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Abstract

Actor-critic algorithms have shown remarkable success in solving state-of-the-art decision-making

problems. However, despite their empirical effectiveness, their theoretical underpinnings remain
relatively unexplored, especially with neural network parametrization. In this paper, we delve
into the study of a natural actor-critic algorithm that utilizes neural networks to represent the
critic. Our aim is to establish sample complexity guarantees for this algorithm, achieving a deeper
understanding of its performance characteristics. To achieve that, we propose a Natural Actor-
Critic algorithm with 2-Layer critic parametrization (NAC2L). Our approach involves estimating
the @Q-function in each iteration through a convex optimization problem. We establish that our
proposed approach attains a sample complexity of ) (ﬁ;) In contrast, the existing sample
complexity results in the literature only hold for a tabular or linear MDP. Our result, on the other
hand, holds for countable state spaces and does not require a linear or low-rank structure on the
MDP.

1. Introduction

Motivation. The use of neural networks in Actor-critic (AC) algorithms is widespread in various
machine learning applications, such as games (Vinvals et all, [2017: |Bgnjmrﬁ_aﬂ, lZQZﬂ), robotics
, ), autonomous driving (Kiran et all, [2022), ride-sharing (Zheng et all, 2022),
networking (Geng et all, 2020), and recommender systems , ) AC algorithms sequen-
tially update the estimate of the actor (policy) and the critic (value function) based on the data
collected at each iteration, as described in itsikli ,ll&&g) An empirical and theoretical

improvement of the AC, known as Natural Actor-Critic (NAC), was proposed in (Peters and Schaal,
m) NAC replaced the stochastic gradient step of the actor with the natural gradient descent step

described in (m, ) based on the theory of (Rattray et all, [1998). Despite its widespread
use in state-of-the-art reinforcement learning (RL) implementations, there are no finite-time sample
complexity results available in the literature for a setup where neural networks (NNs) are used to
represent the critic. Such results provide estimates of the required data to achieve a specified accu-
racy in a loss function, typically in terms of the difference between the average reward obtained in
following the policy obtained through the algorithm being analyzed and the optimal policy.
Challenges. The primary challenge in obtaining sample complexity for a NAC is that the critic
loss function with NN parametrization becomes non-convex, making finite-time sample guarantees
impossible. Although recent work in (m, M) obtains upper bounds on the error in estimating
the optimal action-value function in NN critic settings, these upper bounds are asymptotic and
depend on the NN parameters. Similarly, other asymptotic sample complexity results, such as those
in Mﬂ, 2001H; [Konda and Tsitsiklid, 1999, Bhai;nagaﬂ, M), require i.i.d. sampling of the
state action pairs at each iteration of the algorithm. While sample complexity results for linear

MDP structures have been derived in (Wu et all, 2020; Xu et all, lZ_QZ_OH) (see Related work), the
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structure allows for a closed-form critic update. The relaxation of the linear MDP assumption
requires a critic parametrization to learn the Q-function, limiting the ability to find globally optimal
policies due to non-global optimality of critic parameters.

Approach. As the optimal critic network update is not available for general MDPs, a parametriza-
tion of the critic network is used. To address the challenge of optimizing the critic parameters,
we assume a two-layer neural network structure for the critic parametrization. Recent studies
have shown that the parameter optimization for two-layer ReLU neural networks can be trans-
formed into an equivalent convex program, which is computationally tractable and solvable exactly
(Pilanci and Ergen, 2020). Convex formulations for convolutions and deeper models have also been
investigated (Sahiner et all, 2020a/b). In this work, we use these approaches to estimate the param-
eterized Q-function in the critic. In the policy gradient analysis, the error caused by the lack of
knowledge of the exact gradient term is assumed to be upper bounded by a constant (see related
work for details), where the sample complexity of this term is not accounted due to no explicit critic
estimation. This paper considers the sample complexity of the critic function to derive the over-
all sample complexity of the natural actor-critic algorithm. Resolving the optimality of the critic
parameter update, this paper considers the following question:

Is it possible to obtain global convergence sample complexity results of Natural Actor-Critic algorithm
with two-layer neural network parametrization of critic?

Contributions. In this work, we provide an affirmation to the above-mentioned question. We
summarize our contributions as follows.

e We propose a novel actor-critic algorithm, employing a general parametrization for the actor
and two-layer ReLU neural network parametrization for the critic.

e Building upon the insights presented in (Agarwal et all, 2020h), we leverage the inherent
smoothness property of the actor parametrization to derive an upper bound on the estimation
error of the optimal value function. This upper bound is expressed in terms of the error in-
curred in attaining the compatible function approximation term, as elucidated in (Sutton et all,
1999h). Our analysis dissects this error into distinct components, each of which is individually
bounded from above.

e To address the estimation error arising from the critic function, we leverage the interesting
findings of (Wang et all, [2021; [Pilanci and Ergen, [2020), converting the problem of finding
critic function parameters into a convex optimization problem. This allows us to establish a
finite-time sample complexity bound, a significant improvement over previous results obtained
for NAC algorithms. Notably, our approach eliminates the reliance on a linear function ap-
proximation for the critic, presenting the first finite-time sample complexity result for NAC
without such an approximation.

2. Related Works

Natural Actor-Critic (NAC). Actor critic methods, first conceptualised in (Sutton, [198K), aim
to combine the benefits of the policy gradient methods and @-learning based methods. The policy
gradient step in these methods is replaced by a Natural Policy Gradient proposed in (Kakade, |120011)
to obtain the so-called Natural Actor Critic in (Peters et all, [2005). Sample complexity results for
Actor Critic were first obtained for MDP with finite states and actions in (Williams and Baird, [1990),
and more recently in (Lan, |2023;|Zhang et all,[2020b). Finite time convergence for natural actor critic
using a linear MDP assumption has been obtained in (Chen and Zhad, 12022; [Khodadadian et all,

2021 [Xu et all, [2020¢) with the best known sample complexity of O (ﬁ) (Xu_ et all, 2020D).

Finite time sample complexity results are however, not available for Natural Actor Critic setups
for general MDP where neural networks are used to represent the critic. (Fu et all,2020) obtained



Table 1: This table summarizes the sample complexities of different Natural Actor-Critic Algorithms. We
note that we present the first finite time sample complexity results for general MDPs where both
actor and critic are parametrized by a neural network.

References Actor Critic MDP Sample

parametrization parametrization Assumption Complexity

(Williams and Baird, 1990) Tabular Tabular Finite Asymptotic

(Borkar and Konda, 1997) Tabular Tabular Finite Asymptotic
(Xu et al., 2020c) General None (Closed Form) Linear O(e™(1 -7
(Khodadadian et al., 2021) General None (Closed Form) Linear O(e3(1—7)7%)
(Xu et al., 2020Db) General None (Closed Form) Linear O(e2(1 -7

(Fu et al., 2020) Neural Network Neural Network None Asymptotic
This work General Neural Network (2-layer) None O(e (1 —~)™%)

asymptotic upper bounds on the estimation error for a natural actor critic algorithm where a neural
network is used to represent the critic. The key related works here are summarized in Table [1l
Sample Complexity of PG Algorithms. Policy Gradient methods (PG) were first introduced
in (Sutton et all,[19991), with Natural Policy Gradients in (Kakadé,2001b). Sample complexity were
obtained in tabular setups in (Even-Dar et al), [2009) and then improved in (Agarwal et all, 2020b).
Using linear dynamics assumption convergence guarantees were obtained in (Fazel et all, 2018),
(Dean et all, 2020), (Bhandari and Russo, 2019) . (Zhang et al), [2020a) obtains sample complexity
for convergence to second order stationary point policies. In order to improve the performance of
Policy Gradient methods, techniques such as REINFORCE (Williams, [1992), function approximation
(Sutton et all, [19994), importance weights (Papini et all, 2018), adaptive batch sizes (Papini et al.,
2017), Adaptive Trust Region Policy Optimization (Shani et all, 2020) have been used. We note
that the Natural Policy Gradient approach has been shown to achieve a sample complexity of

o (W) (Liu et all, 12020). However, they assume that the error incurred due to the lack of

knowledge of the exact gradient term is assumed to be upper bounded by a constant (Assumption
4.4, (Liu et all, 2020)). Additionally, each estimate of the critic requires on average a sample of size

(ﬁ) and the obtained estimate is only known to be an unbiased estimate of the critic, with no
error bounds provided. Explicit dependence of the constant of (Assumption 4.4, (Liu et all, [2020))
in terms of number of samples is not considered in their sample complexity results. For the Natural
Actor Critic analysis in this paper, we provide explicit dependence of the error in estimating the
gradient update and incorporate the samples required for the estimation in the sample complexity

analysis. We describe this difference in detail in Appendix [Al

3. Problem Setup

We consider a discounted Markov Decision Process (MDP) given by the tuple M := (S, A, P, R,~),
where S is a bounded measurable state space, A is the finite set of actions. P: S x A — P(S) is
the probability transition kernell, R: S x A — P([0, Rmax]) is the reward kernel on the state action
space with Rp,.x being the absolute value of the maximum reward, and 0 < v < 1 is the discount
factor. A policy 7 : & — P(A) maps a state to a probability distribution over the action space.
Here, we denote by P(S), P(A), P([a, b]), the set of all probability distributions over the state space,
the action space, and a closed interval [a, b], respectively. With the above notation, we define the

1. For a measurable set X, let P(X') denote the set of all probability measures over X.



action value function for a given policy 7 as

Q7 (s,a) =E Z’ytr(st,atﬂso =s,a0=al, (1)
t=0
where 7(s¢, at) ~ R(-|st, at), ar ~ w(:|s¢) and s441 ~ P(+|s¢,a¢) for t = {0,--- ,00}. For a discounted

MDP, we define the optimal action value functions as Q*(s,a) = sup,, @™ (s,a), V(s,a) € SxA. A
policy that achieves the optimal action value functions is known as the optimal policy and is denoted
as *. It holds that 7* is the greedy policy with respect to Q* (Bertsekas and Shreve, 2007). Hence
finding Q* is sufficient to obtain the optimal policy. In a similar manner, we can define the value
function as V7™ (s) = E[>";2 v'r'(s¢, ar)|so = s], and from the definition in (), it holds that V™ (s) =
Eor [Q7(s,a)]. Hence, we can define the optimal value function as V*(s) = sup, V"(s), VseS.
We define p,(s) as the stationary state distribution induced by the policy 7 starting at state s and
Cr(s,a) is the corresponding stationary state action distribution defined as (:(s,a) = pr(s).7(als).
We overload notation to define V7™ (p) = Eq~,[V™(s0)], where p is an initial state distribution. We
can define the visitation distribution as d™(sg) = (1=7) > V' Pr7™(s¢ = s|s,). Here Pr7(s; = s|s,)
denotes the probability the state at time ¢ is s given a starting state of s,. Hence, we can write
45(5) = Ea,mpld"(50)]

We now describe our Neural Actor-Critic (NAC) algorithm. In a natural policy gradient algo-
rithm (Kakadd, 20014, the policy is parameterized as {mx, A € A}. We have K total iterations of
the algorithm. At iteration k, the policy parameters are updated using a gradient descent step of
the form

A1 = Ak +nEL(A)VAV™ (p), (2)

From the policy gradient theorem (Sutton et all, [1999b) we have
VaV™e(p) = Esa(Vleg(ma,)(als)Q™x (s, a)), 3)
Ff(\) = Eyq|Viegmy,(als) (Vilogmy,(als))" |, (4)

where s ~ dp*,a ~ mx,(.]s). From (Sutton et all, [1999H), the principle of compatible function
approximation implies that we have

1
FIA)Va, V™ (p) = mwz (5)
wyp = argminEg ,(A™*(s,a) — wVy, log(my, (a|s)))2, (6)

and s ~ dy**, a ~ mx,(.|s) Here (A™« (s,a) = Q™ (s,a) — V™« (s)). For natural policy gradient
algorithms such as in (Agarwal et all, 2020h) and (Liu et all, [2020) an estimate of Q™+ (and from

that an estimate of A™# (s,a)) is obtained through a sampling procedure that requires on average
(ﬁ) for each sample of @™ . For the natural actor critic setup we maintain a parameterised
estimate of the Q-function is updated at each step and is used to approximate Q™ «.

