and Active Policies
In this section, we discuss two key features of the proposed
algorithms: adaptive discretization of the state-action space,
and active policies. We decompose the state-action space into
“cells” to enable discretization.
Definition 1 (Cells). A cell is a dyadic cube with ver-
tices from the set {2−ℓ(v1, v2, . . . , vd) : vj ∈

[
2ℓ
]
, j =

1, 2, . . . , d} with sides of length 2−ℓ, where ℓ ∈ N. The quan-
tity ℓ is called the level of the cell. We also denote the collec-
tion of cells of level ℓ by P(ℓ). For a cell ζ , we let ℓ(ζ) denote
its level.

For Z ⊆ S ×A, diam (Z) := supz1,z2∈Z ρ(z1, z2). For a
cell ζ ⊆ S × A, its S-projection is called an S-cell and is
defined as, πS(ζ) := {s ∈ S | (s, a) ∈ ζ for some a ∈ A}.
Similarly, the A-projection of ζ , πA(ζ) can be defined. For a
cell/S-cell ζ, we let q(ζ) be a point from ζ that is its unique
representative point. q−1 maps a representative point to the
cell that this point is representing, i.e., q−1(z) = ζ such that
q(ζ) = z. Denote the set of the representative points of the
S-cells of level ℓ by S(ℓ). We define the level ℓ discretization
of the MDP transition kernel p as follows,

p̄(s, a, s′; ℓ) := p(s, a, q−1(s′)), (5)

for all (s, a) ∈ S ×A, s′ ∈ S(ℓ), and define the continuous
extension of p̄(·, ·, ·; ℓ) as,

p(s, a,B; ℓ) :=
∑

s′∈S(ℓ)

λ(B ∩ q−1(s′))

λ(q−1(s′))
p̄(s, a, s′; ℓ), (6)

for all (s, a) ∈ S × A, B ∈ BS , where λ denotes the
Lebesgue measure (Resnick 2019). Next, we introduce the
partition tree of cells that enables adaptive discretization.
Definition 2 (Partition tree). A partition tree of depth ℓ is a
tree in which (i) Each node is a cell. (ii) Each node at a depth
ℓ′ ≤ ℓ of the tree is a cell of level ℓ′. (iii) If ζ ′ is the parent
node of ζ, then ζ ⊂ ζ ′. ζ is called child cell of ζ ′ and ζ ′ is
called the parent cell of ζ. (iv) The set of all ancestor nodes
of cell ζ is called ancestors of ζ.

Define the L-neighborhood of a cell, ζ as ζL :={
(s, a) ∈ S × A | ∃(s′, a′) ∈ ζ s.t. ρ((s, a), (s′, a′)) ≤
L diam (ζ)

}
. The set of active cells at time t is given as

follows.
Definition 3 (Activation rule). For a cell ζ denote,

Nmax(ζ) :=
c12

dS+2 log
(
T
δ

)
diam (ζ)

dS+2
, and (7)

Nmin(ζ) :=

{
1 if ζ = S ×A
c1 log (T

δ )
diam(ζ)dS+2 , otherwise,

(8)

where c1 > 0 is a constant that is discussed in the proof
of Lemma 7 and δ ∈ (0, 1) is the confidence parameter.
The number of visits to ζ is denoted Nt(ζ) and is defined
iteratively as follows by starting with level ℓ = 0.

1. Nt(S ×A) := t.
2. Any cell ζ is said to be active if Nmin(ζ) < Nt(ζ) ≤

Nmax(ζ).



3. Nt(ζ) is defined for all other cells as the number of
times ζ or any of its ancestors has been visited while being
active until time t, i.e., Nt(ζ) :=

∑t−1
i=0 I{(si,ai)∈ζiL}, where

ζi is the cell that was active at time i and ζ ⊆ ζi.
Denote the set of active cells at time t by Pt and

also denote Zt := {q(ζ) : ζ ∈ Pt}. Note that for each
t, Pt is a partition of the state-action space. For any
(s, a) ∈ S × A, and time t, q−1

t (s, a) denote the ac-
tive cell that contains (s, a). The adaptively discretized
state-action space plays a crucial role in the computa-
tion of confidence diameters and UCB indices of poli-
cies. Let us now define the confidence diameter of a
policy ϕ ∈ ΦSD at time t as follows, diamt (ϕ) :=∫
S µ

(∞)
p,ϕ (s) diam

(
q−1
t (s, ϕ(s))

)
ds. PZRL maintains a set of

active policies At, such that ∪ϕ∈At
Bt(ϕ) covers the entire

policy set Φ where

Bt(ϕ) :=
{
ϕ′ ∈ Φ : ∥ϕ′ − ϕ∥ρA,ν ≤ diamt (ϕ)

}
.

4 Algorithm
We propose an algorithm PZRL that combines policy-based
zooming with the OFU. It maintains a set of active policies,
computes their UCB indices and then plays an active pol-
icy with the highest UCB index in the current episode. Its
zooming component zooms in and activates only those poli-
cies from Φ for which it is not possible to generate a good
estimate of its performance using the performance of nearby
active policies. We begin by describing how to estimate the
transition kernel and the confidence ball associated with this
estimate. We then provide an iterative algorithm that takes
these estimates as input and yields the UCB indices for poli-
cies that are active during the current episode.

Estimating the Transition Kernel. Define the following
discretized transition kernel in which the next state assumes
discrete values from the set S(ℓt(s,a)),

p̄t(s, a, s
′) := p̄(s, a, s′; ℓt(s, a)), (9)

where (s, a) ∈ S × A, the next state s′ ∈ S(ℓt(s,a)), and
ℓt(s, a) denotes the level of the cell q−1

t (s, a). Let pt de-
note the continuous extension (6) of p̄t. Let Nt(ζ, ξ) :=∑t−1

i=1 I{(si,ai,si+1)∈ζiL×ξ}, be the number of transitions un-
til t from the cell ζ to the S-cell ξ. Discretized transition
kernel p̄t(s, a, ·) : S(ℓt(s,a)) → [0, 1] at time t is estimated
as follows,

ˆ̄pt(s, a, s
′) :=

Nt

(
q−1
t (s, a)L, q

−1(s′)
)

1 ∨Nt

(
q−1
t (s, a)L

) , (10)

(s, a) ∈ S ×A, s′ ∈ S(ℓt(s,a)) and its continuous extension
is defined as,

p̂t(s, a,B) :=
∑

s′∈S(ℓ)

λ(B ∩ q−1(s′))

λ(q−1(s′))
ˆ̄pt(s, a, s

′), (11)

for all (s, a) ∈ S×A, B ∈ BS . Note that if (s, a) and (s′, a′)
belong to the same active cell, then ˆ̄pt(s, a) = ˆ̄pt(s

′, a′).
Also, p̂t(s, a) = p̂t(s

′, a′) when (s, a) and (s′, a′) belong

to the same active cell. For a cell ζ, the confidence radius
associated with the estimate p̂t(q(ζ), ·) is defined as follows,

ηt(ζ) := 3
(
c1 log

(
Tδ−1

)
/Nt(ζ)

) 1
dS+2

+ (3(1 + L)Lp + Cv) diam (ζ) , (12)

where c1 > 0 and Cv > 0 are constants that
are discussed in Lemma 7 and Assumption 4, respec-
tively. Note that if ζ ∈ Pt, then it follows from the
rule used for activating a new cell (Definition 3) that

diam (ζ) ≥
(
c1 log

(
Tδ−1

)
/Nt(ζ)

) 1
dS+2 , which when com-

bined with (12) yields,

ηt(ζ) ≤ Cη diam (ζ) , (13)

where Cη := 3 (1 + (1 + L)Lp) + Cv. We define a set of
transition probability kernels associated with p̂t as follows,

Ct :=
{
θ ∈ Θ | ∥θ(z, ·)− p̂t(z, ·)∥1 ≤ ηt

(
q−1
t (z)

)
for

every z ∈ S ×A, ∥θ(z, ·)− θ(z′, ·)∥1 ≤ 2α

for every z, z′ ∈ S ×A
}
, (14)

where ηt is as in (12) and Θ is the set of all possible transi-
tion kernels for MDPs with state space S and action space
A. Lemma 7 shows that p ∈ Ct for all t = 1, 2, . . . , T with
high probability.

Computing UCB Indices of Active Policies. To obtain the
UCB index of a policy ϕ ∈ ΦSD, we perform the following
iterations,

V ϕ,k
0 (s) = 0,

V ϕ,k
i+1(s) = r(s, ϕ(s)) + max

θ∈Cτk

∫
S
θ(s, ϕ(s), s′)V ϕ,k

i (s′) ds′

+ CL diam
(
q−1
τk

(s, ϕ(s))
)
, s ∈ S, i ∈ Z+, (15)

where CL := κ2

(
Lr +

Lp

2(1−α)

)
, then the normalized iter-

ates converge to its UCB index, i.e.,

J̄k(ϕ) := lim
i→∞

1

i
V ϕ,k

i (s). (16)

V ϕ,k
i ’s can be thought of as the value iterates for an extended

MDP (Jaksch, Ortner, and Auer 2010) where the transition
kernels belong to Cτk are actions. Note that for each pos-
sible θ, the Markov chain obtained when ϕ is applied, is
geometrically ergodic. This ensures the existence of J̄k(ϕ),
and additionally from Lemma 4 we have that sp

(
V ϕ,k

i

)
is

finite. Hence, the choice of the initial state s ∈ S is irrelevant
for the computation of J̄k(ϕ).

PZRL (Algorithm 1) plays policies from a predefined set
of policies Φ. As discussed earlier, it maintains a set of active
policies At ⊆ Φ, and during the k-th episode plays a policy
from the set argmaxϕ∈Aτk

J̄k(ϕ), where ties are broken ac-
cording to a rule that has been chosen at time t = 0. When a
policy is played during an episode, then its confidence ball
shrinks. In the event ∪ϕ∈At

Bt(ϕ) does not cover Φ anymore,
it will activate some policies in order to ensure that the new
set of confidence balls covers Φ. Iterations (15) are not com-
putationally feasible since V̄ ϕ,k

i must be computed over the



Algorithm 1 Policy Zooming for RL (PZRL)

Input Horizon T , Constant CL, confidence parameter δ,
ergodicity coefficient α and policy class Φ
Initialize h = 0, k = 0, P0 = S ×A, A0 = {}.
ϵ̃ = T−(2dS+d+2)−1

, t⋆(ϵ̃) =
⌈
log
(

2
ϵ̃dS+1

)
/ log

(
1
α

)⌉
.

for t = 0 to T − 1 do
Update the set of active policies At ⊂ Φ
if h ≥ Hk then
k ← k + 1, h← 0, τk = t
Pτk = Update partition

(
Pτk−1

, {st, at}τk−1
t=0

)
(4)

Compute J̄k(ϕ) (16) for every ϕ ∈ At.
Choose ϕk ∈ argmaxϕ∈Aτk

J̄k(ϕ).

Hk = 16t⋆(ϵ̃)(4D)2(dS+1)

Ldiamτk
(ϕk)

2(dS+1)

(
c2 log

(
T
ϵδ

)
+ 1
)

4

end if
h← h+ 1
Play at = ϕk(st), observe st+1 and receive r(st, at).

end for

entire state-space. Next, we propose a heuristic algorithm
that has a significantly lesser computational complexity since
it operates on a discretized MDP.

