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Abstract

This paper studies the policy mirror descent (PMD) method, which is a general policy optimization
framework in reinforcement learning and can cover a wide range of policy gradient methods by specifying
difference mirror maps. Existing sample complexity analysis for policy mirror descent either focuses
on the generative sampling model, or the Markovian sampling model but with the action values being
explicitly approximated to certain pre-specified accuracy. In contrast, we consider the sample complexity
of policy mirror descent with temporal difference (TD) learning under the Markovian sampling model.
Two algorithms called Expected TD-PMD and Approximate TD-PMD have been presented, which are
off-policy and mixed policy algorithms respectively. Under a small enough constant policy update step
size, the O(e™?) (a logarithm factor about ¢ is hidden in O(-)) sample complexity can be established
for them to achieve average-time e-optimality. The sample complexity is further improved to 0(572)
(without the hidden logarithm factor) to achieve the last-iterate e-optimality based on adaptive policy
update step sizes.

1 Introduction

The goal of Reinforcement learning (RL) is to solve a sequential decision problem via interacting with
the environment [Sutton and Barto, 2018], and it plays an important role in various application fields
including robotics [Hwangbo et al., 2019, Lee et al., 2020, Miki et al., 2022, Zhang et al., 2025a], structure
explorations [Jumper et al., 2021, Fawzi et al., 2022|, and the post-training in Large Language Models
(LLMs) [Zhang et al., 2025b]. Markov decision process (MDP) is a fundamental model for RL. Let A(X)
denotes the probabilistic simplex over set X. An MDP can be described as a tuple (S, A, P,r,v), where S is
the state space, A is the action space, P : S x A — A(S) is the state transition model, 7 : § x A — [0,1] is
the reward function, and « € [0,1) is the discounted factor. To interact with the environment, the agent is
equipped with a policy 7 : & — A(A). At each time, the agent chooses an action a € A at state s € S with
probability 7(als), then it transfers to a new state s’ with the probability P(s'|s,a) with a reward r(s, a).
By repeating the procedure above, the agent obtains a trajectory {(s¢, at,7¢)}t>0, where sy ~ P(-|si—1,a1-1),
a; ~ w(-|s¢), and ry = r(s¢, ar). The state value induced by policy 7 at state s € S is defined as the expectation
of the discounted cumulative rewards over trajectories,
S0 = S, 771 .

S = S, CLOZUJ,’]T‘| .

VT(s):=E lz yir(se, ag)

t=0

Similarly, the action value function induced by 7 is defined as

Q"(s,a) :=E lz V7 (se, ar)

t=0
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The goal of RL is to seek the optimal policy which maximizes the state values or action values,

max V7(u) = Esnp[V7(s)] or max Q7(p) := Es,a)v [Q7 (5, 0)], (1)
where € A(S), p € A(S x A) are some distribution and IT denotes the set of all admissible policies.
Policy mirror descent (PMD) is an instance of policy optimization methods for solving (1). Let h be a
function that is proper, closed, strictly convex, essentially smooth, and satisfying rint dom(h) N A(A) # 0
(see for example Beck [2017] for related definitions). The policy update of PMD is given by [Xiao, 2022, Lan,
2021]

VseS: ' (|s)=argmax{n(p, Q"(s,-)) — Dn(p|7(|s))},
PEA(A)

where 1 > 0 is the policy update step size and Dy(p|| ¢) = h(p) — h(q) — (Vh(q), p — q) is the Bregman
divergence induced by h. The PMD update fits into the general mirror descent (MD) framework in optimization
Xiao [2022] and covers a wide range of policy gradient methods by specifying different h. Thus, it has received
intensive investigations recently.