(Xu_et all, [2020b) and (Wu et all, 2020) assume that the @ function can be represented as
QM (s,a) = wt(¢(s,a)) where ¢(s,a) is a known feature vector and w' is a parameter that is updated
in what is known as the critic step. The policy gradient step is known as the actor update step. In
case a neural network is used to represent the @ function, at each iteration k of the algorithm, an

estimate of its parameters are obtained by solving an optimization of the form

arg min ES,a(QﬂAk - Q9)27 (7)
6cO

Due to the non-convex activation functions of a neural network the optimization in Equation (7))
is non-convex and hence finite sample guarantees for actor critic algorithms with neural network



representation of @) functions is not possible. Thus in order to perform a finite time analysis, a
linear MDP structure is assumed which is very restrictive and not practical for large state space
problems. For a Natural Policy Gradient setup, a Monte Carlo sample is obtained, which makes the
process require additional samples as causing high variance in critic estimation.

4. Proposed Approach

4.1 Convex Reformulation of 2 layer Neural Network

We represent the @ function (critic) using a 2 layer ReLU neural network. A 2-layer ReLU Neural
Network with input z € R? is defined as f(z) = > i-, o/(z7u;)a;, where m > 1 is the number
of neurons in the neural network, the parameter space is ©,, = R¥™ x R™ and 0 = (U, ) is an
element of the parameter space, where u; is the i*" column of U, and «; is the i*" coefficient of a.
The function ¢’ : R — R is the ReLU or restricted linear function defined as o’(z) £ max(z,0).
In order to obtain parameter @ for a given set of data X € R"*¢ and the corresponding response
values y € R™*!, we desire the parameter that minimizes the squared loss, given by

i (Xu))a; —y

In @), we have the term o(Xwu;) which is a vector {o’((x;)Tui)}jeq1,... n}, Where z; is the j™*
row of X. It is the ReLU function applied to each element of the vector Xwu,;. We note that the
optimization in Equation (8] is non-convex in 6 due to the presence of the ReLU activation function.
In (Wang et all, [2021)), it is shown that this optimization problem has an equivalent convex form,
provided that the number of neurons m goes above a certain threshold value. This convex problem
is obtained by replacing the ReLLU functions in the optimization problem with equivalent diagonal
operators. The convex problem is given as

2

L(0) = arg min (8)

2

> Di(Xpi) -

D;eDx

E/ﬁ( ) = argmln

; 9)

2

where p € R¥*IPxI Dy is the set of diagonal matrices D; which depend on the data-set X. Except
for cases of X being low rank, it is not computationally feasible to obtain the set Dx. We instead
use D € Dy to solve the convex problem in @) where p now would lie in p € R**IPI The relevant
details of the formulation and the definition of the diagonal matrices D; are provided in Appendix [Bl
For a set of parameters § = (u, @) € ©, we denote neural network represented by these parameters
as

=> o' ((s,0)"ui)as. (10)

i=1

4.2 Proposed Natural Actor Critic Algorithm with 2-Layer Critic Parametrization
(NAC2L)

We summarize the proposed approach in Algorithm [II Algorithm [I] has an outer for loop with
two inner for loops. At a fixed iteration k of the outer for loop and iteration j of the first inner for
loop, we obtain a sequence of state action pairs and the corresponding state and reward by following
the estimate of the policy at the start of the iteration. In order to perform the critic update, the
state action pairs and the corresponding target ) values are stored in matrix form and passed to



Algorithm 1 Natural Actor Critic with 2-Layer Critic Parametrization (NAC2L)
Input: S, A, ~, Time Horizon K € Z | Updates per time step J € Z ,starting state action sampling
distribution v, Number of convex optimization steps T,k € {1,---,K},5 € {1,---,J}, Actor
SGD learning rate n
1: Initialize: Q(s,a) =0V(s,a) € S x A,
Qo(s,a) =0V(s,a) e Sx A
Ao = {0}¢
2: for ke {1,--- ,K} do
3 forje{l,---,J} do

4: X, =09

5: Take ny ; state action pairs sampled from v as the starting state action distribution and
then following policy my, .

6: Set y; =1 + ymaxgea Qrj—1(si4+1,a’), where i € {1,--- ,n}

7 Set X;,Y; as the matrix of the sampled state action pairs and vector of estimated @ values
respectively

8: X=X, U Xj

9: Call Algorithm [l with input (X = X;, y =Y;, T =Tj) and return parameter ¢

10: Qk.j = Qo

11:  end for
122 forie{l,---,(Jng;)} do
13: Ap,g(56,0i) = Qr,y(8i,a:) = Y pea T (a|5:)Qr,a (54, @)
14: Wig1 = (wi — 20, (wi~V)\ log 7wy, (ai|s:) — Ak, s (si, ai)) Vi logmy, (ai|si))
15:  end for
16: W = Wy,
17: Update A\gy1 = Ap + 7 (ﬁ) W
18: end for
Output: T,

Algorithm Pl as the input and output values respectively to solve the following optimization problem.

Nk j 2
1 k,j ,
arg min — g Qo(si,a;) —r(si,a:) —VE, or. Qrj—1(Si+1,0 , 12
9ge(~) Nk, j i_1< ( ) ( )= o ’ e )> (12

where @ j—1 is the estimate of the @) function at the k" iteration of the outer for loop and the
(j — 1) iteration of the first inner for loop of Algorithm [l Qg is a neural network defined as in
(I0) and ng, ; is the number of state action pairs sampled at the kth iteration of the outer for loop
and the ;" iteration of the first inner for loop of Algorithm [ This is done at each iteration of the
first inner for loop to perform what is known as a Fitted Q-iteration step to obtain the estimate of
the critic.

Algorithm [ first samples a set of diagonal matrices denoted by D in line @ of Algorithm 2 The
elements of D act as the diagonal matrix replacement of the ReLU function. Algorithm 2] then
solves an optimization of the form given in Equation (I2) by converting it to an optimization of the
form ([B8). This convex optimization is solved in Algorithm [2 using the projected gradient descent
algorithm. After obtaining the optima for this convex program, denoted by u* = {uj}ie{lﬁ___ 1D}
in line [[0, we transform them into an estimate of the solutions for the optimization given in (I2I),
which are then passed back to Algorithm [II The procedure is described in detail along with the
relevant definitions in Appendix [Bl

The estimate of w; is obtained in the second inner for loop of Algorithm (IJ) where a gradient
descent is performed for the loss function of the form given in Equation (G using the state action



Algorithm 2 Neural Network Parameter Estimation
1: Input: data (X,y,T) .
2: Sample: D = diag(1(Xg; > 0)) : g; ~N(0,I),i € [|D]]
3: Initialize y! = 0,u' =0
Initialize g(u) = || Y5 cp DiXui — yll3
forie{0,---,T} do
uth =y =0 Vg(yi)
Yyt = arg miny:lth Emas luivr — yl|3
end for
Set uT+l =y~
Solve Cone Decomposition:
T, W € uf =v; —w,i € [d]} such that v;, w; € K; and at-least one v;, w; is zero.
10: Construct (6 = {u;, ;}) using the transformation

(Ui,l), if Ww; =0
Y(vg,wy) = (w;, —1), ifv;=0 (11)
(0,0), if’Ui:’wi:O
forallie {1,---,m}
11: Return 6

pairs sampled in the first inner for loop. Note that we do not have access to the true @ function
that is required for the critic update. Thus we use the estimate of the @) function obtained at the
end of the first inner for loop. After obtaining our estimate of the minimizer of Equation (@), we
update the policy parameter using the stochastic gradient update step. Here the state action pairs
used are the same we sampled in the first inner for loop.

5. Global Convergence Analysis of NAC2L Algorithm

5.1 Assumptions

In this subsection, we formally describe the assumptions that will be used in the results.
Assumption 1 For any A, 2 € A and (s,a) € (S x A) we have

[Viog(ma,)(als) — Viog(ma,)(als)|l2 < Bl|A1 — Azl|2 (13)
where B > 0.

Such assumptions have been utilised in prior policy Gradient based works such as (Agarwal et all,
2020b; ILiu et al); 12020). This assumption is satisfied for the softmax policy parameterization

exp(fa(s, a))
Za’eAf)\(Sva/) (14)

where f)(s,a) is a neural network with a smooth activation function (Agarwal et all, 2020b).

ma(als) =

Assumption 2 Let 0* £ argmingee £(0), where L£(0) is defined in ®) and we denote Qgp-(-) as
Qo(") as defined in ([IO) for 6 = 6. Also, let 0% = argmingefg L p|(0), where L (0) is the loss
function L(0) with the set of diagonal matrices D replaced by D € D. Further, we denote Qe‘*m )
as Qo(-) as defined in ([IQ) for 6 = GI*DI. Then we assume

Es,a(|Q9* - QG* |)l/ S 6|ﬁ‘7 (15)

|D|



for any v € P(S x A).

Thus, €D is a measure of the error incurred due to taking a sample of diagonal matrices D and

not the full set Dx. In practice, setting |D| to be the same order of magnitude as d (dimension
of the data) gives us a sufficient number of diagonal matrices to get a reformulation of the non
convex optimization problem which performs comparably or better than existing gradient descent
algorithms, therefore €| is only included for theoretical completeness and will be negligible in
practice. This has been practically demonstrated in (Mishkin et al, [2022; |[Bartan and Pilanci, [2022;
Sahiner et all, [2022). Refer to Appendix [Bl for details of Dx, D and ﬁ\b\ (9).

Assumption 3 We assume that for all functions Q : S x A — [0, (]f'j"‘;)] , there exists a function
Qo where 0 € © such that

Es,a(Q@ - Q)i S €approx, (16)
for any v € P(S x A).

€approx Teflects the error that is incurred due to the inherent lack of expressiveness of the neural
network function class. In the analysis of (Fan et all;|2020), this error is assumed to be zero. Explicit

upper bounds of €p;s is given in terms of neural network parameters in works such as (Yarotskyl,
2017).

Assumption 4 We assume that for all functions Q : S x A — [0, (If'j"‘;)} and A € A, there exists
w* € R4 such that

ES@('Q - w*VZOg(ﬂ-X(aLS))DU S €bias; (17)
for any v € P(S x A).

Assumption [ is similar to the Transfer error assumption in works such as (Agarwal et all, [2020a;
Liu et all, 12020). The key difference is that in the referenced works the assumption is based on the
true @ function, while the estimate of w* is obtained by using a noisy Monte Carlo estimate. For
our case we use a known parameterised () function to obtain our estimate of w*.