4.1 Heuristic for Computing UCB Indices of
Active Policies

Our heuristic is based upon the popular Extended Value Iter-
ation (EVI) of (Jaksch, Ortner, and Auer 2010) that is used
by the UCRL2 algorithm designed for discrete MDPs. Our
heuristic employs a slightly modified version of EVI on a
certain discretized MDP, in which the state-action pairs (s, a)
correspond to the representative state-action pairs of cells
which are currently active, and the next possible state val-
ues belong to the set S(ℓt(s,a)). Let Θ̄t be the set of all such
possible discrete transition kernels. Let p̂(d)t ∈ Θ̄t denote the
estimate of the discretized transition kernel,

p̂
(d)
t (s, a, s′) :=

Nt

(
q−1
t (s, a), q−1(s′)

)
1 ∨Nt

(
q−1
t (s, a)

) , (17)

where (s, a) ∈ Zt, s
′ ∈ S(ℓt(s,a)). Define a set of discretized

transition probability kernels with a discretized support at
time τk, C̄t :=

{
θ ∈ Θ̄t : ∥θ(s, a, ·)− p̂t(s, a, ·)∥1 ≤

ηt
(
q−1(s, a)

)
for every (s, a) ∈ Zt

}
. From the proof of

Lemma 7, it follows that p̂(d)t ∈ C̄t ∀t ∈ [T ] with a
high probability. Let P be a valid active partition. De-
fine the set of relevant cells for each s ∈ S given P as
Rel(s;P) := {ζ ∈ P : ∃a ∈ A such that (s, a) ∈ ζ}. We de-
note Rel(s;Pt) by Relt(s). Denote PS the least cardinal-
ity partition of S such that no cells in {πS(ζ)|ζ ∈ P} is a
proper subset of any of the elements of PS . We say a policy
ϕ ∈ ΦSD compatible with Pt if for each ξ ∈ PS

t and for all
s ∈ ξ, ϕ(s) = q(πA(ζ)) for some ζ ∈ Relt(s).

At the beginning of k-th episode, Extended Value Itera-
tion with Bias (EVI-B) (Algorithm 3, Appendix G) returns

4Ldiamτk (ϕ) = κ1

∫
S diam

(
q−1
τk (s, ϕ(s))

)
ν(s) ds.

a policy that maximizes a certain index among all policies
compatible with the discretization Pt. This index is similar to
what was defined in (16), the only difference being that the re-
ward functions, plausible MDPs, and policies are discretized,
and an additional term proportional to the radius of the cell
is added to compensate for the “discretization error.” Since
the policy returned by EVI-B might not be in Φ, we project
this policy back onto the set Φ,

ϕk ∈ argmin
ϕ′∈Φ

∥ϕ′ − ϕk,EVI-B∥ρA,λ , (18)

where λ denotes the Lebesgue measure and ϕk,EVI-B is the
policy returned by EVI-B, and then play ϕk during Ek. We
provide the pseudocode of the heuristic algorithm and discuss
the convergence and computational complexity of EVI-B
algorithm in Appendix G.

5 Regret Analysis
In this section, we present our main result Theorem 2 that
yields an upper bound on the regret of PZRL. We will need
the following two assumptions.
Assumption 3 (Bound of Stationary Distributions). There is
a probability measure ν, and constants 0 < κ1 ≤ κ2 such
that for every policy ϕ ∈ Φ, and for every ζ ∈ BS , we have,

κ1 · ν(ζ) ≤ µ(∞)
ϕ,p (ζ) ≤ κ2 · ν(ζ). (19)

Assumption 4 (Diminishing discretization error). There ex-
ists a positive constant Cv such that for each (s, a) ∈ S ×A
and ℓ ∈ Z+, we have

∥p(s, a, ·; ℓ)− p(s, a, ·)∥TV ≤ CvD 2−ℓ.

Remark. (A note on assumptions) We note that similar or
stronger assumptions are made in the literature. Ormoneit
and Glynn (2002) considers average reward RL on continu-
ous state space and proves that the proposed adaptive policy
converges to an optimal policy. It assumes that the transition
kernel of the underlying MDP has a strictly positive Radon-
Nikodyn derivative, which resonates with Assumption 3. Re-
cently, Wang, Blanchet, and Glynn (2023) derive optimal
sample complexity for average reward RL under an assump-
tion that the m-step transition kernel is bounded below by a
known measure, which is also similar to Assumption 3. In yet
another work, Wei et al. (2021) bounds the regret for average
reward RL algorithm that in which MDPs employ linear func-
tion approximation. They assume that under every policy, the
integral of cross-product of the feature vectors w.r.t. the sta-
tionary measure has all the eigenvalues bounded away from
zero. This assumption ensures that upon playing any policy,
the confidence ball shrinks in each direction, which has a
similar effect as Assumption 3. We note that Assumption 4 is
not restrictive since the continuity of transition kernels w.r.t.
the Lebesgue measure is enough to satisfy it.

We use ΦLip. to denote the class of Lipschitz policies. Note
that it is a broad class, for example it contains the set of
continuous policies.
Theorem 2. Let Φ ⊆ ΦLip.. If MDPM satisfies Assumptions
1- 4, then under the PZRL algorithm, with a probability at
least 1 − δ the regret RΦ(T ;PZRL) is upper-bounded as
Õ(T 1−d−1

eff. ) where deff. = 2dS + dΦz + 2.



The detailed proof is delegated to the Appendix F. Here,
we provide a proof sketch:

Regret decomposition: We decompose the regret as fol-
lows,

R(T ;PZRL) =
K(T )∑
k=1

τk+1−1∑
t=τk

J⋆
Φ(p)− r(st, at)

=

K(T )∑
k=1

Hk∆Φ(ϕk)︸ ︷︷ ︸
(a)

+

K(T )∑
k=1

τk+1−1∑
t=τk

J(ϕk, p)− r(st, ϕk(st))︸ ︷︷ ︸
(b)

,

where K(T ) denotes total number of episodes till time T ,
Hk denote the duration of the k-th episode and rϕ : S → A
such that rϕ(s) = r(s, ϕ(s)) ∀s ∈ S. We bound the terms
(a) and (b) separately.

Bounding (a): This term is further decomposed into
the sum of the regrets arising due to playing policies
from the sets Φγ , where γ assumes the values 2−i, i =

1, 2, . . . , ⌈log (1/ϵ)⌉, and ϵ = T−d−1
eff. . Cumulative regret aris-

ing from playing policies not in the set ∪⌈log(1/ϵ)⌉i=1 Φ2−i is
bounded by ϵT . The regret arising due to playing policies
from Φγ is bounded in the following three steps:

(1) First, we derive a condition under which a γ-suboptimal
policy is no longer played.

(2) Then, we deduce an upper bound of the number of plays
of a policy ϕ in terms of its suboptimality gap by concluding
that the condition stated in (1) holds when ϕ has been played
sufficiently many times.

(3) Then we establish an upper bound on the number of
policies that are activated by PZRL from Φγ .

The product of two upper bounds mentioned in (2) and (3),
multiplied by 2γ, is the regret arising from playing policies
from Φγ . We then add these regret terms with γ = 2−i for
i = 1 to ⌈log (1/ϵ)⌉ along with ϵT .

Bounding (b): Upper bound on the term (b) relies on the
geometric ergodicity property (Meyn and Tweedie 2012) of
M, that has been shown in Proposition 3. Proposition 17
shows that we must pay a constant penalty in regret each
time we change policy, which is O(K(T )). Then we show
that the number of episodes in PZRL is bounded above by
O
(
T dΦ

z /(2dS+dΦ
z +2)

)
, so is the term (b).

We obtain the desired regret bound after summing the
upper bounds on (a) and (b). □

Remark. For the class of parametric policies discussed in
Section 2, if we further assume that this class is a subset
of ΦLip., we conclude that Õ(T 1−d−1

eff. ) is a high probability
bound on regret, where deff. = 2dS + dW + 2.

6 Simulations
We compare the empirical performance of the heuris-
tic algorithm (Algorithm 2, Appendix G) with that of
UCRL2 (Jaksch, Ortner, and Auer 2010), TSDE (Ouyang
et al. 2017) and a Q-learning based algorithm for average-
reward RL, RVI-Q (Qian et al. 2019, Section E.1). Since
these competitor policies are designed for finite state-action

spaces, we apply them on a uniform discretization of S ×A.
Simulation experiments are conducted on the following sys-
tems:
Truncated LQR System: The state of the system

evolves as st+1 = −4 ∨ (4 ∧ Ast + Bat + wt), where
A ∈ RdS×dS , B ∈ RdS×dA , and wt is i.i.d. Gaussian noise.
The reward at time t is −s⊤t Pst − a⊤t Qat. The system pa-
rameters are set as follows:

A =

[
−0.2 −0.07
0.6 0.07

]
, B =

[
0.07 0.09
−0.03 −0.1

]
,

P = 0.4 I2, Q = 0.6 I2 and mean and standard deviation of
wt are 0 and 0.05, respectively5. We considerA = [−1, 1]dA .
Continuous RiverSwim: We modify the RiverSwim

MDP (Strehl and Littman 2008) to obtain its continuous
version. The state, that is the location of the agent in the river
evolves upon moving towards a direction as follows:

st+1 =


(0 ∨ (st − 1

2 (1 +
wt

2 ))) ∧ 6 w.p. 2(1−at)
5

st w.p. 0.2
(0 ∨ (st +

1
2 (1 +

wt

2 ))) ∧ 6 w.p. 2(1+at)
5 ,

where wt is a 0-mean i.i.d. Gaussian random sequence. Here,
S = [0, 6] and A = [0, 1]. The reward function is given by
r(s, a) = 0.005(((s−6)/6)4+((a−1)/2)4)+0.5((s/6)4+
((a+ 1)/2)4).

We plot the cumulative rewards averaged over 50 runs
for both the environments in Figure 1. See Appendix K for
additional experimental results.
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Figure 1: Cumulative Reward Plots.

7 Conclusion
The central idea of zooming-based algorithms is to capital-
ize on the adaptive nature of the algorithm. We identify an
important problem encountered while employing adaptive
discretization and zooming to infinite horizon average reward
RL setup. To rectify this, we define the zooming dimension
for this setup in terms of coverings of the policy space, and
moreover also allow it to depend upon the class of policies Φ
used by the agent. We propose a zooming-based algorithm
PZRL, and prove that it exhibits adaptivity gains. We show
that when Φ ⊆ ΦLip., then its Φ regret can be bounded as
Õ(T 1−d−1

eff. ) where deff. = 2dS + dΦz + 2. Though current
work focused only on the class of Lipschitz policies, it is
interesting to derive regret bounds for more general policy
classes. Simulation results confirm our theoretical findings.

5In denotes identity matrix of size n× n.
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A Organization of the Appendix
The appendices are organized as follows. Some properties
of continuous state-action MDPs that satisfy Assumption 2
are proved in Appendix B. Appendix C contains proof of a
novel sensitivity result for continuous state-action Markov
chains, along with its application to MDPs. Appendix D and
Appendix E contain preliminary results that are required for
deriving the regret upperbound of Theorem 2 and Appendix F
contains proof of the same. The pseudocode of the proposed
heuristic algorithm, EVI-B algorithm are in Appenix G. Also,
the pseudocode of the subroutine for updating the partition
of the state-action space, which is called by both PZRL and
PZRL-heuristic at the beginning of every episode, can be
found in Appendix G. The proofs of convergence of the EVI-
B algorithm and the optimism property of the index of the
returned policy by EVI-B are shown in the same section. Ap-
pendix H derives an upper bound on the zooming dimension
when Φ is a set of policies of finite-dimensional parameteri-
zation. As a result, we have low regret when the comparator
policy class can be represented in a lower dimensional space.
Regret analysis for average reward RL of a naive modifi-
cation of the episodic, zooming-based RL algorithm (Cao
and Krishnamurthy 2020) is presented in Appendix I. Some
known results that are used in this paper are placed in Ap-
pendix J. Additional experimental results and the details of
the experiments are reported in Appendix K.

