
ar
X

iv
:2

50
2.

10
13

8v
2 

 [
cs

.L
G

] 
 1

8 
Fe

b 
20

25
1–46

Provably Efficient RL under Episode-Wise Safety in

Constrained MDPs with Linear Function Approximation

Toshinori Kitamura TOSHINORI-K@WEBLAB.T.U-TOKYO.AC.JP

The University of Tokyo

Arnob Ghosh ARNOB.GHOSH@NJIT.EDU

New Jersey Institute of Technology

Tadashi Kozuno TADASHI.KOZUNO@SINICX.COM

OMRON SINIC X, Osaka University

Wataru Kumagai WATARU.KUMAGAI@SINICX.COM

Kazumi Kasaura KAZUMI.KASAURA@SINICX.COM

OMRON SINIC X

Kenta Hoshino HOSHINO@I.KYOTO-U.AC.JP

Yohei Hosoe HOSOE@KUEE.KYOTO-U.AC.JP

Kyoto University

Yutaka Matsuo MATSUO@WEBLAB.T.U-TOKYO.AC.JP

The University of Tokyo

Abstract

We study the reinforcement learning (RL) problem in a constrained Markov decision process

(CMDP), where an agent explores the environment to maximize the expected cumulative reward

while satisfying a single constraint on the expected total utility value in every episode. While this

problem is well understood in the tabular setting, theoretical results for function approximation

remain scarce. This paper closes the gap by proposing an RL algorithm for linear CMDPs that

achieves Õ(
√
K) regret with an episode-wise zero-violation guarantee. Furthermore, our method

is computationally efficient, scaling polynomially with problem-dependent parameters while re-

maining independent of the state space size. Our results significantly improve upon recent linear

CMDP algorithms, which either violate the constraint or incur exponential computational costs.

Keywords: Constrained Markov decision process, linear function approximation

1. Introduction

Safe decision-making is essential in real-world applications such as autonomous driving, plant con-

trol, and finance (Gu et al., 2022). The constrained Markov decision process (CMDP) provides a

powerful mathematical framework for developing decision-making algorithms with formal safety

guarantees (Altman, 1999). This paper studies the reinforcement learning (RL) problem in finite-

horizon CMDPs, where an agent seeks to maximize the expected cumulative rewards while satisfy-

ing a single constraint on the expected total utility value. Since the system dynamics are unknown,

the agent must explore the environment to gather information while ensuring constraint satisfaction.

The safe RL problem has been extensively studied in the tabular CMDP literature. The seminal

work by Efroni et al. (2020) achieves sublinear regret but allows constraint violations, making it

unsuitable for safety-critical settings. Subsequent works (Liu et al., 2021; Bura et al., 2022) achieve

episode-wise zero-violation RL with Õ(
√
K) regret for K number of episodes, ensuring cumulative

utility constraint satisfaction in every episode. Their approach consists of two phases: deploying a
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Table 1: Comparison of tabular/linear CMDP results. |S|, |A|, d, H , K , and ξ denote state space size,

action space size, feature dimension, episode horizon, number of episodes, and a safety-related

parameter, respectively (see Section 3 for details).

Paper Epi.-Wise Safe? Comp. Efficient? Regret

Tabular
Liu et al. (2021) Yes |S| dependent Õ(ξ−1

√
|S|3|A|H6K)

Bura et al. (2022) Yes |S| dependent Õ(ξ−1
√
|S|2|A|H6K)

Linear

Amani et al. (2021) Instantaneous Yes Õ(
√
d3H4K)

Ghosh et al. (2022) No Yes Õ(
√
d3H3K)

Yang et al. (2022) No N/A Õ(
√
d2H3K)

Ghosh et al. (2024) No No Õ(
√
d3H4K)

Wei et al. (2024) No Yes Õ(
√
d3H4K)

OPSE-LCMDP (Ours) Yes Yes Õ(ξ−1
√
d5H8K)

known strictly safe policy πsf and then updating policies via linear programs (LPs) that optimize an

optimistically estimated objective while satisfying a pessimistic constraint. Deploying πsf is neces-

sary to guarantee feasible solutions for the LPs once enough environmental information is collected.

While efficient exploration under safety is well-established in tabular CMDPs, extending it to

large-scale CMDPs with function approximation remains a major challenge. LP-based methods are

impractical for large-scale problems due to their state-dependent computational cost.1 As a result,

even in linear CMDPs, where value functions have a linear structure, episode-wise safe RL remains

unresolved. Ghosh et al. (2022, 2024); Yang et al. (2022); Wei et al. (2024) propose linear CMDP

algorithms but allow constraint violations in each episode. Worse still, the state-of-the-art linear

CMDP algorithm (Ghosh et al., 2024), which achieves the best Õ(
√
K) violation regret,2 suffers

from an exponential computational cost of KH , where H is the horizon length. Amani et al. (2021)

achieve safe RL but focuses only on instantaneous constraints,3 a special subclass of the episode-

wise constraint that can be overly conservative (e.g., in drone control, temporary high energy con-

sumption is tolerable, but full battery depletion is not). Table 1 summarizes representative algo-

rithms, with additional related work in Appendix A. In short, a fundamental open question remains:

Can we develop a computationally efficient4 linear CMDP algorithm with

sublinear regret and zero episode-wise constraint violation?

Contributions. We propose Optimistic-Pessimistic Softmax Exploration for Linear CMDP (OPSE-LCMDP),

the first algorithm for linear CMDPs that achieves Õ(
√
K)-regret and episode-wise safety. Our

approach builds on the optimistic-pessimistic exploration framework with two key innovations for

large-scale state-space problems: (i) a new deployment rule for πsf , and (ii) a computationally

efficient method to implement optimism for the objective and pessimism for the constraint within

the softmax policy framework (Ghosh et al., 2022, 2024).

1. While some literature proposed LP methods for unconstrained linear MDPs (e.g., Neu and Okolo (2023)), they re-

main unsuitable for our exploration setting or still incur state-dependent computational costs. See Appendix A for

details.

2. Violation regret denotes the total amount of constraint violation during exploration.

3. Using notations from Section 3, instantaneous constraint ensures uh(s
(k)
h , a

(k)
h ) ≥ b for every h, k ∈ J1,HK×J1,KK.

4. An algorithm is comp. efficient if its cost scales polynomially with problem parameters, excluding state space size.

2
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Section 2 first analyzes the linear constrained bandit problem as a “warm-up” for linear CMDPs

(H = 1 with an instantaneous constraint), highlighting the key role of the πsf deployment rule

in bounding its usage and avoiding linear regret. When the constraint is instantaneous, prior work

limits πsf deployments by assigning a vector representation to the safe action asf ∈ R
d (Pacchiano et al.,

2021, 2024; Hutchinson et al., 2024; Amani et al., 2019, 2021). However, extending this approach

to episode-wise safety is non-trivial, as the constraint is imposed on policies rather than actions, and

policies may be nonlinear functions (e.g., softmax mapping from value functions) rather than single

vectors. We overcome this challenge by showing that if πsf is deployed only when the agent is

less confident in πsf ’s safety, the number of deployments is logarithmically bounded (Lemma 3).

Section 3 then extends the bandit result to RL in CMDPs. To enable optimistic-pessimistic ex-

ploration in linear CMDPs, OPSE-LCMDP employs the composite softmax policy (Definition 9),

which adjusts optimism and pessimism by controlling a variable λ. OPSE-LCMDP efficiently

searches for the best λ through bisection search, achieving a polynomial computational cost in

problem parameters, independent of state-space cardinality (Remark 21). Overall, our techniques—

the novel πsf deployment rule and softmax-based optimistic-pessimistic exploration—achieve the

first episode-wise safe RL with sublinear regret and computational efficiency in linear CMDPs.

Mathematical notations. The set of probability distributions over a set S is denoted by P(S).
For integers a ≤ b, let Ja, bK := {a, . . . , b}, and Ja, bK := ∅ if a > b. For x ∈ R

N , its n-th element is

xn or x(n). The clipping function clip{x, a, b} returns x′ with x′
i = min{max{xi, a}, b} for each

i. We define 0 := (0, . . . , 0)⊤ and 1 := (1, . . . , 1)⊤, with dimensions inferred from the context.

All scalar operations and inequalities should be understood point-wise when applied to vectors and

functions. For a positive definite matrix A ∈ R
d×d and x ∈ R

d, we denote ‖x‖A =
√
x⊤Ax. For

positive sequences {an} and {bn} with n = 1, 2, . . ., we write an = O (bn) if there exists C > 0
such that an ≤ Cbn for all n ≥ 1, and an = Ω(bn) for the reverse inequality. We use Õ(·) and Ω̃(·)
to further hide the polylogarithmic factors. Finally, for x ∈ R

d, we denote its softmax distribution

as SoftMax(x) ∈P(J1, dK) with its i-th component SoftMax(x)i = exp(xi)/(
∑

i exp(xi)).

2. Warm Up: Safe Exploration in Linear Constrained Bandit

To better illustrate the core ideas of our CMDP algorithm, this section introduces its variant for a

contextual linear bandit problem. All the formal theorems and proofs in this section are provided

in Appendix C. Let A ⊂ R
d be the action space, a compact set of bounded d-dimensional vec-

tors. Without loss of generality, we assume ‖a‖2 ≤ 1 for any a ∈ A. At each round k, the agent

selects a policy π(k) ∈ P(A) to sample an action a(k) ∼ π(k), and then it observes the reward

r(k) = θ⊤
r a

(k) + ε
(k)
r and utility u(k) = θ⊤

u a
(k) + ε

(k)
u . Here, θr,θu ∈ R

d are vectors unknown to

the agent such that ‖θr‖2, ‖θu‖2 ≤ B for some B > 0, and ε
(k)
r , ε

(k)
u are R-sub-Gaussian random

noises that satisfy: E[eαε
(k)
g | F (k−1)] ≤ exp

(
α2R2/2

)
for all k ∈ N, g ∈ {r, u}, and α ∈ R,

where F (k) := σ(a(1), . . . ,a(k+1), {ε(1)g }g∈{r,u}, . . . , {ε(k)g }g∈{r,u}) is the σ-algebra generated by

the interaction. For any policy π and g ∈ {r, u}, let gπ := Ea∼π[〈θg,a〉] be the expected reward and

utility. We consider a constraint such that the expected utility must be above the threshold b ∈ R.

Formally, let Πsf := {π | uπ ≥ b} denote the set of safe policies. The agent’s goal is to achieve

sublinear regret while satisfying the instantaneous constraints defined as follows:

Regret(K) :=
∑K

k=1 rπ⋆ − rπ(k) = o(K) such that π(k) ∈ Πsf ∀k ∈ J1,KK , (1)

3
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Algorithm 1: Optimistic-Pessimistic Linear Bandit with Safe Policy

Input: Regression coefficient ρ = 1, bonus scalers Cu = B +R
√
d ln 4Kδ−1 and

Cr = Cu(1 + 2Bξ−1), safe policy πsf , and iteration length K ∈ N

1 for k = 1, . . . ,K do

2 Let β
(k)
π , r̂

(k)
π , and û

(k)
π be bonus, estimated reward and utility, respectively (see Section 2.2)

/* Switch policy based on the confidence level of πsf
*/

3 if Cuβ
(k)

πsf >
ξ
2 then π(k) := πsf

4 else π(k) ∈ argmaxπ∈P(A) r̂
(k)
π + Crβ

(k)
π such that û

(k)
π − Cuβ

(k)
π ≥ b

5 Sample an action a(k) ∼ π(k) and observe reward r(k) and utility u(k).

where π⋆ ∈ argmaxπ∈Πsf rπ. A sublinear regret exploration is efficient, as its averaged reward

approaches the optimal value, i.e., limK→∞
1
K rπ(K) → rπ⋆ . Finally, we assume access to a strictly

safe policy in Πsf , as deploying arbitrary policies without this assumption risks violating constraints.

Assumption 1 (Safe policy) We have access to πsf ∈ Πsf and ξ > 0 such that uπsf − b ≥ ξ 5.

2.1. Technical Challenge: Zero-Violation with a Safe Policy

The key to efficient and safe exploration is the optimistic-pessimistic exploration, which constructs

an optimistic reward r
(k)
π ≥ rπ and a pessimistic utility u

(k)
π ≤ uπ, and then computes a policy by:

max
π∈P(A)

r(k)π such that uπ ≥ b . (2)

r
(k)
π and u

(k)
π are designed to converge sufficiently quickly to rπ and uπ as more data is collected,

enabling efficient exploration while satisfying the constraint (Abbasi-Yadkori et al., 2011). How-

ever, although Equation (2) is expected to have feasible solutions when uπ ≈ uπ, the pessimistic

constraint may not have any feasible solution in the early stages of exploration.

To ensure that Equation (2) always has a solution, a common bandit approach assumes access

to a safe action asf ∈ A such that θ⊤
u a

sf ≥ b + ξ, and then ensures the feasibility of Equation (2)

by leveraging the vector representation of asf ∈ Rd. For example, Pacchiano et al. (2021, 2024);

Amani et al. (2019) designed u
(k)
π using the orthogonal direction

(
asf
)⊥

:= asf −asf/
∥∥asf

∥∥
2
, while

Hutchinson et al. (2024) assume asf = 0 ∈ A with a negative constraint threshold b < 0. Both

approaches ensure that a policy playing asf with probability 1 is always feasible in Equation (2).

However, extending this safe action technique to our goal of “episode-wise safe RL” is non-

trivial, as the episode-wise constraint is imposed on policies rather than actions, and policies in

linear CMDPs may be nonlinear functions (e.g., softmax mappings from value functions) rather

than single vectors. To address this challenge, we first develop a new bandit algorithm that ensures

the feasibility of Equation (2) without relying on safe action techniques.

2.2. Algorithm and Analysis

We summarize the proposed Optimistic-Pessimistic Linear Bandit with Safe Policy (OPLB-SP) in

Algorithm 1, which follows the standard linear bandit framework (see Abbasi-Yadkori et al. (2011)).

5. The knowledge of ξ is for simplicity. If unknown, we can estimate it by deploying πsf and it requires a little overhead.

4
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Throughout this section, we analyze Algorithm 1 under the parameters listed in its Input line. Let

θ̂
(k)

r := (Λ(k))−1
∑k−1

i=1 a(i)r(i) and θ̂
(k)

u := (Λ(k))−1
∑k−1

i=1 a(i)u(i) denote the regularized least-

squares estimates of θr and θu, respectively. Let r̂
(k)
π := Ea∼π[a

⊤θ̂
(k)

r ] and û
(k)
π := Ea∼π[a

⊤θ̂
(k)

u ]

be the estimated reward and utility functions. Using the bonus function β
(k)
π := Ea∼π‖a‖(Λ(k))

−1

where Λ(k) := ρI +
∑k−1

i=1 a(i)(a(i))⊤, with the well-established elliptical confidence bound argu-

ment for linear bandits (Abbasi-Yadkori et al., 2011), the following confidence bounds hold:

Lemma 1 (Confidence bounds) For any π and k, with probability (w.p.) at least 1− δ,

rπ + 2Crβ
(k)
π ≥ r̂(k)π + Crβ

(k)
π ≥ rπ and uπ ≥ û(k)π − Cuβ

(k)
π ≥ uπ − 2Cuβ

(k)
π .

Algorithm 1 updates policies by solving the following optimistic-pessimistic (Opt-Pes) problem:

Opt-Pes (Line 4) π(k) ∈ argmax
π∈P(A)

r̂(k)π + Crβ
(k)
π︸ ︷︷ ︸

≥rπ by Lemma 1

such that û(k)π − Cuβ
(k)
π︸ ︷︷ ︸

≤uπ by Lemma 1

≥ b . (3)

2.2.1. ZERO-VIOLATION AND LOGARITHMIC NUMBER OF πsf DEPLOYMENTS

Since π(k) is either πsf or the solution to Opt-Pes (if feasible), all deployed policies in Algorithm 1

satisfy the constraint with high probability due to the pessimistic constraint. However, as noted

in Section 2.1, the pessimistic constraint may render Opt-Pes infeasible, requiring Line 4 to wait

until the bonus β
(k)
π shrinks sufficiently. Yet, waiting too long leads to repeated deployments of πsf ,

resulting in poor regret since πsf may be sub-optimal. Therefore, efficient exploration must ensure

that the number of iterations where Equation (2) is infeasible remains bounded.

The core technique of Algorithm 1 lies in the πsf deployment trigger based on the confidence

of πsf . Specifically, we solve the optimistic-pessimistic optimization whenever β
(k)

πsf ≤ ξ
2Cu

; other-

wise, we correct the data by deploying πsf (see Line 3). Under this trigger, the following Lemma 3

ensures that the number of πsf deployments grows logarithmically with the iteration length K .

Definition 2 (πsf unconfident iterations) Let U be the set of iterations when Algorithm 1 is un-

confident in πsf , i.e., U := {k ∈ J1,KK |β(k)

πsf > ξ/(2Cu)}. Let U c := J1,KK\U be its complement.

Lemma 3 (Logarithmic |U| bound) It holds w.p. at least 1−δ that |U| ≤ O
(
dC2

uξ
−2 ln

(
Kδ−1

))
.

The proof utilizes the well-known elliptical potential lemma (Abbasi-Yadkori et al., 2011). Intu-

itively, it ensures that the confidence bounds shrink on average, thereby limiting the number of

iterations where the algorithm remains unconfident in πsf . He et al. (2021); Zhang et al. (2023) em-

ployed a similar technique in linear bandits to ensure the suboptimality of policies after sufficient

iterations.

Moreover, combined with Lemma 1, the following Lemma 4 ensures that, after logarithmic

iterations, policies around πsf will become feasible solutions to Opt-Pes and Line 4.

Lemma 4 (Mixture policy feasibility) Consider k ∈ U c. Let α(k) :=
ξ−2Cuβ

(k)

πsf

ξ−2Cuβ
(k)

πsf+2Cuβ
(k)
π⋆

. For any

α ∈
[
0, α(k)

]
, the mixture policy πα := (1− α)πsf + απ⋆ satisfies uπα − 2Cuβ

(k)
πα ≥ b.

