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Abstract

We study the sample complexity of finding an e-optimal policy in average-reward Markov Decision
Processes (MDPs) with a generative model. The minimax optimal span-based complexity of O(SAH/e?),
where H is the span of the optimal bias function, has only been achievable with prior knowledge of
the value of H. Prior-knowledge-free algorithms have been the objective of intensive research, but
several natural approaches provably fail to achieve this goal. We resolve this problem, developing the
first algorithms matching the optimal span-based complexity without H knowledge, both when the
dataset size is fixed and when the suboptimality level ¢ is fixed. Our main technique combines the
discounted reduction approach with a method for automatically tuning the effective horizon based on
empirical confidence intervals or lower bounds on performance, which we term horizon calibration. We
also develop an empirical span penalization approach, inspired by sample variance penalization, which
satisfies an oracle inequality performance guarantee. In particular this algorithm can outperform the
minimax complexity in benign settings such as when there exist near-optimal policies with span much
smaller than H.

1 Introduction

Reinforcement Learning (RL) has achieved significant empirical successes in various fields, demonstrating its
potential to solve complex decision-making problems. RL is commonly modeled as to learn a policy which
maximizes cumulative rewards within a Markov Decision Process (MDP), where the cumulative rewards
can be measured in several different ways. We focus on the average-reward criterion, which involves the
long-term average of collected rewards as the horizon goes to infinity, making it suitable for ongoing tasks
without a natural endpoint.

A fundamental question in average-reward RL is the sample complexity for learning a near-optimal policy
under a generative model of the MDP. This question has been the subject of intensive research. Recent work
has established the minimax-optimal span-based complexity O(SA||h*||span/c?) for learning an e-optimal
policy [Zurek and Chen, 2025], where ||h*||span denotes the span of the optimal bias h* and is known to
be a more refined complexity parameter than alternatives such as diameter or mixing times. However, this
algorithm as well as earlier work all require prior knowledge of ||2*||span (or other complexity parameters),
which is generally unavailable, making the algorithms impractical. A flurry of subsequent research [Neu and
Okolo, 2024, Tuynman et al., 2024, Jin et al., 2024, Zurek and Chen, 2024] has focused on removing the
need for prior knowledge but failed to match the optimal span-based complexity. In fact, several natural
approaches to knowledge-free optimal complexity, including span estimation and the average-reward plug-in
method, are shown to provably fail [Tuynman et al., 2024, Zurek and Chen, 2024].

In this paper we resolve this problem, providing algorithms which obtain the optimal span-based com-
plexity without knowing ||h*||span, for both settings where we fix the dataset size n and where we prescribe
a target suboptimality level e. Our algorithms are based upon reductions to discounted MDPs (DMDPs)
combined with a novel technique of (effective-)horizon calibration, which chooses discount factors to maxi-
mize lower bounds or minimize confidence intervals on policy performance. This technique can be seen as
related, but representing a simpler alternative, to the technique of sample variance penalization (SVP) from
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statistical learning [Maurer and Pontil, 2009, Duchi and Namkoong, 2019]. We further develop an algorithm
based more closely on a relaxed version of SVP, which we call empirical span penalization, which enjoys even
stronger guarantees. In particular, this algorithm satisfies a complexity bound in terms of the minimum
span ||h™||span Of any gain-optimal policy 7 in place of ||h*||span. Moreover, it adapts to and competes with
simpler (potentially suboptimal) policies with the best tradeoff between complexity and suboptimality. This
bound is reminiscent of the oracle inequalities from the statistical learning literature [Deheuvels et al., 2007,
Koltchinskii, 2011], but is new to average-reward RL.

1.1 Related Work

The problem of learning optimal policies in average-reward MDPs (AMDPs) is studied in Jin and Sidford
[2020, 2021], Li et al. [2024], Wang et al. [2022], Zhang and Xie [2023], Wang et al. [2023]. We start
with the recent work Zurek and Chen [2025], which was the first to obtain the optimal span-based sample
complexity but required prior knowledge of ||h*||span to do so. All earlier work also required knowledge
of problem-dependent complexity parameters. More recent work, which we discuss below, has studied the
setting without such prior knowledge; see Table 1 for a summary.

Tuynman et al. [2024] and Zurek and Chen [2025] show that it is generally impossible to obtain a
multiplicative estimate of |2*||span With poly(SA||~*||span) samples. See Appendix B for discussion of the
relationship between our algorithms and estimating ||h*||span. By estimating the MDP’s diameter D, which
upper bounds ||h*||Span but can be arbitrarily larger [Bartlett and Tewari, 2009, Lattimore and Szepesvéri,
2020], the work in Tuynman et al. [2024] removes the need for prior knowledge within the algorithm of Zurek
and Chen [2025] but obtains a complexity involving D rather than ||2*||span. The Q-learning-based algorithm
in Jin et al. [2024] uses increasing discount factors and does not require prior knowledge. Their complexity
bound however depends on the largest mixing time of all policies, Tynif, which satisfies 37unit > ||2*||span
and can be infinite or arbitrarily larger than [|h*||span [Wang et al., 2022, Zurek and Chen, 2024]. (See
Appendix A.2 for definitions of D and 7ypis.)

Neu and Okolo [2024] and Zurek and Chen [2024] study, respectively, approaches based on stochastic
saddle-point optimization and the average-reward plug-in method, both obtaining bounds involving the bias
spans of certain policies output by the algorithm. These spans are not generally controlled by ||A*||span; in
particular, Zurek and Chen [2024, Theorem 14] present an example where this is the case and show that the
average-reward plug-in approach cannot achieve the optimal SA|h*|span/e? complexity. Zurek and Chen
[2024] also analyzes a DMDP-reduction algorithm that uses a (relatively small) effective horizon independent
of [[h*||span, achieving a suboptimal complexity with [|h*]|2,,,, dependence.

Also related to the present work are papers studying the sample complexity of the model-based /plug-in
approach for discounted MDPs [Azar et al., 2012, 2013, Agarwal et al., 2020, Li et al., 2020, Zurek and
Chen, 2024]. We also note that Boone and Zhang [2024] recently developed an algorithm for the online
setting achieving a ||h*||span-based regret bound without requiring prior knowledge. This result does not
imply any sample complexity bounds in our setting, because there is no general regret-to-PAC conversion for
average-reward MDPs [Tuynman et al., 2024], and even if this were possible, their result appears to require
QST A||h|10,,) interaction steps before achieving the optimal regret, which would imply a massive “burn-
in” cost in our setting.

2 Problem Setup

A Markov decision process is a tuple (S, A, P,r), where S, A are the state and action spaces, respectively,
with finite cardinalities S := |S| and A := |A|, P : § x A — A(S) is the transition kernel with A(S)
denoting the probability simplex on S, and r : § x A — [0,1] is the reward function. We only consider
Markovian stationary policies of the form 7 : & — A(A). For initial state s € S and policy , let ET,
denote the expectation w.r.t. the distribution over trajectories (Sp, Ao, S1, A1, ...) with Sp = sg, A; ~ w(S}),
and Syy1 ~ P(- | St, Ay). Let P, denote the transition probability matrix of the Markov chain induced by ,
where (Pr), o =3 ,cam(als)P(s" | s,a). Similarly let (rr)s := ), 4 7(als)r(s,a). We also consider P as
an (S x A)-by-S matrix with Psq s = P(s"|s,a), and r as an S-dimensional vector. For a policy 7, define
the policy matrix M™ € R¥*54 by M7 . = 7w(als) and M7, = 0 if s # s'. Note that Pr = M™P and

s,s’a
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Algorithm Sample Complexity Reference Knowledge
DMDP Reduction SAL Do 1 Zurek and Chen [2025] Yes
Diameter Estimation + D 2 A 2
DMDP Reduction SA=Z + S*AD Tuynman et al. [2024] No
Dynamic  Horizon Q- S A Tumis Jin et al. [2024] No
Learning £
. _ . h% 4
Stoc.ha.stlc.Saddle Point SQAQM Neu and Okolo [2024] No
Optimization €
Plug-in Approach with S AW
Anchoring and Reward . e ?r Zurek and Chen [2024] No
: 1 g tmin 1A (187 S

Perturbation SA —yspan p

_ 3 * (12
vn Ho1."1zon DMDP S’AHh”S%+1 Zurek and Chen [2024] No
Reduction €
DMDP Reduction + 1™ [ pant+1
Horizon Calibration SAT Our Theorems 1 and 2 No

N . hT

Span Penalization SA infr. ;v constant {%} Our Theorem 4 No

Table 1: Algorithms and sample complexity bounds for average reward MDPs for finding an
e-optimal policy under a generative model (up to log factors). See Appendix A.2 for the definitions of the

complexity parameters D, Tunit, Hhﬂ\span, ||E*||span7 HQ%HsPan used in prior work. Note that the diameter D
and uniform mixing time 37uif are both upper bounds of ||h*||span and can be arbitrarily larger than ||A*||span-

The parameters ||h7||span, ||E*||span, |A™ ||span are not generally controlled by ||h*||span. The guarantee for our
Span Penalization algorithm involves the infimum over all policies 7 with constant (state-independent) gain
p™; see Theorem 4 for an equivalent guarantee in terms of the dataset size.

rr = M™r. Also define the maximization operator M : RS4 — R by M (z), = max, Zq.

We assume P is unknown, but one has access to a generative model (a.k.a. simulator) [Kearns and Singh,
1998], which provides independent samples from P(- | s,a) for each s € §,a € A. We assume r is known,
which is standard [Agarwal et al., 2020, Li et al., 2020] as otherwise estimating r is relatively easy. Let
0,1 € R® be the all-zero and all-one vectors, respectively.

Discounted reward criterion A discounted MDP is a tuple (S, A, P,r,v), where v € (0,1) is the
discount factor. For a policy =, the (discounted) value function V' : & — [0,00) is defined as V' (s) :=
ET 3020 7' Re], where Ry = r(St, A¢) is the reward received at time ¢t. There always exists an optimal policy

7 that satisfies Vi (s) = Vr(s) == sup, V] (s),Vs € S [Puterman, 1994]. When using transition kernel P
we will accordingly write 17,;’ for the associated value function. For reward functions r’ other than r, we
include the reward function in the subscript e.g. Vi

Average-reward criterion In an MDP (S, A, P,r), the average reward, a.k.a. the gain, of a policy 7
starting from state s is defined as p™(s) := limr_, %Eg [ tT:_Ol Rt]. The bias function of a stationary policy
mis h™(s) := C-limp o0 ET | tT;(Jl (Re — p™(S)) |, where C-lim denotes the Cesaro limit. When the Markov
chain induced by Py is aperiodic, C-lim can be replaced with the usual limit. A policy 7* is Blackwell-optimal
if there exists some discount factor 4 € [0,1) such that for all v > 4 we have V,Y”* > V7, Vr. When S and



A are finite, there always exists some Blackwell-optimal policy, denoted by 7* [Puterman, 1994]. Define the
optimal gain p* € R® by p*(s) = sup, p™(s) and note that p* := p™ . Define the optimal bias h* := A™
(which is unique even when 7* is not). A policy 7 is gain-optimal if p™ = p* and it is bias-optimal if in
addition h™ = h*. For z € R®, define the span semi-norm 2/l span = maxses 2(s) — minges z(s).

An MDP is communicating if for any states s and s’, some policy can reach s’ from s with probability 1.
An MDP is weakly communicating if the states can be partitioned into two subsets S = &; USs such that all
states in &1 are transient under all stationary policies and Ss is communicating. In weakly communicating
MDPs, p* is a constant vector (all entries are equal). All results in this paper assume that P is weakly
communicating. While not used in our results, the definitions of the MDP diameter D and uniform mixing
time Ty are given in Appendix A.2 for completeness.

3 Main Results

In this section, we present our algorithms and main results. Our algorithms involve the function «(d,n) =

96+/log (245 An5/3) log, (logy(n 4 4)), which is O(1); see Remark 5 for its origin.

3.1 Fixed-n Setting

First we consider the setting where the number of samples per state-action pair, n, is fixed. Our objective

is to learn a policy with the best possible rate of suboptimality. We refer to this as the fized-n setting. Our

Algorithm 1 is based on using the dataset to form an empirical transition kernel P and then computing

a near-optimal policy in the DMDP (P, r) for some discount factor . The key technique is a method for
1

automatically calibrating + (equivalently, the effective horizon m): we try multiple values of 7, and for

each we compute a near-optimal policy 7, for the DMDP (ﬁ, r,7) and a quantity Z(v) that lower bounds
its gain. We then use the discount factor 4 that optimizes this lower bound. For computational efficiency,
we only need to try O(logn) values of ~.

Algorithm 1 Lower Bound Maximization via Horizon Calibration

input: Sample size per state-action pair n
1: for each state-action pair (s,a) € S x A do
Collect n samples S} ..., 87, from P(- | s,a)

2 s,a”?
3 Form the empirical transition kernel P(s" | s,a) = 237" | I{S!, = '}, for all ' € S
4: end for
5: Form geometric discount factor range H := {7 : there exists an integer k such that  /n < ﬁ =2F <n}
6: for each discount factor v € H do B N
7 Obtain policy 7, and value function V,, from SOLVEDMDP(P, 1,7, %)
V4 llspan+5 +1
n

8: Compute objective value L(7) := (1 — ~) min, 177(3) -2 —a(s,n)
9: end for R
10: Find 7 = argmax. ¢4, L(7)

11: return policy 7 := 75, gain lower bound p := max{i(ﬁ), 0}1

Theorem 1. Suppose P is weakly communicating. For some constant C3, with probability at least 1 — 0, the
policy ™ and gain lower bound p output by Algorithm 1 satisfy (elementwise)

h* +1
17 apan + 1

p* > p > pt = Csa(6,n)?
n
Theorem 1 shows that Algorithm 1 returns a policy 7 with the minimax optimal rate of suboptimality
without using any prior knowledge. The algorithm also returns a performance certificate p, which lower-
bounds p™ (and p*), and this bound is tight up to an error of O(+/([[A*[|span + 1)/n).