B General Results for MDPs
In this section, we derive some important properties for
MDPs satisfying Assumption 2. We note that these results are
applied either to the original MDP, or its discretization while
deriving the regret upper bounds. Consider the controlled
Markov process (CMP) {st} described by the transition ker-
nel p, which evolves under the application of a stationary
policy ϕ. The following result can be found in (Arapostathis
et al. 1993; Hernández-Lerma 2012). We provide its proof
here for the sake of completeness.

Proposition 3. Let P : S ×A×BS → [0, 1] be a transition
kernel that satisfies Assumption 2, i.e.,

∥P (s, a, ·)− P (s′, a′, ·)∥TV ≤ 2α, (20)

where α ∈ (0, 1). Then, under the application of each station-
ary deterministic policy ϕ : S 7→ A, the controlled Markov
process {st} has a unique invariant distribution, denoted by
µ
(∞)
ϕ,P . Moreover {st} is geometrically ergodic, i.e., for all
s ∈ S the following holds,∥∥∥µ(t)

ϕ,P,s − µ
(∞)
ϕ,P

∥∥∥
TV
≤ 2αt, t ∈ N, (21)

where µ(t)
ϕ,P,s denotes the probability distribution of st when

s0 = s.

Proof. Consider the CMP that is described by the transition
kernel P and evolves under the application of policy ϕ, and
consider two copies of that CMP with different initial state
distributions, µ(0)

1 and µ(0)
2 . Denote the distributions of st in

the corresponding processes by µ(t)
1 and µ(t)

2 , respectively.
We show the following:∥∥∥µ(t)

1 − µ
(t)
2

∥∥∥
TV
≤ αt

∥∥∥µ(0)
1 − µ

(0)
2

∥∥∥
TV

, t ∈ N. (22)

Note that,∥∥∥µ(1)
1 − µ

(1)
2

∥∥∥
TV

= 2 sup
A⊆S

{
(µ

(1)
1 − µ

(1)
2 )(A)

}
= 2 sup

A⊆S

{∫
S
P (s, ϕ(s), A)(µ

(0)
1 − µ

(0)
2 )(s)ds

}
≤ sup

A⊆S
s,s′∈S

{P (s, ϕ(s), A)− P (s′, ϕ(s′), A)}
∥∥∥µ(0)

1 − µ
(0)
2

∥∥∥
TV

≤ α
∥∥∥µ(0)

1 − µ
(0)
2

∥∥∥
TV

,

where the first step follows from the definition of the total
variation norm, while the third and the fourth step follow from
Lemma 26 and from Assumption 2, respectively. Applying
the same argument recursively, we obtain (22). To see the
existence of an invariant distribution, consider µ(0)

2 = µ
(s)
1 ,

s ∈ N. Note that for all n, s ∈ N,∥∥∥µ(t)
1 − µ

(t+s)
1

∥∥∥
TV
≤ 2αt.

Hence, {µ(t)
1 }t is a Cauchy sequence in the space of proba-

bility measures on S and attains a limit by the completeness
of the space of probability measures. To see the uniqueness
of the invariant distribution, assume that µ(∞)

i , i = 1, 2, are
two invariant distributions of the CMP. Let the initial distri-
butions of the two processes be µ(∞)

1 and µ(∞)
2 . Then, by

the definition of invariant distribution, the distributions of
the states in these two processes at time t must be µ(∞)

1 and
µ
(∞)
2 , respectively, for every t ∈ N. But, from (22), for all
t ∈ N, ∥∥∥µ(t)

1 − µ
(t)
2

∥∥∥
TV

=
∥∥∥µ(∞)

1 − µ(∞)
2

∥∥∥
TV

≤ αt
∥∥∥µ(∞)

1 − µ(∞)
2

∥∥∥ .
Taking limit t → ∞, we have that µ(∞)

1 = µ
(∞)
2 . Hence,

the uniqueness of the invariant distribution of the CMP is
established. To show the last part of the claim, we take µ(0)

1 =

µ
(∞)
ϕ,P and µ

(0)
2 = δs. Then, (21) follows from (22). This

completes the proof.

Proposition 3 implies that under any ϕ ∈ ΦSD, the con-
trolled Markov process {st} has a unique invariant distri-
bution and is geometrically ergodic, i.e., (21) holds. The
Q-iteration for M (Sutton and Barto 2018) is defined as
follows.

Q0(s, a) = 0,

Qi+1(s, a) = r(s, a) +

∫
S
ds′ p(s, a, s′) Vi(s

′), (23)



for all (s, a) ∈ S ×A, i ∈ Z+, where,

Vi(s) := max
a∈A

Qi(s, a), for every s ∈ S, i ∈ Z+. (24)

For a policy ϕ ∈ ΦSD, the policy evaluation algo-
rithm (Hernández-Lerma and Lasserre 2012) performs the
following iterations,

V ϕ
0 (s) = 0,

V ϕ
i+1(s) = r(s, ϕ(s)) +

∫
S
ds′ p(s, ϕ(s), s′) V ϕ

i (s′), (25)

for all s ∈ S, i ∈ Z+. One can show that limi→∞
1
i Vi(s) =

J⋆(p), and limi→∞
1
i V

ϕ
i (s) = J(ϕ, p) for every s ∈ S (Put-

erman 2014, Chapter 8). We now show another interesting
property ofM that holds under Assumption 2.
Lemma 4. If the MDPM satisfies Assumption 2, then for
each ϕ ∈ ΦSD we have

sp (Vi) ≤
1

1− α
, and sp

(
V ϕ
i

)
≤ 1

1− α
, (26)

and for every i ∈ N.

Proof. We will only prove the result for Vi since the proof
for V ϕ

i is similar. Consider i ∈ Z+. Let s̄ be a maximizer
of the function Vi+1(·), and similarly let s be a minimzer
of Vi+1(·). Also, let ā be an optimal action in state s̄ that
maximizes Qi+1(s̄, a), i.e.,

Vi+1(s̄) = r(s̄, ā) +

∫
S
p(s̄, ā, s′)Vi(s

′) ds′. (27)

Similarly, let a be an action that maximizes Qi+1(s, a), i.e.,

Vi+1(s) = r(s, a) +
∫
S
p(s, a, s′)Vi(s′) ds′. (28)

sp (Vi+1) can be upper-bounded iteratively as follows,

sp (Vi+1) = (r(s̄, ā)− r(s, a))

+

∫
S
(p(s̄, ā, s′)− p(s, a, s′))Vi(s′) ds′

≤ 1 + α sp (Vi) , (29)

where the inequality is obtained using Assumption 2,
Lemma 26, and |r(s, a)| ≤ 1. The claim then follows from
the fact that V0 = 0, and by applying (29) iteratively.

The same conclusion holds for the discretized MDP that
has ergodicity property with ergodicity coefficient α.

C Lipschitz Continuity of Average Rewards
In this section, we will prove Theorem 1. Before doing that,
we shall derive a novel sensitivity result for MDPs that satisfy
Assumption 1 and 2.
Proposition 5. Let ϕ1 and ϕ2 be two stationary deterministic
policies and P : S ×A×BS → [0, 1] be a transition kernel
that satisfies Assumption 1(ii) and Assumption 2. Then,∥∥∥µ(∞)

ϕ1,P
− µ(∞)

ϕ2,P

∥∥∥
TV
≤ Lp

1− α
∥ϕ1 − ϕ2∥ρA,µ

(∞)
ϕ1,P

.

Proof. We introduce a few shorthand notations to simplify
the presentation. Denote µ(t)

ϕi,P
by µt

i, µ
(∞)
ϕi,P

by µi for i =
1, 2. Let Pi denote the Markov transition kernel induced by
policy ϕi, i = 1, 2. Denote ∆P := P1 − P2 and δt :=
µt
1 − µt

2. If µ represents the distribution of states at time t
and P is the transition probability kernel of the CMP, then∫
P dµ is the distribution of states at time t+1. We have the

following,

δt =

∫
P1 dµ

t−1
1 −

∫
P2 dµ

t−1
2

=

∫
∆P dµt−1

1 +

∫
P2 dδ

t−1

=

∫
∆P dµt−1

1 +

∫
P2 d

(∫
∆P dµt−2

1

)
+

∫
P2 d

(∫
P2 dδ

t−2

)
=

∫
∆P dµt−1

1 +

∫
P2 d

(∫
∆P dµt−2

1

)
+

∫
P2 d

(∫
P2 d

(∫
∆P dµt−3

1

))
+

∫
P2 d

(∫
P2 d

(∫
P2 dδ

t−3

))
. (30)

Note that if the difference between the distributions of states
at time t − 3 is δt−3, then the last term is the difference
between distributions of states at time t of two CMPs whose
evolutions are governed by transition kernel P . Hence, we
write∫

P2 d

(∫
P2 d

(∫
P2 dδ

t−3

))
= P (xt | xt−3 ∼ µt−3

1 )− P (xt | xt−3 ∼ µt−3
2 ). (31)

Letting t→∞ in (30) and unrolling the terms up to m terms
we have,

µ1 − µ2

=

∫
∆P dµ1 +

∫
P2 d

(∫
∆P dµ1

)
+

∫
P2 d

(∫
P2 d

(∫
∆P dµ1

))
+ . . .

+ (P (xt | xt−m ∼ µ1)− P (xt | xt−m ∼ µ2)) . (32)

Now, taking m→∞, due to geometric ergodicity, we have

µ1 − µ2 =

∫
∆P dµ1 +

∫
P2 d

(∫
∆P dµ1

)
+∫

P2 d

(∫
P2 d

(∫
∆P dµ1

))
+ . . . . (33)

Note that
∫
∆P dµ1 is the difference between two probabil-

ity measures,
∫
P1 dµ1 and

∫
P2 dµ1. Taking total variation

norm on measures of both sides of (33), invoking triangle



inequality and from the proof of Proposition 3, we have that,

∥µ1 − µ2∥TV

≤
∥∥∥∥∫ ∆P dµ1

∥∥∥∥
TV

+ α

∥∥∥∥∫ ∆P dµ1

∥∥∥∥
TV

+ α2

∥∥∥∥∫ ∆P dµ1

∥∥∥∥
TV

+ . . .

=
1

1− α

∥∥∥∥∫ ∆P dµ1

∥∥∥∥
TV

=
1

1− α
sup
A⊆S

{∫
∆P (s,A) dµ1(s)

}
≤ 1

1− α

∫
sup
A⊆S
{∆P (s,A)} dµ1(s)

=
1

1− α

∫
∥∆P∥TV dµ1. (34)

Now, let us write (34) using the regular notation, i.e.,∥∥∥µ(∞)
ϕ1,P
− µ(∞)

ϕ2,P

∥∥∥
TV

≤ 1

1− α

∫
∥P (s, ϕ1(s), ·)− P (s, ϕ2(s), ·)∥TV dµ1(s)

≤ Lp

1− α

∫
ρA(ϕ1(s), ϕ2(s)) dµ1(s)

=
Lp

1− α
∥ϕ1 − ϕ2∥ρA,µ

(∞)
ϕ1,P

,

where the second inequality follows from Assumption 1(ii).
This concludes the proof of the claim.