Assumption 5 For any 0 € O, denote by g as the policy corresponding to the parameter 0 and g
as the corresponding stationary state action distribution of the induced Markov chain. We assume
that there exists a positive integer m such that

dry (P((s7,ar) € -|(s0,a0) = (s,a)), po(-)) <mp™,Vs € S (18)

This assumption implies that the Markov chain is geometrically mixing. Such assumption is widely
used both in analysis of stochastic gradient descent literature such as (Doan, 12022; |Sun et all, 2018),
as well as finite time analysis of RL algorithms such as (Wu_ et al., 2020; [Xu et al., 20204).

Assumption 6 Let vy be a probability measure on S X A which is absolutely continuous with respect
to the Lebesgue measure. Let {m:} be a sequence of policies and suppose that the state action pair has
an nitial distribution of v1. Then we assume that for all v1,ve € P(S x A) there exists a constant
vy vy < 00 such that

d(P™ P2 ... PTmyy,)

su < "
7r1,71—21..p1ﬂ-m dVl = ¢v1,v2 ( )
o0
for all m € {0, - -, 00}, where d(PnPﬂ;y'”PﬂmVQ) denotes the Radon Nikodym derivative of the state
1

action distribution P™ P72 ... P™myy with respect to the distribution vy.



This assumption puts an upper bound on the difference between the state action distribution v
and the state action distribution induced by sampling a state action pair from the distribution pg
followed by any possible policy for the next m steps for any finite value of m. Similar assumptions
have been made in (Fan et all, [2020; [Lazaric et all, 2016; [Farahmand et all, [2010).

5.2 Main Result

Theorem 1 Suppose Assumptions[Hd hold. Let Algorithm[dl run for K iterations J be the number
of iterations of the first inner loop of Algorithm[dl Let ni ; denote the number of state-action pairs
sampled and Ty, ; the number of iterations of Algorithm [2 at iteration k of the outer for loop and
iteration j of the first inner for loop of Algorithm [l Let «; be the projected gradient descent size
at iteration i of Algorithm @ and |D| the number of diagonal matrices sampled in Algorithm[A Let
Bi be the step size in the projected gradient descent at iteration i of the second inner for loop of
Algorithm [l Let v € P(S x A) be the starting state action distribution at the each iteration k of

Algorithm [ If we have, a; = M n=— and B; = then we obtain

Ly jVit1’ VK +1’
) cn 1 1 K oI log log(n. ;)
() =V WSO(mu_w)*Ku—w;;O( N )+
L1 iilo L)t iO( 7)
K1-7) e \ VT, ) KO-y &)

where ||uz,j||27Lk,juﬂkuebiasaeapproma6|D‘ are constants.
Hence, for K = O(2(1 ~7)™%), J = O (log (1)), nej = O (7*(1 =2)7%),
Ty,; = O(e72(1 — v)2) we have

min(V*(v) — VP (1) < e+ ﬁ (Ebias + (\/€approz) + e@‘) : (21)

k<K

which implies a sample complexity of Zszl Ej:l(nk,j) =0 (et (1=,

6. Proof Sketch of Theorem [I]

The detailed proof of Theorem [lis given in Appendix [[]l The difference between our estimated value
function denoted by V7™*» and the optimal value function denoted by V* (where 7y, is the policy
obtained at the step k of algorithm [ is first expressed as a function of the compatible function
approximation error, which is then split into different components which are analysed separately.
The proof is thus split into two stages. In the first stage, we demonstrate how the difference in value
functions is upper bounded as a function of the errors incurred till the final step K. The second
part is to upper bound the different error components.

Upper Bounding Error in Separate Error Components: We use the smoothness property
assumed in Assumption [I to obtain a bound on the expectation of the difference between our
estimated value function and the optimal value function.

. ) log(|A]) nﬂW2 = erry
VT () < - 22
ke{rlr,l-l-r-l,x}v W) =VPelv) < Kn(l—7) "2 K Z (22)



where
erry = Eq o (A™% — w*Vliog(my, (als))), (23)

and s ~ d7 ,a ~ 7*(.|s) and W is a constant such that ||w¥||o < W Vk, where k denotes the iteration
of the outer for loop of Algorithm [l We split the term in (23) into the errors incurred due to the
actor and critic step as follows

err, = Egq(A™ —w*Viog(my, (als))) (24)
= Ego(A™r — Ap g) +Eso(Ag,s — kalog(w,\k (als))) . (25)
I I1

Note that I is the difference between the true A™« function corresponding to the policy 7y, and
Ay, j is our estimate. This estimation is carried out in the first inner for loop of Algorithm[l Thus I
is the error incurred in the critic step. I is the error incurred in the estimation of the actor update.
This is incurred in the stochastic gradient descent steps in the second inner for loop of Algorithm [

Also note that the expectation is with respect to the discounted state action distribution of the
state action pairs induced by the optimal policy 7*. The state action samples that we obtain are
obtained from the policy 7, . Thus using assumption [l we convert the expectation in Equation (25)
to an expectation with respect to the stationary state action distribution induced by the policy 7y, .

Upper Bounding Error in Critic Step: For each iteration k of the Algorithm [l We show
that minimzing I is equivalent to solving the following problem

argmin By , (Q™* — Qp)?, (26)
0co

We will rely upon the analysis laid out in (Farahmand et all, [2010) and instead of the iteration of
the value functions, we will apply a similar analysis to the action value function to obtain an upper
bound for the error incurred in solving the problem in Equation (28] using the Fitted Q-Iteration.
We recreate the result for the value function from Lemmas 2 of (Munos, 2003) for the action value
function @ to obtain

J—1
Ba(@ = Qur) S 30 I PR Bl 44 (1222, 27)
j=1
where €, j = T™rQf,j—1 — Qk,; is the Bellman error incurred at iteration j where 7™« Q) j_1, P™*
are defined as in Equations (52)), (54) respectively. Q. s denotes the @) estimate at the final iteration
J of the first inner for loop and iteration k of the outer for loop of Algorithm [I]

The first term on the right hand side is called as the algorithmic error, which depends on how good
our approximation of the Bellman error is. The second term on the right hand side is called as the
statistical error, which is the error incurred due to the random nature of the system and depends only
on the parameters of the MDP as well as the number of iterations of the FQI algorithm. Intuitively,
this error depends on how much data is collected at each iteration, how efficient our solution to
the optimization step is to the true solution, and how well our function class can approximate
T™kQp,j—1. Building upon this intuition, we split € ; into four different components as follows.

€kj = TQkj-1— Qk,;
1 1 2 2 3 3
T™kQrj—1 — Qpj +Qpj — @k + Qky — Qi+ Qrj — Qg

1

2
€y .
k,j

kg

3 4
. € .
k,j k.j

_ 1 2 3 4
= € T Cky Tk Tk (28)

€ €

We use the Lemmas [I4] I8 [[6, and [T to bound the error terms in Equation (28]).
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Upper Bounding Error in Actor Step: Note that we require the minimization of the term
Es.o(Ag. s — wkVliog(my, (als))). Here the expectation is with respect to stationary state action
distribution corresponding to my,. But we do not have samples of states action pairs from the
stationary distribution with respect to the policy 7y, , we only have samples from the Markov chain
induced by the policy 7y, . We thus refer to the theory in (Doan, [2022) and Assumption [l to upper
bound the error incurred.

7. Conclusions

In this paper, we study a Natural Actor Critic algorithm with a neural network used to represent
both the actor and the critic and find the sample complexity guarantees for the algorithm. Using the
conversion of the optimization of a 2 layer ReL U Neural Network to a convex problem for estimating
the critic, we show that our approach achieves a sample complexity of @(6_4(1 —v)~*). This
demonstrates the first approach for achieving sample complexity beyond linear MDP assumptions
for the critic.

Limitations: Relaxing the different stated assumptions is an interesting direction for the
future. Further, the results assume 2-layer neural network parametrization for the critic. One can
likely use the framework described in (Belilovsky et all, 2019) to extend the results to a multi layer
setup.
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Appendix

Appendix A. Comparison of Sample Complexity Analysis with Natural
Policy Gradient

For natural policy gradient (NPG) (Agarwal et all, 2020D), to derive the sample complexity result,
the average error in estimation till iteration K is given by

N log(JA)  nBW2 | 1~ ern
argmin V*(v) — V™ (v) < + + = , 29
(smiy V20) = V) (Kn(l—w 20— TR T, 29
where erry in the last term on the right-hand side of [29) is
erry = By o(A™x — w*Viog(my, (a]s))) (30)

where s ~ dT  a ~ 7*(.|s), wy, is our estimate of the NPG gradient update term and ) is the
policy parameter.
The term erry is then decomposed in the following manner

Eso(A™x — kaZOQ(W)\k (als))) = Eg,o(A™x — w*Viog(my, (als)))
+(w* — wP Viog(my, (als))) (31)

where w* = argmin,, E, ,(Q™x — wVlog(my, (als))) where s ~ A= a ~ e (]s).
For ease of notation we define

Esndz ann(.15)(Q™ — wVlog(ma(als)))® = L(w, A, d}). (32)

Equation (BI)) is then be upper bounded as

Eso(Q™x —w*Viog(my, (als)) < V/L(w*, Ak, df")
+¢k\/L(wk,Ak,d’;*k) — L(w*, Ak, dp*) (33)

where ¢y, is a constant which represents the change in expectation from d’;* to d,,*. It is defined
using an assumption similar to Assumption
Assumption 6.1 and 6.2 in (Agarwal et all, 2020h) are as follows

L(w® Mg, d)™) — L(w*, Mg, d ™) < €stat (34)
L(w*; \e, d™) < €pias (35)

Vk € {1,---, K}, where K is the total number of iterations of the NPG algorithm.

The assumption in Equation (B4) is known as the excess risk assumption and places an upper
bound on the error incurred due to the difference between the obtained estimate w* and the optimal
solution w* which minimizes L(w, A, dyx ). It is a measure of uncertainty in estimating the natural
gradient update.

The assumption in Equation (35) is known as the transfer error assumption and places an upper
bound on the loss function L(w, A, d7") evaluated at the minima of the loss function L(w; A, d,**).
This is a measure of how similar the policy 7** is to the optimal policy 7*.

In the analysis of (Agarwal et all,|2020b), using results of stochastic gradient descent on a convex

loss function, €44 is assumed to be upper bounded as O (\/%) where ny is the number of state
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action samples at iteration k. Further, €45 is directly assumed as a constant while it depends on
the accurate estimation of A™k .
Comparison. We note that the analysis in Equation (34)-([35) does not consider (i) the extra

(ﬁ) state action samples required to obtain Monte Carlo estimate A™«. This is because each

Monte Carlo estimate of A™* requires on average (ﬁ) state action samples; (ii) the error incurred
due to gap between the Monte Carlo estimate A™r and the actual Q-function. In (Agarwal et all,
2020b), Monte Carlo estimate is only shown to be an unbiased estimate of A™* and no error bound
for the estimate is given. This error bound will require additional samples to be very close such that
the obtained value function for the policy is e-close. This is the key gap due to which our algorithm
gets additional 1/¢ in the sample complexity.

Our analysis considers the number of samples required to estimate A™* to a given accuracy in
our sample complexity analysis. In order to account for the difference between the optimal policy
m*and the policy estimate y,, we use [0l which has been used and verified in prior works such as
(Farahmand et all, [2010), unlike the assumption in Equation (B8]).

The authors in (Liu et all, [2020) also perform a similar analysis but only has an Assumption

similar to Equation (B8]). This assumption also suffers from the same drawback described above.