We allow SOLVEDMDP, used in line 7 of Algorithm 1, to be any subroutine for approximately solving the

empirical DMDP (ﬁ, r,7), and simply require that it returns a deterministic policy 7, and an approximate

value function \N/,Y such that ‘A/VW” > ‘A/,; — 11 and H\N/,Y - 17;”00 < L. This can be done for instance using

O(W) iterations of value iteration.

Algorithm 1 is reminiscent of sample variance penalization (SVP), a statistical learning algorithm which
outputs a hypothesis minimizing the empirical risk plus an estimated variance term [Maurer and Pon-
til, 2009, Duchi and Namkoong, 2019]. Here we clarify the connections and differences, which also pro-
vides intuitions for our algorithms. First, Algorithm 1 can be understood as controlling not only certain
empirical variance (represented by the last term in the definition of L(v) in line 8) but also a certain
bias/approximation error due to discounted reduction. This is a significant difference since prior to our work
it was not clear that such approximation error could be estimated/controlled without knowing [[h*|| .,
See our proof sketch in Section 4 for more on this issue. Second, supposing that a lower bound like

p™ > (1 —7) ming ‘A/V’T(s)l —4/ ||‘A/$Hspan + 1/n1 holds for all policies 7 and all v with high probability,' then
an analogue of SVP would be (1) below, while Algorithm 1 can instead be seen as (approximately) solving (2).

IV lspan + 1

V7 llspan + 1 V
V7 lspan + 1 max (1 — ) min V;(s) - n

n Y

(2)

max (1 —+)min ‘A/V’T(s) -
Ty s

Since max; 177” = f@* , solving (2) can be understood as only choosing 7 to optimize VV’T and then controlling
the objective via v tuning, whereas (1) optimizes all objective terms jointly. While (1) may appear more
principled, it is not immediately clear how to solve such a problem, whereas (2) can simply utilize any DMDP
solver for optimizing ‘A/,YT’ for fixed +, then tune v afterwards. However, this is not the final word on (1), as
in Subsection 3.3 we develop our Algorithm 4 based on solving (1).

3.2 Fixed-¢ Setting

We next present our Algorithm 2 for the setting where one is given a target suboptimality e, and the goal
is to return a policy with suboptimality bounded by & using as few samples as possible. We refer to this
setting as the fized-¢ setting. At a high level, we run our algorithm for the fixed-n setting for a geometrically
increasing sequence of dataset sizes {n;};. However, the fixed-¢ setting is more challenging, because beyond
lower-bounding the gain of some known policies, to obtain a termination condition we additionally need an
(observable) upper bound on the optimal gain p*, meaning we need to bound the gains of all policies. On
iteration 4 with a dataset of size n;, we compute both lower and upper bounds L; () and U () for a range
of =y, yielding different confidence intervals. The algorithm terminates once one such interval is sufficiently
small and certifies the desired suboptimality level e. We provide more details on how to compute such an
upper bound U;(y) without knowing ||h*|| in the proof sketches in Section 4.

span

Theorem 2. Suppose P is weakly communicating. There exist constants Cy,Co such that for any € > 0,
with probability at least 1 — 9, Algorithm 2 uses at most

1l + 1 3<025A<||h*||span+1>>

N:=4C,—322 |
G g2 8 Oe

samples per state-action pair and terminates after at most logy(N) outer iterations. Upon termination
Algorithm 2 returns a policy ™ and estimates U, L such that (elementwise)

Elgpﬁgp*gﬁl and U-L<e.
In particular, we have

Pt > pF—el.

LFor a single policy 7 a similar bound follows from our techniques. Uniformity over all 7’s would incur an additional v/S.



Algorithm 2 Confidence Interval Minimization via Horizon Calibration

input: Target suboptimality € > 0
1: Set iteration number i = 0

2: repeat

3 i < i+ 1; set sample size per state-action pair n; = 2°

4 for each state-action pair (s,a) € S x A do

5: Collect n; samples S! ,,..., S, from P(-|s,a)

6 Form the ith empirical transition kernel P()(s' | s,a) = 1 >t I{S], =5}V eS

7 end for

8 Form geometric discount factor range H; := {7 : there exists an integer k such that \/n; < ﬁ =

2k < n;}

9: for each discount factor v € H; do _ R

10: Obtain policy 7, ; and value function V; ; from SOLVEDMDP(P®) 7, 4, ni)
~ = _ )2 IV illspan+14 72

11: Compute upper bound U; () := (1 —+) max, V ;(s) +51n—1_7 + % +4a(d,n;) %
= e ‘7 il|lspan i 1

12: Compute lower bound L;(7y) := (1 — ) mins V5 ;(s) — 21;—17 —a(d,n;) HWHP%

13: end for N R

14: Find discount factor with the smallest interval 7; := argmin, ¢4, Ui(7) — Li(7)

15: until Ul(%) - Ez('/Y\z) <e

16: return policy 7 := 75, ;, optimal gain upper bound U:=U, (7:) and lower bound L:=1; (Fi)

In fact, as shown in Lemma 10, the quantities ﬁz(ﬂy) are valid upper bounds of p* for all i and v € H,;, so the
algorithm would still be correct if we instead used min; e, Ui(y) — MaXy’ v/ eH, Ly (') < ¢ as a termination
condition; that is, we could use a different v, i to compute the upper bound than the lower bound. The output
policy should correspond to the best lower bound, that is, the 7., ; such that i,y € argmax; /ey, Lir ().
Also, within each outer-level iteration ¢ of Algorithm 2 we consider O(log n;) values of v, so by Theorem 2
the algorithm terminates after O(1) total iterations.

Compared to the algorithm of Zurek and Chen [2025], which also takes a discounted reduction approach
but uses prior knowledge of ||h*||, ., to set the discount factor, the 7; chosen by our algorithm should not be
seen as implicitly estimating ||h*| span and in fact cannot be used to do so (consistent with known hardness
results on span estimation [Tuynman et al., 2024, Zurek and Chen, 2025]). Rather, 7; can be understood as
balancing bounds on certain approximation and estimation error terms, potentially in a superior way than
the [|h*||,,.,-knowledge-based choice for non-worst-case instances. See Appendix B for further discussion of
the relationship between ||h*|| and the 7; computed in each iteration of our algorithm.

an

span

3.3 Span Penalization and Oracle Inequalities

Finally, we return to the fixed-n setting and the goal of implementing the formulation (1) that resembles
sample variance penalization. As we see momentarily, doing so allows us to obtain a stronger “oracle
inequality” that optimally trades off suboptimality and complexity.

By superfluously introducing a span constraint of the form ||V [|span < M to (1) and optimizing over M,
we obtain the equivalent optimization problem

M+1

(1) = max max  (1—7) Insin?;r(s) - -

VM ||V || apan <M

These manipulations are useful if, for fixed (v, M), we are able to solve the span-constrained optimization

problem max <M V. A natural approach is to attempt to apply value iteration with a span trunca-

72| V7 [lspan
tion step. This is inspired by Fruit et al. [2018], who first introduced this truncation operator and combined
it with average-reward (undiscounted) value iteration to solve a certain bias-constrained gain optimization



problem. Thus we define the span truncation operator Clip,, : RS — RS where

V(s) if V(s) < M + ming V(s)

3
M + ming V(s') otherwise, ®)

Clip,;(V)(s) == {

or equivalently Clip,;(V) = min{V, (M +mins V(s’))1}, where the outer min is elementwise. By combining
Clipy;, which is [|-|| . ,-nonexpansive, with the discounted Bellman operator 7,(V') := M (r + vPV), we can
now define our Span-Constrained Planning subroutine, given as Algorithm 3.

Algorithm 3 Span-Constrained Planning

input: Discounted MDP (P,r,7), span constraint bound M > 0, target error € > 0
1: Form clipped discounted Bellman operator £ := Clip,,; o 7,

o . 0 s . . log(7=2577)
2: Set initial point V° = 0 € R°, total iteration count 7' = T”E

fort=0,...,7—1do
Vitl = (V1)
end for

: Set T(s) € argmax,c 47 (s,a) + 7Ps, VT forall s € S

Compute minimum state value m = minges V7 (s)

. Set truncated reward 7(s,a) = min{m + M — yPs, VT r(s,a)} forall s€ S, a € A
: return policy 7, approximate value function V7', truncated reward 7

© 0 N U A W

Now we discuss why this subroutine returns a truncated reward 7 and whether it solves the aforementioned
span-constrained planning problem max,.| v | ..<m V5 - (Here we discuss value functions based on a generic
7 llspan <

P rather than P for clarity.) While the clipped Bellman operator £ = Clip,, o 7, has a unique fixed point
V¥ s this fixed point generally may not satisfy any Bellman equation V¥, = M™ (7‘+7PV,Y*7 ) for any policy
m. This is to be expected, because such a Bellman equation would imply that policy 7 has value function
V= Vv*, » and thus ||V$||span < M, but it is possible that no policies have value functions with span < M.
(For example consider an MDP with A = 1 where the only policy has a value function with large span.) The
truncated reward 7 remedies both of these closely related issues: it is defined to (approximately) satisfy a

Bellman equation V>, = M7 (7 +~PV. ) for some 7, which would then imply that in the DMDP (P, 7,~)

with the truncated reward, the value funct1on V”~ of policy 7 does indeed have ||V z[|span < M. Thus, we do
not actually solve MAX 7 | V| <M V¥, but 1nstead the relaxed problem max; ;. ||V Nepan <M, 7<r Vv’f;, which

leads to a value function V,w: that is at least as large as MAX 7 ([ Vr [y pan <M VI yet st111 has span bounded by

[span<
M. And, since elementwise 7 < r, the actual value function of 7, Vf, is lower-bounded by V;\f 7» which is
still compatible with the lower-bound-based approach taken in Algorithm 4, which we are now prepared to
develop.

The key properties of the Span-Constrained Planning Algorithm 3 are summarized in the following lemma.

Lemma 3. The operator L defined in Algorithm 3 is y-contractive and has unique fixed point Vin- More-
over, the T, VT, and 7 returned by Algorithm 3 satisfy

1. (prozimity to exact fized point) |[VT — *]\4HOO <eg;

2. (near-feasibility of 7 and 7) 7 <r, H —Viule <&, and |V ||Span <M+ 26'

3. (near—optzmalzty of ) for any policy 7’ and reward function 1’ < 7 such that ||V T, lspan < M, we have
Vi = Vo, and VF > VA > Ve —el >V, — el

We can now present our final Algorithm 4, titled Empirical Span Penalization. In summary, it can be
understood as solving the problem

.5 M+1
max _ max min  V]z(s) — .
v, M 7|V llspan <M, F<r S n

For reasons apparent in the proof sketches in Section 4, it is unclear whether there is any provable benefit
of optimizing over all v as opposed to choosing ~ such that ﬁ ~ vVnM, so we opt to only optimize M



and simply set «y in this way. Like for our previous algorithms, we only need to try O(logn) values of M to
approximately solve the problem.

Algorithm 4 Empirical Span Penalization

input: Sample size per state-action pair n
1: for each state-action pair (s,a) € S x A do

2: Collect n samples S} ..., 87, from P(- | s,a)
3: Form the empirical transition kernel P(s' | s,a) = LS S, =¢} foralls’ €S
4: end for
5. for i =2,...,[logy,n| do
6: Set span constraint bound M; = 2¢
. i ) 1 _vnM; _
7 Set discount factor 7; such that T = max { aom2T3 1}
8: Obtain policy 7;, value function V;, truncated reward 7; from the Span-Constrained Planning Algo-
rithm 3 with input DMDP (P, r,~;), span constraint bound M;, and target error %

9: Compute objective value L(i) := (1 — ;) min, Vi(s) — a(d,n) %
10: end for N
11: Find 7 = argmax, L()

12: return policy 7 := 7, gain lower bound p := max{L(7),0}1

Theorem 4. Suppose P is weakly communicating. For some constant Cy, with probability at least 1 — 0, the
policy @ and gain lower bound p output by Algorithm / satisfy (elementwise)

~ h™ 1
ptZp>  sup {p” —@M&M\/”'ﬂl}-
T:p™ constant n

Theorem 4 shows that the output policy 7 satisfies an “oracle inequality”: 7 competes with the constant-
gain policy w that has the best tradeoff between suboptimality and complexity, as measured by p* — p™ and
[IA™ ||span, respectively. This bound, when written in the equivalent form

T h™ span 1
p*—pt < inf {(p*_pw)_kczla(a’n)“”#l}’
m:p™ constant n

resembles the oracle inequalities [Deheuvels et al., 2007, Koltchinskii, 2011] from the statistics literature that

feature a similar tradeoff.? It is immediate that Theorem 4 is at least as strong as Theorem 1 by setting 7

to be the Blackwell-optimal policy 7*, since p™ = p* is constant and ||h™ ||span = [|h*||span by definition.
In fact, since there may generally be many gain-optimal 7’s with A™ # h*, Theorem 4 implies

infmp":P* HhWHSPan + 11
n

P% >pt - 0404(5, n)\/ )

thus replacing ||h*||span With the smallest bias of any gain-optimal policy. The above bound does not
contradict the minimax lower bound rate of /||A*||span/n [Wang et al., 2022], which is based on worst-case
instances, but we present an example in Appendix D where infr.,~—,+ ||h™||span can be arbitrarily smaller
than ||A*||span. To the best of our knowledge, no other algorithm can achieve such a bound. Another
situation where Theorem 4 outperforms the minimax rate is when all gain-optimal policies have large span
relative to n but there is some near-optimal policy with much smaller span, such that learning a near-optimal
policy is still possible. We provide such an example in Appendix D. In practice, RL is commonly applied to
problems for which exact optimal policies are extremely complicated, and yet such problems may be solved
to a reasonable degree of optimality by following relatively simple heuristics. Our result shows that it is
possible to be automatically adaptive to the policy with the best tradeoff of complexity and suboptimality.