C.1 Proof of Theorem 1
Proof. For ϕ ∈ ΦSD we have,

J(ϕ, p) =

∫
S
r(s, ϕ(s)) dµ

(∞)
ϕ,p (s).

Hence,

|J(ϕ1, p)− J(ϕ2, p)|

=

∣∣∣∣∫
S
r(s, ϕ1(s)) dµ

(∞)
ϕ1,p

(s)−
∫
S
r(s, ϕ2(s)) dµ

(∞)
ϕ2,p

(s)

∣∣∣∣
≤
∣∣∣∣∫

S
r(s, ϕ1(s)) d

(
µ
(∞)
ϕ1,p
− µ(∞)

ϕ2,p

)
(s)

∣∣∣∣
+

∣∣∣∣∫
S
(r(s, ϕ1(s))− r(s, ϕ2(s))) dµ(∞)

ϕ2,p
(s)

∣∣∣∣
≤ 1

2
sp (r)

∥∥∥µ(∞)
ϕ1,p
− µ(∞)

ϕ2,p

∥∥∥
TV

+ Lr ∥ϕ1 − ϕ2∥ρA,µ
(∞)
ϕ2,P

≤
(
Lr +

Lp

2(1− α)

)
∥ϕ1 − ϕ2∥ρA,µ

(∞)
ϕ2,P

≤ κ
(
Lr +

Lp

2(1− α)

)
∥ϕ1 − ϕ2∥ρA,ν ,

where the third step follows from Lemma 26, Assumption 1(i)
and (2). The fourth step follows from Proposition 5 and the
fifth step follows from the condition that µ(∞)

ϕ,p (ζ) ≤ κ ·
ν(ζ), ∀ζ ∈ BS . This concludes the proof.

D Auxiliary Results
The diameter of level ℓ cells is equal to D 2−ℓ, where D > 0.
Lemma 6. Consider the cell activation rule described in
Definition 3. For all t ∈ [T − 1] and ζ ∈ Pt, let ti denote the
time instance when ζ or any of its ancestor was visited by the
algorithm for the i-th time6. Then

1

Nt(ζ)

Nt(ζ)∑
i=1

diam (ζti) ≤ 3 diam (ζ) .

Proof. By the activation rule (3), a cell ζ ′ is played
at most Nmax(ζ

′) − Nmin(ζ
′) = c̃12

ℓ(ζ′)(dS+2) +

c̃1
(
2dS+2 − 1

)−1 I{ζ′=S×A} times while being active,
where c̃1 = c1

(
2dS+2 − 1

)
D−(dS+2) log

(
T
δ

)
. We can

write,

1

Nt(ζ)

Nt(ζ)∑
i=0

diam (ζti)

=
1

Nt(ζ)

Nmin(ζ)∑
i=0

diam (ζti) +
1

Nt(ζ)

Nt(ζ)∑
i=Nmin(ζ)+1

diam (ζti)

=
c1D

−(dS+1) log
(
T
δ

)
Nt(ζ)

+
c̃1D

Nt(ζ)

ℓ(ζ)−1∑
ℓ=0

2ℓ(dS+1)

+
Nt(ζ)−Nmin(ζ)− 1

Nt(ζ)
diam (ζ)

<
c1D

−(dS+1) log
(
T
δ

)
Nt(ζ)

+
3c1D

−(dS+1) log
(
T
δ

)
Nt(ζ)

×
(
2ℓ(ζ)(dS+1) − 1

)
+
Nt(ζ)−Nmin(ζ)− 1

Nt(ζ)
diam (ζ)

<
3Nmin(ζ)

Nt(ζ)
diam (ζ) +

Nt(ζ)−Nmin(ζ)− 1

Nt(ζ)
diam (ζ)

=
(Nt(ζ) + 2Nmin(ζ)− 1) diam (ζ)

Nt(ζ)

≤ 3 diam (ζ) ,

where the last step is due to the fact that Nmin(ζ) ≤ Nt(ζ).

D.1 Concentration Inequality
Recall confidence ball Ct from (14). Consider the following
event,

G1 := ∩T−1
t=0 {p ∈ Ct}. (35)

We show that G1 holds with a high probability.
Lemma 7. P(G1) ≥ 1− δ

2 , where G1 is as in (35).

Proof. Fix t, consider a cell ζ that is active at time t, and a
point z ∈ ζ. Let the level of cell ζ be ℓ. We want to get a
high probability upperbound on

∥∥ ˆ̄pt(z, ·)− p̄t(z, ·)∥∥1. Note
that both ˆ̄pt(z, ·) and p̄t(z, ·) have support S(ℓ), and

∣∣S(ℓ)
∣∣ =

2ℓdS = DdS diam (ζ)
−dS .

6We are suppressing its dependence upon ζ.



We have,∥∥ ˆ̄pt(z, ·)− p̄t(z, ·)∥∥1 = 2 max
A⊆S(ℓ)

∑
s̃∈A

ˆ̄pt(z, s̃)− p̄t(z, s̃).

Let S(ℓ)
+ denote the collection of points of S(ℓ) such that for

each s̃ ∈ S(ℓ)
+ , we have ˆ̄pt(z, s̃)− p̄t(z, s̃) > 0. Note that if

A ⊆ S(ℓ)
+ , then S(ℓ)\A ̸⊂ S(ℓ)

+ . Hence the number of subsets
of S(ℓ)

+ is at most 2|S
(ℓ)|−1. Also, we have the following,

P
(∥∥ ˆ̄pt(z, ·)− p̄t(z, ·)∥∥1 ≥ ι)
= P

 max
ξ̃⊂S

(ℓ)
+

∑
s̃∈ξ̃

ˆ̄pt(z, s̃)− p̄t(z, s̃) ≥
ι

2


= P

∪
ξ̃⊂S

(ℓ)
+

∑
s̃∈ξ̃

ˆ̄pt(z, s̃)− p̄t(z, s̃) ≥
ι

2


 . (36)

If P
(∑

s̃∈ξ̃
ˆ̄pt(z, s̃)− p̄t(z, s̃) ≥ ι

2

)
≤ bι, ∀ξ̃ ⊂ S(ℓ)

+ , then
by an application of union bound we obtain that the following
must hold,

P
(∥∥ ˆ̄pt(z, ·)− p̄t(z, ·)∥∥1 ≥ ι) ≤ 2|S

(ℓ)|−1bι. (37)

Consider a fixed ξ ⊂ S. Define the following random pro-
cesses,

vi(z) := I{(si,ai)∈ζL◦
i }, (38)

vi(z, ξ) := I{(si,ai,si+1)∈ζL◦
i ×ξ}, (39)

wi(z, ξ) := vi(z, ξ)− p(si, ai, ξ)vi(z), (40)

where i ∈ [T − 1]. Let ξ̃ ⊂ S(ℓ)
+ and ξ = ∪s̃∈ξ̃q

−1(s̃). Then
we have,∑

s̃∈ξ̃

ˆ̄pt(z, s̃)− p̄t(z, s̃)

=
Nt (ζ, ξ)

Nt (ζ)
− p(z, ξ)

=
Nt (ζ, ξ)− p(z, ξ)Nt (ζ)

Nt (ζ)

≤ 1

Nt (ζ)

t−1∑
i=0

wi(z, ξ) +
(1 + L)Lp

2Nt (ζ)

Nt(ζ)∑
i=0

diam (ζti)

≤ 1

Nt (ζ)

t−1∑
i=0

wi(z, ξ) + 1.5(1 + L)Lp diam (ζ) , (41)

where the last step follows from Lemma 6. Note that
{wi(z, ζ)}i∈[T−1] is martingale difference sequence w.r.t.
{Fi}i∈[T−1]. Moreover, |wi(z, ζ)| ≤ 1. Hence from
Lemma 21 we have,

P

({∑t−1
i=0 wi(z, ξ)

Nt (ζ)
≥

√
2

Nt(ζ)
log

(
2

δ

)})
≤ δ

2
,

which when combined with (41) yields,

P
(
ˆ̄pt(z, ξ̄)− p̄t(z, ξ̄) ≥

√√√√ 2

Nt(ζ)
log

(
2|S(ℓ)|TN1

δ

)

+ 1.5(1 + L)Lp diam (ζ)

)
≤ δ

2|S(ℓ)|TN1

,

where N1 ≈ T
d

dS+2 is the total number of cells that the
algorithm can possibly activate under all possible sample
paths. Upon using (37) in the above, we obtain,

P
(∥∥ ˆ̄pt(z, ·)− p̄t(z, ·)∥∥1 ≥√

8DdS diam (ζ)
−dS

Nt(ζ)
log

(
2TN1

δ

)
+ 3(1 + L)Lp diam (ζ)

)
≤ δ

2TN1
.

Upon taking union bound over all the cells that could possibly
be activated in all possible sample paths at some t, the above
inequality yields that with a probability at least 1 − δ

2 , the
following holds,

∥∥ ˆ̄pt(z, ·)− p̄t(z, ·)∥∥1 ≤ 3

(
c1 log

(
T
δ

)
Nt(ζ)

) 1
dS+2

+ 3(1 + L)Lp diam (ζ) , (42)

for every z ∈ ζ, ζ ∈ Pt, and t ∈ [T − 1], where c1 be
a constant such that DdS log

(
2TN1

δ

)
= c1 log

(
T
δ

)
. Recall

that p̂t and pt are the continuous extension of ˆ̄pt and p̄t,
respectively, and hence,

∥p̂t(z, ·)− pt(z, ·)∥TV =
∥∥ ˆ̄pt(z, ·)− p̄t(z, ·)∥∥1 .

Invoking the above relation and Assumption 4 in (42), we
have that with a probability at least 1 − δ

2 , the following
holds,

∥p̂t(z, ·)− pt(z, ·)∥TV ≤ 3

(
c1 log

(
T
δ

)
Nt(ζ)

) 1
dS+2

+ 3(1 + L)Lp diam (ζ) , (43)

for every z ∈ ζ, ζ ∈ Pt, and t ∈ [T − 1]. By Assumption 4,
we have

∥p(z, ·)− pt(z, ·)∥TV ≤ Cv diam (ζ) . (44)

The proof is then completed by combining (43) and (44).

D.2 Properties of Indices of the Policies
We will now show that on the set G1, the index (16) of a
policy ϕ is an optimistic estimate (Jaksch, Ortner, and Auer
2010; Mete et al. 2021) of J(ϕ′, p) when ϕ′ is sufficiently
close to ϕ. Recall that the confidence diameter of a policy
ϕ ∈ ΦSD in episode k is given by,

diamτk (ϕ) =

∫
S
µ
(∞)
p,ϕ (s) diam

(
q−1
τk

(s, ϕ(s))
)
ds. (45)



Let us introduce two quantities that are the lower bound and
upper bound of diamτk (ϕ), respectively.

Ldiamτk (ϕ) := κ1

∫
S
ν(s) diam

(
q−1
τk

(s, ϕ(s))
)
ds, and

Hdiamτk (ϕ) := κ2

∫
S
ν(s) diam

(
q−1
τk

(s, ϕ(s))
)
ds.

Note that

κ2
Ldiamτk (ϕ) = κ1

Hdiamτk (ϕ) . (46)

Lemma 8 (Optimism). Fix an episode k and a policy ϕ ∈
ϕSD. On the set G1, we have

J(ϕ′, p) ≤ J̄k(ϕ) (47)

for every ϕ′ with ∥ϕ− ϕ′∥ρA,ν ≤ diamτk (ϕ).