Appendix B. Convex Reformulation with Two-Layer Neural Networks

For representing the action value function, we will use a 2 layer ReLU neural network. In this section,
we first lay out the theory behind the convex formulation of the 2 layer ReLLU neural network. In
the next section it will shown how it is utilised for the FQI algorithm.

In order to obtain parameter @ for a given set of data X € R™*¢ and the corresponding response
values y € R™*! we desire the parameter that minimizes the squared loss (with a regularization
parameter § € [0, 1]), given by

2

L(§) = argmin
0

(36)

i o(Xu)a; —y
i=1

2

Here, we have the term o(Xu;) which is a vector {o’((z;)"w;)}je(1,... n} Where z; is the j' row of X.
It is the ReLU function applied to each element of the vector Xu;. We note that the optimization in
Equation (§) is non-convex in 8 due to the presence of the ReLU activation function. In (Wang et all,
2021)), it is shown that this optimization problem has an equivalent convex form, provided that the
number of neurons m goes above a certain threshold value. This convex problem is obtained by
replacing the ReLLU functions in the optimization problem with equivalent diagonal operators. The
convex problem is given as

> DilXpi) -y

D;eDx

E/ﬁ(p) = arg;nin

(37)

2

where p € R¥IPxI Dy is the set of diagonal matrices D; which depend on the data-set X. Except
for cases of X being low rank it is not computationally feasible to obtain the set Dx. We instead
use D € Dx to solve the convex problem

2

: (38)

Y DilXpi) -y

D»LED

El,g(p) = (arg;nin

where p € R DI, In order to understand the convex reformulation of the squared loss optimization

problem, consider the vector o(Xu;)
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o(Xu;) = o (39)

{0 ((wn)"ui)}-
Now for a fixed X € R"*4, different u; € R?*! will have different components of o(Xu;) that are
non zero. For example, if we take the set of all u; such that only the first element of o(Xw;) are non
zero (i.e, only (z1)Tu; > 0 and (x;)Tu; < 0Vj € [2,--+,n] ) and denote it by the set K;, then we
have
U(X’u,l) =D (Xul) Yu; € ICl, (40)

where D, is the n x n diagonal matrix with only the first diagonal element equal to 1 and the rest 0.
Similarly, there exist a set of u’s which result in o(Xu) having certain components to be non-zero
and the rest zero. For each such combination of zero and non-zero components, we will have a
corresponding set of u}s and a corresponding n x n Diagonal matrix D;. We define the possible set
of such diagonal matrices possible for a given matrix X as

Dx = {D = diag(1(Xu > 0)) : u € R, D € R™*"}, (41)

where diag(1(Xu > 0)) represents a matrix given by

e l(arjru), for k=3
D= { 0 for k#j° (42)

where 1(z) = 1 if > 0 and 1(z) = 0 if x < 0. Corresponding to each such matrix D;, there exists
a set of u; given by

K; = {u cRe: U(Xui) = D;Xu;,D; € DX} (43)

where [ is the n x n identity matrix. The number of these matrices D; is upper bounded by 2™.
From (Wang et al), [2021) the upper bound is O (r (%)T) where r = rank(X). Also, note that the
sets C; form a partition of the space R4%!. Using these definitions, we define the equivalent convex

problem to the one in Equation (8) as
2
) : (44)
2

where v = {vi}ie1,... |Dx|» W = {Witie1,.... | Dx|» Vi;wi € K;, note that by definition, for any fixed
1€ {1l,---,|Dx|} at-least one of v; or w; are zero. If v*, w* are the optimal solutions to Equation
([#4), the number of neurons m of the original problem in Equation (8) should be greater than the
number of elements of v*, w*, which have at-least one of v or w; non-zero. We denote this value
as m’ ,, with the subscript X denoting that this quantity depends upon the data matrix X and
response y.

We convert v*, w* to optimal values of Equation (), denoted by 8* = (U*, a*), using a function
P : R x RY = R? x R defined as follows

Y. DilX(vi—wi))—y

Ls(v,w) := argmin (
D;eDx

VW

(vi,l), if w; =0
Y(vi,wi) = (wi, —1), ifv; =0 (45)
(0,0), 1fvl=wl=O
where according to (Pilanci and Ergen, 12020) we have (u}, af) = ¢ (v}, w)), foralli € {1,--- ,|Dx|}

where u}, o are the elements of 8*. Note that restriction of a; to {1,—1,0} is shown to be valid in
(Mishkin et all, 2022). For i € {|Dx|+1,---,m} we set (u},a}) = (0,0).
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_ Since Dx is hard to obtain computationally unless X is of low rank, we can construct a subset
D € Dx and perform the optimization in Equation (44]) by replacing Dx with D to get

2
) (46)

where v = {vi},cq .. |p) w=A{witicq ... p)> vi;wi € Ky, by definition, for any fixed i € {1,---, |D|}
at-least one of v; or w; are zero.

The required condition for D to be a sufficient replacement for Dx is as follows. Suppose
(v,w) = (Ui, Wi);e(s,... | ) denote the optimal solutions of Equation (@G). Then we require

Y DilX(vi—wi) —y

DiGD

VW

L(v,w) := argmin <

m> Y {0 # 0} U {w; : w; # 0}]. (47)

DiGD

Or, the number of neurons in the neural network are greater than the number of indices ¢ for which
at-least one of v or w; is non-zero. Further,

diag(Xu; >0:i € [m]) € D. (48)

In other words, the diagonal matrices induced by the optimal u}’s of Equation (8) must be included
in our sample of diagonal matrices. This is proved in Theorem 2.1 of (Mishkin et all, [2022).

A computationally efficient method for obtaining D and obtaining the optimal values of the
Equation (8)), is laid out in (Mishkin et all,[2022). In this method we first get our sample of diagonal
matrices D by first sampling a fixed number of vectors from a d dimensional standard multivariate
distribution, multiplying the vectors with the data matrix X and then forming the diagonal matrices
based of which co-ordinates are positive. Then we solve an optimization similar to the one in
Equation (@), without the constraints, that its parameters belong to sets of the form K; as follows.

) , (49)
2

where p € RI*IDI | In order to satisfy the constraints of the form given in Equation (@4]), this step
is followed by a cone decomposition step. This is implemented through a function {1/1;}1.6 (1,-,|D[}"
Let p* = {pj},cq1....|ppy be the optimal solution of Equation ([@J). For each i we define a function

¥; R4 = REx R? as

> DilXpi) —y

DiGD

E/ﬁ (p) := arggnin <

bi(p) = (vi,w;) (50)

such thatp = wv; —w;, and v;, w; € K;

Then we obtain ¢(p}) = (¥;, w;). As before, at-least one of v;, w; is 0. Note that in practice we do
not know if the conditions in Equation [@7)) and (@8] are satisfied for a given sampled D. We express
this as follows. If D was the full set of Diagonal matrices then we would have (o;,w;) = v}, w} and
(0, w;) = (ur, ) for all i € (1,---,|Dx|). However, since that is not the case and D € Dy, this
means that {¢ (s, i)},c(q,... | p)) I8 an optimal solution of a non-convex optimization different from
the one in Equation (8). We denote this non-convex optimization as £, (¢) defined as

Lp(0) = argemln Z o(Xu)a; —y|| (51)
=1 2
where m' = |D| or the size of the sampled diagonal matrix set. In order to quantify the error

incurred due to taking a subset of Dx, we assume that the expectation of the absolute value of the
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difference between the neural networks corresponding to the optimal solutions of the non-convex
optimizations given in Equations (51I) and (8) is upper bounded by a constant depending on the size
of D. The formal assumption and its justification is given in Assumption

Appendix C. Error Characterization

Before we define the errors incurred during the actor and critic steps, we define some additional
terms as follows
We define the Bellman operator for a policy 7 as follows

(T7Q)(s,a) :T'(S,a)ﬂw/Q”(S',W(S'))P(dS'ISﬂ), (52)

where 7' (s,a) = E(r(s,a)|(s,a)) Similarly we define the Bellman Optimality Operator as
Similarly we define the Bellman Optimality Operator as

1@ = (1 + may [ Qs a)Plassa)). (5%
Further, operator P™ is defined as
PTQ(s,a) =E[Q(s",a")[s" ~ P(|s,a),a’ ~ x(|s")], (54)

which is the one step Markov transition operator for policy 7 for the Markov chain defined on S x A
with the transition dynamics given by Syy1 ~ P(+|S;, Ay) and A1 ~ 7(|Sy1). It defines a distribu-
tion on the state action space after one transition from the initial state. Similarly, P™ P™2 ... P™m
is the m-step Markov transition operator following policy 7 at steps 1 < ¢t < m. It defines a
distribution on the state action space after m transitions from the initial state. We have the relation

(T7Q)(s,0) =r" 47 [ Q7(s' w(s)Plds]s.) (55)
=r' +v(P"Q)(s, a). (56)

We thus defines P* as
P*Q(Sv a) = ?gﬁE[Q(S/v a’)|s’ ~ P(-|S, a)]v (57)

in other words, P* is the one step Markov transition operator with respect to the greedy policy of
the function on which it is acting. which implies that

(TQ)(s,a) = 1" +~(P"Q)(s,a) (58)
For any measurable function f : S x A :— R, we also define
B(f), = [ fav (59)
SxA

for any distribution v € P(S x A).

We now characterize the errors which are incurred from the actor and critic steps. We define as
C¥(s,a) as the stationary state action distribution induced by the policy 7= with the starting state
action distribution drawn from a distribution v € P(S x A). For the error incurred in the actor
update we define the related loss function as

Definition 1 For iteration k of the outer for loop of Algorithm [l ,we define wy, as the estimate of
the minima of the loss function given by E(s ay~cv(s,a) (Ak,s(s,a) — (w)Vlog(my, )(als))” obtained at
the end of the second inner for loop of Algorithm . We further define the true minima as

wy, = argminE( 4)er(s,a) (A, s(s,a) — (w)Vlog(ﬂ'Ak)(a|s))2, (60)
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For finding the estimate wy, we re-use the state action pairs sampled in the first inner for loop of
Algorithm [l Note that we have to solve for the loss function where the expectation is with respect
to the steady state distribution ¢¥(s, a), while our sample are from a markov chain which has the
steady state distribution For the error incurred in the critic update, we first define the various
possible Q-functions which we can approximate in decreasing order of the accuracy.

For the error compnents incurred during critic estimation, we start by defining the best possible
approximation of the function 7™*» Q. ;1 possible from the class of two layer ReLU neural networks,
with respect to the expected square from the true ground truth 77« Qp, ;1.

Definition 2 For iteration k of the outer for loop and iteration j of the first inner for loop of
Algorithm [1, we define

Qi ; = argmin E(Qp (s, a) — T™Qj—1(s, )%, (61)
Qp,0€0

where (s,a) ~ C%(s,a).

Note that we do not have access to the transition probability kernel P, hence we cannot calculate
T™x. To alleviate this, we use the observed next states to estimate the @-value function. Using
this, we define Q%J as,

Definition 3 For iteration k of the outer for loop and iteration j of the first inner for loop of
Algorithm [1, we define

Qi,j = arg minE(Q@(Sv CL) - (T/(Sa CL) + ’YEijl(S/a a/))Qa (62)
Qo,0€0

where (s,a) ~ (¥(s,a),s’ ~ P(s'|s,a) and r/(+|s,a) ~ R(-|s,a).