Lemma 1 and Lemma 4 directly imply the following zero-violation guarantee:

Corollary 5 (Zero-violation) W.p. at least 1− δ, Algorithm 1 satisfies π(k) ∈ Πsf for any k.

5
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2.2.2. REGRET ANALYSIS

The remaining task is to ensure sublinear regret. By Lemmas 1 and 3, the regret is decomposed as:

Regret(K) ≤ Õ
(
dBC2

uξ
−2
)
+ 3Cr

∑
k∈U c β

(k)
π

1
+
∑

k∈U c

(
rπ⋆ − r̂

(k)

π(k) − Crβ
(k)
π

)

2
.

Using the elliptical potential lemma (Abbasi-Yadkori et al., 2011), we can bound 1 ≤ Õ(Cr

√
dK).

For the term 2 , when there is no constraint in Opt-Pes, the common strategy is bounding 2

using rπ⋆ − r̂
(k)

π(k) − Crβ
(k)
π ≤ 0, leveraging the optimism due to Lemma 1 with the maximality of

π(k) in Opt-Pes (see, e.g., Abbasi-Yadkori et al. (2011)). However, due to the pessimistic constraint

in Opt-Pes, π⋆ may not be a solution to Opt-Pes, necessitating a modification to this approach.

Recall from Lemma 4 that, for k ∈ U c, the mixture policy πα(k) := (1 − α(k))πsf + α(k)π⋆

satisfies uπ
α(k)
− 2Cuβ

(k)
π
α(k)
≥ b. For this πα(k) , the following optimism with respect to π⋆ holds:

Lemma 6 (πα(k) optimism) If Cr ≥ 2BCuξ
−1, for any k ∈ U c, it holds rπ

α(k)
+Crβ

(k)
π
α(k)
≥ rπ⋆ .

Since πα(k) is a feasible solution to Opt-Pes, and π(k) is its maximizer, when Cr ≥ Cu(1+2Bξ−1),

2
(a)

≤∑k/∈U rπ
α(k)

+ Crβ
(k)
π
α(k)
− r̂

(k)

π(k) − Crβ
(k)

π(k)

(b)

≤∑k/∈U Crβ
(k)
π
α(k)

(c)

≤ Õ(Cr

√
dK) , (4)

where (a) uses Lemma 6, (b) uses Lemma 1, and (c) is bounded similarly to 1 . This optimism via a

mixture policy technique is adapted from tabular CMDPs to the linear bandit setup (Liu et al., 2021;

Bura et al., 2022). By combining all the results, Algorithm 1 archives the following guarantees:

Theorem 7 If OPLB-SP is run with the parameters listed in its Input line, w.p. at least 1− δ,

π(k) ∈ Πsf for any k ∈ J1,KK and Regret(K) ≤ Õ(dBC2
uξ

−2 + Cr

√
dK) .

In summary, the zero-violation and regret guarantees rely on three key components: (i) optimistic-

pessimistic policy updates (Opt-Pes), (ii) a logarithmic number of πsf deployments (Lemma 3), and

(iii) compensation for the pessimistic constraint via a linear mixture of policies (Lemma 6). In the

next section, we develop a linear CMDP algorithm that builds upon these three components.

3. Safe Reinforcement Learning in Linear Constrained MDP

We now consider the linear CMDP setting, a general framework that encompasses the linear con-

strained bandit as a special case with minor modifications.

A finite-horizon and episodic CMDP is defined as a tuple (S,A,H, P, r, u, b, s1), where S is the

finite but potentially exponentially large state space, A is the finite action space (|A| = A), H ∈ N

is the episode horizon, b ∈ [0,H] is the constrained threshold, and s1 is the fixed initial state. The

reward and utility functions r, u : J1,HK×S×A → [0, 1] specify the reward rh(s, a) and constraint

utility uh(s, a) when taking action a at state s in step h. Finally, P·(· | ·, ·) : J1,HK×S ×A×S →
[0, 1] denotes the transition kernel, where Ph(s

′ | s, a) denotes the state transition probability to a

new state s′ from a state s when taking an action a in step h. With a slight abuse of notation, for

functions V : S → R and Ph, we write (PhV )(x, a) =
∑

y∈S V (y)Ph(y | x, a).

6
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Policy and (regularized) value functions. A policy is defined as π·(· | ·) : J1,HK × S × A →
[0, 1], where πh(a | s) gives the probability of taking an action a at state s in step h. The set of all

the policies is denoted as Π. With an abuse of notation, for any policy π and Q : S ×A → R, let πh
be an operator such that (πhQ)(s) =

∑
a∈A πh(a | s)Q(s, a). For a policy π, transition kernel P ,

reward function g : J1,HK×S ×A → R, and entropy coefficient κ ≥ 0, let Qπ,g
P,h[κ] : S ×A → R

and V π,g
P,h [κ] : S → R denote the entropy-regularized value functions at step h satisfying:

Qπ,g
P,h[κ] = gh + (PhV

π,g
h+1,P [κ]), V

π,g
P,h [κ] = πh(Q

π,g
P,h[κ]− κ ln πh), and V π,g

H+1,P [κ] = 0 .

For κ = 0, we omit κ, e.g., Qπ,g
P,h := Qπ,g

P,h[0]. We denote hκ := h(1 + κ lnA) for h ∈ J1,HK.

For h ∈ J1,HK, let wπ
P,h ∈ ∆(S×A) denote the occupancy measure of π in P at step h such that

wπ
P,h(s, a) = P(sh = s, ah = a | π, P ) ∀ (h, s, a) ∈ J1,HK× S ×A , (5)

where the expectation is taken over all possible trajectories, in which ah ∼ πh(· | sh) and sh+1 ∼
Ph(· | sh, ah). With a slight abuse of notation, we write wπ

P,h(s) =
∑

a∈A wπ
P,h(s, a).

Learning Setup. An agent interacts with the CMDP over K episodes using policies π(1), . . . , π(K) ∈
Π. Each episode k starts from s1. At step h in episode k, the agent observes a state s

(k)
h , selects an

action a
(k)
h ∼ π

(k)
h (· | s(k)h ), and transitions to s

(k)
h+1 ∼ Ph(· | s(k)h , a

(k)
h ). The algorithm lacks prior

knowledge of the transition kernel P , while r and u are known for simplicity. Extending our setting

to unknown stochastic reward and utility is straightforward (see, e.g., Efroni et al. (2020)).

To handle a potentially large state space, we consider the following linear MDP assumption:

Assumption 2 (Linear MDP) We have access to a known feature map φ : S × A → R
d sat-

isfying: there exist d (signed) measures µh := (µ1
h, . . . ,µ

d
h) ∈ R

S×d such that Ph(s
′ | s, a) =

µh(s
′)⊤φ(s, a), and vectors θr

h,θ
u
h ∈ R

d such that rh(s, a) = (θr
h)

⊤φ(s, a) and uh(s, a) =
(θu

h)
⊤φ(s, a). µh is unknown, but θr

h and θu
h are known to the algorithm. We assume that

sups,a‖φ(s, a)‖2 ≤ 1 and
∥∥V ⊤µh

∥∥
2
≤
√
d for any V ∈ R

S such that ‖V ‖∞ ≤ 1.

Let π⋆ ∈ argmaxπ∈Πsf V
π,r
P,1 (s1) be the optimal policy, where Πsf := {π | V π,u

P,1 (s1) ≥ b} is the

set of safe policies. The goal is to achieve sublinear regret under episode-wise constraints:

Regret(K) :=
∑K

k=1 V
π⋆,r
P,1 (s1)− V π(k),r

P,1 (s1) = o(K) such that π(k) ∈ Πsf ∀k ∈ [K] . (6)

Unlike most linear CMDP literature (except for instantaneous safety, see Table 1), this requires π(k)

to be safe in every episode k. Finally, we assume the strictly safe policy similar to Section 2.

Assumption 3 (Safe policy) We have access to πsf ∈ Πsf and ξ > 0 such that V πsf ,u
P,1 (s1)−b ≥ ξ .

3.1. Technical Challenge: Optimistic-Pessimistic Optimization in Linear CMDP

Our linear CMDP algorithm builds on OPLB-SP in Section 2: deploying an optimistic-pessimistic

policy when confident in πsf ; otherwise, it uses πsf . We will logarithmically bound the number of

πsf deployments, similar to Lemma 3, and ensure optimism through a linear mixture of policies, as

in Lemma 4. However, computing an optimistic-pessimistic policy in the linear CMDP setting, as

in Opt-Pes, presents a non-trivial challenge. This section outlines the difficulties.

7
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Following standard linear MDP algorithm frameworks (e.g., Jin et al. (2020); Lykouris et al.

(2021)), for each h, k, let β
(k)
h : (s, a) 7→ ‖φ(s, a)‖

(Λ
(k)
h

)−1 be the bonus, where Λ
(k)
h := ρI +

∑k−1
i=1 φ(s

(i)
h , a

(i)
h )φ(s

(i)
h , a

(i)
h )⊤ and ρ > 0. For any V : S → R, let P̂

(k)
h V be the next-step value

estimation defined as: (P̂
(k)
h V )(s, a) := φ(s, a)⊤(Λ(k)

h )−1
∑k−1

i=1 φ(s
(i)
h , a

(i)
h )V (s

(i)
h+1). We con-

struct the following optimistic and pessimistic value functions for reward and utility, respectively:

Definition 8 (Clipped value functions) Let Cr, Cu, C†, B† > 0. For each k, h, π, and κ ≥ 0,

define Q
π,r
(k),h[κ], Q

π,†
(k),h, Q

π,u
(k),h : S × A → R and V

π,r
(k),h[κ], V

π,†
(k),h, V

π,u
(k),h : S → R such that:

Q
π,r
(k),h[κ] := rh + clip{Crβ

(k)
h + P̂

(k)
h V

π,r
(k),h+1[κ], 0, Hκ − hκ}, V π,r

(k),h[κ] := πh(Q
π,r
(k),h[κ]− κ lnπh) ,

Q
π,†
(k),h := B†β

(k)
h + clip{C†β

(k)
h + P̂

(k)
h V

π,†
(k),h+1, 0, B†(H − h)}, V π,†

(k),h := πhQ
π,†
(k),h ,

Qπ,u
(k),h

:= uh + clip{−Cuβ
(k)
h + P̂

(k)
h V π,u

(k),h+1, 0, H − h}, and V π,u
(k),h

:= πhQ
π,u
(k),h

.

We set V
π,r
(k),H+1[κ] = V

π,†
(k),H+1 = V π,u

(k),H+1 = 0. For κ = 0, omit κ, e.g., Q
π,r
(k),h := Q

π,r
(k),h[0].

Similar to the bandit proof (Equation (4)), we need an additional optimistic bonus in the objective to

compensate for the pessimistic constraint. We will utilize Q
π,†
(k),h and V

π,†
(k),h for the compensation in

this MDP setup.6 Entropy regularization in Q
π,r
(k),h[κ] is for the later analysis. The clipping operators

are essential to avoid the propagation of unreasonable value estimates (Zanette et al., 2020).

Using these optimistic and pessimistic value functions, one might consider extending Opt-Pes

to linear CMDPs by solving the following optimization problem:

max
π∈Π

V
π,r
(k),1(s1) + V

π,†
(k),1(s1) such that V π,u

(k),1(s1) ≥ b . (7)

However, solving Equation (7) is challenging due to (i) the large state space in the linear CMDP

setting (|S| ≫ 1) and (ii) the clipping operators in Q
π,r
(k),h, Q

π,†
(k),h, and Qπ,u

(k),h.

In tabular CMDPs with small |S|, Liu et al. (2021); Bura et al. (2022) used linear programming

(LP) to solve similar optimistic-pessimistic optimization problems, achieving zero violation. How-

ever, the computational cost of LP scales with |S|, making it impractical for linear CMDPs.

Another option is the Lagrangian method for CMDPs (Altman, 1999). Essentially, it transforms

the constrained optimization into a max-min optimization, and then swaps the max-min as follows:

minλ≥0maxπ∈Π V
π,r
(k),1(s1) + V

π,†
(k),1(s1) + λ(V π,u

(k),1(s1)− b). When the value functions are exact,

i.e., V
π,†
(k),h + V

π,r
(k),h + V π,u

(k),h = V
π,r+B†β

(k)+λu
P,h , the min-max formulation is equivalent to Equa-

tion (7) (Altman, 1999). Moreover, the inner maximization becomes tractable since it reduces to

policy optimization over V
π,r+B†β

(k)+λu
P,1 (s1). Both favorable properties arise due to the linearity of

the value function with respect to the occupancy measure (see, e.g., Paternain et al. (2019)).

However, due to the clipping operators, the value functions in Definition 8 may not admit an

occupancy measure representation, making it non-trivial to guarantee that the Lagrangian approach

can successfully solve Equation (7). To address this optimization challenge, our algorithm avoids

directly solving Equation (7). Instead, it realizes optimism and pessimism through a novel adapta-

tion of the recent softmax policy technique for linear CMDPs (Ghosh et al., 2024, 2022), combined

with an extension of the πsf deployment technique from Section 2 to the linear CMDP setting.

6. Increasing Cr and clip-threshold could offer similar compensation, but separate value functions simplify analysis.
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Algorithm 2: Optimistic-Pessimistic Softmax Exploration for Linear CMDP

Input: Regr. coeff. ρ = 1, bonus scalers Cr = Õ(dH), Cu = Õ(dH), C† = Õ(d2H3ξ−1),

B† = Õ
(
dH2ξ−1

)
, entropy coeff. κ = Ω̃

(
ξ3H−4d−1K−0.5

)
, search length T = Õ(H),

λ-threshold Cλ = Õ
(
dH4ξ−2

)
, safe policy πsf , and iter. length K ∈ N

1 for k = 1, . . . ,K do

2 Let V π,u
(k),h be value function (Definition 8) and π(k),λ be softmax policy (Definition 9)

/* Trigger is implicitly tied to πsf confidence (Lemma 13) */

3 if V π(k),Cλ ,u
(k),1 (s1) < b then Set π(k) := πsf

4 else if V π(k),0,u
(k),1 (s1) ≥ b then Set π(k) := π(k),0

5 else /* Do bisection-search to find safe π(k),λ with small λ */

6 Set λ(k,1) := 0 and λ
(k,1)

:= Cλ. Let λ(k,t) := (λ(k,t) + λ
(k,t)

)/2
7 for t = 1, . . . , T do

8 if V π(k),λ(k,t) ,u
(k),1 (s1) ≥ b then λ(k,t+1) := λ(k,t) and λ

(k,t+1)
:= λ(k,t)

9 else λ(k,t+1) := λ(k,t) and λ
(k,t+1)

:= λ
(k,t)

10 Set π(k) := π(k),λ
(k,T )

11 Sample a trajectory (s
(k)
1 , a

(k)
1 , . . . , s

(k)
H , a

(k)
H ) by deploying π(k)

3.2. Algorithm and Analysis

We summarize the proposed OPSE-LCMDP in Algorithm 2. All formal theorems and proofs in this

section are provided in Appendix D. Throughout this section, we analyze Algorithm 2 under the

parameters listed in its Input line. A key component of our algorithm is the composite softmax

policy, which balances optimistic exploration and pessimistic constraint satisfaction via λ ≥ 0:

Definition 9 (Composite softmax policy) For λ ≥ 0, κ > 0, let π(k),λ ∈ Π be a policy such that

π
(k),λ
h (· | s) = SoftMax

(
1

κ

(
Q

π(k),λ,†
(k),h (s, ·) +Q

π(k),λ,r
(k),h [κ](s, ·) + λQπ(k),λ,u

(k),h
(s, ·)

))
.

We remark that π(k),λ can be computed iteratively in a backward manner for h = H, . . . , 1.

Additionally, this softmax policy is essential for establishing the concentration bounds in linear

CMDP (see Ghosh et al. (2022) for details). Given two softmax distributions π = SoftMax(qκ )

and π̃ = SoftMax( q̃κ ) where q, q̃ ∈ R
A, it holds that ‖π − π̃‖1 ≤ 8

κ‖q− q̃‖∞ (see Lemma 33).

Leveraging this Lipschitz continuity, we derive the following confidence bounds:

Lemma 10 (Confidence bounds) For any (k, h), for any λ ∈ [0, Cλ], and for both π = π(k),λ and

π = πsf , w.p. at least 1− δ, it holds that

V π,r
P,h ≤ V

π,r
(k),h ≤ V π,r+2Crβ(k)

P,h , V
π,B†β

(k)

P,h ≤ V
π,†
(k),h ≤ V

π,(B†+2C†)β
(k)

P,h , V π,u−2Cuβ(k)

P,h ≤ V π,u
(k),h ≤ V π,u

P,h .

Using Lemma 10, analogous to Section 2.2.1, we next establish the zero-violation guarantee.

9
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3.2.1. ZERO-VIOLATION AND LOGARITHMIC NUMBER OF πsf DEPLOYMENTS

In the softmax policy (Definition 9), λ balances optimism and pessimism: a small λ promotes ex-

ploration, while a large λ prioritizes constraint satisfaction. Building on this, Algorithm 2 conducts

a bisection search to find the smallest feasible λ while ensuring the pessimistic constraint holds

(Line 4 to Line 10). If even a large λ = Cλ fails to satisfy the constraint, the algorithm assumes no

feasible pessimistic policy exists and deploys πsf (Line 3). Since the softmax policy is only deployed

for λ satisfying V π(k),λ,u
(k),1 (s1) ≥ b, Lemma 10 implies the following zero-violation guarantees:

Corollary 11 (Zero-violation) W.p. at least 1− δ, Algorithm 2 satisfies π(k) ∈ Πsf for any k.

Next, we bound the number of πsf deployments. To this end, similar to the bandit warm-up

(Section 2), we relate πsf deployment to πsf uncertainty level and logarithmically bound the

number of uncertain iterations. The following Lemma 13 ensures that, if Algorithm 2 is confident

in πsf and runs with appropriate Cλ and κ, then πsf is not deployed.