Proof. Note that on the set G1, we have p ∈ Cτk , and hence,

J̄k(ϕ) ≥
∫
S

(
r(s, ϕ(s)) + CLdiam

(
q−1
τk

(s, ϕ(s))
))
µ
(∞)
ϕ,p ds

= J(ϕ, p) + CL diamτk (ϕ) ,

where CL := κ2

(
Lr +

Lp

2(1−α)

)
. The proof then follows

from Theorem 1 and Assumption 3.

The next lemma provides an upper bound of the index of
a policy in terms of its infinite horizon average reward and
confidence diameter.
Lemma 9. Consider an episode k ∈ Z+ and a policy ϕ ∈
ΦSD. We have,

J̄k(ϕ) ≤ J(ϕ, p) + C1 diamτk (ϕ) , (48)

where

C1 := CL +
Cη(1 + CL)

2(1− α)
. (49)

Recall CL = κ2

(
Lr +

Lp

2(1−α)

)
and Cη = 3(1 + (1 +

L)Lp) + Cν .

Proof. We begin by noting that from the argument used in the
proof of Lemma 4, it follows that sp

(
V ϕ,k

i

)
≤ 1+CL

1−α . Now,
for i ∈ N we have,

V ϕ,k
i+1(s) = r(s, ϕ(s)) +

∫
S
θi(s, ϕ(s), s

′)V ϕ,k
i (s′) ds′

+ CL diam
(
q−1
τk

(s, ϕ(s))
)

≤ r(s, ϕ(s)) +
∫
S
p(s, ϕ(s), s′)V ϕ,k

i (s′) ds′

+ CL diam
(
q−1
τk

(s, ϕ(s))
)

+
1

2
∥θ(s, ϕ(s), ·)− p(s, ϕ(s), ·)∥TV sp

(
V ϕ,k

i

)
≤ r(s, ϕ(s)) +

∫
S
p(s, ϕ(s), s′)V ϕ,k

i (s′) ds′

+

(
CL +

Cη(1 + CL)

2(1− α)

)
diam

(
q−1
τk

(s, ϕ(s))
)
,

where θi is the maximizer of the r.h.s. of (15). The first in-
equality above follows from Lemma 26, while the second
inequality follows from the definition of Cτk , (13) and by
the fact that sp

(
V ϕ,k

i

)
≤ 1+CL

1−α . Notice that V ϕ,k
i ’s are

the value iterates of the policy evaluation algorithm for pol-
icy ϕ, where the reward function is altered from r(s, ϕ(s))
to r(s, ϕ(s)) + C1 diam

(
q−1
τk

(s, ϕ(s))
)
, and the transition

probability kernel is unchanged. Hence, we can write,

J̄k(ϕ)

≤
∫
S

(
r(s, ϕ(s)) + C1diamτk

(
q−1
τk

(s, ϕ(s))
))
µ
(∞)
ϕ,p (s)ds

= J(ϕ, p) + C1 diamτk (ϕ) .

This concludes the proof of the claim.

E Guarantee on the Number of Visits to Cells
Recall that µ(t)

ϕ,p,s denotes the distribution of st when policy
ϕ is applied to the MDP that has kernel p and the initial state
is s, and µ(∞)

ϕ,p denotes the unique invariant distribution of
the Markov chain induced by the policy ϕ on the MDP with
transition kernel p. Consider a cell ζ for which the diameter
is greater than ϵ, and µ(∞)

ϕ,p (πS(ζ)) ≥ ϵdS+1 for all stationary
deterministic policies ϕ, where ϵ > 0. Using Proposition 3,
we get that for all ϕ ∈ ΦSD and for every initial state s ∈ S ,

µ
(t)
ϕ,p,s(πS(ζ)) ≥ µ

(∞)
ϕ,p (πS(ζ))− αt.

Since µ(∞)
ϕ,p (πS(ζ)) ≥ ϵdS+1, we have

µ
(t)
ϕ,p,s(πS(ζ)) ≥

1

2
µ
(∞)
ϕ,p (πS(ζ)), ∀t ≥ t⋆(ϵ), (50)

where,

t⋆(ϵ) :=

⌈
log
(

2
ϵdS+1

)
log
(
1
α

) ⌉
. (51)

Lemma 10. Consider a cell ζ that has a diameter greater
than ϵ, and also µ(∞)

ϕ,p (πS(ζ)) ≥ ϵdS+1. Consider a sample
path for which we have ϕk ∈ ϕζ . Let nk(ζ) be the number of
visits to ζL in the k-th episode, and Hk be the duration of the
k-th episode. Then, with a probability at least 1− δ

2 , we have

nk(ζ) ≥
Hk µ

(∞)
ϕ,p (πS(ζ))

2t⋆(ϵ)
−

√
Hk

t⋆(ϵ)
log

(
4T

t⋆(ϵ)δ

)
− 1.

Proof. Within this proof we denote πS(ζ) by ζS and letm :=
⌊Hk/t

⋆(ϵ)⌋ and ti := τk + i t⋆(ϵ). Let i⋆ ∈ Z+ be such that
ti⋆ ≤ T < ti⋆+1. Define the martingale difference sequence
{bi}i w.r.t. the filtration {Fti}i,

bi := I{sti∈ζS} − E
[
I{sti∈ζS} | Fti−1

]
, i = 1, 2, . . . , i⋆.

Also, define

fi := I{(i−1)t⋆(ϵ)≤Hk}, i = 1, 2, . . . , i⋆,



and note that it is {Fti}i-predictable sequence. It can
be shown that bi’s are conditionally 1

2 sub-Gaussian, i.e.,
E[exp(β bi) | Fti−1

] ≤ exp(β2/8) (Raginsky, Sason
et al. 2013). Also, note that {fi}i is a {0, 1}-valued, {Fti}-
predictable stochastic process. Hence, we can use Corollary
24 in order to obtain,

P

(
m+1∑
i=1

I{sti∈ζS} ≤
m+1∑
i=1

E
[
I{sti∈ζS} | Fti−1

]

−

√
m+ 2

2
log

(
2(m+ 2)

δ

))
≤ δ

2
. (52)

From (50), (51) we have that

E
[
I{sti−1

∈ζS} | Fti−1

]
≥ 1

2
µ
(∞)
ϕ,p (ζS). (53)

Also, observe thatm+1 > Hk

t⋆(ϵ) andm ≤ Hk

t⋆(ϵ) . Since under
PZRL algorithm we have Hk ≥ 2t⋆(ϵ), we get m+ 2 ≤ 2m.
Upon using (53) and m+ 2 ≤ 2m in (52), we obtain,

P

(
m∑
i=1

I{sti∈ζS} ≤
Hk µ

(∞)
ϕ,p (ζS)

2t⋆(ϵ)

−

√
Hk

t⋆(ϵ)
log

(
4Hk

t⋆(ϵ)δ

)
− 1

)
≤ δ

2
.

The claim then follows since Hk ≤ T , and∑m
i=1 I{sti∈ζS} ≤ nk(ζ).

Corollary 11. For ϵ > 0 define the event,

G2,ϵ :=

{
nk(ζ) ≥

Hk µ
(∞)
ϕ,p (ζS)

2t⋆(ϵ)
−

√
c2Hk

t⋆(ϵ)
log

(
T

δϵ

)

− 1, ∀(k, ζ) s.t. diam (ζ) ≥ ϵ, ϕk ∈ Φζ

}
,

where t⋆(ϵ) =
⌈

log
(

2

ϵdS+1

)
log ( 1

α )

⌉
. We have, P(G2,ϵ) ≥ 1− δ

2 .

Proof. A simple calculation shows that the number of cells
that have diameter greater than ϵ, is less than Ddϵ−d. The
proof then follows from Lemma 10 by taking a union bound
over all cells with diameter greater than ϵ, and over all the
episodes, and choosing c2 that satisfies

log

(
8T 2Dd

t⋆(ϵ)δϵd

)
≥ c2 log

(
T

ϵδ

)
.

Lemma 12. Let ζ be a cell and ϕ ∈ ΦSD be a policy such
that ∀s ∈ ζS , (s, ϕ(s)) ∈ ζL and µ(∞)

ϕ,p (ζS) ≥ ϵdS+1. Let ϕ
be the policy that is played in the k-th episode by PZRL. Then,

on the set G2,ϵ, we have nk(ζ) ≥
Hkµ

(∞)
ϕ,p (ζS)

4t⋆(ϵ) .

Proof. An application of Lemma 25 and the fact that Hk ≥
16t⋆(ϵ)

µ
(∞)
ϕ,p (ζS)2

(
c2 log

(
T
ϵδ

)
+ 1
)

yields

Hk µ
(∞)
ϕ,p (ζS)

2t⋆(ϵ)
−

√
c2Hk

t⋆(ϵ)
log

(
T

ϵδ

)
− 1 ≥

Hk µ
(∞)
ϕ,p (ζS)

4t⋆(ϵ)
.

On the set G2,ϵ, this implies that nk(ζ) ≥
Hk µ

(∞)
ϕ,p (ζS)

4t⋆(ϵ) .

Define,

H(β) :=
16t⋆(ϵ)(4D)2(dS+1)

β2(dS+1)

(
c2 log

(
T

ϵδ

)
+ 1

)
.

Note that for PZRL we have that the duration of its episodes
satisfy

Hk ≥ H (diamτk (ϕk)) . (54)

Let Kβ be the smallest integer that satisfies

KH(β) ≥ c1t⋆(ϵ)25dS+12DdS log

(
T

δ

)
β−2(dS+1).

Lemma 13. Let us fix a policy ϕ ∈ ΦSD and let β =
diamτk (ϕ) /2. If PZRL plays ϕ for more than Kβ episodes
following time τk, then on the set G2,ϵ, the diameter of ϕ will
be less than β.

Proof. Let β/2D ∈ (2−ℓβ , 2−ℓβ+1] where ℓβ ∈ N. Let
Pβ(ϕ) be a collection of cells such that ζ ∈ Pβ(ϕ) if for
all s, (s, ϕ(s)) ∈ ζL, ℓ(ζ) ≤ ℓβ − 1 and µ(∞)

ϕ,p (πS(ζ)) ≥
2−ℓβdS−(ℓβ−ℓ(ζ)). Let Kβ be the number of episodes that
ϕ is played before the k′-th episode from k-th episode on-
wards. We shall show that every cell in Pβ(ϕ) is deacti-
vated before the k′-th episode starts, and this will result
in diamτk′ (ϕ) ≤ β. To see the latter, note that if every
cell from Pβ(ϕ) is deactivated, then each cell in the ac-
tive partition through which ϕ passes either (i) has diam-
eter ≤ D 2−ℓβ , or (ii) has diameter D 2−ℓ, ℓ < ℓβ and
µ
(∞)
ϕ,p (πS(ζ)) < 2−ℓβdS−(ℓβ−ℓ). It follows that

≤
∑

ξ∈PS
τ
k′

µ
(∞)
ϕ,p (ξ) max

ζ∈Pτ
k′ :∀s∈ξ

(s,ϕ(s))∈ζL

diam (ζ)

= µ
(∞)
ϕ,p (S) D 2−ℓβ

+
∑

ξ∈PS
τ
k′ :ℓ(ξ)<ℓβ

µ
(∞)
ϕ,p (ξ) max

ζ∈Pτ
k′ :∀s∈ξ

(s,ϕ(s))∈ζL

diam (ζ)

≤ µ(∞)
ϕ,p (S) D 2−ℓβ +D

∑
ξ∈PS

τ
k′ :ℓ(ξ)<ℓβ

2−ℓβ(dS+1)

≤
(
µ
(∞)
ϕ,p (S) + λ(S \ S)

)
D 2−ℓβ

≤ β,

where S := ∪ξ∈PS
τk

:ℓ(ξ)≥ℓβξ, λ denotes the Lebesgue mea-

sure on S, and PS
τk

denotes the partition of S with the least
possible cardinality, that satisfies the following property: no
cells in {πS(ζ)|ζ ∈ Pτk} is a proper subset of any of the



elements of PS
τk

. Now, it remains to show that the following
holds: before ϕ is played in the k′-th episode, every cell in
Pβ(ϕ) is deactivated. This is done next. Recall that a cell ζ is
deactivated if it is played c1(2/D)dS+2 log

(
T
δ

)
2ℓ(ζ)(dS+2)

times (3). From Lemma 12, it follows that any cell ζ ∈ Pβ(ϕ)
gets deactivated on G2,ϵ once ϕ has been played in K
episodes of length H if we have,

KH

4t⋆(ϵ)
2−ℓβ(dS+1)+ℓ(ζ) ≥ c1 log

(
T

δ

)
2(ℓ(ζ)+1)(dS+2)

DdS+2
,

whereH ≥ H(β). After performing algebraic manipulations,
we obtain that every cell Pβ(ϕ) would be deactivated once ϕ
has been played Kβ number of episodes. This concludes the
proof of the lemma.