2An oracle inequality controls the error of a statistical estimator in terms of that of an oracle that selects the optimal model
by trading off approximation error and estimation error.



4 Proof Sketches

In this section, we outline the key ideas in the proofs of our main theorems.

4.1 Proof sketch for Theorem 1

We start by outlining the ideas behind Algorithm 1 and Theorem 1 for the fixed-n setting. First we review
the approach of Zurek and Chen [2025] and simplifications due to Zurek and Chen [2024], which achieve the
same rate as Theorem 1 but require knowing ||A*||span. The algorithm of Zurek and Chen [2025] chooses a
discount factor v* in a way that depends crucially on ||A*||span, and then solves the y*-discounted empirical

MDP (]3, r,7*), where P is constructed as in Algorithm 1. The resulting policy 7« is shown to be near-
optimal for the AMDP (P,r) using the reduction from Wang et al. [2022]. We now illustrate how this
optimally-chosen v* trades off certain approximation and learning error terms. Letting 7, be the policy
output by the above-described procedure but with a general discount factor -, it is shown that

T~y *

(@) ~
7 =[S =) (I8 lspan + IV = V5 o)

@ . 1 1V span + 175 span + 1
5(1—7)<|Ih ||span+1_7\/ 1o Ty e

n

(4)

A o + \/ e
n

where the notation < ignores constant/log factors, (i) is the AMDP-to-DMDP reduction of Wang et al. [2022],
(ii) uses Zurek and Chen [2024, Theorem 9] to bound ||Vf” — V$HOO in terms of the variance parameters
1V span; H\A/W*Hspan, and (iii) uses ||V ||lspan < [[2*||span due to Wei et al. [2020, Lemma 2]. To proceed, one
can invoke Zurek and Chen [2024, Lemma 12] (itself summarizing a key step due to Zurek and Chen 2025
similar to our Lemma 8), which controls the variance parameter ||‘A/,Y* lspan associated with the empirically
optimal policy 7 like

1 [|A*{|span + |“7*||b an +1
SR lspan + 7 _7\/ = 1 : (5)

Tr* *
IV | pan S V] ”

span”™

+HV7*—VV*

span

Solving this recursion yields H\A/A;k llspan S 12" ||span + C . Plugging back into (4) gives the following bound

1
1—v)2n
and in particular the term Tj:

- [17* [ span + 1 1
Ty % < (11— n* <oan ” span 6
P P OON( 7)” || pa + n +(1_7)n ( )
T —_— —
T> Ts

Intuitively, this argument is reminiscent of localization techniques in statistical learning (e.g., Bartlett et al.
2005) since it controls the variance parameters associated with near-optimal policies in terms of the variance
of an optimal policy. For this reason we call T3 the localization error. Term T} is the approximation error due
to the DMDP reduction, and term 75 is independent of  and is exactly the desired minimax rate. From (6)
it is immediate that choosing v* so that ﬁ ~ /n(]|h*]|span + 1) will balance all three terms and achieve
the minimax rate.

Now we derive an algorithm which does not require prior knowledge of |A*||span. The simplest idea is to
attempt to estimate ||*||span and plug the estimate into the formula for v*. However, estimating ||A*||span Up
to a constant factor is shown to be impossible in the worst case [Zurek and Chen, 2025, Tuynman et al., 2024].
Moreover, Zurek and Chen [2024, Theorem 14] provides an example where choosing v too large provably fails
to obtain the minimax-optimal rate, suggesting that the localization error term 75 could not be removed
with a different analysis. A partially successful approach is to attempt to replace the terms in (6) with
observable/estimable upper bounds that depend on ~, because observability would enable us to minimize



these upper bounds over . Doing a similar “localization” approach as in (5), but instead upper-bounding
V¥ |lspan in terms of ||V*||span, one obtains ||V ||span S ||V [span + m Using this bound but otherwise

following the derivation of (6), we can get

[ 1V llspan + 1 1
< 1_ h* span = ) 7

T

P = p*

T} Ts

where now both T3 and Tj are observable, and based on (5), there are some choices of v (including v*) for
which T3 will not be too much larger than T». However, T3 still depends on the unknown ||A*||span. This
approach can actually be salvaged with one key modification and forms the basis of our result (Theorem 2),
but here we take a slightly different approach to address term T;. Since T3 is decreasing monotonically in
v, we believe Lepski’s trick [Lepski and Spokoiny, 1997] could actually be applied to estimate p* with the
minimax rate, but obtaining a policy with a matching order of suboptimality appears to require more work.

In particular, instead of optimizing a bound on the suboptimality || P — p*|loo of the policy 7, that is
optimal for the empirical DMDP (ﬁ, r,7y), we optimize a lower bound on the performance of 7, since we are
considering the fixed-n setting. For any m and any 7, it is known that p™ > (1 —~)V] — (1 = )|V ||lspan1.?
The significance of this statement applied to our problem is that if we only desire a lower bound for p™, then
the approximation error term T} can be replaced with (1—7)||Vy" ||span, Which can be estimated. Specifically,

: Ty T [ 11V llspan+1
using the bound [|Vy" — Villeo S ﬁ %, we have

= (L= )V = (L= )V lspand = (1= )5 = (1 =2) (175 llspan = CIVF = Vo )1

o " 17 lspan + 1
> (1= )05 = (L= DIV lapanl = O[22, )

where C,C" < O(1). Let L(v) be the minimum entry of the RHS of (8). Then L(7) is observable and we

can show L(y*) > p* — 4/ H}I*H%H, so returning the policy m5 where ¥ = argmax, L(7), we obtain the
minimax rate. (No explicit localization error term appears in (8), but lower-bounding L(7) requires the
“localization bound” [[V*|lspan S [[A*[lspan + m, so it still appears implicitly in the size of ||V ||span-)
This is essentially our Theorem 1.

4.2 Proof sketch for Theorem 2

Next we describe the ideas behind Algorithm 2 and Theorem 2 for the fixed-¢ setting. It suffices to develop
a method of bounding the suboptimality || P p*||loo within the fixed-n setting, as we can then double the
dataset size until the suboptimality bound is < e. We return to (7) and the problematic term 74, which
originates from the AMDP-to-DMDP reduction of Wang et al. [2022]. We show that actually ||h*||span can
be replaced with ||V |[span, that is,

| ) (9)

See Lemma 6 for the precise statement. We could essentially recover the reduction result of Wang et al. [2022]
(step (i) of (6)) by using ||V |[span S [[A*[|span, but the subtle improvement of (9) gives a new approximation
error term (1 — 7)[|V)||span which, with aforementioned arguments, can be bounded by fully observable

Ty %

p

5= (1% lspan + ||V =5

p

quantities involving IA/,f Specifically, (7) can be replaced with

. [V llspnn +1 1
S (1 =NV |span u , 10
| S A= lspan + S (= (10)

3We actually refine this slightly to p™ > (1 — ) mins V(s)1, which is what appears in our algorithms.

pﬁw _ p*
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where we now use a variable dataset size n;, since we intend to double the size until a termination condition
is satisfied. Comparing with our Algorithm 2, the RHS of (10) is essentially the difference between the
upper and lower bounds defined in the algorithm, that is the quantity (/]\1(7) — Ei (7). Thus Algorithm 2 is
slightly more useful than the procedure sketched here, since it provides valid upper and lower bounds rather
than just the difference between such bounds, but this does not require much more work. Similarly to the
previous algorithm, when v = v*, the bound (10) will be < /([[h*[[span + 1)/n thanks to the “localization
bound” H\A/,Y* lspan S [[A*||span + m arising from (5). This concludes our motivation and proof sketch of

and the 7; that

Theorem 2. Also see Appendix B for more discussion on the relationship between ||h*||

span
minimizes the right hand side of (10) over ~.

4.3 Proof sketch of Theorem 4

For Theorem 4, our starting point is a lower bound similar to (8) used within Algorithm 1, but with a
few key differences. Suppose we apply the Span-Constrained Planning Algorithm 3 to the empirical DMDP
(P,r,v) with span constraint M and, for simplicity, an arbitrarily small target error, to get the policy 7y,
truncated reward 7, and the exact fixed point ‘A/V* M= XA/,;’F . We also fix a comparator policy 7 such that

Hh’ﬂ-Hspan

V= VIl < v/M/(1—7)?n using standard techniques [Zurek and Chen, 2024]. By setting v so that

~

ﬁ < vVnM, we can ensure that ||1A/V”Hsp.(m < M (by bounding it in terms of ||V [lspan S A" ||lspan S M

— ~

+1 < & and p™ is constant, which enable us to show that [V lspan < 177 |[span for any v and that

and ||‘A/,Y7r — V[loo), which is essential to ensure that 7 is “feasible” for the empirical span-constrained
problem, guaranteeing that Vf? > 17,Y” by Lemma 3. These assumptions and condition on ~ also imply that
17,Y” > ﬁp” — O(M). Combining all these steps we can show that

. ~ @™ =
p™ > (1 —v)min VM (s)1 > (1 —7)min V'3 (s)1

> (1= ) min V¥ ()1 — (1 - ) |77 = v | 1
(I1) ~n M +1 (I ~ M+1
> (1= 5)min V7% (s)1 — Cy/ ; >’ (1 - ) min V7 (s)1 - C :

Iv) M+1
- n

3

where C,C" < O(1). Here (I) follows from 7 < r, and (II) follows from the error bound

IV pan +1 1 [M 11 )
n 1—7v n

and (IIT) and (IV) follow from the aforementioned “feasibility” of 7 and the lower bound on \777’. The key new
challenge is to develop the error bound (11), which is complicated due to the statistical dependence between
P and 7);. Without the span constraint this is addressed by Agarwal et al. [2020], Li et al. [2020] through
the use of “absorbing MDP” constructions, which enable concentration inequalities for |(Ps, — Psa)‘A/,y*|.

Instead, we desire such bounds for |(ﬁsa — Psa)f},; s that is, involving the empirical span-constrained
optimal value functions. Based on the contractivity of the span-constrained Bellman operator £, we develop
a new absorbing MDP construction for span-constrained value functions, ultimately leading to the desired
bound (11).

5 Conclusion
We resolve the problem of achieving the minimax optimal span-based complexity in average-reward RL

without prior knowledge of the span or other unknown MDP complexity parameters. Our algorithms apply
to both the fixed-sample-size and fixed-suboptimality settings, and moreover achieve optimal tradeoff between

11



complexity and suboptimality, surpassing the minimax lower bound in benign settings. Future directions
of interest include generalizing to general/multichain MDPs and extending beyond the tabular simulator
setting.
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A Additional Notation and Guide to Appendices

In this section, we provide additional notations and definitions, and outline the organization of the remainder
of the appendices.

A.1 Additional Notation

in the proofs of our main theorems, we make use of some additional notations and standard facts about
average-reward MDPs. For any policy 7, its gain and bias p™ and h™ satisfy the optimality equations
p™ = Prp™ and p™ + h™ = r + P.h™, where the second equation is sometimes called the (average-reward)
Bellman equation or Poisson equation. We let P>° = C-limT_mo(Pw)T denote the limiting matrix of the
Markov chain induced by the policy w. When this Markov chain is aperiodic, the Cesaro limit, C-lim, can
be replaced with the usual limit. Note that P°P, = Py P2>° = P2° and p™ = P2°r,. For any policy m we
define the Bellman consistency operator 77 : RS — RS by T7(z) = rr + yPr.

For any 2 € R® and any policy 7, we define a policy-specific next-state transition variance vector
Vp, [1] € RS as (Vp, [2]), == D, cs (Pr)s.o [2(s") = >, (Pr)g o x(s”)f. We use || B||_,., to denote the

|||, operator norm of matrix B, which is equal to the maximum ¢*-norms of any row of B.

A.2 Complexity Parameters

In this section, we provide definitions for the diameter D and the uniform mixing time 7yuir, which are

standard complexity parameters (along with optimal bias span Hh*||span) used in prior work on average-

reward MDPs. We also give the definitions for the quantities |2 ||span, ||E*Hspan, and || Q%HSpan appearing in
Table 1, which arise in the results of Neu and Okolo [2024] and Zurek and Chen [2024]. The results in the
present paper do not involve these parameters; their definitions are included here for completeness and for
comparison with our results.

First we define the diameter. For any state s € S, let n; = inf{t > 1: S; = s} denote the hitting time
of state s, which is a random variable (in the probability space of trajectories in the MDP P). Then the
diameter D is defined as

D :=max inf EI [ns,],

S
s1#s2 me€llmp !

where ITyp is the set of all Markovian deterministic policies. D < oo if and only if the MDP is communicating,
so in particular it is generally infinite in weakly communicating MDPs.

Now we define the uniform mixing time 7ynir. This parameter is only defined if we first assume that
for all # € IIyp, the Markov chain induced by P, has a unique stationary distribution, which we call v,
(considered as a row vector in RS). Then for any policy © € Ilyp, we can define its mixing time 7, :=

inf {t > 1: maxses ‘ez (P,T)t — VTTHl < %} Finally, we define the uniform mixing time Tynit := sup, ¢, -
It always holds that ||h*[| ., < D [Bartlett and Tewari, 2009] and [|A*[|,,, < 37unit [Wang et al., 2022,

Zurek and Chen, 2024]. In general, D and 7yuir are not comparable [Wang et al., 2022], and they both can
be arbitrarily larger than ||h*||

span”

The prior work listed in Table 1 also involves the quantities ||h™||spans HE*HSpan and ||ﬁ%||span. These
are all dependent on the outputs of certain (randomized) algorithms which introduce them, and they are
generally not controlled in terms of ||h*||span. In particular, the algorithm described in [Neu and Okolo, 2024,
Theorem 4.1] returns a policy 7, and their complexity bounds depend on ||h7||span, the span of the bias of

7 under the true MDP (P,7). Zurck and Chen [2024] define an anchored empirical AMDP (P, r) with the

T

o> Where n € [0,1] is an algorithmic parameter, so is an arbitrary

transition matrix P = (1- n)ﬁ + nle
state and e, € R¥ is the vector with all zeros except for the entry so being equal to 1. Letting E* denote
the optimal bias function in this anchored AMDP, and letting A™ denote the bias function of the policy 7
output by (the anchored and unperturbed version of) Algorithm 1 in Zurek and Chen [2024], their sample

complexity guarantees are given in terms of the quantities ||ﬁ* llspan and |7 ||span. Note that Zurek and Chen
[2024, Theorem 14] gives an example where both of these terms are much larger than ||2*||span-
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We refer to Neu and Okolo [2024] and Zurek and Chen [2024] for the complete definitions of || ||span; HE* l|span
and ||A"||span as well as their relationship with other complexity parameters.