Definition 12 (πsf unconfident iterations) Let U be the iterations when Algorithm 2 is unconfi-

dent in πsf , i.e., U :=
{
k ∈ J1,KK

∣∣∣ V πsf ,β(k)

P,1 (s1) >
ξ

4Cu

}
. Let U c := J1,KK\U be its complement.

Lemma 13 (Implicit πsf deployment trigger) When Cλ ≥ 8H2
κ(B†+1)

ξ and κ ≤ ξ2

32H2
κ(B†+1)

, then

w.p. at least 1− δ, it holds that V π(k),Cλ ,u
(k),1 (s1) ≥ b for all k ∈ U c.

Essentially, the proof of Lemma 13 relies on the following monotonic property of the value function

for the softmax policy: if the value estimation is exact, increasing λ monotonically improves safety.

Lemma 14 (Softmax value monotonicity) For λ ≥ 0, let πλ be a softmax policy such that πλ
h(· |

s) = SoftMax( 1κ(Q
π,r
P,h[κ](s, ·) + λQπ,u

P,h(s, ·))). Then, V πλ,u
P,1 (s1) is monotonically increasing in λ.

While the true value function enjoys this monotonicity, the estimated value V π(k),λ,u
(k),1 (s1) may not,

as P̂
(k)
h V can take negative values even when V is positive. This makes the proof of Lemma 13

non-trivial. To overcome this challenge, we leverage Lemma 10, which ensures that the estimated

values are sandwiched between certain true value functions. We prove Lemma 13 by showing that,

for sufficiently large Cλ, any sandwiched value satisfies the constraint under pessimism, implying

that the estimated value also satisfies it. This novel result enables bisection search to adjust λ, mak-

ing OPSE-LCMDP more computationally efficient than Ghosh et al. (2024). The detailed proofs of

Lemmas 13 and 14 are provided in Section D.4.1.

Finally, the following lemma ensures that the number of πsf deployment scales logarithmic to

K , as in Lemma 3. The proof follows from extending the bandit’s proof of Lemma 3 to CMDPs.

Lemma 15 (Logarithmic |U| bound) It holds w.p. at least 1−δ that |U| ≤ O
(
d3H4ξ−2 lnKHδ−1

)
.

3.2.2. REGRET ANALYSIS

The remaining task is to ensure sublinear regret. By Lemmas 10 and 15, the regret is decomposed as:

Regret(K) ≤ Õ
(
d3H4

ξ2

)
+
∑

k∈Uc

V π(k),2Crβ(k)

P,1 (s1)

1

+
∑

k∈Uc

(
V π⋆,r
P,1 (s1)− V

π(k),r
(k),1 [κ](s1)

)

2

+ κKH lnA ,

10



PROVABLY EFFICIENT RL UNDER EPISODE-WISE SAFETY IN LINEAR CMDPS

where the last term arises from the entropy regularization (V π,r
P,1 (s1)[κ] − V π,r

P,1 (s1) ≤ κH lnA),

which is controlled by the value of κ. Using the elliptical potential lemma for linear MDPs (Jin et al.,

2020), we obtain 1 ≤ Õ(CrH
√
dK).

We now bound 2 . Note that for any k ∈ U c, due to Lemma 13, π(k) is the softmax policy by

Line 10. To bound 2 , following a similar approach to Lemma 6, we replace π⋆ with a mixture

policy that satisfies the pessimistic constraint. To this end, we utilize the following lemmas.

Definition 16 (Mixture policy) For α ∈ [0, 1], let πα be a mixture policy such that, for any h,

wπα

P,h = (1− α)wπsf

P,h + αwπ⋆

P,h. Such a πα is ensured to exists for any α ∈ [0, 1] (Borkar, 1988).

Lemma 17 (Safe and optimistic mixture policy) Let α(k) := ξ

ξ+2V π⋆,2Cuβ(k)

P,1 (s1)
. If B† ≥ 4CuH

ξ ,

then for any k ∈ U c, it holds (i) V πα(k)
,u−2Cuβ(k)

P,1 (s1) ≥ b and (ii) V
πα(k)

,r+B†β
(k)

P,1 (s1) ≥ V π⋆,r
P,1 (s1).

In Algorithm 2, λ
(k,T )

is always chosen to satisfy V π(k),u
(k),1 (s1) < b. Since b ≤ V πα(k)

,u−2Cuβ(k)

P,1 (s1)

holds due to Lemma 17, 2 is bounded by

2 ≤ ∑
k∈Uc

(
V

πα(k)
,B†β

(k)

P,1 (s1) + V πα(k)
,r

P,1 [κ](s1) + λ
(k,T )

V πα(k)
,u−2Cuβ(k)

P,1 (s1)

−V π(k),†
(k),1 (s1)− V

π(k),r
(k),1 [κ](s1)− λ

(k,T )
V π(k),u

(k),1 (s1)
)





3

+
∑

k∈U c V
π(k),†
(k),1 (s1)

4
+ Cλ

∑
k∈U c

(
V π(k),λ

(k,T )
,u

(k),1 (s1)− V π(k),λ(k,T )
,u

(k),1 (s1)

)

5

.

The second term 4 can be bounded similarly to 1 . Using Lemma 10, we obtain 4 ≤
(B† + 2C†)

∑
k∈U c V

π(k),β(k)

P,1 (s1) ≤ Õ
(
(B† + C†)H

√
dK
)
.

The third term 5 is controlled by the width of the bisection search space (λ
(k,T ) − λ(k,T )) and

the following sensitivity result for V π(k),λ,u
(k),1 (s1) with respect to λ.

Lemma 18 For any k and λ ∈ [0, Cλ], it holds that

∣∣∣V π(k),λ,u
(k),1 (s1)− V π(k),λ+ε,u

(k),1 (s1)
∣∣∣ ≤ O

(
XH

)
ε

where X := K
(
1 + 8(1 + Cλ)(Hκ +B†H +H)κ−1

)
.

Ghosh et al. (2024) also derived a similar exponential bound (see their Appendix C). Due to the up-

date rule of the bisection search, setting the search iteration to T = Õ(H) ensures that 5 ≤ Õ(1).
For 3 , using a modification of the so-called value-difference lemma (Shani et al., 2020),

3 =
∑

k∈Uc

V πα(k)
,f1

P,1 (s1)− V πα(k)
,f2

P,1 (s1)− λ
(k,T )

V πα(k)
,2Cuβ(k)

P,1 (s1) , (8)

where f1 : J1,HK× S ×A → R and f2 : J1,HK×S ×A → R are functions such that, for any h,

f1
h =

(
πα(k)

h − π
(k)
h

)(
Q

π(k),†
(k),h +Q

π(k),r
(k),h [κ] + λ

(k,T )
Qπ(k),u

(k),h

)
− κπα(k)

h lnπα(k)

h + κπ
(k)
h lnπ

(k)
h

and f2
h =

(
Q

π(k),r
(k),h [κ]− rh − PhV

π(k),r
(k),h+1[κ]

)
+ λ

(k,T )
(
uh + PhV

π(k),u
(k),h+1 −Qπ(k),u

(k),h

)

+

(
Q

π(k),†
(k),h −B†β

(k) − PhV
π(k),†
(k),h+1

)
.

11
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Our use of the softmax policy with entropy regularization is crucial for bounding 3 . Since the

analytical maximizer of the regularized optimization maxπ∈P(A)

∑
a∈A π(a)(x(a) − κ ln π(a)) is

given by SoftMax
(
1
κx(·)

)
, it follows that f1 is non-positive, implying V πα(k)

,f1

P,1 (s1) ≤ 0. Addi-

tionally, applying Lemma 10, we derive f2
h ≥ −λ

(k,T )
2Cuβ

(k)
h , which leads to −V πα(k)

,f2

P,1 (s1) −
λ
(k,T )

V πα(k)
,2Cuβ(k)

P,1 (s1) ≤ 0. By substituting these bounds into Equation (8), we obtain 3 ≤ 0.

By combining all the results, Algorithm 2 achieves the following guarantees:

Theorem 19 If OPSE-LCMDP is run with the parameters listed in its Input line, w.p. at least 1−δ,

π(k) ∈ Πsf ∀k ∈ J1,KK and Regret(K) ≤ Õ(H2
√
d3K)

(i)
+ Õ(d3H4ξ−2)

(ii)
+ Õ(H4ξ−1

√
d5K)

(iii)
.

Remark 20 (Regret bound) In the regret bound, term (i) arises from unconstrained exploration

by Q
π,r
(k),h, (ii) accounts for πsf deployment within |U|, and (iii) compensates for the pessimistic

constraint using Q
π,†
(k),h. Without the constraint—i.e., removing (ii) and (iii)—our bound simplifies

to Õ(H2
√
d3K), matching the regret bound of the fundamental LSVI-UCB algorithm by Jin et al.

(2020). The presence of ξ−2 in (ii) is unavoidable (Pacchiano et al., 2021). Compared to (i), (iii)
has a worse dependence on H and d, but the analysis by Vaswani et al. (2022) suggests that such

dependence may be inherent rather than an artifact of our analysis. Determining whether the bound

can be improved is beyond the scope of this paper. Nonetheless, OPSE-LCMDP establishes the first

result achieving zero episode-wise constraint violations and sublinear regret in linear CMDPs.

As a by-product, since linear CMDPs generalize tabular CMDPs (Jin et al., 2020), OPSE-LCMDP

is also the first episode-wise safe algorithm for tabular CMDPs that operates without solving LPs.

Remark 21 (Computational cost) Algorithm 2 requires up to T evaluations of the clipped value

functions (Definition 8) and the softmax policy (Definition 9), yielding a per-iteration cost ofO(T ×
[value & policy computation]). Using the bisection search, we bound T = Õ(H), reducing the

cost to Õ(H × [value & policy computation]). Since these computations scale polynomially with

A,H, and d (Lykouris et al., 2021), OPSE-LCMDP runs in polynomial time—an improvement

over recent Ghosh et al. (2024), which achieves Õ(
√
K) violation regret but incurs an exponential

KH cost.

4. Conclusion

This paper proposed OPSE-LCMDP, the first RL algorithm achieving both sublinear regret and

episode-wise constraint satisfaction in linear CMDPs (Theorem 19). Our approach builds on optimistic-

pessimistic exploration with two key innovations: (i) a novel deployment rule for πsf and (ii)
a softmax-based approach for efficiently implementing optimistic-pessimistic policies in linear CMDPs.

Limitation. OPSE-LCMDP achieves computational efficiency by performing a bisection search

over λ ∈ [0, Cλ]. This approach is feasible in the single-constraint setting, where increasing

λ monotonically improves safety (Lemma 14). However, extending our method to the multi-

constraint setting is non-trivial, as λ becomes a vector, requiring a vectorized version of the soft-

max monotonicity property. Nonetheless, we note that all theoretical results in Table 1 are also

limited to single-constraint settings, meaning our work still advances the state of the art in safety.

Developing a computationally efficient algorithm for multi-constrained linear CMDPs remains an

open challenge for future research.
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Sharan Vaswani, Lin Yang, and Csaba Szepesvári. Near-Optimal Sample Complexity Bounds for

Constrained MDPs. In Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, 2022.

Roman Vershynin. Introduction to the Non-Asymptotic Analysis of Random Matrices. arXiv

preprint arXiv:1011.3027, 2010.

Honghao Wei, Xin Liu, and Lei Ying. A Provably-Efficient Model-Free Algorithm for Constrained

Markov Decision Processes. arXiv preprint arXiv:2106.01577, 2021.

Honghao Wei, Xin Liu, and Lei Ying. A Provably-Efficient Model-Free Algorithm for Infinite-

Horizon Average-Reward Constrained Markov Decision Processes. In AAAI Conference on Arti-

ficial Intelligence, 2022.

Honghao Wei, Xin Liu, and Lei Ying. Safe Reinforcement Learning with Instantaneous Constraints:

The Role of Aggressive Exploration. In AAAI Conference on Artificial Intelligence, 2024.

15



KITAMURA GHOSH KOZUNO KUMAGAI KASAURA HOSHINO HOSOE MATSUO

Yunchang Yang, Tianhao Wu, Han Zhong, Evrard Garcelon, Matteo Pirotta, Alessandro Lazaric,

Liwei Wang, and Simon S Du. A Reduction-Based Framework for Conservative Bandits and

Reinforcement Learning. In International Conference on Learning Representations, 2022.

Donghao Ying, Yuhao Ding, and Javad Lavaei. A Dual Approach to Constrained Markov Decision

Processes with Entropy Regularization. In International Conference on Artificial Intelligence and

Statistics, 2022.

Andrea Zanette, David Brandfonbrener, Emma Brunskill, Matteo Pirotta, and Alessandro Lazaric.

Frequentist Regret Bounds for Randomized Least-Squares Value Iteration. In International Con-

ference on Artificial Intelligence and Statistics, 2020.

Sihan Zeng, Thinh T Doan, and Justin Romberg. Finite-Time Complexity of Online Primal-Dual

Natural Actor-Critic Algorithm for Constrained Markov Decision Processes. In Conference on

Decision and Control, 2022.

Weitong Zhang, Jiafan He, Zhiyuan Fan, and Quanquan Gu. On the Interplay Between Misspeci-

fication and Sub-Optimality Gap in Linear Contextual Bandits. In International Conference on

Machine Learning, 2023.

16



PROVABLY EFFICIENT RL UNDER EPISODE-WISE SAFETY IN LINEAR CMDPS

Contents

1 Introduction 1

2 Warm Up: Safe Exploration in Linear Constrained Bandit 3

2.1 Technical Challenge: Zero-Violation with a Safe Policy . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4

2.2 Algorithm and Analysis . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4

2.2.1 Zero-Violation and Logarithmic Number of πsf Deployments . . . . . . . 5

2.2.2 Regret Analysis . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6

3 Safe Reinforcement Learning in Linear Constrained MDP 6

3.1 Technical Challenge: Optimistic-Pessimistic Optimization in Linear CMDP . . . . 7

3.2 Algorithm and Analysis . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9

3.2.1 Zero-Violation and Logarithmic Number of πsf Deployments . . . . . . . 10

3.2.2 Regret Analysis . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10

4 Conclusion 12

A Related Work 18

A.1 Related Algorithms . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 18

A.2 Related Safety Types . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 19

B Useful Lemmas 19

C Regret Analysis (Linear Constrained Bandit) 22

D Regret Analysis (Linear CMDP) 26

D.1 Definitions and Useful Lemmas . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 26

D.2 Function Classes and Covering Argument . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 28

D.3 Good Events and Value Confidence Bounds for Lemma 10 Proof . . . . . . . . . . 33

D.4 Proofs for Zero-Violation Guarantee (Section 3.2.1) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 36

D.4.1 Proof of Lemma 13 and Lemma 14 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 36

D.4.2 Proof of Lemma 15 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 39

D.5 Proofs for Sublinear Regret Guarantee (Section 3.2.2) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 41

D.5.1 Mixture Policy Decomposition . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 41

D.5.2 Optimistic Bounds . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 43

D.5.3 Bounds for Bisection Search . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 44

D.5.4 Proof of Theorem 19 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 46

17



KITAMURA GHOSH KOZUNO KUMAGAI KASAURA HOSHINO HOSOE MATSUO

Appendix A. Related Work

A.1. Related Algorithms

Building on the seminal work of Efroni et al. (2020), numerous safe RL algorithms for CMDPs have

been developed, broadly categorized into linear programming (LP) approaches and Lagrangian-

based approaches.

Linear programming. LP approaches formulate CMDPs as linear optimization problems using

an estimated transition kernel (Altman, 1999). Efroni et al. (2020) introduced a basic sublinear

regret algorithm, while HasanzadeZonuzy et al. (2021) provided (ε, δ)-PAC guarantees, ensuring

the algorithm outputs a near-optimal policy. However, these methods permit constraint violations

during exploration, making them unsuitable for safety-critical applications. Liu et al. (2021) and

Bura et al. (2022) developed LP-based algorithms that achieve sublinear regret while maintaining

episode-wise zero-violation guarantees. The key is to incorporate optimistic-pessimistic value esti-

mation into the LP formulation.

LP-based approaches in tabular settings, however, suffer from computational costs that scale

with the size of the state space, making them impractical for linear CMDPs. While several stud-

ies propose LP algorithms for linear MDPs (Neu and Pike-Burke, 2020; Bas-Serrano et al., 2021;

Neu and Okolo, 2023; Lakshminarayanan et al., 2017; Gabbianelli et al., 2024), these methods ei-

ther use occupancy measures as decision variables—which can be exponentially large for large state

spaces—or require a set of feature vectors that sufficiently cover the state space, which may not be

feasible in our exploration settings. Moreover, as described in Section 3.1, the estimated value func-

tions in linear CMDPs with exploration require clipping operators, further complicating the use of

occupancy-measure-based approaches like LP methods in our setting.

Lagrangian approach. Lagrangian approaches reformulate the constrained optimization

maxπ{f(π) | h(π) ≥ 0} as a min-max optimization minλ≥0maxπ{f(π) + λh(π)}, and simultane-

ously optimize both π and λ. When an algorithm gradually updates π and then adjusts λ incremen-

tally, it is referred to as a primal-dual (PD) algorithm (Ding et al., 2024). In contrast, if λ is updated

only after fully optimizing π in the inner maximization, it is known as a dual approach (Ying et al.,

2022). Since the inner maximization reduces to standard policy optimization, Lagrangian methods

integrate naturally with scalable methods such as policy gradient and value iteration.

For the tabular settings, Wei et al. (2021); Müller et al. (2024) develop model-free primal-dual

algorithms with sublinear regret, while Wei et al. (2022) extends this approach to the average-reward

setting. Zeng et al. (2022); Kitamura et al. (2024) propose (ε, δ)-PAC primal-dual algorithms, and

Vaswani et al. (2022) achieved the PAC guarantee via dual approach.