Compared to @} ;, in Qf ;, we are minimizing the expected square loss from target function
(T/(Sa CL) + ’YEa’fvﬂ'k ijl (Sla a/)) .

To obtain Qi ;» we still need to compute the true expected value in Equation However, we
still do not know the transition function P. To remove this limitation, we use sampling. Consider
a set, X ; , of state-action pairs sampled as where (s,a) ~ (%(s,a). We now define Q3 ; as,

Definition 4 For a given set of state action pairs Xy ; we define

Q3 . = argmin ——
7 Queco |kl

> (Qe(sz‘, a;) = (r(si,@i) + YBarmm, Qrj—1(8i41, a’)))Q, (63)

(8,ai)EXy,;

where 1(s;,a;), and s;y+1 are the observed reward and the observed next state for state action pair
Si, a; respectively.

%1 ; is the best possible approximation for @-value function which minimizes the sample average

of the square loss functions with the target values as (r'(si, a;) + YEo mor, Qk =1 (Sit1, a'))2 or the
empirical loss function. After defining the possible solutions for the Q-values using different loss
functions, we define the errors.

We first define approximation error which represents the difference between 77> Q;_1 and its
best approximation possible from the class of 2 layer ReLLU neural networks. We have

Definition 5 (Approximation Error) For a given iteration k of Algorithm [l and iteration j of
the first for loop of Algorithm [, we define, 6,1” =T™kQp j—1 — Q,lw-, where Q,lw- is the estimate of
the Q function at the iteration j — 1 of the second for loop of Algorithm [l

We also define Estimation Error which denotes the error between the best approximation of
T™kQy,j—1 possible from a 2 layer ReLU neural network and Q% ;- We demonstrate that these two
terms are the same and this error is zero.
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Definition 6 (Estimation Error) For a given iteration k of Algorithm [ and iteration j of the
first for loop of Algorithm [, e%j = Q,lw — Q;j.

We now define Sampling error which denotes the difference between the minimizer of expected
loss function Q%  and the minimizer of the empirical loss function using samples, Q3 k.j- We will use
Rademacher complexity results to upper bound this error.

Definition 7 (Sampling Error) For a given iteration k of Algorithm[l and iteration j of the first
for loop of Algorithm [, € = 3 - Q3 e

Lastly, we define optimizatmn error which denotes the difference between the minimizer of the
empirical square loss function, Qx,, and our estimate of this minimizer that is obtained from the
projected gradient descent algorithm.

Definition 8 (Optimization Error) For a given iteration k of Algorithm [l and iteration j of the
first for loop of Algorithm [, €} = sz — Qp,j. Here Qi ; is our estimate of the @ function at
iteration k of Algorithm [ and iteration j of the first inner loop of Algorithm [

Appendix D. Supplementary lemmas and Definitions

Here we provide some definitions and results that will be used to prove the lemmas stated in the
paper.

Definition 9 For a given set Z € R™, we define the Rademacher complexity of the set Z as

Rad(Z) = (sup Z Q; zz> (64)

2z M
where §; is random variable such that P(Q; =1) = 3, P(Q; = —1) = 1 and z; are the co-ordinates
of z which is an element of the set Z
Lemma 10 Consider a set of observed data denoted by z = {z1, 22, z,} € R™, a parameter space

O, a loss function {l : R x © — R} where 0 <1(0,2) < 1V(0,z) € © x R. The empirical risk for a
set of observed data as R(0) = L 37" | 1(6, 2;) and the population risk as r(0) = El(0, Z;), where Z;
is a co-ordinate of Z sampled from some distribution over Z.

We define a set of functions denoted by L as

L={z€eZ—16,) eR:0c 0} (65)
Given z = {z1, 22,23 , zn} we further define a set Lo z as
Loz ={((0,21),1(0,22), - ,1(0,2zn)) e R" : § € O} (66)
Then, we have
Esup [{r(0) — R(0)}| < 2E (Rad(L o z)) (67)
0co

If the data is of the form z; = (z;,y;),x € X,y € Y and the loss function is of the form l(ag(z),y),
is L lipschitz and ag : ©xX — R, then we have

Esup |{r(6) ~ R(O))| < 2LE (Rad(Ao {z1.22.25,-- .3,})) (68)

where

Ao{xy,xe, - ,x,} = {(a(0,21),a(0,22), - ,a(0,z,)) € R" : 0 € O} (69)
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The detailed proof of the above statement is given in (Rebeschini, 2022)@. The upper bound
for Esupgeg({r(d) — R(#)}) is proved in the aformentioned reference. However, without loss of
generality the same proof holds for the upper bound for Esupycg({R(0) —(#)}). Hence the upper
bound for Esupycg [{r(f) — R(6)}| can be established.

Lemma 11 Consider two random random variable © € X and y,y/ €Y. Let Eyy, By and By,
E . denote the expectation with respect to the joint distribution of (x,y), the marginal distribution of

x, the conditional distribution of y given x and the conditional distribution of y/ given x respectively .
Let fo(x) denote a bounded measurable function of x parameterised by some parameter 0 and g(z,y)
be bounded measurable function of both x and y.

Then we have

, 2

argmin Exy (Jo(@) - g(a,y))" = arg min < ey (fol2) ~ By (o(ay)la)) ) (70)
Jo 6

Proof Denote the left hand side of Equation (Z0) as Xy, then add and subtract E,,(g(z,y)|z) to

it to get

Xy =arg min (Em,y (fe(:v) ~ By, (9@, y)le) + By (g(a,y)le) - g(w,y)) ) (71)
2

=arg i (Exy (fo(2) = B9 @3)0)) +Eey (v~ By (0l v 2)

= 2B, (folw) — By, (9(@,y)10)) (9(2,9) = By (ole,y ) ) ). (72)

Consider the third term on the right hand side of Equation (72

2.y (fol@) = By o (9(@,y)10)) (9(,y) = By (9(a,y i)
—2E,E,, (fo@) ~ E v ilole y)l)) (96@.y) — By palo@,y)l)) (73)
=2, (fo(@) — By 1o (9(2,9)l)) Byje ( Ey/\z<g<x,y’>|x>)
=28, (fo(2) = By, (92, 1)) (Eypao(w ) — By (B o(e,9)10)))

=2, (fo(x) — E(y|)) ( e (92, 9)) = Emg(a:, y)le))
=0

74
75

76

)
)
)
77)

(
(
(
(

Equation (Z3)) is obtained by writing E, , = E;[E,|, from the law of total expectation. Equation
([74) is obtained from (73)) as the term fo(z) —E,/|,

is obtained from (74) as E,, (Ey/‘z(g(x,y/)m)) =E, (g (z,y)|z) because Ey/‘z(g(x,y/ﬂx) is not
a function of y hence is constant with respect to the expectation operator E,|,.

Thus plugging in value of 2E, , (fa(.’.t) -E, . (9(z, y,)|x)) (g( y)—E, . (9(z, y,)|:1:)) in Equa-
tion ([T2)) we get

(9(x,y")|) is not a function of y. Equation (75)

argmin Ay Eq , (fo(z) — g(2.))° =argmin(Es , (fo(x) B, (o2, )la))

fo l ,
+Eay (9(,9) By, (9, y)l)) ). (78)

2. Algorithmic Foundations of Learning [Lecture Notes]. https://www.stats.ox.ac.uk/ rebeschi/teaching/AFoL/20/material/
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Note that the second term on the right hand side of Equation (78)) des not depend on fy(x) therefore
we can write Equation (78] as

gminE, (fo) = o(e.)” = avgmin (B (fo0) =By (oea k) ) @9)

Since the right hand side of Equation (79)) is not a function of y we can replace E; , with E; to
get

gminE, (fo(z) — la.9))" = g min (B (sa(0) = By (ot lo)) ) (50)

Lemma 12 Consider an optimization of the form given in Equation (@Q) with the regularization
term B = 0 denoted by LIEI and it’s convex equivalent denoted by Lo. Then the value of these two

loss functions evaluated at (v, w) = (vi7wi)ie{l,»»»,\f)|} and 0 = T/J(Uivwi)ie{l,»»»,lDl} respectively are
equal and thus we have

E\[)| (1/;(1)1-, wi)ie{L... ,\D|}) = EO((Uia wi)ie{l,... ,|f>\}) (81)

Proof Consider the loss functions in Equations ([#4]), [@9) with 5 = 0 are as follows

Lo((viswi)ieqr. py) = 1Y DilX(vi —wi)) —yll3 (82)
D»;ED
|D|
Lo (i wi)icqy o py) = 1Y o(X0(wi, wi)1)w(vi, wi)2 — ylf3, (83)
i=1
where 9 (v;, w;)1, ¥(vi, w;)2 represent the first and second coordinates of v (v;, w;) respectively.
For any fixed i € {1,---,|D|} consider the two terms
o (X (vi, wi)1)Y(vi, wi)2 (85)

For a fixed ¢ either v; or w; is zero. In case both are zero, both of the terms in Equations (84]) and
([BH) are zero as 1(0,0) = (0,0). Assume that for a given ¢ w; = 0. Then we have 1 (v;, w;) = (v;, 1).
Then equations (84)), (85) are.

Di(X (vi) (86)

(X (vi)) (87)

But by definition of v; we have D;(X (v;) = o(X (v;)), therefore Equations (86), (87) are equal.
Alternatively if for a given i v; = 0, then ¥(v;, w;) = (w;, —1), then the terms in (&), ([85) become.

—o (X (w;)) (89)

24



By definition of w; we have D;(X (w;) = o(X (w;)), then the terms in (88), (B8] are equal. Since
this is true for all ¢, we have

L5 wi)ieqr py) = LoV wi)ieqr . ppy) (90)
|

Lemma 13 The function Qq(z) defined in equation [IQ) is Lipschitz continuous in 6, where 6 is
considered a vector in RUHD™ with the assumption that the set of all possible 8 belong to the set
B={0:10*— 01 <1}, where 6* is some fized value.

Proof
First we show that for all 0, = {u;, a;}, 02 = {u;, o} € B we have a; = o, for all i € (1,--- ,m)
Note that

|91—92|1:Z|Uz‘—u;|1+2|0¢i—0¢;|v (91)
i=1 i=1

where |u; — u|, = 2?21 us;, — u;]| with uij,u;j denote the j™ component of u;, u; respectively.
By construction ;, «; can only be 1, —1 or 0. Therefore if a; # a; then |a; — o] = 2 if both

non zero or |o; — a;| = 1 if one is zero. Therefore |§; — f5]; > 1. Which leads to a contradiction.
Therefore o; = a; for all < and we also have

|91_6‘2|1:Z|Ui_u;1 (92)
i=1
Qo(x) is defined as
Qo(z) = Z o (xTui)ozi (93)
i=1

From Proposition 1 in (Scaman and Virmaux, 2018) the function Qg (z) is Lipschitz continuous
in x, therefore there exist [ > 0 such that

N

|Qo(z) — Qo(y)l < Iz —yh (94)
|ZU,(IT%‘)0@—ZUI(yTUz‘)OéH < Az —yh (95)

If we consider a single neuron of Qg, for example i = 1, we have I; > 0 such that

o (@ )i — o (yTu)ai| < hle—yh (96)

Now consider Equation (@8], but instead of considering the left hand side a a function of x,y
consider it a function of u where we consider the difference between o (z7u)a; evaluated at u; and
u, such that

T

|0’, (" up)ay — o (:erull)ai| < Iflur — u,1|1 (97)

for some {§ > 0.
Similarly, for all other ¢ if we change u; to u; to be unchanged we have
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|UI (xTui)ai s (:vTu;)ai| 17 u; — u; 1 (98)

IN

for all z if both 6,05 € B.
Therefore we obtain

m

|Zo vl u)a; ZU (zTu))ay| < Z|0/(1Tui)ai—(:vTu;)ai| (99)
i=1 i=1

< S i —uh (100)
=1

< (suplf) Y fui —uh (101)

< (supl})|0r — 2] (102)

This result for a fixed z. If we take the supremum over x on both sides we get

sup|ZU (T us) oy Zo aTu))a;| < (sup 17)[61 — 02| (103)
=1 5T

Denoting (sup; , I7) = I, we get

|Zo xlug)ay Zo 2T u Ja;| < 1|61 — 021 (104)
i=1

Vo € R? (105)

|

Appendix E. Supporting Lemmas

We will now state the key lemmas that will be used for finding the sample complexity of the proposed
algorithm.