1.1 Related works

PMD Finite-time global convergence of exact PMD (i.e., when action value Q™ can be computed exactly)
have been studied in for example Xiao [2022], Lan [2021], Johnson et al. [2023]. Specifically, it is shown
in Lan [2021], Xiao [2022] that exact PMD enjoys a O(1/K) dimension-free global sublinear convergence with
any constant step size. Moreover, the global linear convergence can be obtained with geometrically increasing
step sizes [Xiao, 2022|. In Johnson et al. [2023], the v-rate global linear convergence is established under
adaptive step sizes. Another line of research considers the regularized setting, i.e., when the object value
function (equation (1)) is equipped with a regularized term. Under such setting, PMD can achieve global
linear convergence with a large constant step size [Lan, 2021]. The global linear convergence is then extended
to the scenario for any constant step sizes [Zhan et al., 2023]. Furthermore, PMD enjoys the local super-linear
convergence and the policy convergence under geometrically increasing the step sizes if the coefficient of
regularization term decreases properly [Li et al., 2023b]. There are also works investigating the convergence
of PMD with function approximation [Alfano et al., 2023], variance reduction PMD [Yang et al., 2019, Huang
et al., 2022], and the acceleration of PMD [Chelu and Precup, 2024]. There are also other variants of PMD
where Q™ is replaced by different Q-values. For instance, h-PMD [Protopapas and Barakat, 2024] applies an
h-step lookahead of optimal Bellman operation over Q™ and achieves a ~"-rate global linear convergence
under adaptive step sizes. A TD-PMD algorithm (also known as MD-MPI Type I in Geist et al. [2019]) is
considered in Liu et al. [2025b]|, which replaces exact action value Q™ with a temporal difference learning
estimation. Despite the inaccuracy of the action value, it is shown in Liu et al. [2025b] that TD-PMD enjoys
similar convergence as vanilla PMD, including the sublinear convergence for constant step sizes and linear
convergence for adaptive step sizes.

Most of existing sample complexity analysis of PMD is based on the generative model, where one can
generate arbitrary trajectories starting from any state-action pair (s,a) € S x A. The sample complexity
for unregularized PMD to find a high-probability last-iterate e-optimal policy under the generative model
is O((l — v)78¢72) [Xiao, 2022, Johnson et al., 2023], and to find an average-time e-optimal policy is
O((1 —~)~%~2) in Lan [2021]. TD-PMD |[Liu et al., 2025b] and h-PMD [Protopapas and Barakat, 2024]
improve the last-iterate sample complexity of PMD to O((1 — v)~7e~2). For regularized PMD, the O(¢ ')
sample complexity is obtained in Lan [2021]|. By carefully decreasing the coeflicient of the regularization term,
the 0(5_2) sample complexity for obtaining the last-iterate e-optimal solution of the unregularized MPD is
established in Lan [2021], Li et al. [2023b]*. Besides the generative model, there are several works investigating
the sample complexity of PMD under the Markovian sampling model [Lan, 2021, Li et al., 2024, Li and

!More concretely, the sample complexity in Li et al. [2023b] is O(e; 2) with probability at least O(1 — 6(1)/3) for any € < €g,
where ¢q is a sufficiently small constant.



Lan, 2025], i.e., sampling a single and complete trajectory {(s;, a;)}i>0 via the interaction with environment.
In Lan [2021], Li et al. [2024]?, conditional temporal difference learning (CTD) is adopted to evaluate the
action value of current policy. More precisely, CTD takes samples every m steps based on the current policy,
and then solves the Bellman equation in a stochastic manner to obtain an accurate approximation of Q™. In
Li and Lan [2025], it adopts an alternative approach based on Monte Carlo estimation (MC) to approximate

Q™ from the Markov data. The sample complexity for unregularized PMD is 0(5_2) and is O(e71) for
regularized PMD for both CTD [Lan, 2021, Li et al., 2024] and MC learning [Li and Lan, 2025].

Natural policy gradient When h is specified to the negative entropy, i.e., h(p) = — >, 4 p(a)logp(a),
PMD reduces to NPG under the softmax policy parameterization (softmax NPG). The O(1/vK) global
sublinear convergence of softmax NPG is established in Shani et al. [2020], and the rate is improved to O(1/K)
in Agarwal et al. [2021] with arbitrary constant step size. It is worth remarking that the O(1/K) sublinear
convergence of exact PMD in Xiao [2022] is indeed an extension of that for softmax NPG in Agarwal et al.
[2021]. Though softmax NPG can be covered by PMD, specific results can be obtained for softmax NPG by
leveraging its explicit policy update formula. For instance, by characterizing the policy over non-optimal
actions, the local exp(—nA(1 —1/X)) linear convergence rate for softmax NPG is established in Khodadadian
et al. [2021b], where A > 1 is the parameter correlated to the local phase and A > 0 is some MDP-dependent
constant. Furthermore, the global linear convergence is achieved by applying adaptive step sizes [Khodadadian
et al., 2021b]. Another linear convergence analysis can be found in Bhandari and Russo [2021], where the
relation of softmax NPG and policy iteration algorithm (PI, see for instance Sutton and Barto [2018]) is
discussed and the 1;”—rate linear convergence is established with adaptive step sizes. The global linear
convergence is then extended to the arbitrary constant step size n > 0 case in Liu et al. [2024] by computing
the state improvement ) . 4 mr41(als)[Q™ (s, a) — V™ (s)], though the convergence rate convergence rate is
dynamic and cannot be expressed in terms of the problem parameters. Recently, it is shown in Li et al. [2025]
that softmax NPG indeed converges in the policy domain and enjoys an exact asymptotic convergence rate of
exp(—nA). The analysis of regularized softmax NPG can be found in Shani et al. [2020], Cen et al. [2022],
Liu et al. [2024], Cayci et al. [2024b], and we note that a tight local linear convergence rate of 1/(n7 + 1)? is
established in Liu et al. [2024] for entropy regularized softmax NPG, where 7 is the coefficient of the entropy
regularization term.