Beyond tabular settings, Ding et al. (2021) propose PD algorithms with linear function approxi-

mation, achieving sublinear regret guarantees. Ghosh et al. (2023) extend this to the average-reward

linear CMDPs. Ghosh et al. (2022) take a dual approach, also attaining sublinear regret in the finite-

horizon settings.

These PD and dual algorithms, however, do not ensure episode-wise zero violation. Intu-

itively, the key issue lies in their λ-adjustment strategy, which updates λ only incrementally. For

example, the basic PD and dual algorithms by Efroni et al. (2020) updates λ using λ(k+1) ←
λ(k) + α · [violation], where α is a small learning rate. Since λ controls constraint satisfaction,

if the current policy fails to satisfy constraints adequately, λ should be increased sufficiently before

the next policy deployment.
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Following this principle, Ghosh et al. (2024) propose a dual approach that searches for an ap-

propriate λ within each episode, leading to a tighter violation regret guarantee than Ghosh et al.

(2022). However, due to the lack of pessimistic constraint estimation, their method does not ensure

episode-wise safety and allows constraint violations. Like Ghosh et al. (2024), our OPSE-LCMDP

searches for the best λ in each episode. However, unlike their approach, OPSE-LCMDP controls λ
with pessimism, ensuring zero violation, and guarantees the existence of a feasible λ by deploying

a sufficient number of πsf .

A.2. Related Safety Types

Instantaneous safety. Unlike our episode-wise safety, instantaneous safety defines exploration as

safe if it satisfies uh(s
(k)
h , a

(k)
h ) ≥ b for all h and k (Pacchiano et al., 2021, 2024; Hutchinson et al.,

2024; Shi et al., 2023; Amani et al., 2021). In other words, states and actions must belong to pre-

defined safe sets, Ssf × Asf . Instantaneous safety is a special case of the episode-wise constraint.

Indeed, by defining uh(s, a) = −I{(s, a) ∈ Ssf × Asf} and setting b = 0, an episode-wise safe

algorithm safeties the instantaneous constraint for all h and k.

Cancel Safety. Cancel safety is another common safety measure in CMDP literature Wei et al.

(2021); Ghosh et al. (2022). It allows a strict constraint satisfaction in one episode to compensate

for a violation in another. Formally, cancel safety ensures that the following cumulative cancel

violation regret remains non-positive:

Viocancel(K) :=
K∑

k=1

b− V π(k),u
P,1 (s1) .

Note that the “hard” violation regret Viohard(K) :=
∑K

k=1max
{
b− V π(k),u

P,1 (s1), 0
}

which con-

siders violations in each individual episode (Ghosh et al., 2024; Efroni et al., 2020; Müller et al.,

2024), always upper-bounds the cancel regret. This means cancel regret is a weaker measure. Since

episode-wise safety ensures Viohard = 0, our OPSE-LCMDP always satisfies cancel safety, but

cancel safety does not necessarily guarantee episode-wise safety.

Appendix B. Useful Lemmas

Definition 22 (Distance metrics) Let dist∞ be the distance metric such that, for two functions

Q,Q′ : S × A → R, dist∞(Q,Q′) = sup(s,a)∈S×A|Q(s, a)−Q′(s, a)|. Similarly, for two func-

tions V, V ′ : S → R, dist∞(V, V ′) = sups∈S |V (s)− V ′(s)|. Finally, dist1 denotes the distance

metric such that, for two functions π, π′ : S →P(A), dist1(π, π′) = sups∈S‖π(· | s)− π′(· | s)‖1.

Lemma 23 (Lemma 5.2 in Vershynin (2010)) The ε-covering number of the ball

Θ =
{
θ ∈ R

d : ‖θ‖2 ≤ R
}

with the distance metric ‖·‖2 is upper bounded by (1 + 2R/ε)d.

Lemma 24 (Danskin’s Theorem (Bertsekas, 1997)) Let f : Rn ×Z → R be a continuous func-

tion where Z ∈ R
m is a compact set and g(x) := maxz∈Z f(x, z).

Let Z0(x) := {z̄ | f(x, z̄) = maxz∈Z f(x, z)} be the maximizing points of f(x, z). Assume that

f(x, z) is convex in x for every z ∈ Z . Then, g(x) is convex. Furthermore, if Z0(x) consists of a

single element z̄, i.e., Z0(x) = {z̄}, it holds that
∂g(x)
∂x = ∂f(x,z̄)

∂x .

19



KITAMURA GHOSH KOZUNO KUMAGAI KASAURA HOSHINO HOSOE MATSUO

Lemma 25 (Lemma D.4 in Rosenberg et al. (2020)) Let
(
X(k)

)∞
k=1

be a sequence of random

variables with expectation adapted to the filtration
(
F (k)

)∞
k=0

. Suppose that 0 ≤ X(k) ≤ B al-

most surely. Then, with probability at least 1− δ, the following holds for all k ≥ 1 simultaneously:

k∑

i=1

E

[
X(i) | F (i−1)

]
≤ 2

k∑

i=1

X(i) + 4B ln
2k

δ

Lemma 26 (Lemma 11 in Abbasi-Yadkori et al. (2011)) Let
{
x(k)

}K
k=1

be a sequence in R
d. Let

Λ(k) = ρI+
∑k−1

i=1 x(i)
(
x(i)
)⊤

. If
∥∥x(k)

∥∥
2
≤ B for all k,

K∑

k=1

min

{
1,
∥∥∥x(k)

∥∥∥
2

(Λ(k))
−1

}
≤ 2d ln

(
ρd+KB2

ρd

)
.

Additionally, if
∥∥x(k)

∥∥
2
≤ 1 for all k and ρ ≥ 17, we have

K∑

k=1

∥∥∥x(k)
∥∥∥
2

(Λ(k))
−1 ≤ 2d ln

(
ρd+K

ρd

)
.

Lemma 27 (Theorem 2 in Abbasi-Yadkori et al. (2011)) Let
{
F (k)

}∞
k=0

be a filtration. Let
{
ε(k)
}∞
k=1

be a real-valued stochastic process such that ε(k) is F (k)-measurable and ε(k) is conditionally R-

sub-Gaussian for some R ≥ 0. Let
{
φ(k)

}∞

k=1
be an R

d-valued stochastic process such that φ(k)

is F (k−1) measurable and ‖φ(k)‖2 ≤ L for all k. For any k ≥ 0, define Yk := θ⊤φ(k)+εt for some

θ ∈ R
d such that ‖θ‖2 ≤ B, Λ(k) := ρI+

∑k
i=1 φ

(i)
(
φ(i)

)⊤
, and θ̂

(k)
:=
(
Λ(k)

)−1∑k
i=1φ

(i)Y (i).

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

∥∥∥θ̂
(k) − θ

∥∥∥
Λ(k)
≤ ρ1/2B +R

√
d ln

(
1 + kL2/ρ

δ

)
.

Lemma 28 (Lemma D.4 in Jin et al. (2020)) Let
{
s(k)
}∞
k=1

be a stochastic process on state space

S with corresponding filtration
{
F (k)

}∞
k=0

. Let
{
φ(k)

}∞

k=0
be an R

d-valued stochastic process

where φ(k) is F (k−1)-measurable and

∥∥∥φ(k)
∥∥∥ ≤ 1. Let Λ(k) = ρI+

∑k
k=1φ

(k)
(
φ(k)

)⊤
and let V

be a class of real-valued function over the state space S such that sups |V (s)| ≤ B for a B > 0.

LetN V
ε be the ε-cover of V with respect to the distance dist∞. Then for any δ > 0, with probability

at least 1− δ, for all K ≥ 0, and any V ∈ V , we have:

∥∥∥∥∥

K∑

k=1

φ(k)
(
V
(
s(k)
)
− E

[
V
(
s(k)
)
| F (k−1)

])∥∥∥∥∥

2

(Λ(k))
−1

≤ 4B2

(
d

2
ln

(
K + ρ

ρ

)
+ ln

|N V
ε |
δ

)
+
8K2ε2

ρ
.

7. The second argument follows since ‖x‖2
Λ−1 ≤ σmax

(

Λ
−1

)

‖x‖2 ≤ ρ−1 ≤ 1, where σmax(Λ
−1) denotes the

maximum eigen value of Λ−1.
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Lemma 29 (Lemma A.1 in Shalev-Shwartz and Ben-David (2014)) Let a > 0. Then, x ≥
2a ln(a) yields x ≥ a ln(x). It follows that a necessary condition for the inequality x ≤ a ln(x) to

hold is that x ≤ 2a ln(a).

Lemma 30 For any positive real numbers x1, x2, . . . , xn,
∑n

i=1

√
xi ≤

√
n
√∑n

i=1 xi.

Proof Due to the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we have
(∑n

i=1

√
xi

n

)2
≤

∑n
i=1 xi

n . Taking the square

root of the inequality proves the claim.

Lemma 31 (Lemma 1 in Shani et al. (2020)) Let π̃, π be two policies, P be a transition kernel,

and g be a reward function. Let Ṽ π
h : S → R be a function such that

Ṽ π
h (s) =

∑

a∈A
π̃h(a | s)Q̃h(s, a) ,

for all h ∈ J1,HK with some function Q̃h : J1,HK×S×A → R. Then, for any (h, s) ∈ J1,HK×S

Ṽ π̃
h (s)− V π,g

P,h (s) = V π,g1

P,h (s) + V π,g2

P,h (s) ,

where g1 and g2 are reward functions such that

g1h(s, a) =
∑

a∈A
(π̃h(a | s)− πh(a | s))Q̃h(s, a) and g2h(s, a) = Q̃h (s, a)− gh (s, a)−

(
PhṼ

π̃
h+1

)
(s, a) .

Lemma 32 (Regularized value difference lemma) Let κ ≥ 0 be a non-negative value, π, π′ be

two policies, P be a transition kernel, and g be a reward function. Let Ṽ π̃
h [κ] : S → R be a function

such that

Ṽ π̃
h [κ](s) =

∑

a∈A
π̃h(a | s)

(
Q̃h(s, a)− κ ln π̃h(a | s)

)
,

for all h ∈ J1,HK with some function Q̃h : J1,HK×S×A → R. Then, for any (h, s) ∈ J1,HK×S

Ṽ π̃
h [κ](s)− V π,g

P,h [κ](s) = V π,f1

P,h (s) + V π,f2

P,h (s) ,

where f1 and f2 are reward functions such that

f1
h(s, a) =

∑

a∈A
π̃h(a | s)

(
Q̃h(s, a)− κ ln π̃h(a | s)

)
− πh(a | s)

(
Q̃h(s, a)− κ ln πh(a | s)

)

and f2
h(s, a) = Q̃h(s, a)− gh (s, a)−

(
PhṼ

π̃
h+1[κ]

)
(s, a) .

Proof Since

Ṽ π̃
h [κ](s) =

∑

a∈A
π̃h(a | s)

(
Q̃h(s, a)− κ ln π̃h(a | s)

)
and V π,g

P,h [κ](s) = V π,g−κ lnπ
P,h (s) ,

using Lemma 31, we have

Ṽ π̃
1 [κ](s1)− V π,g

P,1 [κ](s1) = V π,g1

P,1 (s1) + V π,g2

P,1 (s1) ,
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where g1 and g2 are reward functions such that

g1h(s, a) =
∑

a∈A
(π̃h(a | s)− πh(a | s))

(
Q̃h(s, a)− κ ln π̃h(a | s)

)

=
∑

a∈A
π̃h(a | s)

(
Q̃h(s, a)− κ ln π̃h(a | s)

)
− πh(a | s)

(
Q̃h(s, a)− κ lnπh(a | s)

)

+
∑

a∈A
πh(a | s)(κ ln π̃h(a | s)− κ ln πh(a | s))

︸ ︷︷ ︸
(a)

and g2h(s, a) = Q̃h(s, a)− gh (s, a)−
(
PhṼ

π̃
h+1[κ]

)
(s, a)−κ ln π̃h(a | s) + κ ln πh(a | s)︸ ︷︷ ︸

(b)

.

The claim holds since the terms (a) and (b) are canceled out in V π,g1

P,h (s) + V π,g2

P,h (s).

Lemma 33 Let Q, Q̃ : A → R be two functions. Let κ > 0 be a positive constant. Define two

softmax distributions π, π̃ ∈ P(A) such that π = SoftMax
(
Q
κ

)
and π̃ = SoftMax

(
Q̃
κ

)
. Then,

‖π − π̃‖1 ≤ 8
κ

∥∥∥Q− Q̃
∥∥∥
∞

.

Proof It holds that

1

2
‖π − π̃‖1

(a)

≤ 2
∑

a∈A
π(a)|lnπ(a)− ln π̃(a)| ≤ 2max

a
|lnπ(a)− ln π̃(a)|

= 2max
a

∣∣∣∣∣
1

κ
Q(a)− 1

κ
Q̃(a)− ln

∑

a

exp

(
1

κ
Q(a)

)
+ ln

∑

a

exp

(
1

κ
Q̃(a)

)∣∣∣∣∣

≤ 2max
a

∣∣∣∣
1

κ
Q(a)− 1

κ
Q̃(a)

∣∣∣∣+ 2

∣∣∣∣∣ln
∑

a

exp

(
1

κ
Q(a)

)
− ln

∑

a

exp

(
1

κ
Q̃(a)

)∣∣∣∣∣
(b)

≤ 4max
a

∣∣∣∣
1

κ
Q(a)− 1

κ
Q̃(a)

∣∣∣∣ ,

where (a) uses Theorem 17 in Sason and Verdú (2016) and (b) uses the fact that ln
∑

i exp(xi) −
ln
∑

i exp(yi) ≤ maxi(xi − yi) (see, e.g., Theorem 1 in Dutta and Furuichi (2024)). This con-

cludes the proof.

Appendix C. Regret Analysis (Linear Constrained Bandit)

Lemma 34 (Good event 1) Suppose Algorithm 1 is run with ρ = 1. Let δ ∈ (0, 1]. Define E1 as

the event where the following inequality holds:

K∑

k=1

Ea∼π(k)‖a‖2
(Λ(k))

−1 ≤ 2

K∑

k=1

∥∥∥a(k)
∥∥∥
2

(Λ(k))
−1 + 4 ln

2K

δ
.

Then, P(E1) ≥ 1− δ.
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Proof The claim immediately follows from Lemma 25 with ‖a‖2 ≤ 1 and ρ = 1.

Lemma 35 (Good event 2) Define E2 as the event where the following two hold: For any π ∈ Π,

k ∈ J1,KK, ∣∣∣r̂(k)π − rπ

∣∣∣ ≤ Crβ
(k)
π and

∣∣∣û(k)π − uπ

∣∣∣ ≤ Cuβ
(k)
π .

Then, if Algorithm 1 is run with ρ = 1 and the value of min{Cu, Cr} ≥ B + R
√

d ln 4K
δ , it holds

that P(E2) ≥ 1− δ.

Proof Using Lemma 27 with ρ = 1, with probability at least 1− δ, for any k ∈ J1,KK and for both

g ∈ {r, u}, we have
∣∣∣a⊤
(
θ̂
(k)

g − θg

)∣∣∣ ≤
∥∥∥θ̂

(k)

g − θg

∥∥∥
Λ(k)
‖a‖

(Λ(k))
−1

(a)

≤
(
B +R

√
d ln

2(1 +K)

δ

)
‖a‖

(Λ(k))
−1

≤
(
B +R

√
d ln

4K

δ

)
‖a‖

(Λ(k))
−1 ,

where (a) uses Lemma 27. The claim holds by

∣∣∣ĝ(k)π − gπ

∣∣∣ ≤ Ea∼π

∣∣∣a⊤
(
θ̂
(k)

g − θg

)∣∣∣ for g ∈ {r, u}.

Lemma 36 (Cumulative bonus bound) Suppose E1 holds. Then,
∑K

k=1 β
(k)

π(k) ≤
√
K
√

2d ln
(
1 + K

d

)
+ 4 ln 2K

δ .

Proof It holds that

K∑

k=1

β
(k)

π(k)

(a)

≤

√√√√K
K∑

k=1

(
Ea∼π(k)‖a‖(Λ(k))

−1

)2
(b)

≤

√√√√K
K∑

k=1

Ea∼π(k)‖a‖2
(Λ(k))

−1

(c)

≤
√
K

√√√√2
K∑

k=1

∥∥a(k)
∥∥2
(Λ(k))

−1 + 4 ln
2K

δ

(d)

≤
√
K

√
2d ln

(
1 +

K

d

)
+ 4 ln

2K

δ
,

where (a) and (b) use Cauchy–Schwarz inequality, (c) is due to E1, and (d) uses Lemma 26.

Lemma 37 (Restatement of Lemma 1) Suppose E2 holds. Then, for any π ∈ Π and k ∈ J1,KK,

rπ + 2Crβ
(k)
π ≥ r̂(k)π + Crβ

(k)
π ≥ rπ and uπ ≥ û(k)π − Cuβ

(k)
π ≥ uπ − 2Cuβ

(k)
π .

Proof We have

uπ ≥ û(k)π −
∣∣∣û(k)π − uπ

∣∣∣ ≥ û(k)π − Cuβ
(k)
π ≥ û(k)π −

∣∣∣û(k)π − uπ

∣∣∣− Cuβ
(k)
π ≥ uπ − 2Cuβ

(k)
π .

Similarly,

rπ + 2Crβ
(k)
π ≥ r̂(k)π +

∣∣∣r̂(k)π − rπ

∣∣∣+ Crβ
(k)
π ≥ r̂(k)π + Crβ

(k)
π ≥ r̂(k)π +

∣∣∣r̂(k)π − rπ

∣∣∣ ≥ rπ .
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Lemma 38 (Restatement of Lemma 4) Consider k ∈ U c. For any α ∈
[
0,

ξ−2Cuβ
(k)

πsf

ξ−2Cuβ
(k)

πsf+2Cuβ
(k)
π⋆

]
,

a mixture policy πα := (1− α)πsf + απ⋆ satisfies uπα − 2Cuβ
(k)
πα ≥ b.