A.3 Remark on o

We discuss the origin of the function « that appears in our algorithms and bounds.

Remark 5. The quantity a(d,n) = 964/log (245An5/§)log, (logy(n + 4)) appearing in our bounds arises
from our choice to make use of concentration bounds developed by Zurek and Chen [2024]. This quantity is
used within our algorithms, so we make it explicit but did not attempt to optimize it. We note Zurek and
Chen [2024] also did not optimize constants/log factors, and thus we conjecture that a smaller function «
may be sufficient for their inequalities to hold, in which case the improvement could be carried over to our
work in a black-box manner.

A.4 Guide to Appendices

In Appendix B, we discuss the relationship between the 7 selected by our algorithm and the true optimal
bias span ||h*|\span. Appendix C contains the proofs for all of our main theorems, and Appendix D contains
examples mentioned in Subsection 3.3 of situations where the guarantee of Theorem 4 could be much better
than the minimax rate. Within Appendix C, we first prove Theorem 2 in Appendix C.1, then Theorem
1 in Appendix C.2. In Appendix C.3 we prove Lemma 3 regarding the properties of the span-constrained
planning subroutine Algorithm 3, and finally in Appendix C.4 we prove Theorem 4.

B Relationship Between 7; and ||h*||

span

Recall equation (10) from the proof sketch of Theorem 2. There, we see that the discount factor 7; selected
by Algorithm 2 in a given iteration ¢ is (approximately) the minimizer of a function B() that upper-bounds
the suboptimality of a policy 7, in the following manner:

. [V ||b nt 1
‘ <B( )i=(1-7 ”V ||8pan+ - (1—+~

We can understand E( ) by relating it to the following (deterministic) quantity

g IV ||b om+1
B() = (L= )V lspan + 4/ - 1_ _ (12)

1 v 41
— span " ———=e2_ [Zurek and Chen, 2024, The-

Ty *

p

p

Using an error bound of the form HV'V* — \A/,f

orem 9], as well as the “localization” bound ”V'v lspan < ”V'v* |lspan + i which appears in the proof

1
1—v)2n,
sketch, we can show that (with high probability) B(y) < E(v), and likewise repeating the same steps but
with the roles of 17,f and V7 reversed we can also show that B(v) < B(7). Therefore, since B(7) and B(y)
are equivalent up to logarithmic factors with high probability, we can understand 7; by considering the ~
which minimizes B(y).

We now turn to the “oracle choice” of v* made in Zurek and Chen [2024] (also discussed in our proof

sketches) such that ﬁ ~ \/n;(]|h*]] 1). Using the fact that |V [lspan < [[2*[|span [Wei et al., 2020],

span

we are guaranteed the final term in the definition (12) of B(v*) is the largest and equal to w

7

This implies that the 7; selected by minimizing E(”y) (and also the minimizing v of B(y)) must satisfy
T S o~ /]
Vi v

1
11—

+ 1), since for all v > ~* the final term of B(y) is 2 m = B(v*).

span

However, == may potentially be much smaller than  /n;(|[h*]| + 1), so in particular it is not generally

span



possible to convert 7; into some constant-factor estimate of ||h*|, .. (which would contradict the hardness
of estimating ||h*||Span as established in Tuynman et al. 2024, Zurek and Chen 2025). Indeed, it is possible to
compute the minimizer 4* of B(v) for the MDP instances that were used to show the hardness of estimating
[[7~]] in Zurek and Chen [2025, Proof of Theorem 3]. We find that such instances (which have n; as an
input parameter) have HV,;H < 14+ -————, and for relatively small + this bound can be much better than

span "~ 1 v r’
the bound ||V* Hspan SB* ||y s consequently, our sharper DMDP reduction (14), which replaces ||h*||
with || V||

span

span’ span

, gives a much better bound (also see (9) in the proof sketches). This fact about ||V,;k H for

span span

these instances also implies that the minimizing 4* has 1— SRvoRevi Al + 1). Since one of the

span

instances used in Zurek and Chen [2025, Proof of Theorem 3] has an arbitrarily large bias span [[h*|| ..,

this in particular implies that ﬁ (and thus also 17 ) may be arbitrarily smaller than , /n;([[h*[| ., + 1)-

15l pan

—=e2 which implies that these instances, while being

This minimizing choice 4* gives B(7*) < \/% <
worst-case for estimating the optimal bias span, are not Worst—case for the task of finding a gain-optimal
policy or estimating the optimal gain.

In summary, although 7; is chosen in our algorithm to calibrate certain approximation and estimation
error terms at least as well as the “oracle choice” v* (which depends on [|h*[|,,,), this 7; should not be

seen as estimating ||h*|| but rather as calibrating tighter bounds on approximation/estimation errors; in
with HVV*H . In fact,
span

span’
particular, as discussed in the proof sketches, these tighter bounds replace ||h*||span
1
1—~*

a worse tradeoff than the 4* which minimizes B(y). Still, for worst-case instances such as those appearing
in the minimax lower bounds for learning a gain-optimal policy or estimating the optimal gain, the oracle y*

must indeed approximately minimize B(7), since we know for such instances that B(v) 2 y/[|h*[|span /7 for

the “oracle choice” ni(||h*|\span + 1) is not only more difficult to compute, but can generally achieve

all 7y (since they are hard instances), and also that B(y*) < 4 /||h*| n;. This observation suggests that

span /
for instances that are hard for optimizing/estimating the gain, we may actually be able to estimate Hh*Hspan

to a constant factor using 7;, which would imply such instances are not hard for the task of span estimation.

C Proofs of Main Theorems

In this section, we prove our main theorems.

C.1 Proof of Theorem 2

The proof has two main steps. First we will show that all upper and lower bounds computed within Algorithm
2 are valid upper/lower bounds on p* and the gain of the output policy. This implies that whenever the
algorithm terminates, it will have output a policy which is e-optimal. The second step is to show that
once a sufficient number of iterations have occurred (and thus a sufficiently large sample size is chosen),
the confidence interval corresponding to some discount factor v* will be sufficiently small, thus ensuring
termination of the algorithm at or before this point.

The following lemma is very similar to results of Wei et al. [2020] and Wang et al. [2022]. While the bound
o — (1 - W)V,;HOO < (1 =) [h*llspan has appeared previously [Wei et al., 2020, Lemma 2], to the best of
our knowledge a bound of the form Hp* —-(1- V*H (1 —7) HV*HSpan
in the literature. As explained in the proof sketches in Sectlon 4, the difference is extremely significant in
our situation, since ||V* Hspan can be estimated while [[h*|,,, generally cannot be [Zurek and Chen, 2025,

has not previously appeared

Tuynman et al., 2024]. This new result thus provides a computable upper bound for the “approximation error”
due to reducing the AMDP to a DMDP with a certain discount factor, which can be used algorithmically.
We also note that (16) below is already known and appears in [Wang et al., 2022, Lemma 6]. (Their proof
has a minor issue because it is not the case that all policies 7 have p™ which is state-independent/constant in
a weakly communicating MDP, but their proof does not actually need this fact and the result is still true.)
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Lemma 6. Suppose P is weakly communicating. Then
(=) (minV;'(5)) 1< " < (1 =) (max V7 (5)) 1 (13)
which implies
lo* = A=V < Q=D [[VF |- (14)
Additionally, for any fived policy 7, we have that
(1-7) (msin VVF(S)) 1<p"<(1-7) (meXVWW(S)) 1, (15)
which implies

" = (@ =V < @ =) [Vl

span

Consequently, for any policy 7w, we have that
o 20" = (=) (V5 =V o + 15 ) -
Proof. First, for the statement with a fixed policy , as shown in Wang et al. [2022] we have that
pT =P = (1= ' Plre=(1-9)PXY ' Plr.=(1-7) P>V
t=0 t=0

which implies that, for each s € S, p™(s) = e P2 ((1 — y)V), and thus p™(s) is a convex combination of

vy 3
entries of (1 —v)V.T, implying that (1 — ) ming V7(s') < p™(s) < (1 — v)maxy V] (s'). By subtracting

(1 =)V (s) we obtain that
(1=7) (min V7 (s") = V¥ (5)) < p7(s) = (1= V57 (5) < (1 =) (max V(') = V' (s))
which can be further lower and upper bounded as

W)V g < 07 = =V () < (1 =) [V

implying (16).
Now we show the statement (13). For any s € S, we similarly have

p(s) = (1 —7)e] PV < (1= 5)e] PRV < (1 — ) max V2 (s)

and also for any s € S

*

pr(s) = p"(s) = (1= y)e] PEVS > (1 — ) min Vy(s).

Statement (14) follows in an identical manner as to how (16) followed from (15).
For the final desired statement, using the previous results we have

P >(1—7) msinV,;”(s)l >(1-7) msinV,;((s)l —(1-7) HV,;" - V,;HOO
> (1 =y)max V()1 = (1= [[VF]|,,, = A= [[V7 =V

5= =) V2 g — A= V7 =

Y

span
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Here we repeat the definitions of some quantities which are defined in Algorithm 2, and additionally
we extend their definitions to hold for all integers ¢ > 1 (rather than just the iterations which appear in
the course of the algorithm before its termination). For all i > 1, we define P® to be constructed in the
manner shown in Algorithm 2 via taking n; = 2% samples from all state-action pairs. We also let H; := {v:
there exists an integer k such that \/n; < 1i7 = 2F < n;}. We can then define, for all v € H;, the policy

7y, and value function IN/W as the outputs from SOLVEDMDP(ﬁ(i),r, v, ni) With such quantities we can

then define U; ( ), Li(7) following the definitions given in 2, and finally we let J; := argmin,yeﬂi(/]\i(v) —Li(y).

We also use V7T to denote the value function of policy 7 in the DMDP (ﬁ(i),r, ~) and \A/,fZ to denote the
optimal value functlon of this DMDP.

Lemma 7. Define the function o(d,7) = 244/161og (%) log, (logy(n+4)). Fix 6 > 0. Then with
probability at least 1 — §, we have for all integers i > 1 and all v € H; that

Eio wr CY(6 nz) span
VvV, =V 7 ’ P 17
H 7 7 oo 1—7 n; (17)

and also the subroutine on line 10 outputs a policy 7., ; such that
T P A (18)
R
V-] <2
|7 = 7l| < o (19)
Ny

V?T»y i Vﬂ—,y i Z span . 20
H o 1 — Tn; ( )

Proof. We fix a pair ¢ and v € H; and establish the desired bounds, and then we will take a union bound.
From [Zurek and Chen, 2024, Proof of Theorem 9], in particular [Zurek and Chen, 2024, Equations (31) and
(32)], we have with probability at least 1 — 20 that

v omy 2Aloglogy (T +4) [TV HT ogan,
va A il 16H lepan log( o )
o0 1—vy i (L—=9)%0
and
_ o 24 log, log, (+ + 4) H‘/}"Y%7 ot 1 125 An.;
vafv VA < 1 16 a0 s
. = n; -
By definition of H; we have that = = <, which we use to simplify the bounds slightly to
F SNy 241 1 i +4) span 125 An?
va V|| < 22082 %% (” i 16H e log SAn; (21)
00 1— mn; 1)
and
vl +1
= o~ 24 1og, log, (n; +4) H 7 Nlspan 125 An3
V- U ‘ < D 1 L. 22
H v 7 Moo T 1—x n; & ) (22)

Now keeping 4 fixed and taking a union bound over all v € H;, we have that inequalities (21) and (22) hold
for all v € H; with probability at least 1 — 26|H;|. Also

|7-[|<1—|—10g2

1
10g2ni <1+ §ni <n;

19



using the facts that log, © < z and that n; > 2 (so 1 < %nz) Now adjusting the failure probability, we have
(for any 0; > 0) that with probability at least 1 — ¢;, for all v € H;, both

w o 2410g, 1 i+ 4 Villspan T1 245 An?
HV'YW -V < og, log, (n; + )\/16“ 'YH p 10g< S nz> (23)
0 1—7 i 0
and
vl +1
~ ~ 24 1log, 1 i +4 H 7 Nlspan 245 An?
HV”W — V7 ’ < 227082 06 (ni +4) 16 P log il (24)
v Y 0 1— Yy n; 51
are true. Now we union bound over all natural numbers 7 > 1. We set §; = % = % and thus obtain that

with probability at least 1 — > .o, 6; =1 —6, for all i > 1 and all v € H; we have both (23) and (24). By
our choice of §;’s these can be written as

o St
v v

IN

o0 L=~ n; s ]

_ a(67 ni) HV’Y*Hspan + 1
B 1—7v n;

and
Pl s
HV%W 7 ’ < 24 log, log, (n; +4) 16 7 lspan log 245 An;
v 7 oo 1—7 n; )
O[((S, nl) span
1—7 n;
as desired. O

Lemma 8. Suppose that there exists some m, 3 > 1, v < 1, policy m, MDPs (P,r), (ﬁ, r), such that

. . 5 Hvﬁ +1
Vo=V < span 25
H K Tlleo = 1—1 m (25)
= =% 1
V=V -—1 (26)
v +1

77 ﬁ H v span
vV, -V~ < 27
H v Tloo = 1—7 m (27)

where for any ' we use V: to denote the value of policy 7' in the DMDP (P,r,v), where V: denotes the
optimal value function in the DMDP (P,r,7), and where 7% is the optimal policy for the DMDP (P,r,7).