Lemma 14 For a given iteration k of Algorithm[dl and iteration j of the first for loop of Algorithm
1, the approximation error denoted by e,lcj in Definition [d, we have

E (lei ;1) < Vevias, (106)

Where the expectation is with respect to and (s,a) ~ ¢¥(s,a)
Proof Sketch: We use Assumption [B] and the definition of the variance of a random variable to
obtain the required result. The detailed proof is given in Appendix

Lemma 15 For a given iteration k of Algorithm[l and iteration j of the first for loop of Algorithm
i Q,lw = Qi)j, or equivalently e;j =0

Proof Sketch: We use Lemma [IT]in Appendix[D]and use the definitions of Qllw’ and Q%)j to prove
this result. The detailed proof is given in Appendix
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Lemma 16 For a given iteration k of Algorithm[l and iteration j of the first for loop of Algorithm
@ if the number of state action pairs sampled are denoted by ny ;, then the error ei)j defined in
Definition[7 is upper bounded as

B (e ) < O (22t} (107)

Where the expectation is with respect to and (s,a) ~ (Z(s,a)

Proof Sketch: First we note that For a given iteration k of Algorithm [1l and iteration j of the
first for loop of Algorithm [l E(Rx, ;,q.,_.(0)) = Lq,,_,(0) where Rx, ; q,,_.(0) and Lg,,_,(0)
are defined in Appendix We use this to get a probabilistic bound on the expected value of
I( ? B) — (Q;’ )| using Rademacher complexity theory when the samples are drawn from an ergodic
Markov chain. The detailed proof is given in Appendix Note the presence of the log(log(ng,;))
term is due to the fact that the state action samples belong to a Markov Chain.

Lemma 17 For a given iteration k of Algorithm[l and iteration j of the first for loop of Algorithm
[, let the number of steps of the projected gradient descent performed by Algorithm [, denoted by
Tk.;, and the gradient descent step size oy, ; satisfy

[|uf sl2

a3 = T =,
I Ly j\/Th; +1

for some constants Ly ; and || (u}) ||2. Then the error ey, defined in Definition[d is upper bounded
as

(108)

VAR

Where the expectation is with respect to (s,a) ~ (¥(s,a).

Proof Sketch: We use the number of iterations T}, ; required to get an € bound on the difference
between the minimum objective value and the objective value corresponding to the estimated pa-
rameter at iteration Tj. We use the convexity of the objective and the Lipschitz property of the
neural network to get a bound on the @ functions corresponding to the estimated parameters. The
detailed proof is given in Appendix

E(lel ;) < O <#> + e (109)

Lemma 18 For a given iteration k of Algorithm[dl and iteration j of the first for loop of Algorithm
[ if the number of samples of the state action pairs sampled are denoted by ny ; and j; be the step
size in the projected gradient descent at iteration i of the second inner for loop of Algorithm [l which
satisfies

=L (110)

where py, is the strong convexity parameter of Fy,. Then, it holds that,

(Fitw)) <0 (L)) 1 . ()

Nk,j

Proof Sketch: Note that we don not have access to state action samples belonging to the sta-
tionary state action distribution corresponding to the policy my,. We only have access to samples
from Markov chain with the same stationary state action distribution. To account for this, we use
the results in (Doan, 2022) and obtain the difference between the optimal loss function and the loss
function obtained by performing stochastic gradient descent with samples from a Markov chain.
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Appendix F. Proof of Theorem [

Proof
From Assumption [Il we have

log 220>, togm, als)- (01 ) = B - (112)
= logm, (als)w* — 3 k|3 (13)
Thus we have,
tog 222 L28) 5 g logm, (al)- (V4 = X9 — it -y (114)
T, (a]8) 2
= logmy, (als)u* — 5t (115)

From the definition of KL divergence and from the performance difference lemma from (Kakade and Langford,
2002) we have

ki1 (als)
B, g (KL(7*||7**) — 7 ||7*+1)) =E, _gr Baore(.ls [lo T as) } 116
s~dT ( ( || ) || )) dar (-Is) g 7T)\k(0,|8) ( )

B
Bz Bamre(s) [Var log ma, (als)-w”] — 772§||wk||§ (117)

B
:nESng* IEaNﬂ'*(.IS) [Qk,J(Sv a)] - 772§||wk||§

= NEgmdr Bann(5) [V,\,c log 7y, (a|s)-wk — Ag. (s, a)}
(118)

(= (V7 W) = VA0)) DI~ mern (119)

Equation ([[I7) is obtained from Equation (IIG) using the result in Equation (II3). (IIJ)) is
obtained from Equation ([I7) using the performance difference lemma form (Kakade and Langford,
2002) where Ay, ; is the advantage function to the corresponding () function Qy ;.

Rearranging, we get

20

(V" -1 0) < 1 (3B (KL ) = 2 llr) + 125

W24 n-errk)
L=y

(120)
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Summing from 1 to K and dividing by K we get

K K
1 * k 1 1 * Ak * Akt
E; (v ) - Vi) < (m) E; (Bamsge (KL(r*llm) = 7*([74)) + meerr )
L 28 112

+(1_7)772W (121)
<;iE i (KL(m*[|7™)) + nd- W= + ! Jilerrk (122)

Tl —y) K 20-7)  K(l-7) &

log(lA]) . nSW? 1L
err 123
TKn(l-7)  2(1-9) K(l—v); * (123)
If we set n = \/L? in Equation ([I23]) we get
K J—1
1 . 1 (2log(|A]) +B-W2> 1
= V™ (v) - VR < —( + err 124
K§( W) -Vie) < VE 2(1—7) K(l—w; s (2
Now consider the term erry, we have from Equation (25
erry = Eqo(A™r —w"Viog(n (als))) (125)
= Eoo(A™r — Ap ) + By a(Ar. s — wViog(n% (als)))
< By o (A™k — Ag )|+ |Bs o(Ar.s — w*Viog(n (als)))| (126)
I I

where Ay, j is the estimate of A™# obtained at the k** iteration of AlgorithmMand s ~ d7 ", a ~ 7*.
We first derive bounds on I. From the definition of advantage function we have

|E(‘Aﬂ'/\lC (87 (1) - Ak,J(S7 a))| = |Es~d,’j* ;AT (QWMC (87 (1) - Ea/wfr*k Qﬂ—Ak (87 a/)
_Qk,J(S7a) +Ea/~w*ka,J(Sva/))| (127)
= |Es~dg* ,anvm* (QﬁAk (Sa a) - Ea,~7r>‘k QWAIC (Sa a/)
—Qra(5,0) + Eyr o Qroa (5,0)] (128)
< |Es~d{j* ,anT* (QﬁAk (87 (1) - Qk,](su (1)|
+ |Es~d{f* ,a’ ~ Ak (Qﬂ'/\k (57 a) - Qk,J(Sa a)l (129)

We write the second term on the right hand side of Equation (I29) as [ (|(Q™* (s, a)—Qy, 5| (s, a))d(ux)

where yu, is the measure associated with the state action distribution given by s ~ d7 ,a ~ 7. Then
we have

dpk
/|Qﬂ'/\k (s,a) —Qk7J(s,a)|d(uk) < T /|Qﬂ',\k (s,a) _Qkﬂ](s’a”d(ﬂ*) (130)
’LL oo
where p* is the measure associated with the state action distribution given by s ~ d’,j* , a ~ ot
Using Assumption ] we have Zﬁi < @u* .- Thus Equation (I30) becomes
oo
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/IQW(&G) — Qk.(s,0)ld(pr) < (%k,u*)/(lQ”k(&G) — Qk,s(s,a)ld(u) (131)

Since | I(Qﬂ-kk (Su a) - Qk,J(Sv a)|d(/1‘*) = |Es~d3* ,a’ ~oT (Qﬂ“k (87 a) - Qk,J(Sa a)l Equation m

now becomes.

[E(A™% (s,a) = Ak, (s,0))] < (1 G ) [Egnag amms (@7 (5,0) = Qru(s,a))]
(132)

Therefore minimizing A™ (s,a) — Ag,s(s,a) is equivalent to minimizing @™« (s, a) — Qx5 (s, a).

In order to prove the bound on [Eg_gr* qon(Q™% (5,a) — Qg 7(s,a))| we first define some no-
tation, let Q1, Q2 be two real valued functions on the state action space. The expression Q1 > Qo
implies Q1(s,a) > Q2(s,a) V(s,a) € S x A.

Let Q,; denotes our estimate of the action value function at iteration k of Algorithm [l and
iteration j of the first for loop of Algorithm [I] and we denote Qi ; = Q& ; where J is the total
number of iterations of the first for loop of Algorithm [II Q™* denotes the action value function
induced by the policy 7y, .

Consider €, j11 =T™* Qk,; — Qk, j+1-

TQkj > T Qyj (133)

This follows from the definition of 7™+ and T in Equation (B2) and (B3)), respectively.
Thus we get,

Q™% — Qkj+1 =T™ Q™ — Qg j+1 (134)
=Tk Q™% —T™k Qi + Tk Qrj — TQrj +TQkj — Qr,jr1 (135)
=r(s,a) + YP™e Q™ — (r(s,a) + yP™xQy j) + (r(s, a) + yP™rQx,5)

= (r(s,a) +YP*Qk,j) + €k,j+1
=yP™% (Q™ — Qg j) +YP™+Qpj — YP Q. j + €k j11 (136)
SY(P™R(Q™ % — Qi ) + €k g1 (137)

Right hand side of Equation (I34) is obtained by writing Q. s = T™ Q™+. This is because the
function Q™ is a stationary point with respect to the operator 7™ . Equation (I35) is obtained
from (I34) by adding and subtracting 7™ Q. ;. Equation (I37) is obtained from (I36) as P™ Q. ; <
P*Qy,; and P* is the operator with respect to the greedy policy of Qy ;.

By recursion on k, we get,

J—1
Q™ — Qk,J < Z'Y(]ijil(Pﬂkk)Jijilek,j —|—’}/J(P7T>‘k)’](Qﬂ'>‘k _ QO) (138)
§j=0
using TQx; > T™ Qy.; (from definition of 7™ ) and TQy,; > T™kQy,; from definition of
operator T
From this we obtain
J—1 ‘
ESNd;’*,aNﬂ'* (QWMC - Qk,,]) §¢k Z ’YJ_]_lESNd;’*,aNﬂ'*((Pﬂ-Ak)K_J_lekqj)
k=0
+ /YJESNdL‘*,aNTr* (Pﬂxk)J(Qﬂ'/\k - QO) (139)
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Taking absolute value on both sides of Equation (I39) we get.