Proof For any k and α ∈ [0, 1], we have

uπα − b− 2Cuβ
(k)
πα

= (1− α) (uπsf − b)︸ ︷︷ ︸
≥ξ

+α (uπ⋆ − b)︸ ︷︷ ︸
≥0

−2Cu(1− α)β
(k)

πsf − 2Cuαβ
(k)
π⋆

≥ (1− α)
(
ξ − 2Cuβ

(k)

πsf

)
− 2αCuβ

(k)
π⋆ .

To make (1− α)
(
ξ − 2Cuβ

(k)

πsf

)
− 2αCuβ

(k)
π⋆ ≥ 0, a sufficient condition is

α ≤
ξ − 2Cuβ

(k)

πsf

ξ − 2Cuβ
(k)

πsf + 2Cuβ
(k)
π⋆

, (9)

where the right hand side is non-negative since k ∈ U c. This concludes the proof.

Lemma 39 (Restatement of Lemma 3) Suppose Algorithm 1 is run with ρ = 1. Assume the event

E1 holds. Then, |U | ≤ 32dC2
uξ

−2 ln
(
2Kδ−1

)
.

Proof We have

K∑

k=1

Ea∼π(k)‖a‖2
(Λ(k))

−1 ≥
∑

k∈U
Ea∼π(k)‖a‖2

(Λ(k))
−1

(a)

≥
∑

k∈U

(
Ea∼π(k)‖a‖(Λ(k))

−1

)2

︸ ︷︷ ︸
=
(
β
(k)

πsf

)2
since π(k) = πsf

(b)

≥ |U| ξ
2

4C2
u

,

where (a) is due to Jensen’s inequality, and (b) is due to Definition 2. Due to E1, we have

K∑

k=1

Ea∼π(k)‖a‖2
(Λ(k))

−1 ≤ 2
K∑

k=1

∥∥∥a(k)
∥∥∥
2

(Λ(k))
−1 + 4 ln

2K

δ
.

Using Lemma 26 and since ‖a‖2 ≤ 1 and ρ = 1, the first term is bounded by: ≤ 2d ln
(
1 + K

d

)
.

Thus,

ξ2

4C2
u

|U | ≤ 2d ln

(
1 +

K

d

)

︸ ︷︷ ︸
≤2K

+4 ln
2K

δ
≤ 8d ln

(
2K

δ

)
.

The claim holds by rearranging the above inequality.
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Lemma 40 (Restatement of Lemma 6) If Cr ≥ 2BCu

ξ , for any k ∈ U c, πα(k) satisfies rπ
α(k)

+

Crβ
(k)
π
α(k)
≥ rπ⋆ .

Proof Let α(k) :=
ξ−2Cuβ

(k)

πsf

ξ−2Cuβ
(k)

πsf+2Cuβ
(k)
π⋆

. Note that α(k)

1−α(k) =
ξ−2Cuβ

(k)

πsf

2Cuβ
(k)
π⋆

. We have,

rπ
α(k)

+ Cr = (1− α(k))rπsf + α(k)rπ⋆ + Cr(1− α(k))β
(k)

πsf +Crα
(k)β

(k)
π⋆

≥ α(k)rπ⋆ + Cr

((
1− α(k)

)
β
(k)

πsf + α(k)β
(k)
π⋆

)
.

A sufficient condition to have α(k)rπ⋆ + Cr

((
1− α(k)

)
β
(k)

πsf + α(k)β
(k)
π⋆

)
≥ rπ⋆ is, since rπ⋆ =

Ea∼π⋆[〈θ,a〉] ≤ ‖θ‖2Ea∼π⋆‖a‖2 ≤ B,

B ≤ Cr

(
β
(k)

πsf +
α(k)

1− α(k)
β
(k)
π⋆

)

= Cr

(
β
(k)

πsf +
1

2Cu
ξ − β

(k)

πsf

)
≤ Cr

2Cu
ξ .

Therefore, when Cr ≥ 2BCu

ξ , we have rπ
α(k)

+ Crβ
(k)
π
α(k)
≥ rπ⋆ .

Theorem 41 (Restatement of Theorem 7) Suppose that Algorithm 1 is run with ρ = 1,

Cu = B +R

√
d ln

4K

δ
, and Cr = Cu

(
1 +

2B

ξ

)
.

Then, with probability at least 1− 2δ, the following two hold simultaneously:

• π(k) ∈ Πsf for any k ∈ [K]

• Regret(K) ≤ 32dBC2
uξ

−2 ln
(
2Kδ−1

)
+ 4Cr

√
K
√
2d ln

(
1 + K

d

)
+ 4 ln 2K

δ

Proof Suppose the good events E1 ∩ E2 hold. Recall that π(k) is either πsf in k ∈ U or the solution

to Opt-Pes in k ∈ U c. Since Opt-Pes is ensured to have feasible solutions by Lemma 38 for k ∈ U c,

the first claim follows immediately.

We will prove the second claim. It holds that

Regret(K) =

K∑

k=1

rπ⋆ − rπ(k) =
∑

k∈U
rπ⋆ − rπ(k)

︸ ︷︷ ︸
π(k) = πsf

+
∑

k/∈U
rπ⋆ − rπ(k)

︸ ︷︷ ︸
π(k) is computed by Opt-Pes

≤ B|U|+
∑

k/∈U
rπ⋆ − rπ(k)

(a)

≤ 32dBC2
uξ

−2 ln
(
2Kδ−1

)
+
∑

k/∈U

(
rπ⋆ − r̂

(k)

π(k) − Crβ
(k)

π(k)

)

︸ ︷︷ ︸
1

+
∑

k/∈U

(
r̂
(k)

π(k) + Crβ
(k)

π(k) − rπ(k)

)

︸ ︷︷ ︸
2

,
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where (a) uses the bound of |U| (Lemma 39). Using Lemma 37, the term 2 is bounded by

2 ≤∑k/∈U 3Crβ
(k)

π(k) . On the other hand, 1 is bounded by

1
(a)

≤
∑

k/∈U
rπ

α(k)
+ Crβ

(k)
π
α(k)
− r̂

(k)

π(k) − Crβ
(k)

π(k)

(b)

≤
∑

k/∈U
Crβ

(k)
π
α(k)

+
(
r̂(k)π

α(k)
+ Crβ

(k)
π
α(k)
− r̂

(k)

π(k) − Crβ
(k)

π(k)

)

(c)

≤
∑

k/∈U
Crβ

(k)
π
α(k)

,

where (a) uses the optimism of mixture policy (Lemma 40), (b) uses Lemma 37, and (c) holds since

πα(k) is a feasible solution to Opt-Pes due to Lemma 38.

Finally, by combining all the results, we have

Regret(K) ≤ 32dBC2
uξ

−2 ln
(
2Kδ−1

)
+ 4Cr

∑

k/∈U
β(k)
π
α(k)

≤ 32dBC2
uξ

−2 ln
(
2Kδ−1

)
+ 4Cr

√
K

√
2d ln

(
1 +

K

d

)
+ 4 ln

2K

δ

where the second inequality uses Lemma 36. Since the good event E1 ∩ E2 occurs with probability

at least 1− 2δ due to Lemmas 34 and 35, the claim holds.

Appendix D. Regret Analysis (Linear CMDP)

D.1. Definitions and Useful Lemmas

Definition 42 For a set of positive values {an}Nn=1, we write x = polylog (a1, . . . , aN ) if there

exists an absolute constants {bn}Nn=0 > 0 and {cn}Nn=1 > 0 such that x ≤ b0 + b1(ln a1)
c1 + · · ·+

bN (ln aN )cN .

Definition 43 (ε-cover) Let Θ =
{
θ ∈ R

d : ‖θ‖2 ≤ R
}

be a ball with radius R. Fix an ε. An ε-net

Nε ⊂ Θ is a finite set such that for any θ ∈ Θ, there exists a θ′ ∈ Nε such that dist
(
θ,θ′) ≤ ε for

some distance metric dist(·, ·). The smallest ε-net is called ε-cover, and the size of ε-net is called

ε-covering number.

Definition 44 (µ-estimator) Let e(s) ∈ R
S denote a one-hot vector such that only the element at

s ∈ S is 1 and otherwise 0. In Algorithm 2, for all h and k, define µ
(k)
h ∈ R

S×d and ǫ
(k)
h ∈ R

S

such that

µ
(k)
h :=

k−1∑

i=1

e
(
s
(i)
h+1

)
φ
(
s
(i)
h , a

(i)
h

)⊤(
Λ

(k)
h

)−1
and ǫ

(k)
h := e

(
s
(k)
h+1

)
− P

(
·
∣∣∣ s(k)h , a

(k)
h

)
. (10)

We remark that
(
P̂

(k)
h V

)
(s, a) = φ(s, a)⊤

(
µ
(k)
h

)⊤
V for any V ∈ R

S .
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Lemma 45 For all k and h, it holds that:

µ
(k)
h − µh = −ρµh

(
Λ

(k)
h

)−1
+

k−1∑

i=1

ǫ
(i)
h φ

(
s
(i)
h , a

(i)
h

)⊤ (
Λ

(k)
h

)−1

Proof Due to the definition of µ
(k)
h , we have

µ
(k)
h =

k−1∑

i=1

e
(
s
(i)
h+1

)
φ
(
s
(i)
h , a

(i)
h

)⊤(
Λ

(k)
h

)−1
=

k−1∑

i=1

(
P
(
·
∣∣∣ s(k)h , a

(k)
h

)
+ ǫ

(k)
h

)
φ
(
s
(i)
h , a

(i)
h

)⊤(
Λ

(k)
h

)−1

=
k−1∑

i=1

(
µhφ

(
s
(k)
h , a

(k)
h

)
+ ǫ

(k)
h

)
φ
(
s
(i)
h , a

(i)
h

)⊤(
Λ

(k)
h

)−1

=

k−1∑

i=1

µhφ
(
s
(k)
h , a

(k)
h

)
φ
(
s
(i)
h , a

(i)
h

)⊤(
Λ

(k)
h

)−1
+

k−1∑

i=1

ǫ
(k)
h φ

(
s
(i)
h , a

(i)
h

)⊤(
Λ

(k)
h

)−1

= µh

(
Λ

(k)
h − ρI

)(
Λ

(k)
h

)−1
+

k−1∑

i=1

ǫ
(k)
h φ

(
s
(i)
h , a

(i)
h

)⊤(
Λ

(k)
h

)−1

= µh − ρµh

(
Λ

(k)
h

)−1
+

k−1∑

i=1

ǫ
(k)
h φ

(
s
(i)
h , a

(i)
h

)⊤(
Λ

(k)
h

)−1
.

Lemma 46 Let V be a class of real-valued function over the state space S such that sups |V (s)| ≤
B for a B > 0. Let Nε be the ε-cover of V with respect to the distance dist∞. In Algorithm 2, for

all k, h, s, a, for any V ∈ V , with probability at least 1− δ, we have

∣∣∣
((

P̂
(k)
h − Ph

)
V
)
(s, a)

∣∣∣

≤‖φ(s, a)‖(
Λ

(k)
h

)−1

(
√

dρB + 2B

√
d

2
ln

(
k + ρ

ρ

)
+ 2B

√
ln
|Nε|
δ

+
4kε√
ρ

)
.

Proof Using Lemma 28 and due to the definition of Λ(k) in Algorithm 2, with probability at least

1− δ, for all k, h, we have

∥∥∥∥∥

k−1∑

i=1

φ
(
s
(k)
h , a

(k)
h

)(
V ⊤ǫ(i)h

)∥∥∥∥∥
(Λ(k))

−1

≤
√

4B2

(
d

2
ln

(
k + ρ

ρ

)
+ ln

|Nε|
δ

)
+

8k2ε2

ρ

≤ 2B

√
d

2
ln

(
k + ρ

ρ

)
+ 2B

√
ln
|Nε|
δ

+
4kε√
ρ
,
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where the second inequality uses
√
a+ b ≤ √a+

√
b. By inserting this to Definition 44, we have

∣∣∣
((

P̂
(k)
h − Ph

)
V
)
(s, a)

∣∣∣

=

∣∣∣∣φ(s, a)
⊤
(
µ
(k)
h − µh

)⊤
V

∣∣∣∣

=

∣∣∣∣∣∣
φ(s, a)⊤

(
−ρµh

(
Λ

(k)
h

)−1
+

k−1∑

i=1

ǫ
(i)
h φ

(
s
(i)
h , a

(i)
h

)⊤ (
Λ

(k)
h

)−1
)⊤

V

∣∣∣∣∣∣

≤ρ
∣∣∣∣φ(s, a)

⊤
(
Λ

(k)
h

)−1
(µh)

⊤V

∣∣∣∣+
∣∣∣∣∣φ(s, a)

⊤
(
Λ

(k)
h

)−1
k−1∑

i=1

φ
(
s
(i)
h , a

(i)
h

)(
V ⊤ǫ(i)h

)∣∣∣∣∣

≤ρ‖φ(s, a)‖(
Λ

(k)
h

)−1

∥∥∥(µh)
⊤V
∥∥∥(

Λ
(k)
h

)−1

︸ ︷︷ ︸
≤B
√

d/ρ by Assumption 2

+‖φ(s, a)‖(
Λ

(k)
h

)−1

∥∥∥∥∥

k−1∑

i=1

φ
(
s
(i)
h , a

(i)
h

)(
ǫ
(i)
h

)⊤
V

∥∥∥∥∥(
Λ

(k)
h

)−1

≤‖φ(s, a)‖(
Λ

(k)
h

)−1

(
√

dρB + 2B

√
d

2
ln

(
k + ρ

ρ

)
+ 2B

√
ln
|Nε|
δ

+
4kε√
ρ

)
.

D.2. Function Classes and Covering Argument

Definition 47 (Q function class) For any h and for a pair of (w,Λ), where w ∈ R
d and Λ ∈

R
d×d, define Q

(w,Λ),r
h : S ×A → R, Q

(w,Λ),u
h : S ×A → R, and Q

(w,Λ),†
h : S ×A → R such that

Q
(w,Λ),r
h (s, a) = rh(s, a) + clip

{
Cr‖φ(s, a)‖Λ−1 +w⊤φ(s, a), 0, Hκ − hκ

}

Q
(w,Λ),u
h (s, a) = uh(s, a) + clip

{
−Cu‖φ(s, a)‖Λ−1 +w⊤φ(s, a), 0, H − h

}

Q
(w,Λ),†
h (s, a) = B†‖φ(s, a)‖Λ−1 + clip

{
C†‖φ(s, a)‖Λ−1 +w⊤φ(s, a), 0, B†(H − h)

}
,

where κ,Cr, Cu, B†, C† ≥ 0. We denoted hκ := h(1 + κ lnA) for h ∈ J1,HK. Let Qr
h, Qu

h, Q†
h

denote function classes such that

Qr
h :=

{
Q

(w,Λ),r
h

∣∣∣ ‖w‖2 ≤ KHκ, σmin(Λ) ≥ 1
}
,

Qu
h :=

{
Q

(w,Λ),u
h

∣∣∣ ‖w‖2 ≤ KH, σmin(Λ) ≥ 1
}
,

and Q†
h :=

{
Q

(w,Λ),†
h

∣∣∣ ‖w‖2 ≤ KHB†, σmin(Λ) ≥ 1
}
.

We let NQ
r
h

ε ,NQ
u
h

ε , and NQ
†
h

ε , be the ε-covers of Qr
h, Qu

h, and Q†
h with the distance metric dist∞.

Lemma 48 (Q covers) When Algorithm 2 is run with ρ = 1, it hold that:

(i) For all k, h and for any π ∈ Π, Q
π,r
(k),h[κ] ∈ Qr

h, Qπ,u
(k),h ∈ Qu

h, and Q
π,†
(k),h ∈ Q†

h
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(ii) ln |NQ
r
h

ε | ≤ d ln
(
1 + 4KHκ

ε

)
+ d2 ln

(
1 + 8

√
dC2

r

ε2

)
= O

(
d2
)
polylog

(
d,K,Hκ, Cr, ε

−1
)
,

ln |NQ
u
h

ε | ≤ d ln
(
1 + 4KH

ε

)
+ d2 ln

(
1 + 8

√
dC2

u

ε2

)
= O

(
d2
)
polylog

(
d,K,H,Cu, ε

−1
)
,

and ln |NQ
†
h

ε | ≤ d ln
(
1 +

4KB†H
ε

)
+d2 ln

(
1 +

8
√
dC2

†

ε2

)
= O

(
d2
)
polylog

(
d,K,H,B†, C†, ε−1

)

Proof The statements in (ii) immediately follow from the proof of Lemma D.6 in Jin et al. (2020).

We prove the first claim (i). For Q
π,r
(k),h, we have

Q
π,r
(k),h[κ] =rh + clip

{
Crβ

(k) + P̂ (k)V
π,r
(k),h+1[κ], 0, (H − h)(1 + κ lnA)

}

=rh + clip

{
Cr

√
φ(s, a)⊤

(
Λ

(k)
h

)−1
φ(s, a) + φ(s, a)⊤

(
µ
(k)
h

)⊤
V

π,r
(k),h+1[κ], 0, (H − h)(1 + κ lnA)

}
.

According to the definition of Q
(w,Λ),r
h (Definition 47), the claim immediately holds by showing

the L2 bound of
(
µ
(k)
h

)⊤
V

π,r
(k),h+1[κ]. For any h ∈ J1,HK and k ∈ J1,KK, we have

∥∥∥∥
(
µ
(k)
h

)⊤
V

π,r
(k),h+1[κ]

∥∥∥∥
2

=

∥∥∥∥∥

k−1∑

i=1

V
π,r
(k),h+1[κ]

(
s
(i)
h+1

)
φ
(
s
(i)
h , a

(i)
h

)⊤(
Λ

(k)
h

)−1
∥∥∥∥∥
2

(a)

≤Hκ

∥∥∥∥∥
(
Λ

(k)
h

)−1
k−1∑

i=1

φ
(
s
(i)
h , a

(i)
h

)∥∥∥∥∥
2

≤ KHκ .

where (a) uses ‖φ‖2 ≤ 1 with ρ = 1 and 0 ≤ V
π,r
(k),h+1[κ] ≤ Hκ.