¥
Then
1
_ 2 | 4p \/HVJII,. I
V-V < span - 28
H T 7l T (1—7)2 +1—”y m +m (28)
and
Vv +14+4L
— 232 45 H Y lspan m 4
Vv < P —. 29
H R oo_(l—’7)2m+1—’7 m +m (29)
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Proof. Using the triangle inequality several times and (26), we have
*
Vi >VT
1

oo

=

— % 1 57T T
>V, ——1- ||V -vy|| 1
=7 1 =T -
>V - —1- |7y -vr| 1
T X —=ml 1 =
> v = v =V 1- - ||| 1

Since by definition V.;T” = V7, subtracting this term from all expressions we obtain

—* « 1 — - i =l 1 = -
0>V, —vy——1- [V —vr| 1> |y -7 1-—1- |7y 1
which after rearranging implies that
1 =7 - —* k=l
14|V vy 1=V -7 1
which further implies
—* — - =l 1
ORE I e N o

Now we will focus on establishing the first inequality (28) in the lemma statement. For the first term on
the RHS of (30), we can use condition (27) and then triangle inequality to bound

HV” +1
e 2|
HV vyl < p span
Tl T 1 =17 m
< ﬂ ||V’;Hspan+ HVW’_VJ Span+1
“1l—7 m
* SRR Ve 1
<P 1V g+ 27 = V] + 541 (31)
T 1l-y m
using that
57 * = =% =% 1 =% *
HVV B V’Y span = HVV B VV span + HVV B V;( span = E +2 HV’Y B V’Y oo
since ||| gpan < 21I'llo and 0 < V: - V: < -L1. For the second term on the RHS of (30), we can use the
condition (25). Thus combining (30), (31), and (25), we obtain
* VAR Ve 1
HV* — Vv B HVVHSpan—’—2HV7 vy oo+1+ "o 8 span —|—i
Tl T 1—x m m m
2 Ve T+
1—7v m 1—7v

where we used that va+ b < v/a + Vb (and V= nyﬂ;). Rearranging (32) as

_1—7\/ m +ESO

S T
7 e T T=A)Ym v Yy

7

o0
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and then using the quadratic formula to find the largest possible root of this quadratic polynomial in

HV: — V|| , we obtain that
o0

1 VEs 1 vas \ WALPM +E
=20 2 ((1—) ) T

Now squaring both sides and using that (a + b)? < 2a? + 2b? which implies (5 + g 2<

t\7|°,\j

2 .
+ %, we obtain

2
. 1282 1 V3B 25 \/H i M
- _V* < 128 1 :apan .
R (e E
B 262 n 46 \/HV';Hspan +1+ % + i (34)
S (L=y)Pm v " "
as desired.

We next focus on establishing the second inequality (29) from the lemma statement. We now will bound

the first term on the RHS of (30) i with an analogous argument but instead using only

span
that HV” < HV* + HV” 7 < HV* + i, to obtain
v span v span v v span v span m
— .
Vﬂ' v < ﬂ HV'Y span + m +1 35
H T e T 1= 4 m ' (35)
We bound the second term on the RHS of (30) in terms of HV by using (25) and then that HV K <
span span
7l |7 -ve]| <[ 27 = vy to obtain
span span span 0o
—x —*
VTF,: Vﬂ'fy < B HV’Y span+2HVV_V$ oo_|—1 36
H vty “1—x m : (36)
Combining (30), (35), and (36), we obtain
v L (ice 2|7y - vy +1
HV*—V* < B H v span+m+ + ﬁ v span+ v v oo+ l
Tl T 1—n m 1—7 m m
— R [ =
L P A Il Lt B 4 1 (37)
11—y m 1—7 m m

using v/a + b < v/a 4+ /b for the second inequality. Since (37) is identical to (32) except for the presence of
e
N

instead of HV,Y* || , we can take completely analogous steps to obtain (29). O
span span

The following lemma is not necessary to show the validity of the lower bounds, but it is necessary for the
upper bounds.

Lemma 9. Under the event in Lemma 7, for all integers i > 1 and all v € H;, we have

20&(5, nz) 5 n; \/HV*Hspan + 1 + Uz 4
< J—
N (1 - 7)2’”1 i

(38)

ni
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and

+1+ L
> 20[(5 ni)2 5 nz H span i 4

% < : P — 39
7. ST T 19 n T 39)
Proof. This follows immediately from Lemma 8 since the event described in Lemma 7 exactly meets the
conditions of Lemma 8 (by setting m = n; and 8 = a(d,n;), for all i and v € H;). O

Now we show that under the event in Lemma 7, all lower and upper bounds constructed within Algorithm
2 are valid lower/upper bounds of p*.

Lemma 10. Under the event in Lemma 7, for all integers i > 1 and all v € H;, we have
Li(y)1 < p™i < p* < Us(y)1. (40)
Proof. Fix an arbitrary integer i > 1 and v € H;. By (15), optimality of p*, and (13) we have

(1= ) (minV7v(s)) 1 < o™

<p
< (1=79) (max vy (5)) 1. (41)
We start by lower-bounding the LHS of (41). Using (18) and (20),
(1—+7) (msln V,f“(s)) 1>(1-7) (man (s ) 1-(1- HV%Z — Vf“ N 1
> (1) (min T,(5)) 1~ 21— (=) [0 v 1
> (1= ) (minV7,(5)) 1 - 1;71 ~ a(dny) an——'—ll (12

Now we replace the quantities in (42) with observable quantities in terms of \N/,“ Using the requirement (18)

to relate V 7" and V;l, and then (19) which bounds H‘N/»” - ‘7% , we have
(o]
s I S s
H 75t span Re span vt span
~ ~ ~ ~ SR
< ||Vai + HVW -V + Hv»fz - Vi
span span span
~ . 1
<[Vl +2|a -]+
span oo n;
~ 1
<Vl +=+= 43
- Rak span mn; mn; ( )

< Lgince0< V¥, - Vi< L 7-1). Using this bound (43), as well as (19) again,

/\* o A%’y,i
(where HVW Vyi n; = i st

span
we can further bound (42) as

(1— )(min‘//\'* (s))l— 1_71—a((5 n;) wl
Y s v,% n; ) T n;
~ ~ ~ 1_,7 “‘77,1 +%+1
>(1—7) (min Vw(s)) 1-(1-7) HVW — V;i 1-— 1— «a(d,n;) Spat 1
s oo n; ng
V.. +2 41
7 1 - v span i
> (1—7) (min V,N-(s)) 1-2 1—«a(d,n;) L 1
s n; n;
= Li(y)1 (44)
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Now we upper-bound the RHS of (41). The inequality (39) plays a key role. Using this bound as well as (19)

to bound HVM — V | and the fact that HV* HVM + H -V Vi < ||Viy + n—
span span span span K
(since ||“[[span < 2[00 and using (19)), we obtain
(1_w(mmu¢@g1
<(1-7) (maxv,;i(s))1+(1—7)H17,Y*71-—V,f 1
§(L—ﬂc¥mﬁﬂﬂ)l+ﬂ—7wﬁm—aﬁle+ﬂ—7wﬁh—V;ml
+1+ L
~ 1-— Yy 20&(5, nz) H span i 4
<=7 (mSaXV%i(s))l—l— o 1+ = 1+ 4a(d, n;) pnl 1+(1—’y)n—il
Vil +1+2
17 1-— Y 20(((5, ni)2 H LA span i
<(1-7) (msawa(s)) L5 1+ T+ da(d ) e 1
=Ui(y)1. (45)
Combining (41), (44), and (45), and unfixing ¢ and -, we obtain the desired conclusion. O

Lemma 10 implies that whenever the algorithm terminates, the resulting policy will be e-optimal and the
resulting confidence interval will be valid and of size < €. Next we show that the algorithm will terminate by
a certain iteration, by showing that on this iteration the confidence interval corresponding to some discount
factor will be small.

First we define, for all integers ¢ > 1, the discount factor 7} as

%-*zinf{weﬂ 2 yfn (||h*|\span )}. (46)

is large relative to n; then, since the largest value of ;= for v € H; is n;, the above set might

(IE {127 |
be empty, in which case by usual convention we would have v} = mf Q) 00.)

Lemma 11. For all integers i > 1, if

[h* [ pan + 1 < 14 (47)

span
then v} is finite, and furthermore

s (1 1) < 7= <24 (11 g +1): (4s)

3

Proof. First, by condition (47) we have that \/ (Hh*Hspan ) < n;, and since the largest element of H;

is n;, the set in the definition (46) of v will be nonempty and thus v} will be finite.
span T 121, we have \/nZ (Hh*”bpdn ) > /ni. \/n; may not be a member of

g

Furthermore since ||h*||

so by the construction of H,; in line (8) of Algorithm 2, condition (48) must hold as H; contams all powers
of 2 within [min H;, max H;]. O

Lemma 12. Under the event in Lemma 7, for all integers i > 1 such that ||h*|| + 1 < mny, it holds that

span

N A h* +1
Us(f) — Li(v}) < 90(6,n4)* M-

L%

24



In particular there exist some absolute constants Cy,Cs such that letting

h* CoSA(||h*
B = o (01 1 (G5 o+ DY)
g2 oe

we have
Us(vg) — Le(vg) < e

Proof. For any integer ¢ > 1 and any v € ‘H; we have

~ ~ ~ ~ 1-— 2a(d, n;
Ui(v) — Li(y) = (1 — ) (mﬁmeW(s) — InsinV,y_,i(s)) +7 n.w + { (_ ))
HV%i + 1+ ni
5a(8 ; span
+ 5a(d, ;) .
Vil +1+2
~ 1-— Y 20&(5 ni)2 H LA span "
—(1— Hv ; 7 i 50(6, n, P . (49
L= Vo] T taom t (6, n;) o (49)
Now we will set 7 = v/ and relate all terms in (49) to [|h*[|,,,, but first we bound H‘wa . Under the
span
event of Lemma 7 we have from (19), and from (38) in Lemma 9, that
HV%i span = ||V’Y HSPB‘“ + HV’Y’i - V’Y span
<1V g 2 [ =2
< V3 | + 2| P = V| +2 H v
1 20(3,m;)? 5 n; V. B HS an w4
V* 149 ’ P e 50
I g 255 2| T, V - +m (50)
Bounding (50) by substituting v = 7 and using Lemma 11 to bound 5 =7 and using that HV*prdn <
2 [|P*[|gpan [Wei et al., 2020, Lemma 2], we have
~ 2 4oy 6,”1' 2 8a (S,ni 2”/?’*”5 an+1+% 8
[l < 2+ 4 Z0 R B0 : L+l
" llspan p n,  (1—75)%n,; 1—~7 n; n;
N 10 4a(d,n;)?
<2 g + 7o = A ([ g 1)
2|2*] g + 14 =
8 5, )2 l( B ) span ni
12 (1 1) 2L e
< 21 g + 5+ 160(8,10) (110"l + 1)
2 |7 gpan + 2
160(5, n, ( o ) 2 lspan T ©
+16006,n0) i (1 + .
=2 Hh*”span +5 4 16a(6, n;)* (||m||sw1 + 1) + 16v2a(6, n;) (Hh’*H:’pan )
< 440(6,1:)° (0" g + 1) (51)

where in the third mequahty we used that n; > 2 to bound — - < % < 1, and in the final inequality we
used that «(d,n;) > 1 (which is immediate from the form of « . and the facts that o < 1,n; > 1) and that
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5+ 16 4 161/2 < 44. Substituting the inequality (51) into (49) and simplifying in the same ways (including
setting v = 7f), we obtain that

Ui(vs) — Li(v})

Visal|  +1+2
7 1-— FY* 20[(5 ni)2 H it span n
< (1—~F * g L . i 5
S|Vt i ¥ T Ty 000 o
. L—7r  2a(8,n;)?
S (1 - ’7;)4‘4‘(1(67 nZ) (Hh ||span ) + 7 n: + (1 _ ’Y*)n
Ha(6.1)? (I o +1) + 1+ 2
+ 5a(d, ;)
U
1 1 2a(d,n;)?
< 440{(5, nl) (”h*Hspan ) + 7TL_ + T \/nZ (”h*”span )
s (1 g 1
4706, 1:)% (15" + 1)
+ 5a(d,m;)

U

h*san+1 7
(15 50T oy Pt T

* h* +1
~ g0 w oo +1., \/n lspan
U

17 llgpan +1

< 90a(6,n;)? span

Uz

We have thus shown the first part of the lemma statement.

17 lspan+1
—n; S E.

For the second part of the lemma statement, we need to find some i such that 90a/(8, n;)?
First we compute

5
a(d,n;) = 241162 log? (245’(;471

: ) log?(logs (n; + 4))

245 An’
< 244162117 log? < - ") log(n;)

245 An;
< 2416252117 log? ( - n >log(ni)

245 An;
< 2416252117 log® (%)

SO

h*||. ., +1
90a(d, n;)> w <e

n; -

* + 1
= n; > 90%a(6, ni)‘*””“’%
£
Pl span + 1 245 An;
Loy > 90224416252117% log® (%)
3
11)

P\l gpan + 1
n; >10- 90224416252117” ”bp;ﬂ
3

2405 A Pl span
3( 5 90224416252117%) (52)
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where (I) is due to Lemma 13 and (IT) is due to Lemma 14. Therefore if we set

W pan +1 CoSA(|h* ]| +1
B = [logz <C1 H pr;n log® ( 2SA(l ”bpan ))>—‘
€ oe

where C7 = 10 - 90224416252117 and Cy = 240 - 90224*16252117, then (52) will be satisfied for i = B. O

Lemma 13. (log, log,(z 4+ 4))* < 117logx for all z > 2.
Proof. Since z — 3-2%/* is convex, 3 - 2*/* is lower-bounded by its tangent line at z = 4, so for all z we have

In(2
3-2z/4Z3~24/4+3-24/4-1n(21/4)-(z—4):6+3HT()(Z—4).