Under softmax policy parameterization with a generative model, the O~(5’2) sample complexity of NPG
can be directly obtained by the aforementioned PMD analyzes [Xiao, 2022, Lan, 2021, Johnson et al., 2023|.
For log-linear policy, NPG and its variant Q-NPG are studied in Agarwal et al. [2021] with the O(1/VK)
global sublinear convergence rate. Further combined with an unbiased sampler for state/action values, the
O(e2) sample complexity is obtained in Yuan et al. [2023] where the regression sub-problem is solved
by stochastic gradient descent. The O(e~2) sample complexity is also established in Feng et al. [2024]
for general smooth and non-degenerate policies under Monte Carlo sampling through variance reduction,
which is inspired by Fatkhullin et al. [2023]. Natural actor-critic methods (NAC [Konda and Tsitsiklis,
2000, Peters and Schaal, 2008]) under i.i.d. sampling® [Wang et al., 2020, Fu et al., 2021] and Markov
sampling [Khodadadian et al., 2021a, 2022, Gaur et al., 2024, Wang et al., 2024, Xu et al., 2020a,b, Cayci
et al., 2024a| are also extensively investigated. In the softmax tabular case, the sample complexity for
on-policy NAC is O(¢~%) [Khodadadian et al., 2022] and the one for off-policy NAC is O(¢—?) [Khodadadian
et al., 2021a].The best known sample complexity for NAC is 0(5_3) for general smooth policies as well as s
well as the neural policy parameterization [Xu et al., 2020a, Wang et al., 2024, Gaur et al., 2024].

Other related policy gradient methods For exact projected policy gradient (PPG) in the tabular case,
its O(1/vK) global sublinear convergence with small constant step size is established in Agarwal et al. [2021],
which is improved to O(1/K) in Xiao [2022]. To get rid of the small step size constraint, Liu et al. [2025a]
develops a new analysis by computing the policy improvement directly and establishes the O(1/K) global
sublinear convergence for any constant step size and the 7-rate global linear convergence with adaptive step

2Li et al. [2024] investigates the average-reward MDP case.
3Here the i.i.d. sampling assumes that there exists a sampler which can provide i.i.d. samples from the stationary distribution.



sizes. For exact softmax PG, the asymptotic convergence is first established in Agarwal et al. [2021]. The
O(1/K) global sublinear rate is firstly established in Mei et al. [2020Db] for a small constant step size, and later
is extended to any constant step size in [Liu et al., 2024]. These convergence bound, however, relies on some
parameter which is problem dependent and can be very small, resulting an exponential-time convergence in
some hard MDP instances [Li et al., 2023a]. To handle such issue, Mei et al. [2020a] proposes the escort PG,
and one of its instances namely Hadamard PG [Liu et al., 2023] is shown to enjoy a global linear convergence.
For the entropy regularization case, softmax PG enjoys a global linear convergence [Liu et al., 2024, Mei et al.,
2020b]. There are also works that study PG under a general class of policies and investigate the convergence
to the second-order stationary point and the global optimality convergence Zhang et al. [2020] and Bhandari
and Russo [2021].

The sample complexity of stochastic PG is also widely studied. For stochastic tabular PG, we refer the
readers to Yuan et al. [2022] for a summary of the sample complexity results. For the general smooth policies,
the sample complexity of stochastic PG is shown to be 6(6_2) under an unbiased policy gradient sampler
in Yuan et al. [2022]. The sample complexity of stochastic PG within the actor-critic framework has also
received a lot of attention [Olshevsky and Gharesifard, 2023, Wang et al., 2020, Chen et al., 2021, Xu et al.,
2020a,b, Wang et al., 2024, Chen and Zhao, 2023, Wu et al., 2020, Kumar et al., 2023, Xu et al., 2021, Qiu
et al., 2021, Suttle et al., 2023, Barakat et al., 2022, Tian et al., 2023], where the actor is some general
smooth policy or neural policy and the critic uses a linear approximation, compatible parameterization, or is
approximated by a neural network. Overall, the sample complexity is 0(5_2) [Xu et al., 2020a, Chen and
Zhao, 2023, Wang et al., 2024] to achieve a small gradient.