The remaining claims for Qπ,u
(k),h(s, a) ∈ Qu

h and Q
π,†
(k),h(s, a) ∈ Q†

h can be similarly proven.

Definition 49 (Composite Q function class) For each h, let Q◦
h denote a function class such that

Q◦
h :=

{
Q† +Qr + λQu

∣∣∣Q† ∈ Q†
h, Q

r ∈ Qr
h, Q

u ∈ Qu
h, and λ ∈ [0, Cλ]

}
.

where Cλ > 0. We let NQ
◦
h

ε be the ε-cover of Q◦
h with the distance metric dist∞.

Lemma 50 (Composite Q cover) When Algorithm 2 is run with ρ = 1, the following statements

hold:

(i) For all (k, h), for any π ∈ Π, and for any λ ∈ [0, Cλ], Q
π,†
(k),h +Q

π,r
(k),h[κ] + λQπ,u

(k),h ∈ Q◦
h

(ii) ln

∣∣∣∣N
Q◦

h
ε

∣∣∣∣ = O
(
d2
)
polylog

(
d,K,Hκ, Cr, Cu, B†, C†, Cλ, ε

−1
)

Proof The claim (i) clearly holds by Lemma 48 and Definition 49.
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We prove the second claim (ii). Let N λ
ε be the ε-cover of a set {λ | λ ∈ [0, Cλ]} with the dis-

tance metric ‖·‖2. Let ε†, εr, εu, ελ > 0 be positive scalars. Consider Q̃† ∈ NQ
†
h

ε† , Q̃r ∈ NQ
r
h

εr ,

Q̃u ∈ NQ
u
h

εu , and λ̃ ∈ N λ
ελ

. For any Q† ∈ Q†
h, Qr ∈ Qr

h, Qu ∈ Qu
h, and λ ∈ [0, Cλ], we have

dist∞
(
Q† +Qr + λQu, Q̃† + Q̃r + λ̃Q̃u

)

≤ sup
s,a

∣∣∣Q†(s, a)− Q̃†(s, a)
∣∣∣

︸ ︷︷ ︸
≤ε†

+sup
s,a

∣∣∣Qr(s, a)− Q̃r(s, a)
∣∣∣

︸ ︷︷ ︸
≤εr

+ λ sup
s,a

∣∣∣
(
Qu(s, a)− Q̃u(s, a)

)∣∣∣
︸ ︷︷ ︸

≤Cλεu

+sup
s,a

∣∣∣
(
λ− λ̃

)
Qu(s, a)

∣∣∣
︸ ︷︷ ︸

ελH

(a)

≤ ε† + εr + Cλεu + ελH ,

where (a) appropriately chooses Q̃†, Q̃r, Q̃u, λ̃. By replacing ε† with ε/4, εr with ε/4, εu with

1/4Cλ, and ελ with ε/4H , the above inequality is upper bounded by ε. Thus,

ln

∣∣∣∣N
Q◦

h
ε

∣∣∣∣ ≤ ln
∣∣∣N λ

ε/4H

∣∣∣+ ln

∣∣∣∣N
Qu

h

ε/4Cλ

∣∣∣∣+ ln

∣∣∣∣N
Qr

h

ε/4

∣∣∣∣+ ln

∣∣∣∣N
Q†

h

ε/4

∣∣∣∣
≤O

(
d2
)
polylog

(
d,K,Hκ, Cr, Cu, B†, C†, Cλ, ε

−1
)
.

where the second inequality uses Lemma 23 and Lemma 48.

Definition 51 (Policy class) Π̃ := Π̃1 × · · · × Π̃H denotes a softmax policy class such that

Π̃h := {πQ ∈ Π |Q ∈ Q◦
h} where πQ(· | s) = SoftMax

(
1

κ
Q(s, ·)

)
∀s ∈ S ,

where κ > 0. We let N Π̃h
ε be the ε-cover of Π̃h with the distance metric dist1.

Lemma 52 (π(k),λ cover) When Algorithm 2 is run with ρ = 1 and κ > 0, for all h, the following

statements hold:

(i) For all (k, h) and λ ∈ [0, Cλ] in Algorithm 2, π
(k),λ
h ∈ Π̃h

(ii) ln

∣∣∣∣N Π̃h
ε

∣∣∣∣ = O
(
d2
)
polylog

(
d,K,Hκ, Cr, Cu, B†, C†, Cλ, ε

−1, κ−1
)

Proof The claim (i) immediately follows from Lemma 50 and Definition 9.

We prove the second claim. For a Q : S × A → R, let πQ be a softmax policy such that πQ(· |
s) = SoftMax

(
Q(s,·)

κ

)
. Consider Q̃ from NQ

◦
h

ε . Then, for any Q ∈ Q◦
h, we have

dist1

(
πQ, πQ̃

) (a)

≤ 8

κ
dist∞

(
Q, Q̃

) (b)

≤ 8ε

κ
,
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where (a) uses Lemma 33 and (b) appropriately chooses Q̃ from NQ
◦
h

ε . Therefore,

ln

∣∣∣∣N Π̃h
ε

∣∣∣∣ ≤ ln

∣∣∣∣N
Q◦

h

κε/8

∣∣∣∣ ≤ O
(
d2
)
polylog

(
d,K,Hκ, Cr, Cu, B†, C†, Cλ, ε

−1, κ−1
)

where the second inequality uses Lemma 50.

Definition 53 (V function class) Let Vrh, Vuh, and V†h denote value function classes such that

Vrh :=
{
V π
Q [κ] : S → R

∣∣∣ π ∈ Π̃h ∪ {πsf
h } and Q ∈ Qr

h

}
,

Vuh :=
{
V π
Q [0] : S → R

∣∣∣ π ∈ Π̃h ∪ {πsf
h } and Q ∈ Qu

h

}
,

and V†h :=
{
V π
Q [0] : S → R

∣∣∣ π ∈ Π̃h ∪ {πsf
h } and Q ∈ Q†

h

}
,

where V π
Q [κ](s) :=

∑

a∈A
π(a | s)(Q(s, a)− κ lnπ(a | s)) ∀s ∈ S .

We let NV
r
h

ε ,NV
u
h

ε , and NV
†
h

ε be the ε-covers of Vrh, Vuh, and V†h with the distance metric dist∞.

Lemma 54 (V covers) When Algorithm 2 is run with ρ = 1 and κ > 0, for all h, the following

statements hold:

(i) For all (k, h), for any λ ∈ [0, Cλ], and for both π = π(k),λ and π = πsf , we have:

V
π,r
(k),h[κ] ∈ Vrh, V π,u

(k),h ∈ Vuh, and V
π,†
(k),h ∈ V†h

(ii) ln

∣∣∣∣N
Vr

h
ε

∣∣∣∣ = O
(
d2
)
polylog

(
d,K,Hκ, Cr, Cu, B†, C†, Cλ, ε

−1, κ−1
)
,

ln

∣∣∣∣N
Vu

h
ε

∣∣∣∣ = O
(
d2
)
polylog

(
d,K,Hκ, Cr, Cu, B†, C†, Cλ, ε

−1, κ−1
)
,

and ln

∣∣∣∣N
V†

h
ε

∣∣∣∣ = O
(
d2
)
polylog

(
d,K,Hκ, Cr, Cu, B†, C†, Cλ, ε

−1, κ−1
)

Proof The condition (i) immediately follow from Lemma 48 and Lemma 52 with Definition 53

and Definition 9.
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We prove the second claim (ii). Let Q ∈ Qr
h and Q̃ ∈ NQ

r
h

εr where εr > 0. For any two

π, π̃ : S →P(A), for any s, we have

∣∣∣∣∣
∑

a∈A
π(a | s)(Q(s, a)− κ ln π(a | s))−

∑

a∈A
π̃(a | s)

(
Q̃(s, a)− κ lnπ(a | s)

)∣∣∣∣∣

≤
∣∣∣∣∣
∑

a∈A
π(a | s)Q(s, a)−

∑

a∈A
π(a | s)Q̃(s, a) +

∑

a∈A
π(a | s)Q̃(s, a)−

∑

a∈A
π̃(a | s)Q̃(s, a)

∣∣∣∣∣

+ κ

∣∣∣∣∣
∑

a∈A
π(a | s) lnπ(a | s)− π̃(a | s) ln π̃(a | s)

∣∣∣∣∣
︸ ︷︷ ︸

=:H (π)−H (π̃)

≤
∑

a∈A
π(a | s)

∣∣∣Q(s, a)− Q̃(s, a)
∣∣∣

︸ ︷︷ ︸
≤εr

+‖π(· | s)− π̃(· | s)‖1
∥∥∥Q̃(·, s)

∥∥∥
∞︸ ︷︷ ︸

≤Hκ

+κ(H (π)−H (π̃))

≤εr +Hκ‖π(· | s)− π̃(· | s)‖1 + κ(H (π)−H (π̃))

where the second inequality chooses appropriate Q̃. We defined entropies of π and π̃ as H (π) :=∑
a∈A π(a | s) lnπ(a | s) and H (π̃) :=

∑
a∈A π̃(a | s) ln π̃(a | s), respectively.

The remaining task is to bound Hκ‖π(· | s)− π̃(· | s)‖1 + κ(H (π)−H (π̃)). When π = πsf ,

choosing π̃ = πsf trivially bounds this term by 0. Thus, we only consider the case when π ∈ Π̃h, i.e.,

π(· | s) = SoftMax
(
1
κQ

◦(s, ·)
)

with Q◦ ∈ Q◦
h. We also consider π̃(· | s) = SoftMax

(
1
κQ̃

◦(s, ·)
)

with Q̃◦ ∈ NQ
◦
h

ε◦ , where ε◦ > 0. For the entropy gap, we have

H (π)−H (π̃)

=

∣∣∣∣∣
∑

a∈A
π(a | s) lnπ(a | s)− π̃(a | s) ln π̃(a | s)

∣∣∣∣∣

=

∣∣∣∣∣
∑

a∈A
(π(a | s)− π̃(a | s)) lnπ(a | s) +

∑

a∈A
π̃(a | s)(lnπ(a | s)− ln π̃(a | s))

∣∣∣∣∣

≤‖π(· | s)− π̃(· | s)‖1 max
a

lnπ(a | s) + max
a
|lnπ(a | s)− ln π̃(a | s)|

(a)

≤ ‖π(· | s)− π̃(· | s)‖1︸ ︷︷ ︸
≤ 8

κ
maxa|Q◦(s,a)−Q̃◦(s,a)| by Lemma 33

max
a

lnπ(a | s) + 2

κ
max
a

∣∣∣Q◦(s, a)− Q̃◦(s, a)
∣∣∣

︸ ︷︷ ︸
≤ε◦

(b)

≤ε◦

κ

(
8max

a
lnπ(a | s) + 2

)
,

where (a) utilizes a decomposition similar to the proof of Lemma 33, and (b) chooses an appropriate

Q̃◦. Finally, lnπ(a | s) can be bounded as

max
a

lnπ(a | s) = max
a

1

κ
Q◦(s, a)− ln

∑

a′

exp

(
1

κ
Q◦(s, a′)

)
≤ B†H +Hκ + CλH

κ
,

where the last inequality is due to Definition 49.
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Therefore, we have

Hκ‖π(· | s)− π̃(· | s)‖1 + κ(H (π)−H (π̃)) ≤ ε◦
(
2 +

8

κ
(B†H + 2Hκ + CλH)

)

︸ ︷︷ ︸
=:Z

.

Finally, by setting εr = ε/2Hκ and ε◦ = ε/2Z , ln

∣∣∣∣N
Vr

h
ε

∣∣∣∣ is bounded as:

ln

∣∣∣∣N
Vr

h
ε

∣∣∣∣ ≤ ln

(∣∣∣∣N
Q◦

h

ε/2Z

∣∣∣∣+ 1

)
+ ln |NQ

r
h

ε/2Hκ
| = O

(
d2
)
polylog

(
d,K,Hκ, Cr, Cu, B†, C†, Cλ, ε

−1, κ−1
)
,

where the second inequality is due to Lemma 48 and Lemma 50. The claims for ln

∣∣∣∣N
Vu

h
ε

∣∣∣∣ and

ln

∣∣∣∣N
V†

h
ε

∣∣∣∣ can be similarly proven.

D.3. Good Events and Value Confidence Bounds for Lemma 10 Proof

Lemma 55 (Good event 1) Define E1 as the event where the following inequality holds:

K∑

k=1

H∑

h=1

E

[∥∥∥φ(s(k)h , a
(k)
h )
∥∥∥
2
(
Λ

(k)
h

)−1

∣∣∣∣∣ s
(k)
h , a

(k)
h ∼ π

(k)
h

]

≤2
K∑

k=1

H∑

h=1

∥∥∥φ(s(k)h , a
(k)
h )
∥∥∥
2
(
Λ

(k)
h

)−1 + 4H ln
2KH

δ
.

If Algorithm 2 is run with ρ = 1, P(E1) ≥ 1− δ.

Proof The claim immediately follows from Lemma 25 with ‖φ‖2 ≤ 1 and ρ = 1.

Lemma 56 (Good event 2) Define E2 as the event where the following condition holds:

For all k, h and for any V r ∈ Vrh+1, V u ∈ Vuh+1, and V † ∈ V†h+1

∣∣∣
((

P̂
(k)
h − Ph

)
V r
)
(s, a)

∣∣∣ ≤ Crβ
(k)
h (s, a) ∀(h, s, a) ∈ J1,HK× S ×A

∣∣∣
((

P̂
(k)
h − Ph

)
V u
)
(s, a)

∣∣∣ ≤ Cuβ
(k)
h (s, a) ∀(h, s, a) ∈ J1,HK× S ×A

and

∣∣∣
((

P̂
(k)
h − Ph

)
V †
)
(s, a)

∣∣∣ ≤ C†β
(k)
h (s, a) ∀(h, s, a) ∈ J1,HK× S ×A .

If Algorithm 2 is run with ρ = 1, Cr = Õ(dHκ), Cu = Õ(dH), and C† = Õ(dHB†), we have

P(E2) ≥ 1− 2δ.
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Proof Using Lemma 46 with NV
r
h+1

1/K , with probability at least 1− δ, for any (k, h, s, a),

∣∣∣
((

P̂
(k)
h − Ph

)
V r
)
(s, a)

∣∣∣

(a)

≤‖φ(s, a)‖(
Λ

(k)
h

)−1




√
dHκ + 2Hκ

√
d

2
ln(2K) + 2Hκ

√√√√√
ln

∣∣∣∣N
Vr

h+1

1/K

∣∣∣∣
δ

+ 4




(b)

≤‖φ(s, a)‖(
Λ

(k)
h

)−1Õ(dHκ) lnCr

(c)

≤ ‖φ(s, a)‖(
Λ

(k)
h

)−1Cr

where (a) sets ε = 1/K to NV
u
h

ε and uses lemma 46, (b) uses Lemma 48, and (c) set sufficiently

large Cr = Õ(dHκ) and uses lemma 29. The claim for Vuh+1 and V†h+1 can be similarly proven.

Lemma 57 (Remove clipping one-side) Under E2, for any (k, h, s, a), and for any λ ∈ [0, Cλ],
for both π = π(k),λ and π = πsf , we have

Crβ
(k)
h (s, a) +

(
P̂

(k)
h V

π,r
(k),h+1[κ]

)
(s, a) ≥

(
PhV

π,r
(k),h+1[κ]

)
(s, a) ≥ 0 ,

− Cuβ
(k)
h (s, a) +

(
P̂

(k)
h V π,u

(k),h+1

)
(s, a) ≤

(
PhV

π,u
(k),h+1

)
(s, a) ≤ H − h ,

and C†β
(k)
h (s, a) +

(
P̂

(k)
h V

π,†
(k),h+1

)
(s, a) ≥

(
PhV

π,†
(k),h+1

)
(s, a) ≥ 0

Proof We have

Crβ
(k)
h (s, a) +

(
P̂

(k)
h V

π,r
(k),h+1[κ]

)
(s, a)

(a)

≥
∣∣∣
(
Ph − P̂

(k)
h

)
V

π,r
(k),h+1[κ]

∣∣∣(s, a) +
(
P̂

(k)
h V

π,r
(k),h+1[κ]

)
(s, a)

≥
(
Ph − P̂

(k)
h

)
V

π,r
(k),h+1[κ](s, a) +

(
P̂

(k)
h V

π,r
(k),h+1[κ]

)
(s, a)

=PhV
π,r
(k),h+1[κ](s, a)

(b)

≥ 0 ,

where (a) is due to E2 with Lemma 54 and (b) is due to r ≥ 0 and by the definition of V
π,r
(k),h+1[κ].

The claim for V
π,†
(k),h+1 can be similarly proven.

For V π,u
(k),h+1, we have

− Cuβ
(k)
h (s, a) +

(
P̂

(k)
h V π,u

(k),h+1

)
(s, a)

(a)

≤−
∣∣∣
(
P̂

(k)
h − Ph

)
V π,u

(k),h+1

∣∣∣(s, a) +
(
P̂

(k)
h V π,u

(k),h+1

)
(s, a)

≤−
(
P̂

(k)
h − Ph

)
V π,u

(k),h+1(s, a) +
(
P̂

(k)
h V π,u

(k),h+1

)
(s, a)

=PhV
π,u
(k),h+1(s, a)

(b)

≤ H − h ,
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where (a) is due to E2 with Lemma 54 and (b) is due to u ≤ 1 and by the definition of V π,u
(k),h+1.