Since %(2) € (1,1.1), we have for all z > 4 that

31n(2)
2

6+ (z—4)>6+(2—4)=2+2

and for all 0 < z < 4 that

31n(2)

6
+ 2

(z—4)>6+11(z—4)>112+15>2+1.5

so we have that 3-2%/4 > z+1.5 for all z > 0. Also log,(14+log, 3) < 1.5, so we have 3-2%/4 > z+1og,(1+log, 3).
Now letting y = 2% or equivalently z = log, y (and we must have y > 1 since z > 0), we have that

log,(y + logy 3) < logy(y + ylogy 3) = logy y + logy (1 + log, 3)
= 2+ logy(1 + log, 3) < 3-2%/% = 3y1/4,

This implies
(log, (y + log, 3))* < 3%y,

Now letting « = 2¥ or equivalently y = log,(z) (and we must have x > 2 since y > 1), we have that

(logy (logy (z + 4)))4 < (logy(log, (3$)))4 = (logy(logy = + log, 3))4 = (logy(y + log, 3))4 < 3%y,
where the first inequality is because x + 4 < 3z for x > 2. We also have
3%y = 3*1ogy(z) = 3*logy(e) Inz < 1171n(x).

Thus, we can conclude the desired result for any = > 2 by making the appropriate choice of z (that is,
z = log, log, x). O
Lemma 14. Suppose that x,yy > 1. Then if n > 102 log®(10zy), we have that n > xlog®(yn).

Proof. The desired conclusion n > xlog”(yn) 1ssequlvalent to m > x. The derivative of % with
respect to n is % which is > 0 if n > %, so the function m is monotone non-decreasing for

m

n > € Thus it suffices to find some m such that m > € and —r
y y log?(ym)

n m
o (o) = Tog(gm) = ¥

Now we claim that m = 10z 10g3(10xy) satisfies these conditions. First, since x,y > 1, we have that
log(10zy) > log(e?) = 2, so m = 10zlog®(10zy) > 10-23 = 80 > ¢* > %, meeting the first required
condition. Next, we have that ‘

> x, because then by monotonicity
we have that n > m implies

log® (ym) = log® (y10z logg(loxy)) = (log(10zy) + 3 log log(logcy))3

3
3
< (10g(10:1cy) + - 10g(10:vy)> < 10log®(10zy)
e
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where we used that logz < £ and then in the last step we used that (1+ %)3 < 10. (To obtain the inequality
logz < Z, first we can show the inequality z < e®/¢ by noting that e®/¢ is convex, using the first-order

convexity condition, and taking the tangent line to €*/¢ at z = e. Then we can take log of both sides.) Thus

m S 10z log®(10zy)
log®(ym) ~ 10log®(10xy) ~

as desired. O
Combining the consequences of Lemmas 10 and 12, we can prove Theorem 2.

Proof of Theorem 2. For this proof we assume the event in Lemma 7 holds, which occurs with probability
at least 1 — 4. First we argue that the algorithm terminates and uses at most the claimed number of samples.
By Lemma 12, we have that Ug(v%) — Lp(v}) < e. Since this would trigger the termination condition of
Algorithm 2, this implies that the algorithm must terminate on or before iteration B. Therefore the total
number of samples used per state-action pair is at most

B B
Zni _ 221' < 9B+l
i=1 i=1

h* +1 CoSA(||n* +1)
., 2P%20hn [ e 1 lapan )

h* +1 CoSA(||h* +1
< 401 H Hsp;n logg( 2 (” ”span )) —. N
€ o€

Also we can further bound B, which is an upper bound on the number of iterations, by

| +1 CoSA(|h*||... +1
B_ %Og2 (01 [ ||bp;m log?® ( 2S A" span ))ﬂ
€ oe

W)l + 1 CoSA(|I* 4 + 1
gy (0t (G5 DY

|l . +1 CoSA(|R*||... +1
~log, (201 | ILPSm 10g3< 2S AP span )))
€ oe

< logy(N).

Since the algorithm terminates and by definition of Land U , it is immediate that we have U-1 <e. By
Lemma 10, we have for all ¢ > 1 and all v € H; that

Li()1 < p™ < p* < Ti(y)1
so in particular we have, for the (random) final iteration I, that
L1=L;F)1 < p =p" < p* < Ur(A1)1 = U1L.
Finally, combining this with the fact that U-1 < € we see that
p%ZElzl/jl—lep*—sl

as desired. O

C.2 Proof of Theorem 1

We start by recalling the definitions of some objects which appear in Algorithm 1 for convenience. These
definitions will be in effect for the entirety of this subsection. We define the empirical transition kernel
P(s' | s,a) = 23" {8, = ¢}, for all s’ € S, using the n samples drawn from all state-action pairs
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within Algorithm 1. Let H = {7 : there exists an integer k such that \/n < ﬁ =2F <n}. Then for all
v € H we define the policy 7, and value function \N/,Y as the outputs of SOLVEDMDP(?, Ty, L)

Now let v* be the smallest member of H that corresponds to an effective horizon at least , /n([|h*[|y,., + 1),
that is,

* 3 . 1 *
v —1nf{7€7-[.1_72\/n(||h ||Span+1)}. (53)

Lemma 15. If n > 4 then H is nonempty. Furthermore if also n > 16(||h*||.,., + 1), then

span

1 TP
n(”h*”span + 1) S 1— ,_Y* S 2 n(”h*”span + 1) (54‘)

Proof. First we note that # is nonempty if the interval [\/n,n] contains some power of 2, which is ensured
if n > 24/n, or equivalently if n > 4. It is also simple to check for n € {1,2,3} that H is also nonempty.

Next, the smallest power of 2 which is > , /n(]|h*|] + 1) is at most 2, /n([|P*]|g,.,

it is contained in H we need it to be < the largest element of H, which is at least n/2. Therefore if

span + 1), so to guarantee

24/n(||h¥]| +1)<n/2 < n>16(||h"] +1)

span span

then (54) will be satisfied. O

Lemma 16. Define the function a(d,7) = 24,/16log (%) log, (logy (4 4)). Fiz § > 0. Then with
probability at least 1 — 9, we have for all v € H that

(o ST 04(5, n) span
V,7=V," < 55
H 7 T lle T 1—7 n (55)

and also the subroutine on line 7 outputs a policy 7 such that
7 T 1
Vir > V3 —El (56)
~ ) 1

%%, <% o7

~= ~ a(d,n) span
‘/71'.Y _ Vﬂ’»y 2 D 58
H v T llee ™ 1—4 n (58)

Proof. Following identical steps as to the proof of Lemma 7, but with n in place of n;, up until equations (23)
and (24), we obtain that with probability at least 1 — § the two inequalities

< 2410g2110g2 (n+4) \/16 HV'V*Hspan +1 log (245’An4>
o) - n

A 5

and

=

< 24 log, log, (n + 4) 16 v
I—v

both hold. We obtain the desired conclusion by noting that

wan (24SAn4)
log
n

HVVM -V 5

’ oo

4
a(d,n) > 24log, log,y (n + 4) \/1610g (245An ) '
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Lemma 17. Under the event described in Lemma 16, we have

o R - A+ 241
p" > L(v)1=(1—-7)minV,(s)1 —2——1 — (0, n) en 1 (59)
s n n

for all v € H.

Proof. The proof is very similar to the first part of the proof of Lemma 10. Fix v € H. Using inequality (15)
from Lemma 6, then using the triangle inequality, then (56), then (58), then the triangle inequality again,
then (57), we have

§7 > (1= ) min Vo (s)1

1

oo

> (1 — ) min V7 (s)1 — (1 —7) H?jv — Vv

T -~ 7y -
Z(1—”y)1rnsmvﬂy(s)1—Tl—(l—’y)HVV -V 1

o0

~ - Hf/f” +1
> (1—7)min V()1 - 771 —a(6,n) g
=~ =5 o 1_7 H‘/’yﬂ—ﬂY span
2(1—~y)minV,Y(s)1—(1—7)HV7*—V,YH 1-—1-a(én) e
N L — vy HXA/f” +1
> (1—9)minV,(s)1 —2——1 —a(d,n)\ ———2—1. (60)
s n n

Now, nearly identically to the bound (43), we can use the requirements (56) and (57) to bound

T < v~ + Hff* _
H v Span v Span v v Span
= VV span + HVV B V';( span + HV';( - V’;TW span
. - 1
<|v 2 HV v 4=
- K span + v Y oo + n
< |l 43 (61)
- K span n ’
Finally combining (61) with (60), we obtain that
] 3 - %) +2+1
p" > (1 —~)minV,(s)1 —2——1 — (4, n) =ban 1=L(y)1
s n n
as desired. O

Lemma 18. Under the event in Lemma 16, for all v € H, we have

* 1
S 20((5, n)2 + 40((5, n) \/HV’Y Hspan + 1 + n + é
o~ (1=7)2%n 1—7 n n

|7 v

(62)

Proof. Similarly to Lemma 9, this follows immediately from Lemma 8 as its conditions are satisfied under
the event in Lemma 16 (by setting m = n and 8 = «(d,n) for all v € H). O

Lemma 19. Suppose n > 16(||h*|| +1). Under the event described in Lemma 16, we have

span

h* +1
17" apan + 1

L(y*)1 > p* - 30a(6, ) >
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Proof. First we bound H‘A/* -Vr

substituting v = v*, as well as using Lemma 15 to bound 5 7*, we have

in terms of ||h*|| Using the bound (62) from Lemma 18 and

span

1
span+1+ﬁ+é
n

2a(d,n)? 4a 5,n \/HV*
o'} (1— ) TL

20(5,n)? Villgam ¥ 147 4
< O‘(T’n)zm (||h*||Span + 1) +8a(6,n)\/n (||h*||Span + 1)\/" ¥ H pa i -

n

* 2||h ||s an 1
< 8000, (11 + 1) 806,y (117 g + 1)y S22 4

< 80(81)? (11l qpan + 1) + (SVZ+ 1/2)0(6.1) ([11* o +1)

|7 - v

< 200(6,7)* (111"l pan + 1) (63)
also using the facts that n > 16, that «(d,n) > 1, and that HVJ* span < 2 [7* [l span [Wei et al., 2020, Lemma
2].

We can use the triangle inequality, that |||, < 2|[l.., triangle inequality again, that ||V;* span =
2[|h*|[qpans (57) and (63), and then that a(d,n) > 1 and n > 16 to bound
e * e *
HV’Y* span = HV’Y* span + HV’Y* B V'y* span
< IV lpan + 2 = V2
< 2|l + 2 Hv — V|| +2 Hv;* -Vl

< 2y + = + 4005, >(||h*||span 1)

< 420(6,n)? (||h*||bpcm 1). (64)
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Now using the inequalities (63) and (64) to lower-bound L(

~*), we obtain

~ . 1—A* HIZY* ‘ +3 41
L(y)1 = (1 —4*)min V.- (s)1 — 2 1— (s, n) span 1
* n
~ 1 — A% H\N/,Y* + 311
> (1 - "Y*) min V,:* (S)]_ —3 v 1— O[((S, n) span 1
* n
- N .
> (1— ) min V2 ()1 — (1= 2) [ v 1-37= T
7 gy * 2+
— 5 span 1
a(d,n) -
1 *
> (1= 7) min V2 ()1 = (1= 7)210(0.m)? (0" o +1) 1= 3
42 (|1 o + 1) + 2 41
— a6, n)? 1
n
* * * * 1 —-V*
> 0= 21 = 7) [y L = (1= 77)210(0,1)? (117 +1) 1 = 31
A4 (11" + 1)
—04(5, n)2 P 1
n

4 (1 +1)

n
44 (17l +1)

n

> g = (1= 7)220(6,7)? (11" pan + 1) 1 = (5, 1)?

>p*— 1

I

h* +1
17" apon + 1.

n

2206, 1)>2 (|\h*|| ) 1— a(6,n)?

span

> p* —30a(6,n)?

where in the first inequality we used that HV* 177*

+ from (57) and triangle inequality, in the

second inequality we used triangle inequality, in the third we used (63) and (64), in the fourth we used that
ming V5 (s) > 17* — ||h| from [Wei et al., 2020, Lemma 2] and that n > 16, in the fifth we again

- 1- span

used that n > 16, and in the sixth we used (54) to upper bound (1 — ~*). O

Now we combine these intermediate results to prove Theorem 1.