J—1
[z amme (Q7 = Qi) <65 D 77T B amms (P™4) 777 e 1)
k=0
+ 7 Egnag ammr (PP (1Q™% — Qo)) (140)

For a fixed j consider the term E ((P™)7 =97 ey, ;]) using Assumption [{ we write

*
s~dT” anT

- e d Pﬂ'xk J—j— 1
Buva e (P2 e < | o am
1,
< ((b#kn“j )E(S,a)NC,’; S,a)(lekum (142)
(143)

Here pu; is the measure associated with the state action distribution given by sampling from
5~ d;’* ,a ~ 7 and then applying the operator P™# J — j —1 times. p; is the measure associated
with the steady state action distribution given by (s,a) ~ (¥(s,a). Thus Equation (IZ0) becomes

J—-1
Rmaw
Eovi amer @ = QA £ 37770 Beamcrea (sl +7 (1222) (149

k=0
We get the second term on the right hand side by noting that (Q™r —Qg) < I?j‘;z . Now splitting
€k,; as was done in Equation (28) we obtain
IESNd7r ,anT* (Q Mo — Qk,] S Z #J-)E|ellc,j| + (QS#;,#j)E'e%,H
j=0
Gy VI (9, VBl 1) 477 (22 (145)
Hiopig ) VR Moty /RS TA\TZ v

Now using Lemmas [G.1] [G.2] [G.3] we have

1k, 5

Eydst aom (@7 = Quy) = Z o (M> + (eapmror + €15y) + O (ﬁ)
+ @(7']) (146)

From Equation (I32) we get

J—1
A log(log(nm))) A 1
E, g grom(A™6 — Ap i) = @) + (/€approz + €,5) + O
g™, ( k]) = < Tk ( pp \D\) \/m
+ O() (147)

We now derive bounds on I7. From Theorem 2 of (Doan, [2022) we have that



lo i
lwk —w™ll2 < O (%ﬁ:?“) (148)
»J

Now define the function Fy(w) = Egancy(Ar,s — w*Viog(w?(als))). From this definition we
obtain

Fi(we) — Fe(w*) < I |l — w*]ls < O(M) (149)

Nk,j

where I, is lipschitz constant of Fj(w). Thus we obtain

Fu(ws) — Fo(w®) < o(%) (150)

From Assumption (] we have

1 .
Fi(wy) = epias < O (%) (151)
»J
which gives us
1 .
Fp(wp) < O <M) + €pias (152)
Nk, j

Plugging Equations (I52]) and (I47) in Equation (I24)) we get

K
% Z(V*(V) — V™ (1)) < Igni}r%(V*(u) V™ (1)) (153)
k=1 s
1 1 K—-1 J loglog(nkyj)
=0 <¢?(1—7))+K(1—7) 2 ;O( N )
K—-1 1 1 K1 )
’ P ;O <\/Tk,j> TRI=7) ; o)
- log(nkj) 1
+ Y Z( e ) 1 (ebm+(m)+e,m) (154)
k=1 j=1 J
: L N5 (loglostne,y)
So(ﬁu—w))ﬂm—wk_lgo( N
K-1 J o 1 1 K710 )
i k=1 JZ:; \/Tk-,j K(l —7) 1 (7 )
+ ﬁ €vias + (\/eapproz) + E\D|) (155)
L]
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Appendix G. Proof of Supporting Lemmas
G.1 Proof Of Lemma [14]

Proof
Using Assumption [3 and the definition of Q;, for some iteration k of Algorithm [Ilwe have
E(T™Qk,j—1 — Qk;)y < €approx (156)
where v € P(Sx.A).
Since |a|? = a® we obtain
E(T™ Qrjot = Q512 < Cappros (157)

We have for a random variable z, Var(z) = E(2?) — (E(z))? hence E(z) = \/E(22) — Var(z),
Therefore replacing x with [T™ Q™ — Q1| we get
using the definition of the variance of a random variable we get

E(IT™% Qo1 = Qk v = /E(T™ Qujor = Qh D2 = Var(T™ Qugmr = Q1 (158)

Therefore we get

E(Tﬂ-kk Qk,jfl - Q]lg)jDv S \ €approx (159)

Since €, = T™k Q™ * — Qr1 we have

E(lek,ﬁ')V < V€approx (160)

|
G.2 Proof Of Lemma
Proof From Lemma [I1] we have
, 2
argfmin Eoy (fo(z) — g(z,9))° = argfmin (Emu (f@(ac) —E(g(y ,x)|x)) ) (161)
Jo 2

We label z to be the state action pair (s, a), function fg(x) to be Qg(s,a) and g(z,y) to be
the function 7 (s, a) + Y 2a e T (a'|s,0)Qrj1(s,a") = 1’ (s,a) + YEQy,_1(s ,a'), where y is
the two dimensional random variable (1 (s,a),s) and s ~ d,"*,a ~ 7, (.|s),s ~ P(.|(s,a)) and
' (s,a) ~ R(.|s,a).

Then the loss function in (70) becomes

E (Qo(s,a) — (r' (s,a) + YEQk,j-1(s ,a)))*  (162)

smd:)\’c AT (.|s),s/~P(s/ |s,a),r(s,a)~R(.|s,a)

Therefore by Lemma [[1] we have that the function Qg (s, a) which minimizes Equation ([I62) it
will be minimizing

(Qo(s,a) — Es’NP(s' |s,a)m~7€(.\s,a))(7a/ (s,a) + YEQk,j—1 (5/7 a/)"sv a))2 (163)

LV
s~d,, AT,

But we have from Equation that
Ey op(s's,0),r~R([s,a) (T (8:0) T YEQk j—1(s ,a )|s,a) = T™*Qk,j-1 (164)
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Combining Equation (I62) and ([I64]) we get

arnginE(Qg(s, a) — (r(s,a) + ”yEQkﬁj,l(s,, a,)))2 = arnginE(Qg(s, a) — T Qkﬁj,l)z (165)

The left hand side of Equation (IGH) is Qi ; as defined in Definition [3land the right hand side is
Q,lC ; as defined in Definition Bl which gives us

Qr; = Qi (166)
|

G.3 Proof Of Lemma

Proof
We define Rx, , g, _.(0) as

2
1 ,
Rx, ;.Qu;-1(0) = X > (QG(Siaai) - (T(Suai)+7Ea'~kak,j—1(8i+1,a ))) ;
3J

(si,0i)€Xy,j

Here, X1 ; = {si, ai}i:{lﬁ___ | Xi;|}» Where s, a are sampled from a Markov chain whose stationary
distribution is, s ~ dp - ,a ~ . Qg is as defined in Equation (I0) and Q, j—1 is the estimate of
the @ function obtained at iteration k of the outer for loop and iteration j — 1 of the first inner for
loop of Algorithm [

We also define the term

Lay,-1(Qo) = E(Qo(s,a) = (1" (s,a) +VEy o, Qrj—1(s",0"))? (167)
where s ~ d, " a ~ 7, (.|s), 7 (-|s,a) ~ R(:|s,a)

We denote by 91%,3‘7 92,]‘ the parameters of the neural networks Q%)j, Qz)j respectively. Q%)j, 2,3‘

are defined in Definition [3] and [ respectively.
We then obtain,

RXk,j,Qk,j—l(ei,j) - RXk,ijk,j—l(eg,j) < RXk,j;Qk,jfl (eiJ) - RXk,j,Qk,j—l(eg,j)
+LQk,j—1(9i,j) - LQk,jfl(ez,j)

(168)
= RXk,ijk,j—l (913,3‘) - LQk,j—l (913,3‘)
_RXk,ijk,j—l(ez,j) + LQk,j—l(ei,j)
(169)
< |Rxy ;00,1 (07 ) — Loy, (67 )]
I
+ |RXk,j7Qk,j—1(92,j) —Lqy; (923”
I
(170)
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We get the inequality in Equation (IG8) because L, ,_, (6} )~ Law; (67 j)>0as Q - is the
minimizer of the loss function Lq, ; ,(Qp).

Consider Lemma The loss function ka’j,Qk’jfl(H%j) can be written as the mean of loss
functions of the form I(ag(s;,a;),y;) where [ is the square function. ap(s;,a;) = Qp(s;,a;) and

Y = (r/(si, a;) + ”yIEQkﬁj,l(s/, a/)). Thus we have

ESUPGE@ |RXk,j;Qk,j—1(9) - LQk,j—l(9)| < (171)
277,E (RCLd(A © {(517 al)v (527 a2)7 (537 a3)7 Tty (Sna an)}))

Note that the expectation is over all (s;,a;). Where ng,; = |Xi;|, (Ao {(s1,a1),(s2,a2),
(535 a3)a ) (Sn7 a’n)} = {Qe(sla al)a Q9(527 a’2)7 T 7@9(5717 a’n)} and 77, is the LlpSChltZ constant
for the square function over the state action space [0,1]%. The expectation is with respect to

T ’ /
s~ dyFa~ma(s) s, ~ P(s |s,a) ry ~ R('|Si7ai)ieu,m,nk,j)x'
From proposition 11 of (Bertail and Portier, 2019) we have that

log(log(nk,;))
(Rad(Ao{(s1,a1), (s2,a2),(s3,a3), + , (Sn,an)})) < Cg o (172)
Note that proposition 11 of (Bertail and Portier, 2019) establishes an upper bound on the
Rademacher complexity using theorem 4 of (Bertail and Portier, [2019) with the aim of applying it
to the Metropolis Hastings algorithm For our purpose we only use the upper bound on Rademacher
complexity established in proposition 11 of (Bertail and Portier, 2019).
We use this result as the state action pairs are drawn not from the stationary state of the policy
7y, but from a Markov chain with the same steady state distribution. Thus we have

log(log(nk,;))
El(RXk,j;Qk,j—l (9]%,])) - LQk,j—l(ei,j” < Cp————r— o = (173)
J
The same argument can be applied for Q3 to get
log(log(n,;))
3 3 ,
E|(ka,jan,j—1 (ek,j)) - LQk,j—l (ok,g” < Ck \/m : (174)
Then we have log(log( )
ogllog\ng,
E (RXk,ka,j—l(elz,j) - RXk,j;Qk,j—l (ezg)) < Ck o = (175)
J

Plugging in the definition of Rx, ; @, (07 ), Bx, ;.Q,_, (0 ;) in equation (IT3) and denoting

Ch log(IOi(,:;c,j)) as € we get
nkj
— Z ( Qk N Siy G/Z) - (T’(Si, a’i) + ]Ea,/fvﬂ"\k Qi,j(siﬁ‘l? a )))2
Nk, 5 i1
—E(Q}(56,0:) = (1(5:,01) + By Q1 (s641,0))?) < e (176)

Now for a fixed 7 consider the term «; defined as.

ES¢+1 NP(.ISZ',(IZ') (Qi,j (Si7 a’i) - (T( ) + Ea/ ~7'r’\k Qi,j(si“rl’ a )))2

’

_Esi+lNP(.|Si1ai)(Qz:,j (Si7 ai) - (T‘( ) + Ea'wﬂ-’\k Qz,j(8i+17a )))2 (177)
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where s;,a; are drawn from the state action distribution at the i* step of the Markov chain

induced by following the policy 7y, .
Now for a fixed 7 consider the term [3; defined as.

B oinp(sian) (@i (s, ai) — (r(siy ai) + By o3 Q% (sig1,a)))?