Definition 58 (Q estimation gap) For any h, k and π ∈ Π, define δπ,r(k),h, δ
π,u
(k),h, δ

π,†
(k),h : S×A → R

be functions such that:

δπ,r(k),h = clip
{
Crβ

(k)
h +

(
P̂

(k)
h V

π,r
(k),h+1[κ]

)
, 0,Hκ − hκ

}
−
(
PhV

π,r
(k),h+1[κ]

)
,

δπ,u(k),h =
(
PhV

π,u
(k),h+1

)
− clip

{
−Cuβ

(k)
h +

(
P̂

(k)
h V π,u

(k),h+1

)
, 0,H − h

}
,

and δπ,†(k),h = clip
{
C†β

(k)
h +

(
P̂

(k)
h V

π,†
(k),h+1

)
, 0, B†(H − h)

}
−
(
PhV

π,†
(k),h+1

)
,

It is clear that these functions satisfy, for any (π, k, h),

Q
π,r
(k),h[κ] = Q

π,r+δπ,r

(k)

P,h [κ], Qπ,u
(k),1

= Q
π,u−δπ,u

(k)

P,h , and Q
π,†
(k),h = Q

π,B†β
(k)+δπ,†

(k)

P,h . (11)

Additionally, let ∆
(k)
r , ∆

(k)
u , and ∆

(k)
† be function classes such that:

∆
(k)
r :=

{
δ : J1,HK× S ×A → R

∣∣∣ 0 ≤ δh ≤ min
{
2Crβ

(k)
h ,Hκ − hκ

}
∀h ∈ J1,HK

}

∆
(k)
u :=

{
δ : J1,HK× S ×A → R

∣∣∣ 0 ≤ δh ≤ min
{
2Cuβ

(k)
h ,H − h

}
∀h ∈ J1,HK

}

and ∆
(k)
† :=

{
δ : J1,HK× S ×A → R

∣∣∣ 0 ≤ δh ≤ min
{
2C†β

(k)
h , B†(H − h)

}
∀h ∈ J1,HK

}
.

Lemma 59 Under E2, for any k and for any λ ∈ [0, Cλ], for both π = π(k),λ and π = πsf , it holds

that δπ,r(k),· ∈ ∆
(k)
r , δπ,u(k),· ∈ ∆

(k)
u , and δπ,†(k),· ∈ ∆

(k)
† .

Proof δπ,u(k),h(s, a) ≤ H − h clearly holds. Additionally, we have

δπ,u(k),h(s, a)
(a)
=
(
PhV

π,u
(k),h+1

)
(s, a)−max

{
−Cuβ

(k)
h (s, a) +

(
P̂

(k)
h V π,u

(k),h+1

)
(s, a), 0

}

≤
(
PhV

π,u
(k),h+1

)
(s, a) + Cuβ

(k)
h (s, a)−

(
P̂

(k)
h V π,u

(k),h+1

)
(s, a)

≤Cuβ
(k)
h (s, a) +

∣∣∣
(
Ph − P̂

(k)
h

)
V π,u

(k),h+1

∣∣∣(s, a)
(b)

≤ 2Cuβ
(k)
h (s, a) ,

where (a) is due to Lemma 57 and (b) is due to E2. Finally, note that

δπ,u(k),h(s, a) =
(
PhV

π,u
(k),h+1

)
(s, a)−max

{
−Cuβ

(k)
h (s, a) +

(
P̂

(k)
h V π,u

(k),h+1

)
(s, a), 0

}

≥Cuβ
(k)
h (s, a) +

(
PhV

π,u
(k),h+1

)
(s, a)−

(
P̂

(k)
h V π,u

(k),h+1

)
(s, a)

︸ ︷︷ ︸
≥0 by E2

≥ 0 .

This concludes the proof for δπ,u(k),h. The claims for δπ,r(k),h and δπ,†(k),h can be similarly proven.
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Lemma 60 (Restatement of Lemma 10) Suppose E2 holds. For any k and for any λ ∈ [0, Cλ],
for both π = π(k),λ and π = πsf , we have

V π,r
P,h ≤ V

π,r
(k),h ≤ V π,r+2Crβ(k)

P,h , Qπ,r
P,h ≤ Q

π,r
(k),h ≤ Qπ,r+2Crβ(k)

P,h

V
π,B†β

(k)

P,h ≤ V
π,†
(k),h ≤ V

π,B†β
(k)+2C†β

(k)

P,h , Q
π,B†β

(k)

P,h ≤ Q
π,†
(k),h ≤ Q

π,B†β
(k)+2C†β

(k)

P,h ,

V π,u−2Cuβ(k)

P,h ≤ V π,u
(k),h ≤ V π,u

P,h , Qπ,u−2Cuβ(k)

P,h ≤ Qπ,u
(k),h

≤ Qπ,u
P,h .

Proof The inequalities for Q functions directly hold by Equation (11) and Lemma 59.

For the utility V function,

V π(k),u
(k),h (s)− V π(k),u

P,h (s) =
∑

a∈A
πh(a | s)

(
Qπ,u

(k),h
(s, a)−Qπ,u

P,h(s, a)
)

(a)
=
∑

a∈A
πh(a | s)Q

π,−δπ,u

(k)

P,h (s)
(b)

≤ 0 ,

where (a) uses Equation (11) and (b) uses Lemma 59. Similarly,

V π,u
(k),h(s)− V π,u−2Cuβ(k)

P,h (s) =
∑

a∈A
πh(a | s)

(
Qπ,u

(k),h
(s, a)−Qπ,u−2Cuβ(k)

P,h (s, a)
)

(a)
=
∑

a∈A
πh(a | s)Q

π,−δπ,u

(k)
+2Cuβ(k)

P,h (s)
(b)

≥ 0 ,

where (a) uses Equation (11) and (b) uses Lemma 59. The claims for r and † can be similarly

proven.

D.4. Proofs for Zero-Violation Guarantee (Section 3.2.1)

D.4.1. PROOF OF LEMMA 13 AND LEMMA 14

Lemma 61 (Restatement of Lemma 14) Let f, g : J1,HK × S × A → R be functions and let

κ > 0. Given λ ≥ 0, let πλ be a softmax policy such that

πλ
h(· | s) = SoftMax

(
1

κ

(
Qπ,f

P,h[κ](s, ·) + λQπ,g
P,h(s, ·)

))
.

Then, V πλ,g
P,1 (s1) is monotonically increasing in λ.

Proof LetW :=
{
wπ
P,· : J1,HK× S ×A → [0, 1]

∣∣∣ π ∈ Π
}

be the set of all the occupancy mea-

sures. Let L : R×W → R be a function such that:

L (λ,w) =
∑

h,s,a∈J1,HK×S×A
wh(s, a)(fh(s, a) + λgh(s, a)) − κwh(s, a) ln

wh(s, a)∑
a′∈A wh(s, a′)

.
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We first show that L is strictly concave inW . Let

H : w ∈ W 7→
∑

h,s,a∈J1,HK×S×A
−wh(s, a) ln

wh(s, a)∑
a′∈A wh(s, a′)

be the function representing the second term of L . Then, 8

H
(
αw1 + (1− α)w2

)

= −
∑

h,s,a

(
αw1

h(s, a) + (1− α)w2
h(s, a)

)
log

αw1
h(s, a) + (1− α)w2

h(s, a)

α
∑

a′ w
1
h (s, a

′) + (1− α)
∑

a′ w
2
h (s, a

′)

(a)

≥ −
∑

h,s,a

αw1
h(s, a) log

αw1
h(s, a)

α
∑

a′ w
1
h (s, a

′)
−
∑

h,s,a

(1− α)w2
h(s, a) log

(1− α)w2
h(s, a)

(1− α)
∑

a′ w
2
h (s, a

′)

= αH
(
w1
h

)
+ (1− α)H

(
w2
h

)
,

for any w1, w2 ∈ W and α ∈ [0, 1], where (a) is due to the log sum inequality (
∑

i xi) ln
∑

i xi∑
i yi
≤

∑
i xi ln

xi

yi
for non-negative xi and yi. Since (a) takes equality if and only if w1 = w2, H is strictly

concave. Consequently, L (λ,w) =
∑

h,s,a∈J1,HK×S×Awh(s, a)(fh(s, a) + λgh(s, a)) − κH (w)
is also strictly concave inW .

Let wλ = argmaxw∈W L (λ,w), which is a unique maximizer due to the strict concavity.

Define L (λ) := maxw∈W L (λ,w). Using Danskin’s theorem (Lemma 24), L (λ) is convex

and
∂L (λ)
∂λ =

∑
h,s,a∈J1,HK×S×Awλ

h(s, a)gh(s, a). Since L (λ) is convex, its derivative is non-

decreasing. Therefore,

∂2L (λ)

∂λ2
=

∂

∂λ

∑

h,s,a∈J1,HK×S×A
wλ
h(s, a)gh(s, a) ≥ 0 . (12)

Since πλ is the softmax policy, combined with the one-to-one mapping between occupancy

measure and policy (Puterman, 1994), the well-known analytical solution of regularized MDP

(Geist et al., 2019) indicates that wλ corresponds to the occupancy measure of πλ. Thus, due to

Equation (12), it holds that

0 ≤ ∂

∂λ

∑

h,s,a∈J1,HK×S×A
wλ
h(s, a)gh(s, a) =

∂

∂λ
V πλ,g
P,1 (s1) .

This concludes the proof.

Definition 62 (Softmax policy with fixed δ) For any k ∈ U c, δ := (δr, δu, δ†) ∈ ∆
(k)
r ×∆

(k)
u ×

∆
(k)
† and λ ≥ 0, let πδ,λ ∈ Π be a policy such that

πδ,λ
h (· | s) = SoftMax

(
1

κ

(
Q

πδ,λ,B†β
(k)+δ†

P,h (s, ·) +Qπδ,λ,r+δr

P,h [κ](s, ·) + λQπδ,λ,u−δu

P,h (s, ·)
))

.

8. This proof is based of Lemma 14 from Ding et al. (2024)
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Lemma 63 (Existence of feasible λ) Suppose κ ≤ ξ2

32H2
κ(B†+1)

. For any k and for any δ ∈ ∆
(k)
† ×

∆
(k)
r ×∆(k)

u , there exists a λδ ∈
[
0,

8H2
κ(B†+1)

ξ

]
such that, V πδ,λ,u−δu

P,1 (s1) ≥ b holds for any λ ≥ λδ.

Proof Throughout the proof, we use a shorthand rδ := B†β(k)+δ†+r+δr. Consider the following

entropy-regularized max-min optimization problem:

max
π∈Π

min
λ≥0

V π,rδ

P,1 [κ](s1) + λ

(
V π,u−δu

P,1 (s1)− b− ξ

4

)
+

κ

2
λ2

=min
λ≥0

max
π∈Π

V π,rδ

P,1 [κ](s1) + λ

(
V π,u−δu

P,1 (s1)− b− ξ

4

)
+

κ

2
λ2 . (13)

where the equality holds by the strong duality of regularized CMDPs (see, e.g., Appendix C.1 in

Ding et al. (2024)). Let (π̃, λ̃) be a saddle point of the problem, which is ensured to be unique

thanks to the regularization. We first show the analytical forms of (π̃, λ̃).

Analytical forms of (π̃, λ̃). Due to the strong duality, we have

max
π∈Π

V
π,rδ λ̃(u−δu)
P,1 [κ](s1) = V

π̃,rδ+λ̃(u−δu)
P,1 [κ](s1) .

Since the left-hand side is an entropy-regularized optimization problem in an MDP, the well-known

analytical solution of regularized MDP indicates that (Geist et al., 2019):

π̃h(· | s) = SoftMax

(
1

κ

(
Qπ̃,rδ

P,h [κ](s, ·) + λ̃Qπ̃,u−δu

P,h (s, ·)
))

= πδ,λ̃
h , (14)

where the last equality is due to the definition of πδ,λ
h . Additionally, due to the strong duality,

λ̃ ∈ argmin
λ≥0

V π̃,rδ

P,1 [κ](s1) + λ

(
V π̃,u−δu

P,1 (s1)− b− ξ

4

)
+

κ

2
λ2 .

Since the right-hand side is a quadratic equation on λ, we have

λ̃ =
1

κ

[
b+

ξ

4
− V π̃,u−δu

P,1 (s1)

]

+

. (15)

λ̃ upper bound. Next, we will show that λ̃ is upper bounded by constant. We have

2H2
κ(B† + 1)

(a)

≥ V π̃,rδ

P,1 [κ](s1)−
1

2κ

[
b+

ξ

4
− V π̃,u−δu

P,1 (s1)

]2

+︸ ︷︷ ︸
≥0

(b)
= V π̃,rδ

P,1 [κ](s1) + λ̃

(
V π̃,u−δu

P,1 (s1)− b− ξ

4

)
+

κ

2
λ̃2

(c)

≥ V πsf ,rδ

P,1 [κ](s1) + λ̃

(
V πsf ,u−δu

P,1 (s1)− b− ξ

4

)
+

κ

2
λ̃2

≥ λ̃


V πsf ,u

P,1 (s1)− b− ξ

4︸ ︷︷ ︸
≥3ξ/4

−V
πsf ,2Cββ

(k)

P,1 (s1)︸ ︷︷ ︸
≤ξ/2 since k∈U c


 ≥ λ̃

ξ

4
,
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where (a) is since
∥∥rδ
∥∥
∞ =

∥∥B†β(k) + δ† + r + δr
∥∥
∞ ≤ B†+B†H+1+H = (H +1)(B†+1),

(b) is due to Equation (15), (c) uses Equation (13). By reformulating the inequality,

λ̃ ≤ 8H2
κ(B† + 1)

ξ
. (16)

Constraint violation of πδ,λ Finally, we will show that for any λ ≥ λ̃, πδ,λ guarantees zero

constraint violation. Due to Equations (14), (15) and (16), we have

κλ̃ =

[
b+

ξ

4
− V πδ,λ̃,u−δu

P,1 (s1)

]

+

≤ 8κH2
κ(B† + 1)

ξ
,

which ensures the small violation of πδ,λ̃ when κ ≪ 1. Since V πδ,λ,u−δu

P,1 (s1) is monotonically

increasing in λ due to Lemma 61, for any λ ≥ λ̃, V πδ,λ,u−δu

P,1 (s1) ≥ b+ ξ
4 −

8κH2
κ(B†+1)
ξ . Therefore,

by setting κ ≤ ξ2

32H2
κ(B†+1) , we have V πδ,λ,u−δu

P,1 (s1) ≥ b.

Lemma 64 (Restatement of Lemma 13) If Algorithm 2 is run with ρ = 1, Cλ ≥ 8H2
κ(B†+1)

ξ , and

κ ≤ ξ2

32H2
κ(B†+1)

, under E2, it holds V π(k),Cλ ,u
(k),1 (s1) ≥ b for any k ∈ U c.

Proof Due to E2, it holds that

δ :=
(
δπ

(k),Cλ ,r
(k),· , δπ

(k),Cλ ,u
(k),· , δπ

(k),Cλ ,†
(k),·

)
∈ ∆

(k)
† ×∆

(k)
r ×∆

(k)
u .

According to Equation (11), this δ satisfies πδ,Cλ = π(k),Cλ where πδ,Cλ is defined in Definition 62.

Therefore, using Lemma 63, V π(k),Cλ ,u
(k),1 (s1) ≥ b. This concludes the proof.

D.4.2. PROOF OF LEMMA 15

Lemma 65 (Bonus summation bound) If Algorithm 2 is run with ρ = 1, under E1 and E2, it

holds that

K∑

k=1

(
V π(k),β(k)

P,1 (s1)
)2
≤ 2H2d ln

(
1 +

K

d

)
+ 4H2 ln

2KH

δ
= Õ

(
H2d

)

and

K∑

k=1

(
V π(k),β(k)

P,1 (s1)
)
≤ H
√
K

√
2d ln

(
1 +

K

d

)
+ 4 ln

2KH

δ
= Õ

(
H
√
dK
)
.
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Proof We have

K∑

k=1

(
V π(k),β(k)

P,1 (s1)
)2

=
K∑

k=1

(
H∑

h=1

E

[
β
(k)
h (sh, ah)

∣∣∣ sh, ah ∼ π(k)
])2

(a)

≤ H
K∑

k=1

H∑

h=1

(
E

[
β
(k)
h (sh, ah)

∣∣∣ sh, ah ∼ π(k)
])2

(a)

≤ H

K∑

k=1

H∑

h=1

E

[
‖φ(sh, ah)‖2(

Λ
(k)
h

)−1

∣∣∣∣∣ sh, ah ∼ π(k)

]

(b)

≤ 2H

K∑

k=1

H∑

h=1

∥∥∥φ(s(k)h , a
(k)
h )
∥∥∥
2
(
Λ

(k)
h

)−1 + 4H2 ln
2KH

δ

(c)

≤ 2H2d ln

(
1 +

K

d

)
+ 4H2 ln

2KH

δ
,

where (a) is due to Jensen’s inequality, (b) is due to E1, and (c) uses Lemma 26. The second claim

follows by:

K∑

k=1

V π(k),β(k)

P,1 (s1)
(a)

≤
√
K

√√√√
K∑

k=1

(
V π(k),β(k)

P,1 (s1)
)2 (b)

≤ H
√
K

√
2d ln

(
1 +

K

d

)
+ 4 ln

2KH

δ
,

where (a) uses Cauchy–Schwarz inequality and (b) uses the first claim.

Lemma 66 (Restatement of Lemma 15) Suppose Algorithm 2 is run with ρ = 1 and E1 and E2

hold. Then,

|U | ≤ 64C2
uH

2d

ξ2
ln

(
2KH

δ

)
= Õ

(
ξ−2H4d3

)
,

where the last equality sets Cu = Õ(dH).

Proof Using Lemma 65 and Definition 12, we have

|U|
(
ξ

2

)2

≤
∑

k∈U

(
V πsf ,2Cuβ(k)

P,1 (s1)
)2
≤ 8C2

uH
2d ln

(
1 +

K

d

)
+ 16C2

uH
2 ln

2KH

δ
.