Proof of Theorem 1. Under the event in Lemma 16 which holds with probability at least 1 — 4, we have by
Lemma 17 that p™ > L( )1. Since we trivially have p™ > 01, this implies p™7 > max{L( ), 0}1 = p. Now
to lower bound p we consider two cases. First, if n > 16(||h*||Span + 1), then we have
~ T/~ T~ T % * 2 ||h*||span + 1
p=max{L(¥y),0}1 > L) = L(y")1 = p* — 30a(d,n) 1
n
where the second inequality step is by the definition of 7, and third inequality is from Lemma 19. Next, if

n < 16(]|h*|| + 1), then

span

|7 ]|
span

n

- +1
p =max{L(7),0}1 > 01 > p* — 30a(J,n)? 1
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where the final inequality is because p* < 1 so the condition on n ensures the RHS is < 0 (note «(d,n) > 1).
Finally, we let C3 = 30. O

C.3 Proof of Lemma 3
Proof of Lemma 5. First we check that T ensures that 7 < % We have

S log(ﬁ) S log(ﬁ)
1=y T log(1/7)

using the fact that for v € (0,1). Thus

1>
1—y = log(l/'v)

log( —2—5 ) E _ 2
'yT < 7% = (e_l)log((I*:)ZE) = % (65)
By [Fruit et al., 2018, Lemma 16] Clip,, is non-expansive with respect to ||-|| ., so since T is y-contractive,
we have that £ = Clip,, o 75 is also -contractive. It is a standard fact that this implies £ has a unique
fixed point, which we name V*,,
Thus

IVE = Vol = £V = 2070l

1
<AV Vil < T IV - Vil 20T

which is < % < ¢ using (65). Similarly, we have

V=D = e = £V sy VT = V| =7 [V = 2T

o0

S'”SWTHVO_E(VO)HOOSWTli,Y < (1—37)5

again using (65). By definition of 7, we immediately have that 7 < r. Also by construction of # we have that
7s +vP:VT = min {rﬁ +9P;VT, M1+ min VT(S/)]_} ,
where the min is elementwise. Thus
le(vE) =7z =PV
= ’min {r; + AP VT M1 + m@n(rﬁ + ’}/PﬁVT)(S/)l} — min {7‘; + AP VT M1+ min VT(S')l}H

oo

IN

’Ml—l—mi/n(r;—k*yPﬁVT)( N1 - (M1—|—m1nVT )H

= |min(rz + yP:VTY(s") — min VI(s

= |min Clip;(rz +7PzV")(s') — min V' (s")

s’/

= |min Clipp (T, (V) (s") — min VT (s")

s/

= |min LV () - min VvT(s)

IN

e =vT| ., (66)

where we use the elementary fact that | min{a, b} — min{c, d}| < max{|ja —¢|, |[b—d|} for a,b,c,d € R, as well
as the fact that Clip,, does not change the minimum entry of its input.
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Now we can calculate that
157 = =] -7,

< [V = 7m = APV H (L) = =PV T+ (V) VT

Fr — APV, — s — vpﬁvTH + LT = s = APV + || £(VT) = V||

Fa — Y PRV, — i — ngVTH +2]levTy - v
IyHVfi—VTH +2]le(vT) - vT||_,

where in (I) we used (66) and in (IT) we used that || P || < 1. Thus by rearranging we have that

oc0O— 00
_ 2||cvT) = vT| 2
T _ yT o8 Z
e R
using (65). Then we can bound
~ ~ 2
] I K W L N R R

as desired. Also, ||V’;MHspan < M since it is equal to Clip,;(75(V.",,)) and the output of Clip,, clearly has
span bounded by M. Therefore

Finally, letting 'T”T, be the Bellman cons1stency/evaluat10n operator for the policy 7/ in the DMDP
(P,7",~), we have TYTT,( ,Y’fr,) =Vr < M, we have ChpM(T (VL)) =V

v Tl span vr! T

Span MHSpan_FHVj’F_ ’;(’M span || M||span+2HV'Yﬁ:7:_V';:MHoo <M+ 2.

Also, since H

'yr’

Letting £ = Clipy, o TY’T;,,

above, Clip,; is |||, ,-nonexpansive, and because T’T;/ is well-known to be vy-contractive with respect to

we have that £™ is a  contraction with respect to ||| (since as discussed

I/l o). Thus L™ has a unique fixed point, which must be V’r (since we have already verified V’r s a
fixed point), and furthermore Picard iteration will converge to th1s fixed point. The operator Clip,, is also
monotonic (in the sense that for any =,y € RS, x <y = Clip,,(x) < Clip,;(y)) as shown in [Fruit et al.,

2018, Lemma 16]. It is well-known that 7, and 'T "+ are also monotonic, which immediately implies that the

compositions £ and £ are monotonic. It is unmedlate that for any = € RS we have Tvm'( z) < T4(z), since
for any x € RS we have

7;77;/(1:) = M"(r' +yPx) < M™(r + yPz) < M(r + vPx) = T, (z)

crucially using the fact that ' < r and also monotonicity of M™. This thus implies that £™ (z) =
Clipp (T, (x)) < Clipy(T7(2)) < L(x) for any € R (using monotonicity of Clipy,). Therefore
L™ (0) < £(0), and if it holds for some integer i > 1 that (£™ )@ (0) < L£®(0) then we can use the
above-discussed properties to obtain that

(™) (0) = £ () D(0)) < £ ((£™)9(0)) < £ (£9(0)) = £+10),
so we have by induction that (E”,)(i) (0) < £%(0) holds for all i, and thus
v, = lim (£7)®(0) < lim £9(0) = V).

7 i—00 i—00

Thus we have
VIS VI >V —el >V, —
as desired, where the first inequality is because r > 7, the second inequality uses that H — V* MH <eg,

and the final inequality uses the above argument.
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C.4 Proof of Theorem 4

First we develop bounds on the error between value functions within P and p.

Lemma 20. Fiz a policy w, v € (0,1), and §,n > 0. Then with probability at least 1 — &, we have that

- 24 log, log2 4 -+ || ~ ||Span 125An
oo (1 - 7)25 .

Proof. We can reuse the proof of [Zurek and Chen, 2024, Theorem 9]. Specifically, [Zurek and Chen, 2024,
Equation 31] is stated for an optimal policy in the DMDP (P,r,v), but completely identical arguments
actually hold for any fixed policy w. Therefore [Zurek and Chen, 2024, Equation 31] yields that with
probability at least 1 — ¢ it holds that

™ o 2410g2 1Og2 1 ’y H Y Hspan 125 An
v -7z < \/ (m)

This completes the proof. O

HVVW —Vr

We would like to have a similar bound involving policies output by the span-constrained planning proce-
dure applied to P but since such policies are probabilistically dependent on P much more effort is needed.
In the absence of span-constrained planning, Agarwal et al. [2020] introduce the absorbing MDP construc-
tion to overcome such issues, and our approach is strongly inspired by theirs, although ours requires new
modifications which are specific to the span-constrained planning procedure Algorithm 3.

First we must define the key quantities involved in our construction. Fix s € § and u € [0, 1]. We define
the MDP transition kernel P(*) as

R P(s'|s",a) s +#s
PO(s" | 5" a)={1 s'=¢=s .
0 s"=sand s’ #s

In words, P ig identical to P except state s is made to be absorbing. We also define the reward function
(s,u)
r as

In words, (™) is identical to r except state s gives reward u for all actions. For any v € (0,1) and any
M >0, let ’Ty(s’u) : RS — RS be the v-discounted Bellman operator for the DMDP (P(S), T(S’u),’}/), that is,

T () = M) 47 P

for all z € RS. Let 177(51\}; ) be the unique fixed point of Clip v 'fy(s’u) (this fixed point exists and is unique

because Clip,, o 'ﬁ(s’u) is a y-contraction due to Lemma 3).
Now we can summarize the key properties of this construction in the following lemma.

Lemma 21. Fizing v € (0,1) and M > 0, for any u,u’ € [0, 1] we have

|u —u|

<

[e’e} 1-— Y
Also, letting u*(s) = 7A;(I7,Y*M)(s) - 717,;1\/[(5), we have that u*(s) € [0,1] and

VW(SJ\; (s) _ V*M,
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where V,Y*M is the unique fived point of Clip,, o 7AZY

Consequently, there exists a finite set U with |U| = {2(?17)5} such that almost surely, for any s € S there

. T >(s,u)
exists u € U such that HV’Y*M Vi

<e.

oo

S¢ o used to

Lastly, for any uw € [0,1],s € S, and a € A, 177(81(;;) is independent of the samples S}

s,ar* "

construct P(- | s, a).
Proof. For the first inequality, we can calculate that
= (72 757 o 1 (5.
- s, u ( (s u (S u )
T () = 70 (i)
= [Jar (o A POV = 0 (1040 4 POV |

psw) _p(su) P (‘A@(fﬁ;) - ‘77(,81@/)) Hoo

‘ o0

|73 - v

IN

oo

IN

~

BT (e

’ o0

o) _ ()

IN

I
3

] i

Rearranging, we obtain that

u — u|
< —_

e o] 1—")/

HV(S ) iy s,u’)

as desired.
Now we show the second statement in the lemma. First we show that V(S wi®) = V- To show this,
it suffices to show that

7 (Taar) = 7o) (V2,). (o7
since this implies that
V3 = Clipy, (ﬁ (V;M)) = Clip,, (T(S’ (V* ))

(using the fact that V* "y 1s a fixed point of Clip,, o 'T in the first equality), meaning that V* "y s a fixed

3 u ' ), and since the unique fixed point of Clip,, o ﬂs’u*(s)) is VV(S]\; (S))7 this would
*(s)

point of Clip,; o T
imply that V(S wi(e) = V* . Now focusing on (67), we note that by construction of 72" * we already
have 7T, (VV*’M) (s') = 7iy(s () (‘A/V*M) (8') for all s’ # s, so it remains to show the equality for the sth
coordinates. We have the desired equality

T (V) () = ' (5) + V5 a(5) = T (V)
using the definition of ’ﬁ(s’u*(s)) and then the definition of u*(s), so (67) holds and thus V(S we) = V*

Next we check that u*(s) € [0,1]. We consider two cases, either 'TV(V;M)( s) = V;)M( s) (the chpplng
operator does not affect entry s) or '?:,(‘A/V*M)(s) > ?;M(S) In the first case we immediately have

w(s) = To(Vian)(s) = AViar(s) = (1= 7)Vp(s)

which is € [0, 1] since V;M(S) e [0, ﬁ] (This fact can be seen by noting that ’7Afy(3:) > (Clipy, © ﬁ)(z)

for any x so by a monotonicity argument we have that ‘7; u =< \A/,;k < ﬁl) In the second case, since the
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clipping affects entry s, this means that XA/,Y* (8) must be the largest (not necessarily the uniquely largest)
entry of \A/W*M Therefore we have by the definition of ﬁ(‘?;M) that for some a* € A,

~ o~

To(Viar)(s) = 7(s,0%) + ¥ Puas Viag < 7(s,a") + 7V 4y (s)

since PS a*V ") is an average of entries of V. - a Which must be less than the largest entry V,Y* w(s). After
rearranging we have that

~ ~

u*(s) = To (V) (s) = Vi as(s) < r(s,a*) < 1,

~

and to lower bound u*(s) we can simply use that in this case we have assumed 7T (V,Y*M)( 8) > V¥ (s), so

~

w*(s) = To(Vyan)(s) = AViaa(s) > (1 =9V a(s) 2 0.

Now we show the penultimate statement. Letting U be a set of {2(?1%5—‘ equally spaced points in [0, 1],

for any z € [0,1] there exists u € U such that | — u| < (1 — vy)e. Therefore for any s, letting U(s) be the
closest element of U to u*(s), we have that

u*
> (s s s,u* (s (s,U(s -U
HVW*M — e H HV( () _ >>H (81)_ ! @I,

as desired.
Finally, for any s € S,a € A,u € [0,1], the independence of V( ) from the samples S} ,,...,S”,

is immediate from the construction, since V'v( M) uses the transition kernel P() which is independent of
Sl ST o O

s,art o

Now we can use this construction to prove the desired error bound. First we state the desired bound:

Lemma 22. Fiz v € (0,1) and §, M,n > 0. Let %,IN/,F be the output of the Span-Constrained Planning
Algorithm 3 with inputs (P,r,~y), M, % Then with probability at least 1 — §, we have that

7T
v,T

At a high level, to prove Lemma 22, we take advantage of the formal similarity between our absorbing
MDP construction, designed for span-constrained MDPs, and the original construction of Agarwal et al.
[2020]. Specifically, we are able to reuse certain proof steps from Zurek and Chen [2024] which utilize
the absorbing MDP construction of Agarwal et al. [2020], since although their statements involve different
objects, their proofs utilize certain properties of said objects which all hold in an identical manner for the
objects we consider. First, by examining the specific properties used within the proof of [Zurek and Chen,
2024, Lemma 20], the following result is actually shown:

241og, logg( = +4) HVWTSF
< T

+1
. 125An
span
2ot (72 )

Lemma 23. Suppose there exists a random variable ‘A/*, a set U, as well as random variables (YA/Sfu)SegquU
such that

1. Forany s € S, u € U, and a € A, 175f is independent of the samples SS as- s 94q used to construct
P(-| s,a).

2. Almost surely, for any s € S, there exists u(s) € U such that

5101 < 55

< 1
— n

s,u(s)

‘17* P
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Also suppose n > 4. With probability at least 1 — 8, the following holds: for all policies ™ and all X € RS
which satisfy HX—V* < 1 and that | X|| L, letting V = X — (ming X(s))1, for all k =

, {logQ log, (HXHSpan + 4)} , we have

span —

<

k k
(7]l +1)° 1 (68)

(P-r) )

where = 16log (12(1S v7)125)

Here z°P denotes the elementwise pth power of any vector z. With Lemma 23, as well as another key
result from Zurek and Chen [2024] which utilizes a conclusion in the form of Lemma 23 to prove an error
bound between value functions, we can now prove Lemma 22.