By P(sia) (@2 (505 ai) — (r(si,a0) + Eyr L ox Q1 (541, 0)))? (178)
where s;,a; are drawn from the steady state action distribution with s; ~ dy* and G; ~ T, -
Note here that «; and (; are the same function with only the state action pairs being drawn from
different distributions.

Using these definitions we obtain

|E(vi) — E(B:)]

IN

sup |2.max(ay, 3;)|(ki) (179)

(si,ai)

(4i)2mpi (180)

1—xv

IN

We obtain Equation (I79) by using the identity | [ fdu — [ fdv] < |maxsxa(f)|supsy.a [ (dp —
dv)| < |maxsxa(f)|drv (u,v)|, where p and v are two o finite state action probability measures
and f is a bounded measurable function. We have used k; to represent the total variation distance
between the state action measures of the steady state action distribution denoted by s; ~ d:,u’“ , QG ~
7, and the state action distribution at the i*" step of the Markov chain induced by following the
policy 7*¢. The expectation is with respect to (s;,a;). We obtain Equation (I80) from Equation
(I by using Assumption [l and the fact that «; and §; are upper bounded by (4L)2

1—y
From equation (I80) we get

E(os) > E(@-)—A:(%) mp (181)

We get Equation ([I8I) from Equation (I80) using the fact that | — b] < ¢ implies that
(—c¢ > (a — b) < ¢) which in turn implies a > b — c.
Using Equation ([I&])) in equation (I78)) we get

Nk, j
’

— 3 (B(Q2 (s 00) — (r(s0,01) + By, Q2 (5141, 0)))?
=1

—E(Q} (51, a:) = (r(si,a0) + By L on Q7 (541, a,)))Q)

Tk, j 2
S ()

S et —
Nk,j i1 -y
1 R \> 1
SEREN E
Nk,j L=~ 1—p

(182)

In Equation ([I82) (s;,a;) are now drawn from s; ~ d,* and a; ~ 7y, for al i.
We ignore the second term on the right hand side as it is @) (ﬁ) as compared to the first
2J
term which is O (%) Additionally the expectation in Equation ([I82]) is wiht respect to
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Sq ~ dzek’ai ~ 7T)\k(.|5),T/('|S,CL) ~ R('|Saa)75i+1 ~ P(|Slval)

. TN\ . . o .
Since now we have s; ~ d,"*, a; ~ my, for all i, Equation ([I82) is equivalent to,

E(Qf;(s,0) = QF 5(5,0)) (@R ;(5.) + @} 5(5.0) = 2(r(5,0)) +ymax Qu 1 (s,a) < e

Al

A2
(183)

Where the expectation is now over s ~ dy,**,a ~ mx,, 7(s,a) ~ R(.|s,a) and s* ~ P(.|s,a). We
re-write Equation (I83) as

/ (@ (s,0) — Q2 (s,a)) x

Al

X (Qi,j (Sv a) + Qz,j(sv a) - 2(T(87 a)) + V?Ga} Qk,j—l(slva)) X

A2
X dpy (s, a)dpa (r)dps(s ) < e. (184)

Where p; is the state action distribution s ~ dy - ,G ~ Ty, , M2, 3 are the measures with respect to
(s,a), r and s respectively

Now for the integral in Equation (I84]) we split the integral into four different integrals. Each
integral is over the set of (s, a), rs corresponding to the 4 different combinations of signs of A1, A2.

’

/ (A1)(A2)djur (5, 0)dpa () dva(s)
{(s,a),m" 8" }:A1>0,A2>0

+ (A1)(A2)dpis (5, 0)dpa (r)dpis (5
{(s,a),r",s' }:A1<0,A2<0

+ / (A1)(A2)dps (s, a)dpsa (r)dvs(s )
{(s,a),r",s' }:A1>0,A2<0

+ / (AL)(A2)dpis (5, a)dpa (r)dpia(s') < e (185)
{(s,a),r' ,s/}:A1<O,A220

Now note that the first 2 terms are non-negative and the last two terms are non-positive. We then
write the first two terms as

/ (A1)(A2)d(s, a)dpur (5, a)dpa )y (s))
{(s,a),r",s" }:A1>0,42>0

o / Q2 — Q2 ldus
= Crj,E(Q7,; — QD

(186)
/ (A1)(A2)d(s, a)dpur (5, a)dpa )y (s))
{(s,a),r",s" }:A1<0,A2<0
= Ck,j2/|Qi,j_Qi,j|dV
= Crj,BIQ7; — Q% D
(187)
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We write the last two terms as

/ (A1)(A2)dpa (s, a)dpa (r)dus(s ) = Ch.j,€ (188)
{(s,a),r",s' }:A1>0,A2<0

/ (Al)(AQ)dul(s,a)dug(r)dug(s/) = Ch,j,€ (189)
{(s,a),r/,s/}:A1<0,A220

Here Cy,j,,Ck,j,, Cr,5, and Cy ;, are positive constants. Plugging Equations (IZ6), (I87), (I88),
([IR9) into Equation (IZ4]).

(Crjy + Crp)E(QR ; = Qi iD= (Crjy + Crjy)e < e (190)

(191)

which implies

1+Ci. +Ck;
E 2 3 < ( »J 3 734) € 192
R (192)
(193)
Thus we have
1+ Crj. + Cr log(log) (nk,;)
RO — 03 . < ( I3 ’J4> C = 194
(@, - @b = (—g 2g ) ot = o
(195)
which implies
~ (log(log)(nk,;
BIQ2, - Qb D < O[28loa) (196)
Nk,
(197)
|

G.4 Proof Of Lemma 4

Proof For a given iteration k of Algorithm [Il and iteration j of the first inner for loop, the
optimization problem to be solved in Algorithm [2]is the following

Nk, j 2
£(9) = ni—J 3 (Q9<si,ai> - (r<si,ai> +m€a§m,j_1<s’,a’>)) (198)
) i=1 @

Here, Q ;—1 is the estimate of the @) function from the iteration j — 1 and the state action
pairs (si, @i)i—{1,... n} have been sampled from a distribution over the state action pairs denoted by
v. Since ming £(6) is a non convex optimization problem we instead solve the equivalent convex
problem given by
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up; = argmingg ;(u) = argmin|| Z D; Xy, jui — yi| |3 (199)
u u D,eD
. Rmax
subject toluly < T~ (200)
-7

Here, X}, ; € R™3 %4 ig the matrix of sampled state action pairs at iteration k, y, € R™*1 is

the vector of target values at iteration k. D is the set of diagonal matrices obtained from line 2 of
AlgorithmPland u € RIP4*1 (Note that we are treating u as a vector here for notational convenience
instead of a matrix as was done in Section [).

The constraint in Equation (200) ensures that the all the co-ordinates of the vector } , 5 Di Xk ju;

are upper bounded by IEL‘;I (since all elements of X}, ; are between 0 and 1). This ensures that the

corresponding neural network represented by Equation (I0) is also upper bounded by %. We use

the a projected gradient descent to solve the constrained convex optimization problem which can be
written as.

up; = argmin g ;(u)= argmin || Z D Xy jui — yil|3 (201)

u:|u\1§R‘Ei};‘ wiulr < RI‘E:" DieDh

1

From Ang, Andersen(2017). “Continuous Optimization” [Notes|. https://angms.science/doc/CVX
g ;112

Ly, j\/Tg,;+1

we have that if the step size o = , after T}, ; iterations of the projected gradient descent

algorithm we obtain

[luf ;12
ky-uT L) — ky-u* SLkﬁ'i’J 202
(g J( k,J) g J( )) J\/W ( )
Where Ly ; is the lipschitz constant of gy j(u) and ug, ; is the parameter estimate at step Tk ;.
Therefore if the number of iteration of the projected gradient descent algorithm 7} ; and the
step-size « satisty

Tij > Ligllug,ll3e% -1, (203)
[lugll2
a = — k2 (204)
Ly jv/Tr; +1
we have
(gk.g(um ;) = grj(u”)) <€ (205)
Let (v}, w])ic(1,. D)) (U;‘F’“’j,w?’“’j )ic(i,—-p|) Pe defined as
(vawf)ie(l,... D)) — ‘/’i(uf)ieu,m .|1D]) (206)
Trj o T oL
(v; "7 w; " )ie(1,-~,|f)|) = (u;" )ie(1,-~,\[)\) (207)
where ¢ is defined in Equation (50).
Further, we define GI*DI and 7% as
9[},‘ = ¢(U;ﬁ7w;ﬂ)ie(1,m,\b\) (208)
6T = WUiTk’jawiTk’j)ie(L...,\D\) (209)
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where 1 is defined in Equation (@3], 0|*D\ = argming £, ,(0) for £ p,(0) defined in Appendix Bl
Since (g(ur, ;) — g(u*)) < ¢, then by Lemma [I2], we have

L1p)(079) = £5/(075) < € (210)

Note that £|D|(6‘T’<J) — £|D|(9T[)\) is a constant value. Thus we can always find constant C) ;
such that

Cul™r =05 [ < £, (077) = £, (8]5)) (211)
) . L(0Tk3) — £(6*
070 =67 |1 < L) — £(E7) é,; @) (212)
Therefore if we have
Try > Lijllukll3e? =1, (213)
S ||ug2 (214)

Ly j\/Tij; + 1

then we have

€

07— 7]y < 215)
Cy
which according to Equation (2I2]) implies that
CylT7 — 0l < £|D|(9Tk’j) — L5 (05) <e (216)
Dividing Equation (2I6) by C,; we get
L5 (0Tk3) — L 5(0%)
. % |D| IDINY1D| €
077 — 0 |1 < ) < — 217
Which implies
R €
1679 — 675,11 < o (218)

Assuming e is small enough such that é < 1 from lemma [I3] this implies that there exists an
k
Ly ; > 0 such that

Qi (5.0) = Qe (s < Ligl6™ — 075 |, (219)
Lk G €
< ki€ 220
< (220)
for all (s,a) € S x A. Equation ([220)) implies that if
Thj = Lijllug ll3e = 1, (221)
S [lugll2 (222)

Ly j\/Tk,j + 1
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then we have

Lk)je
’
Ck

E(1Qyr.; (s,0) = Qo (s,a)]) < (223)

By definition in section [[] Qy ; is our estimate of the @ function at the k" iteration of Algorithm
1 and thus we have Q7 ; = Qk ; which implies that

Ly e
E(|Qrj(s:0) = Qoy (s,a)l) < =57 (224)
k
If we replace € by C;’lf in Equation ([223), we get that if
/ -2
Cp € )
Ti; 2 (L—> 13 5l 13— 1, (225)
J
[lugll2
apy = Ml (226)
! Ly j/Tej+1
we have
E(Qk,j(s,a) = Qox (s,a)]) < ¢ (227)
From Assumption 2] we have that
E(IQu-(5,0) — Qs (s 0)) < ep, (225)

where 0* = argmingcg £(0) and by definition of @} ; in Definition [7 we have that Q ; = Qp-.
Therefore if we have

C/ -2
kg€ *
Ty = (ﬁ) L sl 5115 = 1, (229)

A [lull2 (230)

Lij/Trj+ 1

we have

E(IQk(s.a) = Qi j(s.a))y < E(IQu;(s,a) — Qo (5,0)|) + E(1Q3 ;(s.a) — Qo (s.a)])

(231)
< etep (232)
This implies
- 1
E(|Qkj(s,a) = Qi (s, a)]) < O(\/ﬁ)“fn (233)
5]
]
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