Therefore, we have

|U| ≤ 32C2
uH

2d

ξ2
ln

(
1 +

K

d

)
+

64C2
uH

2

ξ2
ln

2KH

δ
≤ 64C2

uH
2d

ξ2
ln

(
2KH

δ

)
.
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D.5. Proofs for Sublinear Regret Guarantee (Section 3.2.2)

Suppose the good events E1 ∩ E2 hold. We decompose the regret as follows:

Regret(K)

=

K∑

k=1

(
V π⋆,r
P,1 (s1)− V π(k),r

P,1 (s1)
)

=
∑

k∈U

(
V π⋆,r
P,1 (s1)− V π(k),r

P,1 (s1)
)
+
∑

k∈U c

(
V π⋆,r
P,1 (s1)− V π(k),r

P,1 (s1)
)

≤|U|H +
∑

k∈U c

(
V

π(k),r
(k),1 [κ](s1)− V π(k),r

P,1 (s1)

)
+
∑

k∈Uc

(
V π⋆,r
P,1 (s1)− V

π(k),r
(k),1 [κ](s1)

)

(a)

≤Õ
(
d3H4ξ−2

)
+
∑

k∈Uc

(
V

π(k),r
(k),1 [κ](s1)− V π(k),r

P,1 [κ](s1)

)
+
∑

k∈U c

(
V π⋆,r
P,1 (s1)− V

π(k),r
(k),1 [κ](s1)

)
+ κKH lnA

(b)

≤Õ
(
d3H4ξ−2

)
+ 2Cr

∑

k∈U c

V π(k),β(k)

P,1 (s1)

︸ ︷︷ ︸
1

+
∑

k∈Uc

(
V π⋆,r
P,1 (s1)− V

π(k),r
(k),1 [κ](s1)

)

︸ ︷︷ ︸
2

+κKH lnA ,

(17)

where (a) uses Lemma 66 and (b) is due to Lemma 60 with E2. Under E1 ∩ E2, 1 can be easily

bounded by Lemma 65

1 ≤ CrÕ(H
√
dK) ≤ Õ

(
H2

κd
3/2
√
K
)
, (18)

where the last equality inserts Cr = Õ(dHκ).

D.5.1. MIXTURE POLICY DECOMPOSITION

We upper bound 2 in Equation (17) by the mixture policy technique.

Lemma 67 (Mixture policy’s feasibility) Let α(k) := ξ

ξ+2V π⋆,2Cuβ(k)

P,1 (s1)
. For any k ∈ U c and

α ∈ [0, α(k)], πα defined in Definition 16 satisfies V πα,u−2Cuβ(k)

P,1 (s1) ≥ b.

Proof We have

V πα,u−2Cuβ(k)

P,1 (s1)− b

=(1− α)
(
V πsf ,u−2Cuβ(k)

P,1 (s1)− b
)
+ α

(
V π⋆,u−2Cuβ(k)

P,1 (s1)− b
)

≥(1− α)
ξ

2
+ α

(
V π⋆,−2Cuβ(k)

P,1 (s1)
)
,

where the last inequality holds because V πsf ,2Cuβ(k)

P,1 (s1) ≤ ξ
2 due to k ∈ U c. Thus, V πα,u−2Cuβ(k)

P,1 (s1)−
b ≥ 0 holds when

α ≤ ξ

ξ + 2V π⋆,2Cuβ(k)

P,1 (s1)
.
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Lemma 68 (Mixture policy’s optimism) Let B† ≥ 4CuH
ξ . For any k ∈ U c, πα(k)

with α(k) from

Lemma 67 satisfies,

V
πα(k)

,r+B†β
(k)

P,1 (s1) ≥ V π⋆,r
P,1 (s1) and V πα(k)

,u−2Cuβ(k)

P,1 (s1) ≥ b .

Proof The sufficient condition that V
πα,r+B†β

(k)

P,1 (s1) ≥ V π⋆,r
P,1 (s1) to hold is

B† ≥
V π⋆,r
P,1 (s1)− V πα,r

P,1 (s1)

V πα,β(k)

P,1 (s1)
=

(1− α)
(
V π⋆,r
P,1 (s1)− V πsf ,r

P,1 (s1)
)

(1− α)V πsf ,β(k)

P,1 (s1) + αV π⋆,β(k)

P,1 (s1)

=
V π⋆,r
P,1 (s1)− V πsf ,r

P,1 (s1)

V πsf ,β(k)

P,1 (s1) +
α

1−αV
π⋆,β(k)

P,1 (s1)
.

By inserting α(k) = ξ

ξ+2V π⋆,2Cuβ(k)

P,1 (s1)
into α, i.e., α

1−α = ξ

2V π⋆,2Cuβ(k)

P,1 (s1)
,

B† ≥
V π⋆,r
P,1 (s1)− V πsf ,r

P,1 (s1)

V πsf ,β(k)

P,1 (s1) +
ξ

4CuV
π⋆,β(k)

P,1 (s1)
V π⋆,β(k)

P,1 (s1)
=

4Cu

(
V π⋆,r
P,1 (s1)− V πsf ,r

P,1 (s1)
)

2V πsf ,2Cuβ(k)

P,1 (s1) + ξ
.

Thus, when B† ≥ 4CuH
ξ , it holds that V

πα(k)
,r+B†β

(k)

P,1 (s1) ≥ V π⋆,r
P,1 (s1). The second claim follows

from Lemma 67.

We are now ready to decompose 2 . Using Lemmas 67 and 68, we have

2 =
∑

k∈Uc

(
V π⋆,r
P,1 (s1)− V

π(k),r
(k),1 [κ](s1)

)

≤
∑

k∈Uc

(
V

πα(k)
,B†β

(k)

P,1 (s1) + V πα(k)
,r

P,1 [κ](s1)− V
π(k),r
(k),1 [κ](s1)

)

=
∑

k∈Uc

(
V

πα(k)
,B†β

(k)

P,1 (s1) + V πα(k)
,r

P,1 [κ](s1) + λ
(k,T )

V πα(k)
,u−2Cuβ(k)

P,1 (s1)

−V π(k),†
(k),1 (s1)− V

π(k),r
(k),1 [κ](s1)− λ

(k,T )
V π(k),u

(k),1 (s1)
)

︸ ︷︷ ︸
3

+
∑

k∈Uc

V
π(k),†
(k),1 (s1)

︸ ︷︷ ︸
4

+
∑

k∈Uc

λ
(k,T )

(
V π(k),u

(k),1
(s1)− V πα(k)

,u−2Cuβ(k)

P,1 (s1)

)

︸ ︷︷ ︸
5

,

(19)
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where λ
(k,T )

is defined in Line 10. Using Lemma 60, the term 4 is bounded as

4 ≤ V
π(k),(B†+2C†)β

(k)

P,1 (s1) .

Using Lemma 65, it holds that

4 ≤ (B† + 2C†)Õ
(
H
√
dK
)
= Õ

(
H4d5/2ξ−1

√
K
)
, (20)

where the last equality inserts B† = 4ξ−1CuH , Cu = Õ(dH), and C† = Õ(dHB†). We will

bound 3 and 5 separately.

D.5.2. OPTIMISTIC BOUNDS

Lemma 69 (Optimism in composite value function) Suppose E2 holds. Then,

3 =
∑

k∈U c

(
V

πα(k)
,B†β

(k)

P,1 (s1) + V πα(k)
,r

P,1 [κ](s1) + λ
(k,T )

V πα(k)
,u−2Cuβ(k)

P,1 (s1)

− V
π(k),B†β

(k)

(k),1 (s1)− V
π(k),r
(k),1 [κ](s1)− λ

(k,T )
V π(k),u

(k),1 (s1)
)
≤ 0 .

Proof Using Lemma 32, for any k ∈ U c, we have

V
π(k),B†β

(k)

(k),1 (s1) + V
π(k),r
(k),1 [κ](s1) + λ

(k,T )
V π(k),u

(k),1 (s1)

− V
πα(k)

,B†β
(k)

P,1 (s1)− V πα(k)
,r

P,1 [κ](s1)− λ
(k,T )

V πα(k)
,u−2Cuβ(k)

P,1 (s1)

=V πα(k)
,f1

P,1 (s1) + V πα(k)
,f2

P,1 (s1) + λ
(k,T )

V πα(k)
,2Cuβ(k)

P,1 (s1)

where f1 : J1,HK × S ×A → R and f2 : J1,HK × S ×A → R are functions such that

f1
h(s, a) =

∑

a∈A

(
π
(k)
h (a | s)

(
Q

π(k),r
(k),h [κ](s, a) + λ

(k,T )
Qπ(k),u

(k),h
(s, a)− κ ln π

(k)
h (a | s)

))

−
∑

a∈A

(
πα(k)

h (a | s)
(
Q

π(k),r
(k),h (s, a) + λ

(k,T )
Qπ(k),u

(k),h
(s, a)− κ ln πα(k)

h (a | s)
))

f2
h(s, a) = δπ

(k),r
(k) − λ

(k,T )
δπ

(k),u
(k) .

It is well-known that the analytical maximizer of maxπ∈P(A)

∑
a∈A π(a)(x(a)− κ lnπ(a)) is

SoftMax
(
1
κx(·)

)
. Therefore, the function f1 is non-negative and thus V πα(k)

,f1

P,1 (s1) ≥ 0.

On the other hand, using Lemma 59, we have

f2
h(s, a) = δπ

(k),r
(k),h − λ

(k,T )
δπ

(k),u
(k),h

(a)

≥ −λ(k,T )
2Cuβ

(k)
h

Therefore, it holds that

V πα(k)
,f2

P,1 (s1) + λ
(k,T )

V πα(k)
,2Cuβ(k)

P,1 (s1) ≥ 0 .

By combining all the results, we have 3 ≤ 0.
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D.5.3. BOUNDS FOR BISECTION SEARCH

Using Lemma 67, 5 is further bounded by

5 =
∑

k∈U c

λ
(k,T )

(
V π(k),u

(k),1 (s1)− V πα(k)
,u−2Cuβ(k)

P,1 (s1)

)

≤
∑

k∈U c

λ
(k,T )

(
V π(k),u

(k),1 (s1)− b
)
≤ Cλ

∑

k∈U c

(
V π(k),u

(k),1 (s1)− b
)
.

We bound the last term using the bisection search in Algorithm 2. Note that we focus only the case

V π(k),0,u
(k),1 (s1) < b and V π(k),Cλ ,u

(k),1 (s1) ≥ b due to Line 4 and Line 3 in Algorithm 2. Due to the

definitions of λ
(k,t)

and λ(k,t) in Algorithm 2,

V π(k),λ(k,t) ,u
(k),1 (s1) < b and V π(k),λ

(k,t)
,u

(k),1 (s1) ≥ b

hold for any t ∈ J1, T K. Therefore,

5 ≤Cλ

∑

k∈U c

(
V π(k),λ

(k,T )
,u

(k),1
(s1)− V π(k),λ(k,T )

,u
(k),1

(s1)

)

To bound the right-hand side, we derive the sensitivity of V π(k),λ,u
(k),1 (s1) with respect to λ.

Lemma 70 (Restatement of Lemma 18) LetX := K
(
1 +

8(1+Cλ)(Hκ+B†H+H)
κ

)
and Y :=

8(Hκ+B†H+H)
κ .

For any k and λ ∈ [0, Cλ], it holds that

∣∣∣V π(k),λ,u
(k),1 (s1)− V π(k),λ+ε,u

(k),1 (s1)
∣∣∣ ≤ XHH2Y ε .

Proof The proof is based on Lemma 2 from Ghosh et al. (2024). For notational simplicity, we

denote π := π(k),λ and π′ := π(k),λ+ε. Additionally, we use shorthand:

vrh :=
∥∥∥V π,r

(k),h[κ]− V
π′,r
(k),h[κ]

∥∥∥
∞

, qrh :=
∥∥∥Qπ,r

(k),h[κ]−Q
π′,r
(k),h[κ]

∥∥∥
∞

,

v†h :=
∥∥∥V π,†

(k),h − V
π′,†
(k),h

∥∥∥
∞

, q†h :=
∥∥∥Qπ,†

(k),h −Q
π′,†
(k),h

∥∥∥
∞

,

vuh :=
∥∥∥V π,u

(k),h − V π′,u
(k),h

∥∥∥
∞

, quh :=
∥∥∥Qπ,u

(k),h
−Qπ′,u

(k),h

∥∥∥
∞

.

For any h, we have

vrh =
∥∥∥πhQ

π,r
(k),h[κ]− π′

hQ
π′,r
(k),h[κ]

∥∥∥
∞
≤ Hκ

∥∥πh − π′
h

∥∥
1
+ qrh

v†h ≤ B†H
∥∥πh − π′

h

∥∥
1
+ q†h

vuh ≤ H
∥∥πh − π′

h

∥∥
1
+ quh .
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Since πh and π′
h are softmax policies, using Lemma 33,

∥∥πh − π′
h

∥∥
1
≤ 8

κ

∥∥∥Qπ,†
(k),h +Q

π,r
(k),h[κ] + λQπ,u

(k),h
−Q

π′,†
(k),h −Q

π′,r
(k),h[κ]− (λ+ ε)Qπ′,u

(k),h

∥∥∥
∞

≤ 8

κ

(
q†h + qrh + Cλq

u
h + εH

)

Additionally,

qrh ≤
∥∥∥P̂ (k)

h

(
V

π,r
(k),h+1[κ]− V

π′,r
(k),h+1[κ]

)∥∥∥
∞
≤ Kvrh+1

q†h ≤
∥∥∥P̂ (k)

h

(
V

π,†
(k),h+1 − V

π′,†
(k),h+1

)∥∥∥
∞
≤ Kv†h+1

quh ≤
∥∥∥P̂ (k)

h

(
V π,u

(k),h+1 − V π′,u
(k),h+1

)∥∥∥
∞
≤ Kvuh+1 ,

where we used the fact that, for any V : S → R,

∣∣∣P̂ (k)
h V

∣∣∣(s, a) =
∣∣∣∣∣φ(s, a)

⊤(Λ(k)
h )−1

k−1∑

i=1

φ(s
(i)
h , a

(i)
h )V (s

(i)
h+1)

∣∣∣∣∣

≤
∥∥∥∥∥(Λ

(k)
h )−1

k−1∑

i=1

φ(s
(i)
h , a

(i)
h )

∥∥∥∥∥
2

‖V ‖∞ ≤ K‖V ‖∞ .

By combining all the results,

vrh ≤ K

(
8Hκ

κ
+ 1

)
vrh+1 +K

8Hκ

κ
v†h+1 +K

8HκCλ

κ
vuh+1 +

8Hκ

κ
εH

v†h ≤ K
8B†H

κ
vrh+1 +K

(
8B†H

κ
+ 1

)
v†h+1 +K

8B†HCλ

κ
vuh+1 +

8B†H

κ
εH

vuh ≤ K
8H

κ
vrh+1 +K

8H

κ
v†h+1 +K

(
8H

κ
+ 1

)
Cλv

u
h+1 +

8H

κ
εH .

Let X := K
(
1 +

8(1+Cλ)(Hκ+B†H+H)
κ

)
and Y :=

8(Hκ+B†H+H)
κ . Then,

vrh + v†h + vuh ≤ X(vrh+1 + v†h+1 + vuh+1) + Y Hε

≤ X2(vrh+2 + v†h+2 + vuh+2) +XY Hε+ Y Hε

≤ . . .

≤
(
XH + · · ·+X + 1

)
Y Hε .

We are now ready to bound 5 Applying Lemma 70 to 5 , we obtain the following lemma.

Lemma 71 When T = Õ(H), it holds that

5 ≤ Cλ

∑

k∈Uc

(
V π(k),λ

(k,T )
,u

(k),1 (s1)− V π(k),λ(k,T )
,u

(k),1 (s1)

)
≤ Õ(1) .
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Proof Due to the bisection search update rule, λ
(k,T ) − λ(k,T ) = 2−T . Thus,

5 ≤ Cλ

∑

k∈Uc

(
V π(k),λ

(k,T )
,u

(k),1 (s1)− V π(k),λ(k,T )
,u

(k),1 (s1)

)
≤ XHCλKH2Y 2−T

where the inequality uses Lemma 70 with X and Y defined in Lemma 70. Thus, 5 ≤ Õ(1) holds

by setting T = H polylog(X,H, Y ). This concludes the proof.

We are now ready to prove Theorem 19. The proof is under the parameters of: ρ = 1,

Cr = Õ(dH), Cu = Õ(dH), C† = Õ(d2H3ξ−1), B† = Õ
(
dH2ξ−1

)
, κ = Ω̃

(
ξ3H−4d−1K−0.5

)
,

T = Õ(H), and Cλ = Õ
(
dH4ξ−2

)
.

D.5.4. PROOF OF THEOREM 19

We condition the proof with the good events E1 ∩ E2, which holds with probability at least 1 − 3δ
by Lemmas 55 and 56.

In Algorithm 2, the deployed policy switches between πsf ∈ Πsf and the softmax policies. Since

Algorithm 2 deploys the softmax policies only when V π(k),0,u
(k),1 (s1) ≥ b, due to Lemma 59 and the

good events, all the deployed policies satisfy π(k) ∈ Πsf for all k ∈ J1,KK. This concludes the

proof of the zero-violation guarantee.

Next, we derive the regret bound. Recall from Equation (17) that

Regret(K) ≤ Õ
(
d3H4ξ−2

)
+ 1 + 2 + κKH lnA ≤ Õ

(
d3H4ξ−2

)
+ 1 + 2 + Õ(

√
K) ,

where the second inequality is due to the value of κ.

Using Equation (18),

1 ≤ Õ
(
H2d3/2

√
K
)
.

Using Equation (19), 2 can be decomposed as:

2 ≤ 3 + 4 + 5 .

Each term can be bounded as:

• 3 ≤ 0 by Lemma 69

• 4 ≤ Õ
(
H4d5/2ξ−1

√
K
)

by Equation (20),

• 5 ≤ Õ(1) by Lemma 71

Finally, by combining all the results, we have

Regret(K) ≤ Õ
(
d3H4ξ−2

)
+ Õ

(
H2d3/2

√
K
)
+ Õ

(
H4d5/2ξ−1

√
K
)
.

This concludes the proof of the sublinear regret guarantee.
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