F Regret Analysis
Regret decomposition: Recall the decomposition of re-
gret (3) of learning algorithm ψ w.r.t. Φ,

RΦ(T ;ψ) =

K(T )∑
k=1

τk+1−1∑
t=τk

J⋆
Φ(p)− r(st, at)

=

K(T )∑
k=1

Hk∆Φ(ϕk)︸ ︷︷ ︸
(a)

+

K(T )∑
k=1

Hk J(ϕk, p)−
τk+1−1∑
t=τk

r(st, ϕk(st))︸ ︷︷ ︸
(b)

. (55)

The term (a) captures the regret arising due to the gap
between the optimal value of the average reward and the
average reward of the policies {ϕk} that are actually played
in different episodes, while (b) captures the sub-optimality
arising since the distribution of the induced Markov chain
does not reach the stationary distribution in finite time. (a)
and (b) are bounded separately.

Bounding (a): The regret (a) can be further decomposed
into the sum of the regrets arising due to playing policies
from the sets Φγ , where γ assumes the values 2−i, i =
1, 2, . . . , ⌈log (1/ϵ)⌉ and the regret arising from all ϵ-optimal
policies. To bound the regret arising due to policies from Φγ ,
we count the number of times policies from Φγ are played
and then multiply it by 2γ. We then add these regret terms
from i = 1 to ⌈log (1/ϵ)⌉. Note that the regret arising from
all ϵ-optimal policies is bounded above by ϵT .

The regret arising due to playing policies from the sets Φγ

is bounded as follows. Lemma 14 derives a condition under
which a γ-suboptimal policy is no longer played. Its proof
relies crucially on the properties of the index of policies that
are derived in Section D.2. Lemma 15 gives an upper-bound
of the number of plays of a policy ϕ by PZRL from Lemma 13
and Lemma 14. Next, Lemma 16 establishes an upper bound
on the number of policies activated from Φγ . The product
of these two upper bounds, multiplied by 2γ, is the regret
arising from playing policies from Φγ .

Lemma 14. On the set G1, any policy ϕ ∈ Φ will not be
played by PZRL from episode k onwards if diamτk (ϕ) ≤
∆Φ(ϕ)/C1.

Proof. Recall that the confidence balls around the active
policies cover the policy space Φ at every time t. Hence,
there exist a policy ϕ̃ ∈ Aτk such that ϕ⋆ ∈ Bτk(ϕ̃) at the
beginning of episode k. Then, Lemma 8 implies that on the
set G1, J̄k(ϕ̃) ≥ J⋆

Φ(p). Hence, if the index of an active
policy reduces below J⋆

Φ(p), definitely the algorithm will
play some other policy. From Lemma 9, we can write that on
the set G1, ϕ will never be played if

J(ϕ, p) + C1 diamτk (ϕ) ≤ J⋆
Φ(p),

or, diamτk (ϕ) ≤ ∆Φ(ϕ)/C1. This completes the proof.

Next, we will produce an upper bound on the number of
plays of [γ, 2γ)-policies, which will help us in deriving an
upper bound on the regret arising from playing these policies.
Lemma 15. Define,

Nmax(ϕ) := 16Cet
⋆(ϵ)

(
8DC1κ2
κ1

)2(dS+1)

log2

(
1

∆Φ(ϕ)

)
×
(
c2 log

(
T

ϵδ

)
+ 1

)
∆Φ(ϕ)

−2(dS+1).

On the set G1 ∪ G2,ϵ, an active policy ϕ is played no more
than Nmax(ϕ) times by PZRL.

Proof. The algorithm PZRLsets the length of episode k as

16t⋆(ϵ)(4D)2(dS+1)

β2(dS+1)

(
c2 log

(
T

ϵδ

)
+ 1

)
when Ldiamτk (ϕ) = 2β and ϕk = ϕ. From Lemma 13,
it is evident that on the set G1 ∩ G2,ϵ, if PZRL plays ϕ a
constant number of episodes from episode k onwards un-
til the starting of some episode k′ then Ldiamτk′ (ϕ) < β.
Hence, on the set G1 ∩ G2,ϵ, a policy ϕ is played by PZRL at

most Ce log2

(
1

∆Φ(ϕ)

)
episodes, where Ce is a positive con-

stant. Now, let k be the last episode where ϕ is played by
PZRL. Then, from Lemma 14 we have,

diamτk (ϕ) ≥ ∆Φ(ϕ)/C1,

which implies that
Hdiamτk (ϕ) ≥ ∆Φ(ϕ)/C1.

From the relation between Hdiamτk (ϕ) and Ldiamτk (ϕ)
shown in (46), we have that

Ldiamτk (ϕ) ≥ ∆Φ(ϕ)/(C1κ2/κ1).

Hence, the duration of the last episode for ϕ, which is also
the longest episode where ϕ is played, is bounded above by

16t⋆(ϵ)

(
8DC1κ2
κ1

)2(dS+1)(
c2 log

(
T

ϵδ

)
+ 1

)
×∆Φ(ϕ)

−2(dS+1).



Hence, on the set G1 ∩ G2,ϵ, the policy ϕ can not be played
more than

16t⋆(ϵ)

(
8DC1κ2
κ1

)2(dS+1)(
c2 log

(
T

ϵδ

)
+ 1

)
×∆Φ(ϕ)

−2(dS+1) × Ce log2

(
1

∆Φ(ϕ)

)
times. This concludes the proof of the claim.

Lemma 16. On the set G1∩G2,ϵ, PZRL (1) would not activate
policies more than CΦγ

−dΦ
z policies from Φγ .

Proof. Let k be the last episode where a policy ϕ ∈ Φγ

is played. As seen in the proof of the previous lemma,
diamτk (ϕ) ≥ ∆Φ(ϕ)/C1 and the duration of the k-th
episode isO

(
∆Φ(ϕ)

−2(dS+1)
)
. Since it takesO

(
β−(dS+2)

)
number of visits to a cell of diameter β, and there are
O
(
β−dS

)
number of cells of diameter β, ∃ a constant C3

such that diamτk+1
(ϕ) ≥ ∆Φ(ϕ)/(C1C3). Now, consider

the set of policies Φγ . By the argument above, any two ac-
tive policies in Φγ must be at least γ/(C1C3) distance apart.
Hence, it follows from the definition of the zooming dimen-
sion (4), that the number of active policies in Φγ is at most
O(γ−dΦ

z ).

We are now in a position to derive bounds on the term (a)
in (55). Denote the regret due to playing policies from Φγ by
Rγ . As discussed before Lemma 14,

Rγ ≤ Nγ
max × CΦγ

−dΦ
z × 2γ

= C̃ γ−(2dS+dΦ
z +1), (56)

where,

Nγ
max := 16Cet

⋆(ϵ)

(
8DC1κ2
κ1

)2(dS+1)

log2

(
1

∆Φ(ϕ)

)
×
(
c2 log

(
T

ϵδ

)
+ 1

)
γ−2(dS+1),

and C̃ is polylogarithmic in T, 1ϵ ,
1
δ and 1

γ . In the subsequent
steps for derivation of the regret upper bound, we continue
to use C̃ in order to denote constants that are multiple of
these original constants. As has been discussed earlier, we
will derive an upper bound on (a) as follows,

K(T )∑
k=1

Hk∆Φ(ϕk) ≤
∑

γ:γ=2−i>ϵ

Rγ + ϵT

≤ C̃
∑

γ:γ=2−i>ϵ

γ−(2dS+dΦ
z +1) + ϵT

≤ C̃ϵ−(2dS+dΦ
z +1) + ϵT, (57)

where the second step follows from (56).
Bounding (b): We will now provide an upper bound on the

term (b) of (55). This proof will rely on the geometric ergod-
icity property (Meyn and Tweedie 2012) of the underlying

MDPM, that has been shown in Proposition 3. For a station-
ary policy ϕ and kernel p, let µ(t)

ϕ,p,s be the distribution of the
Markov chain at time t induced by applying ϕ on p when the
start state s0 = s. Similarly, let µ(∞)

ϕ,p,s be the corresponding
stationary distribution.
Proposition 17. On the set G1 ∩ G2,ϵ, the term (b) in (55)
can be bounded as follows,
K(T )∑
k=1

Hk J(ϕk, p)−
τk+1−1∑
t=τk

r(st, ϕk(st)) ≤
2K(T )

1− α
, (58)

where α is as in Assumption 2.

Proof. Recall from the proof of Lemma 15 that on the
set G1 ∩ G2,ϵ, a policy ϕ is played by PZRL at most

Ce log2

(
1

∆Φ(ϕ)

)
where Ce is a positive real constant. We

derive an upper bound on the absolute value of each term in
the summation, which is l.h.s. of (58). We have,∣∣∣∣∣Hk J(ϕk, p)− E

[
τk+1−1∑
t=τk

r(st, ϕk(st))

]∣∣∣∣∣
≤

Hk−1∑
h=0

∣∣∣∣∫
S

(
µ
(∞)
ϕk,p

(s)− µ(h)
ϕk,p,s0

(s)
)
r(s, ϕk(s))

∣∣∣∣
≤ 2

Hk−1∑
h=0

αh

≤ 2

∞∑
h=0

αh

≤ 2

1− α
, (59)

where the second inequality follows from Proposition 3 and
Lemma 26. Note that the number of activations of cells will
be the highest if every part of the state-action space is visited
uniformly, as larger cells need to be visited a lesser number
of times to be activated. The proof then follows by summing
(59) over k ∈ [K(T )].

Upon combining the upper bounds on all the terms of the
regret decomposition, we obtain the following upper bound
on the regret.

F.1 Proof of Theorem 2
Proof. We first produce an upper bound on the total number
of episodes. It is easy to see that the number of episodes of

length greater than T
2dS+2

2dS+dΦz +2 is at most T
dΦz

2dS+dΦz +2 . Now
let us bound the number of episodes of length less than

T
2dS+2

2dS+dΦz +2 . If the length of episode k is less than T
2dS+2

2dS+dΦz +2 ,
it means

diamτk (ϕ)
−2(dS+2) ≤ const · T

2dS+2

2dS+dΦz +2 ,

or

diamτk (ϕ) ≥ const · T
− 1

2dS+dΦz +2 .