Pmof of Lemma 22. By Lemma 21, it is immediate that the assumptions of Lemma 23 are satisfied for
Vo V* "y and Vs*u — VW(SMH ). We would like to obtain the conclusion (68) for X <« Vf a» Which we now

argue satisfies the assumptions. First, by Lemma 3, we have that (almost surely) H —V* MH %
Second, we have 0 < 177’} < ﬁl, which implies H‘A/f; < ﬁ Therefore, assuming that n > 4,
span

by Lemma 23 we have with probability at least 1 — § that, letting V = ‘A/,Y’Af,: — (minS \A/,f?:(s)) 1 and ¢ =
[1og210g2 <H\7,“: +4>—‘,for all k =0,...,¢, we have

span

Fax — 02k
’(PF - PW) V)™ | < 1 (69)
for B = 16 log (12542 ).
Now we can immediately apply (69) with [Zurek and Chen, 2024, Lemma 16] to obtain that
Vil +1)
é"'l ﬂ SR 2(6"’ 1) ﬂ(H T span
V. H p . 70
H v oo span + 1-— Y n ( )

Now all that remains is to simplify (70) which can be done in an identical manner as to [Zurek and Chen,
2024, Proof of Theorem 9] to obtain that

HV'YTTF span + 11610 125An
n B\a—%)

241og, logQ(ﬁ +4

00 1—’}/
O

Now we can apply these error bounds to the analysis of Algorithm 4. We recall the definitions of some
objects which appear in Algorithm 4 for convenience, which will be in effect for the remainder of this
subsection. We define the empirical transition kernel P(s' | s,a) = 1 3" | I{Si = '}, for all s’ € S, using

the n samples drawn from all state-action pairs within Algorithm 4. For all integers i € {2,..., [logyn] we
define M; = 2%, and we define ~; so that 1% = max{ —VIRE 2\/5, 1}. For each i € {2,...,[logyn] we also

define 7;, 171», and 7; as the outputs from the Span—Constralned Planning Algorithm 3 with input DMDP
(P,r,7;), input span constraint bound M;, and input target error % For the remainder of this proof we
fix a policy 7 such that p™ is a constant vector. (7 will later be chosen to optimize a certain deterministic

quantity.)
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Lemma 24. Define the function a(d,7) = 24,/16log (245‘4" )log2 (logy(n+4)). Fiz § > 0. Then with
probability at least 1 — §, we have for all i =2,..., [log,n] that

|-

and also the Span-Constrained Planning Algorithm 3 used within subroutine on line § outputs a policy 7,
approzimate value function V;, and reward function 7; such that

04(5, n) HV'YTZ span + 1 (71)

Tilloo = 11—y n

N =~ 1
[z = (72)
~ EN 1
[Vi= V]| <~ (73)
HA%i s (5 TL H %,n span + 1 (74)
Yi T YirTillgg = 1 — Vi n :

Proof. First, we note that the properties (72) and (73) immediately follow from Lemma 3. By a union bound
and Lemmas 20 and 22, we have that with probability at least 1 —2([log, n] —1)¢’, for alli = 2,. .., [logyn],
it holds that

2410g log,( y 125 A
HVV 2 o2 H x bp"m 610g _oan .
1- '-Yz (1 - 7025/

and

0 e 241og, logy (1= +4) H i bp(m 12SAn

H YisTi  YisTi o 1— % 25/
Since
Jrn

1 1 V1Mo, n1
< <maxq 1, *¥——2— > <max\ 1,
=7 7 1 =7nog,n] a(d,n)2v/2 a(d, n)2\/_

since a(d,n) > 1 and n > 1, and also noting that [logyn] — 1 < log, n < n, by taking ¢’ = W we
obtain that with probability at least 1 — § both

241og, logy(n + 4) \/H i

HV B - bpdn 610g 24S An3([logan] — 1)
v 11— 1)
" span
- 1 - n
and similarly
SE, i H %’ i :apan
Vi Ti U visTe I 1 — i
foralli=2,...,[log,n]. O

Lemma 25. Under the event described in Lemma 2/, we have

- — | M;+ 2 +1
pre L()l—(l—”yz)man()l—21 nﬁyzl—a(é,n) %1 (75)

foralli=2,... [loggn].
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Proof. The proof is very similar to the first part of the proof of Lemma 17. Fix i € {2,..., [log, n]}. First,
by using (72) and the fact that H‘A/,Y*M < M;, we have

span
50 =l 550 =Pl < ] #2155 P <202 9
We note that by triangle inequality and (72) and (73) we have } v — Vjﬂ . < % Using this bound on
‘ Vi — 17773;1 R (74), and (76), we have
P> (1 —) min Vf;(s)l
>(1—) msin V,zfﬁ(s)l
> (1 - ) min Vi (91— (1—) ‘ =V 1
> (1= min V()1 = (=) [V = V7| 1= =y -V |2
. = 1— H ':jfi span +1
> (1—”yi)msani(s)l—2Tl—a(5,n) " 1
>(1—) msin‘7i(s)1 — 2%1 —a(d,n)y| M+%H1

L(i)1.

O

Before continuing we need to establish some relationships between DMDP and AMDP quantities for the
policy m. This lemma is similar to [Wei et al., 2020, Lemma 2] but for a general policy.

Lemma 26. Suppose p™ is constant. Then

1
1. Hﬁpﬂ' — V,Yﬂ—

< [Ip7]
oo

span

< 2|[p7]|

span — span”’

2|Vl
Proof. For the first statement, we have that

T —1 . -1/ 7 T T -1 7 —1 T
V'y _(I_FYPW) Tﬂ'_(I_’YPﬂ') (p +h _Pwh )_(I_'Ypﬂ') P +(I_7P7r) (I_Pﬂ')h"

Since Prp™ = p™, by the Neumann series the first term is equal to ﬁp”. By a standard calculation
(e.g. [Zurek and Chen, 2025, Lemma 20]) the second term satisfies ||(I —~vPx)~*(I — P,,)h’THOO < W lspan-

Therefore we have that Hﬁp’r = V7 . <||(T =~Pr)~H(I - Pﬂ)h’THOO < R span-

For the second statement, since p™ is constant, we have that
™ ™ us ™ 1 s ™
HV’Y Hspan_ V'Y - l_pyp §2 V’)’ - 1_ p §2||h/ ||span'
span 0o

O

Lemma 27. Suppose that for some integer i > 2 we have |h7|| +1 < M;/4, and also that n > 2a(d,n)?.

Then under the event in Lemma 24, we have

L)1 > p™ —a(6,n)(2 + \/5)@1.

span
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Proof. The fact that n > 2a(6,n)? implies that we always have

1 a { nM; } nM;
1= a(8,n)2v/2 a(6,n)2v2

for all 4 > 2, since M; = 2° > 4. Now, by triangle inequality, |- lspan < 2[Illoes (71), Lemma 26, and the
above expression for ﬁ, we calculate that
H span = ||V’YZ span + HV% B V’Yi span
S ||V'YTZ span + 2 H‘/}’YTZ - VVT:
04(5, n) HVVT span + 1
<|\vr +2
@ llspan 1-— Yi n
x 5 (0,m) 2|77 |l pan
< 2 + 25 3
— n
T \/nMi 2Hhﬂ-H:’pan
- 2 Hh pra,n
V2 n
< il M /M
= Mi.
Consequently by Lemma 3 we have that ‘A/V*l M 2 ‘A/,Y’:, and thus
~ = 1 ~. 1
Viz Vi - 12Vi--1
Now we lower-bound 17772 We have that
vrzvr-| v -vi e
1 1 —~
> g [ 1—HV’T—V’T 1
IR e Hl—%p e
1 ” a(d,n HV'Z s.n+1
> 1—p - Hh Hspan ( ) - 1 (77)
Vi L= n
using Lemma 26 and (71) again. Thus
ST |
Vi ‘/;i - ;{1
1 . . a(d,n) HVWZ span +1 1
S A 1--1
L= L= n n
1 pﬂ_ _ %1 _ a(é, n) 2 Hh’ ||:,pa.n
T 1l—y 4 1— n

1 M; 2
L L e My o) S
1— 4 1—

where in the first inequality we combine (73) with Lemma 3, which states that 177’2 M 2 ‘A/V’: since (as we

calculated above) we have H‘A/’:

< M;. In the second inequality we use (77), in the third we use Lemma
span
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26, and in the final inequality we use the assumption [|h7|| .+ 1 < M;/4. Therefore, we have

span

T oyt 11— M; 241
L(i) = (1 — ;) min Vi(s) — 277 — a3, n)\/;
M; Mi/2 11— Mi+2+1
>p" - — )T+ T — — - n
A i AT
_ 7 a(éan)2\/§Mz M1/2 11— M1+%+1
= p"(50) oL 4 1—a(d,n)/ - 2 - a(8,n) .

> 7 (s0) = a6 )2+ VD L

where s is an arbitrary state (since p™ is constant), and we used that «(d,n) > 1 and M; > 4. (]

Proof of Theorem 4. We assume that the event in Lemma 24 holds, which occurs with probability at least
1 —¢. Lemma 25 immediately implies that

p" = p"i > L(i)1.
We also trivially have that p™ > 0, which implies that
p" > max{L(i),0}1 = p.

Now we lower-bound p. First note that if n < 2a(8,n)?, then

1
>10/v2 > 1,

Al .+
10a(0,n) 7” ”bzdn

so the desired conclusion holds trivially since we must have p > 0, and p™ < 1. Thus we can now consider
the situation n > 2a(8,n)%. We note that the smallest i = 2 causes M>/8 = % < 1. Therefore by the
construction of the M;’s, either there exists ¢ such that

M;/8 <[ || gpan + 1 < M;i/4 (78)

span

or we have that [|h™|| ., +1 > M;/4 for all i. Since the largest i = [logyn] causes M;/4 > n/4, in this

second case we thus have that
h . . +1 1
10a(d,m)4 | M > 10a(0, n)§ > 1,
n

so again the desired conclusion holds trivially since we must have p > 0. In the first case that (78) holds for
some i, since also n > 2a(d,n)?, by Lemma 27 we have that

. M;

p> L)1 > L(i)1 > p™ — a(d,n)(2+ v2)/ —1
n
h™ +1
> p" — (2+vV2)V8a(d,n) M
n
h™||. . +1
> p" — 10a(d,n) 7H pr(m .
n

Since we have proven this for arbitrary fixed 7, we can apply this result to a policy m € SUp,. ;= constant 2™ (50)—

10 (8, n)y/ Hh””*%ﬂ (for an arbitrary state sg) to obtain the desired conclusion. Finally, we can set Cy =
10. O
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D Examples

In this section we provide the two examples mentioned in Subsection 3.3 of situations where the guarantee
of Theorem 4 could be much better than the minimax rate. In both examples each solid line represents a
single action, and an expression “R = ...” denotes the reward for said action. If the line splits into multiple
dashed arrows then this indicates that the next-state transition from following this action is stochastic, and
the numbers next to each dashed line indicate the transition probabilities. Otherwise if the line does not
split then it indicates a deterministic next-state transition.

First we provide the simpler of the two examples, where ||*||span is arbitrarily larger than inf ., —« |2 ||span-

1

Figure 1: An MDP where ||h*||span can be arbitrarily larger than inf,. ==+ ||A™ ||span-

Theorem 28. Consider the MDP displayed in Figure 1. For any T > 1, we have ||h*||span = % and
infffip":p* ”hWHSPan =0.

Next, we provide an instance where ||h*||span can be arbitrarily large but a policy m with an arbitrarily
low level of suboptimality p* — p™ can have |A™||span = O(1).

R=0
1
R:
R=1 R=1
1/T
R=0

Figure 2: An MDP where ||h*||span can be arbitrarily larger than ||A™||span for some near-optimal policy =
satisfying p™ = p* — 51.

Theorem 29. Consider the MDP displayed in Figure 2. For any T > 1 and € > 0, we have that |h*||span =

L + e+ 4, but there exists some policy m with constant gain such that p™ = p* — 51 and ||h™||span = 3-

D.1 Proofs of Theorems 28 and 29

Proof of Theorem 28. It is easy to see that state 1 is transient under all policies and state 2 is absorbing,
so all policies are gain-optimal and have gain %1. Only state 1 has multiple possible actions, so it suffices
to consider the two policies m,p, which takes the “up” action which has nonzero probability of returning to
state 1, and Tgown, which leads to an immediate transition to state 2. It is trivial to see that h™dewn = 0, so
we have that ||h7down /g ., = 0. To compute h™», we must have h™r(2) = 0, so we can then calculate that

1 1 1
h™ur (1 - =1 1— =)h™r(1 —h™w (2
(1)+5 =1+ (1= )™ (1) + 2™ (2)
T T
— (1) = S+ (2) =
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and thus ||h™ ||span = T'/2. Since these are the only two stationary deterministic policies, one of them must
be Blackwell-optimal, and since they have equal gain and elementwise h™» > h™deown (with a strict inequality
in state 1), we have that my, = 7 and ||A*||span = [[R™*|lspan = T/2. Since Taown is gain-optimal it is
immediate from h™ewr = 0 that inf,.pr—,« ||A™ ||span = O. O

Proof of Theorem 29. There are two states, 1 and 4, where multiple actions are possible. We name the
actions in state 1 the “down” action (which leads to 2) and the “right” action (which leads to 3), and we
name the actions in state 4 the “up” action (which has positive probability of leading to 3) and the “left”
action (which leads to 2). A deterministic stationary policy can be specified by its two choices between the
actions available at states 1 and 4. We thus use 7mpy, to indicate the policy which takes the down action in
state 1 and the left action in state 4, and likewise for other choices of {D, R} x {U, L}.

It is easy to see that since € > 0 the unique gain-optimal policy is mry which has p™RV = p* = 12i1.
Thus this policy must also be Blackwell-optimal. We now compute h* = h™2Y. We have

h*(3) + 1“55 - % r (- %)h*(?)) n %h*(él)
— 1*(3) = h*(4) — %

and since the stationary distribution of mry has equal mass on states 3 and 4 we must have h*(3)+h*(4) = 0,

which implies that h*(3) = —L and h*(4) = =L. It is then easy to check that h*(1) = h*(3) — 1= =

75T22572 and h*(2) — h*(l) _ % _ 75T24572, so we have that ||h*Hspan — % _ 75T24572 _ % e+ %
Next we consider the policy mpr. It is easy to see that p™PL = %1, which is constant and which satisfies
p* — p™Pt = £1. Now we compute [|h"PL|[span. It is immediate to see that A™PL (1) = h™P%(2) = 0. Then

we can calculate that h™P% (4) = A™L(2) — L = —1 and finally that

1 1 1 1
TDL [ _ _\}TDL __LTDL
h™PE(3) + 5= 5 +(1 T)h (3) + Th (4)
1

= hTPE(3) = hTPE(4) = — 2

Therefore we have that |[A™2% |[span = 0 — —4 = 1. O
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