Hence, there could be at most O

(
T

dΦz
2dS+dΦz +2

)
such poli-

cies activated by the algorithm, and policy will be played

in O
(
log2

(
T

1

2dS+dΦz +2

))
episodes of length less than

T
2dS+2

2dS+dΦz +2 . Hence,

K(T ) ≤ CK
1 T

dΦz
2dS+dΦz +2 + CK

2 log2 (T )T
dΦz

2dS+dΦz +2 .

Now, summing all the upper bounds of regret components

from (57) and (58), taking ϵ = T
− 1

2dS+dΦz +2 and replacing
K(T ) by its upper-bound, we get that on the set G1 ∩ G2,ϵ,

R(T ;PZRL) ≤ C̃ϵ−(2dS+dΦ
z +1) +

2K(T )

1− α
+ ϵT

= Õ

(
T

2dS+dΦz +1

2dS+dΦz +2

)
. (60)

Thus, we have the desired regret upper bound that holds with
a high probability.

G Some Details and Properties of the
Algorithms

G.1 Auxiliary Algorithms

We firstly present the proposed heuristic algorithm PZRL-
heuristic (2), and then present the EVI-B algorithm that is
used by PZRL-heuristic and the algorithm for updating the
adaptive discretization that is used by both PZRL (1) and
PZRL-heuristic (2).

Algorithm 2 PZRL-heuristic

Input Horizon T , Lipschitz constants Lr, ergodicity coef-
ficient α, confidence parameter δ
h = 0, k = 0, P0 = S ×A
for t = 0 to T − 1 do

if h ≥
√
T or ∃ζ ∈ Pτk s.t. Nt(ζ) = Nmax(ζ) then

k ← k + 1, h← 0, τk = t
Pτk = Update partition

(
Pτk−1

, {st, at}τk−1
t=0

)
(4)

Compute p̂(d)τk as in (17)
ϕk,EVI-B = EVI-B

(
Pτk , C̄τk , 1/

√
t
)

(3)
Compute ϕk from ϕk,EVI-B (18)

end if
h← h+ 1
Play at = ϕk(st) and observe st+1 and r(st, at)

end for

Algorithm 3 EVI-B

Input Partition of S ×A, P; Set of transition probability
kernels C; Error tolerance tol.
i = 0, Q0(ζ) = 0 ∀ζ ∈ P , V 0(s) = 0 ∀s ∈ S.
repeat
Qi+1(ζ) = r(q(ζ)) + max

θ∈C

∑
s∈S(ℓ(ζ))

θ(q(ζ), s)V i(s
′)

+ Lr diam (ζ) , ∀ζ ∈ P,
where V i(s) = max

ζ∈Rel(s;P)
Qi(ζ)

i← i+ 1
until max

(
Qi+1 −Qi

)
−min

(
Qi+1 −Qi

)
< tol

return ϕEVI-B where ϕEVI-B(s) = q

(
argmax
ζ∈Rel(s;P)

Qi(ζ)

)

Algorithm 4 Update partition

Input Pτk−1
, {st, at}τk−1

t=0 .
Initialize Pτk = Pτk−1

, ℓ = −1.
while True do
ℓ← ℓ+ 1
if {ζ | ℓ(ζ) ≥ ℓ, ζ ∈ Pτk} is empty then

Break
end if
for ζ ∈ {ζ | ℓ(ζ) = ℓ, ζ ∈ Pτk} do

if Nτk(ζ) ≥ Nmax(ζ) then
Pτk = Pτk ∪ C(ζ) \ {ζ}

end if
end for

end while
Return Pτk

G.2 Properties of the EVI-B

It follows from the discussion in Jaksch, Ortner, and Auer
(2010, Section 3.1.2) that each step of EVI-B requires at most
O(
∑

ζ∈P
∣∣S(ℓ(ζ))

∣∣) steps. The next proposition shows that
the optimal decisions of EVI-B iterates converge.

Proposition 18. There exists N ∈ N such that for iteration
steps i > N a transition kernel from θ(k) ∈ C̄τk and a map
φ(k) : PS

τk
→ Pτk with φ(k)(ξ) ∈ Relτk(s) ∀s ∈ ξ, ξ ∈ PS

τk
maximized the r.h.s. of the EVI-B (3), i.e., for every i > N ,

(
φ(k)(ξ), θ

)
∈ argmax

ζ∈Relτk (q(ξ)),
θ∈C̄τk

{
r(q(ζ))

+ max
θ∈C̄τk

∑
s∈Sτk

θ(q(ζ), s)V i(s) + Lr diam (ζ)

}
. (61)

Thus, for the EVI-B (3), the optimal decisions converge.



Proof. Consider the i-th step of EVI-B,

(φi(ξ), θi) ∈ argmax
ζ∈Relτk (q(ξ)),

θ∈C̄τk

{
r(q(ζ))

+ max
θ∈C̄τk

∑
s∈Sτk

θ(q(ζ), s)V i(s) + Lr diam (ζ)

}
.

Note that s⋆ := argmaxs∈Sτk
V i(s) is in the above

set and θi(q(ζ), s
⋆) ≥ min

{
1, 12ητk(ζ)

}
for all ζ ∈

Pτk . Consider the stochastic matrix Θ such that Θs,s′ =
θi(q(φi(q

−1(s)), s′). It is evident that the associated Markov
chain is aperiodic. The proof then follows from Puterman
(2014, Theorem 9.4.4).

We will now show that the EVI-B iterates (3) are optimistic
estimates (Jaksch, Ortner, and Auer 2010; Mete et al. 2021) of
the true Q-function on the set G1, i.e. Qi(ζ) ≥ Qi(s, a), ζ ∈
Pτk , (s, a) ∈ ζ, i ∈ N.
Lemma 19 (Optimism). Consider the EVI-B (3). On the set
G1, we have, for all i ∈ N

Qi(ζ) ≥ Qi(z), ∀ζ ∈ Pτk , z ∈ ζ, (62)

V i(s) ≥ Vi(s), ∀s ∈ S. (63)
where Qi and Vi are as defined in (23) and (24) respectively.

Proof. We prove this using induction. The base cases (for
i = 0) hold trivially. Next, assume that the following hold
for all j ∈ [i], where i ∈ N,

Qj(ζ) ≥ Qj(z), ∀ζ ∈ Pτk , z ∈ ζ, (64)

V j(s) ≥ Vj(s), ∀s ∈ S. (65)
Consider a cell ζ ∈ Pτk , and a z ∈ ζ. Then,

Qi+1(ζ) = r(q(ζ)) + max
θ∈C̄τk

∑
s′∈Sτk

θ(q(ζ), s′)V i(s
′)

+ Lrdiam (ζ)

≥ r(z) +
∑

s′∈Sτk

p(z, q−1(s′))V i(s
′)

− |r(z)− r(q(ζ))|+ Lrdiam (ζ)

≥ r(z) +
∫
S
ds′ p(z, s′)Vi(s

′)

− Lrdiam (ζ) + Lrdiam (ζ)

= Qi+1(z),

where the first inequality follows from the definition of
C̄τk (14), G1 (35), the second inequality follows from (65),
and from Assumption (1). Hence, we have shown that (62)
holds for step i + 1. We will now show that (65) holds
for i + 1. Fix s ∈ S. Since we have shown above that
Qi+1(ζ) ≥ Qi+1(s, a) for all (s, a) ∈ ζ, we have,

V i+1(s) = max
ζ∈Relτk (s)

Qi+1(ζ)

≥ max
a∈A

Qi+1(s, a)

≥ Vi+1(s).

This concludes the proof.

H Parameterized Policy Spaces
In this section, we derive an upper bound on the zooming
dimension dΦz when Φ is the class of parameterized policies
with a parameter set W ⊂ Rdw .

Lemma 20. Consider a class of policy, parameterized by a
bounded set of parameters W ⊂ Rdw that satisfies,

∥w − w′∥2 ≤ LW ∥ϕ(·;w)− ϕ(·;w′)∥ρA,ν ∀w,w
′ ∈W,

(66)

where ν is a measure that satisfies Assumption 3. Then, dΦz ≤
dw.

Proof. Fix w ∈ W , and consider the γ-radius ball
around ϕ(·;w), Bγ(ϕ(·;w)). From (66), we note that all
the parameters corresponding to policies in Bγ(ϕ(·;w))
are in Bγ/LW

(w). Hence, the γ-covering number of Φγ ,
Nγ(Φγ) ≤ Nγ/LW

(Wγ) where Wγ is the set of parame-
ters corresponding to policies in Φγ . This completes the
proof.

I Infinite Horizon Regret Analysis of Episodic
RL Algorithms

Cao and Krishnamurthy (2020) designs zooming-based al-
gorithms for episodic RL, in which each episode lasts for
a fixed number of steps, and the state is reset at the begin-
ning of a new episode. We slightly modify their algorithm
by letting the episode duration be a function of T and denote
this algorithm by ψCK, where the subscript is initials of last
names of the authors of (Cao and Krishnamurthy 2020). In
this section, we will bound the cumulative regret,

R(ψCK;T ) := TJ⋆(p)−
T−1∑
t=0

r(st, at)

when it is deployed on non-episodic RL tasks.
Cao and Krishnamurthy (2020) considers an episodic RL

framework. Let H be the duration of each episode, and K be
the total number of episodes. V ⋆

1 (s) is the optimal value of
the corresponding episodic MDP, when the system starts in
state s at the beginning of the episode. Following Cao and
Krishnamurthy (2020), the regret of a learning algorithm ψ
in episodic setup is defined as follows:

Re(ψ;K) =

K∑
k=1

(
V ⋆
1 (s

k
1)−

H∑
h=1

r(skh, a
k
h)

)
,

where skh and akh denote the state and the action, respec-
tively, at timestep h of episode k, and sub-script e stands for
episodic. Cao and Krishnamurthy (2020) shows that with a
high probability, the regret of ψCK can be bounded as follows,

Re(ψCK;K) ≤ CH
5
2+

1
2dz+4K

dz+1
dz+2 ,

where dz is the zooming dimension for episodic RL, as de-
fined by Cao and Krishnamurthy (2020), and C is a term
that is polylogarithmic in K. We note that the definition of
zooming dimension in (Cao and Krishnamurthy 2020) differs



from our definition. Cao and Krishnamurthy (2020) defines
dz as follows. Let

PQ⋆

h,γ := {(s, a) ∈ S ×A :V ⋆
h (s)−Q⋆

h(s, a)

≤ 2(H + 1 + LV )γ}, (67)

be the γ-near-optimal set, where V ⋆
h and Q⋆

h be the optimal
value function and the optimal action-value function, respec-
tively, of stage h and LV be the Lipschitz constant for the
value function. Then, the zooming dimension is defined as
follows:

dz := inf
{
d′ > 0 : Nγ(PQ⋆

h,γ) ≤ czγ
−d′
}
.

Consider an algorithm that plays a single stationary policy
in epsiodes of constant duration. To analyze its non-episodic
regret, we add to the bound on its episodic regret, a term
associated with regret arising due to “policy switches” from
one episode to another. Under Assumption 2, we have shown
in Proposition 17 that the regret component due to changing
policies is bounded above by 2K

1−α . Hence the non-episodic
regret of ψCK is bounded as,

R(ψCK;T ) ≤ CH
5
2+

1
2dz+4K

dz+1
dz+2 +

2K

1− α

= CH
3(dz+3)
2(dz+2)T

dz+1
dz+2 +

2T

H(1− α)
.

Upon letting H = T
2

5dz+13 , we obtain,

R(ψCK;T ) ≤ O
(
T

5dz+11
5dz+13

)
.

This bound has a worse dependence upon dz than our bound,

which is T
2dS+dz+1

2dS+dz+2 . Moreover, the zooming dimension for
episodic RL defined by (Cao and Krishnamurthy 2020) con-
verges to d as H → ∞. To see this, fix a h, so that the
remaining stages are equal to H − h. Now, the set PQ⋆

h,γ cor-
responding to a fixed γ > 0 is as in (67). It is evident that
for values of H sufficiently large, we have that each (s, a)

belongs to the set PQ⋆

h,γ . This shows that dz converges to d as

H →∞. Since H = T
2

5dz+13 , we have,

R(ψCK;T ) ≤ O
(
T

5d+11
5d+13

)
.

Sinclair, Banerjee, and Yu (2023) studies zooming-based
algorithms for episodic RL. A similar analysis shows that
their definition of zooming dimension also converges to d as
H →∞.

J Useful Results
J.1 Concentration Inequalities
Lemma 21 (Azuma-Hoeffding inequality). Let X1, X2, . . .
be a martingale difference sequence with |Xi| ≤ c, ∀i. Then
for all ϵ > 0 and n ∈ N,

P

{
n∑

i=1

Xi ≥ ϵ

}
≤ e−

ϵ2

2nc2 . (68)

The following inequality is Proposition A.6.6 of (Van
Der Vaart et al. 1996).

Lemma 22 (Bretagnolle-Huber-Carol inequality). If the ran-
dom vector (X1, X2, . . . , Xn) is multinomially distributed
with parameters N and (p1, p2, . . . , pn), then for ϵ > 0

P

(
n∑

i=1

|Xi −Npi| ≥ 2
√
Nϵ

)
≤ 2ne−2ϵ2 . (69)

Alternatively, for δ > 0

P

(
n∑

i=1

∣∣∣∣Xi

N
− pi

∣∣∣∣ <
√

2n

N
log

(
2

δ
1
n

))
≥ 1− δ. (70)

The following is essentially Theorem 1 of (Abbasi-Yadkori,
Pál, and Szepesvári 2011).

Theorem 23 (Self-Normalized Tail Inequality for Vector-Val-
ued Martingales). Let {Ft}∞t=0 be a filtration. Let {ηt}∞t=1
be a real-valued stochastic process such that ηt is Ft measur-
able and ηt is conditionally R sub-Gaussian for some R > 0,
i.e.,

E [exp(ληt)|Ft−1] ≤ exp
(
λ2R2/2

)
,∀λ ∈ R.

Let {Xt}∞t=1 be an Rd valued stochastic process such that
Xt is Ft−1 measurable. Assume that V is a d × d positive
definite matrix. For t ≥ 0 define

V̄t := V +

t∑
s=1

XsX
⊤
s ,

and

St :=

t∑
s=1

ηsXs.

Then, for any δ > 0, with a probability at least 1− δ, for all
t ≥ 0,

∥St∥2V̄ −1
t
≤ 2R2 log

(
det(V̄t)

1/2 det(V )−1/2

δ

)
.

Corollary 24 (Self-Normalized Tail Inequality for Martin-
gales). Let {Fi}∞i=0 be a filtration. Let {ηi}∞i=1 be a {Fi}∞i=0
measurable stochastic process and ηt is conditionaly R sub-
Gaussian for some R > 0. Let {Xi}∞i=1 be a {0, 1}-valued
Fi−1 measurable stochastic process.

Then, for any δ > 0, with a probability at least 1− δ, for
all k ≥ 0,∣∣∣∣∣

k∑
i=1

ηiXi

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ R
√√√√2

(
1 +

k∑
i=1

Xi

)
log

(
1 +

∑k
i=1Xi

δ

)
.

Proof. Upon taking V = 1, we have that V̄t = 1+
∑t

s=1Xs.
The claim follows from Theorem 23.



J.2 Other Useful Results
Lemma 25. Consider the following function f(x) such that
0 < a0 ≤ a1

4 ,

f(x) = a0x−
√
a1x− 1.

Then for all x ≥ 1.5a1

a2
0

, f(x) ≥ 0.

Proof. See that f(x) ≥ 0 for all x ≥
(√

a1+
√
a1+4a0

2a0

)2
.

Since a1 ≤ 4a0, we have that for all x ≥ 1.5a1

a2
0
f(x) ≥

0.

Lemma 26. Let µ1 and µ2 be two probability measures on
Z and let v be an R-valued bounded function on Z. Then,
the following holds.∣∣∣∣∫

Z

(µ1 − µ2)(z)v(z)dz

∣∣∣∣ ≤ 1

2
∥µ1 − µ2∥TV sp (v) .

Proof. Denote λ(·) := µ1(·)− µ2(·). Now let Z+, Z− ⊂ Z
be such that λ(B) ≥ 0 for every B ⊆ Z+ and λ(B) < 0 for
every B ⊆ Z−. We have that

λ(Z) = λ(Z+) + λ(Z−) = 0. (71)

Also,

λ(Z+)− λ(Z−) = ∥µ1 − µ2∥TV . (72)

Combining the above two, we get that

λ(Z+) =
1

2
∥µ1 − µ2∥TV . (73)

Now,∣∣∣∣∫
Z

λ(z)v(z)dz

∣∣∣∣ =
∣∣∣∣∣
∫
Z+

λ(z)v(z)dz +

∫
Z−

λ(z)v(z)dz

∣∣∣∣∣
≤
∣∣∣∣λ(Z+) sup

z∈Z
v(z) + λ(Z−) inf

z∈Z
v(z)

∣∣∣∣
=
∣∣λ(Z+) sup

z∈Z
v(z)− λ(Z+) inf

z∈Z
v(z)

+ λ(Z+) inf
z∈Z

v(z) + λ(Z−) inf
z∈Z

v(z)
∣∣

= λ(Z+)

(
sup
z∈Z

v(z)− inf
z∈Z

v(z)

)
=

1

2
∥µ1 − µ2∥TV sp (v) .

Hence, we have proven the lemma.

K Simulation Experiments
In this section, we provide the details of the simulation en-
vironments corresponding to the experiments we have con-
ducted and the additional results that are not reported in the
main paper. The environments used are the following.

I Truncated linear quadratic regulator
(LQR): The state of an LQR system evolves as follows:

st+1 = Ast +Bat + wt,

where A,B are matrices of appropriate dimensions,
and wt is i.i.d. Gaussian noise. The reward at time t
is−s⊤t Pst−a⊤t Qat. Since our algorithm is for systems
with compact state-action spaces, we clip the elements
of the state vectors at s̄ and s from above and below, re-
spectively, and restrict the action space to be [−1, 1]dA .
Hence, the state evolves as

st+1 = s̄ ∨ (s ∧Ast +Bat + wt).

We have used the following two sets of system parame-
ters:

(a) Truncated LQR-1:

A =

[
−0.2 −0.07
0.6 0.07

]
, B =

[
0.07 0.09
−0.03 −0.1

]
,

P = 0.4 I2, Q = 0.6 I2 and mean and standard devi-
ation of wt are 0 and 0.05, respectively. We consider
s̄ = −s = 4.

(b) Truncated LQR-2:

A =

[
−0.2 −0.07
0.6 0.07

]
,

B =

[
0.1 −0.01 0.12 0.08
0.02 −0.1 0.3 0.001

]
.

Values of P , Q, s̄, s and mean and standard deviation
of wt are the same as Truncated LQR-1.

II Continuous RiverSwim: This environment mod-
els an agent who is swimming in a river (Strehl and
Littman 2008). Though the original MDP is discrete, we
modify it slightly to obtain a continuous version. The
state denotes the location of the agent in the river in a
single dimension, and the action captures the movement
of the agent. The state and action spaces are [0, 6] and
[0, 1], respectively. The state of the evolves as follows:

st+1 =


(0 ∨ (st − 1

2 (1 +
wt

2 ))) ∧ 6 w.p. 2(1−at)
5

st w.p. 0.2
(0 ∨ (st +

1
2 (1 +

wt

2 ))) ∧ 6 w.p. 2(1+at)
5 ,

where wt is a 0-mean i.i.d. Gaussian random sequence.
The reward function is given by r(s, a) = 0.005(((s−
6)/6)4 + ((a− 1)/2)4) + 0.5((s/6)4 + ((a+ 1)/2)4).

III Randomly generated continuous MDPs:
We define a family of randomly generated continuous
MDPs with state space [0, 1]2 and action space [0, 1].
Let us denote the i-th component of the state vector
st by st,i and the beta distribution with parameter α
and β by Beta(α, β). The family of MDPs is described
as follows: For every t ∈ Z+, st+1,i ∼ Beta (α, β)
where α = ⌈ϑ1st,1(1 − st,2)/|at − st,1| ∨ 0.1⌉, and
β = ⌈ϑ2st,2(1−st,1)/|at−st,2|∨0.1⌉. The reward func-
tion is r(s, a) = exp (−ϑ3 ∥s− vs∥2 − ϑ4 ∥a− va∥2).
Different values of ϑ ∈ R4, vS ∈ [0, 1]2 and va ∈ [0, 1]
yield different MDPs. For our experiment, we set
vs and va to be [0.5, 0.5] and 0.4, respectively. We
sample ϑ1, ϑ2 uniformly from N ∩ [80, 120] and ϑ3, ϑ4
uniformly from [2, 6].



IV Non-linear System: We consider a non-linear sys-
tem where the state evolves as

st+1 = s̄ ∨ (s ∧Af(st) +Bg(at) + wt),

where f and g are non-linear functions, A,B are matri-
ces of appropriate dimensions, and wt is noise sequence.
The reward function is a function of the state and the
actions. We have set the matrices A,B, P , Q, s̄ and s
the same as that of Truncated LQR-1. We set
f(s)(i) = 0.5s(i) + 0.5s(i)2, for i ∈ {1, 2} and

g(a) = a2,

where v(i) denotes the i-th element of vector v. Similar
to the LQR system, we consider the action space to
be [−1, 1]dA .
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(a) Truncated LQR-2

0 2000 4000 6000 8000 10000

Time

0

2000

4000

6000

8000

10000

C
um

ul
at

iv
e 

re
w

ar
d

PZRL
RVI-Q
UCRL2
TSDE

(b) Randomly generated
Continuous MDPs
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(c) Non-linear System

Figure 2: Cumulative Reward Plots.

Results: Apart from the Continuous RiverSwim en-
vironment, it is difficult to find the optimal reward (or an

estimate of it) in an easy way. So, we plot the cumulative re-
ward instead of the regret. The plots of the cumulative reward
corresponding to Truncated LQR-1 and Continuous
RiverSwim environments are reported in the main paper
(Figure 1). The cumulative reward plots for the other three
systems are reported in Figure 2. Each of the plots is the
average of cumulative rewards over 50 runs, and in partic-
ular, for Randomly generated continuous MDPs,
the cumulative reward plot is the average of cumulative regret
of 50 different systems that are randomly generated. Note
that for PZRL-heuristic, we start from a uniform discretiza-
tion that is more coarse than the discretization grid used by
the fixed discretization-based comparator algorithms.

Computing resources: We have conducted experiments
on a 11-th Gen Intel Core-i7, 2.5GHz CPU processor with
16GB RAM using Python-3 and PyTorch library.