1.2 Motivation and main contributions

Existing sample complexity results for PMD-type algorithms mostly focus on the setting of generative
model [Lan, 2021, Xiao, 2022, Johnson et al., 2023, Protopapas and Barakat, 2024] or the Markovian sampling
but with nested-loop conditional temporal difference learning (CTD) estimation [Lan, 2021, Li et al., 2024],
where action values are explicitly approximated to certain prerequisite accuracy. In contrast, TD-PMD [Geist
et al., 2019, Liu et al., 2025b] updates the critic by applying only one-step Bellman operator over the last
value estimate (without controlling the estimation accuracy). However, their analysis is limited to the exact
setting and the generative model. In this paper, we consider the more practical setting which combines both
Markovian sampling (with a mini-batch mechanism) and TD learning. In particular, two algorithms including
off-policy Expected TD-PMD (Algorithm 1) and mixed-policy Approximate TD-PMD (Algorithm 3) are
presented, and their sample complexities have been investigated. We focus on the tabular setting in this paper.
Despite this, it is worth emphasizing that even though various policy gradient methods with policy/value
function approximations have been studied, it often requires strong assumptions in the parameter domain
(such as the smoothness and non-degeneracy of the policy) which are not applicable for the tabular setting.
The main contributions of this paper are summarized as follows.

e Under a small enough constant policy update step size, both Expected TD-PMD and Approximate TD-
PMD enjoy a 0(5_2) sample complexity to obtain an average e-optimal solution, where some constants
and poly-logarithmic factors are hidden in O() Note that existing average-time sample complexities for
PMD are also 0(5*2) under the generative model or the Markovian sampling with an inner-loop CTD
learning [Lan, 2021, Li et al., 2024]. In contrast, in Expected TD-PMD and Approximate TD-PMD,
the new estimate of action value is obtained by applying only one step weighted Bellman operator (in
sample form) to the last estimate, without an inner-loop critic learning to approximate the exact action
values accurately. The crux in our analysis is the development of a route to bound the stochastic bias
term? in an inductive way.

e Based on adaptive policy update step sizes, we further improve the sample complexity of Expected
TD-PMD and Approximate TD-PMD to the O(s~2) sample complexity for the last-iterate-e optimality,
where O(-) does not contain any poly-logarithmic factors about €. To the best of our knowledge, it is

4See Lemma 3.7 for the detailed description of the stochastic bias term.



the first O(¢~2) sample complexity for PMD-type methods under the unregularized MDP setting. In
contrast, only the 0(5_2) sample complexity for the last-iterate optimality has been obtained in Lan
[2021], Xiao [2022], Johnson et al. [2023], Protopapas and Barakat [2024], Liu et al. [2025b] under the
generative model. The key of removing the poly-logarithmic factors is the adoption of adaptive batch
sizes. As a byproduct, by specifying the mirror map h to the squared f>-norm, we have obtained the
O(e72) sample complexity for batch Q-learning with absolute constant learning step size which is not
known a prior as far as we know.

The comparisons with typical sample complexity results for PMD-type methods (applicable for general
mirror map h) are listed in Table 1. Overall, we have studied the more practical setting which combines
the Markovian sampling and the TD learning, and still be able to establish the competitive 0(6*2) sample
complexity and the improved O(¢~2) sample complexity.

Table 1: Comparison with typical sample complexity results for PMD-type algorithms.

Sampling Critic Metric Sampl(.a
scheme update complexity
Generative model MC -ti ~
Lan [2021] Average-time O(=7?)
Markovian CTD & Last-iterate
Xiao [2022] ]
Johnson et al. [2023] Generative model MC Last-iterate O(e™?)
Protopapas and Barakat [2024]
Li et al. [2024] . . 5 2
(Average-reward) Markovian CTD Average-time O(E™)
Li and Lan [2025] Markovian MC Average-time O(e™?)
Liu et al. [2025b] Generative model TD Last-iterate 0(5_2)
This paper . Average-time =~ 9
(Theorems 3.13 and 4.11) Markovian D (Constant step size) 0(=™)
This paper . Last-iterate 9
(Theorems 3.17 and 4.15) Markovian D (Adaptive step sizes) 0(=™)

The rest of the paper is organized as below. In Section 2 we provide more preliminary knowledge about
MDP and PMD. Section 3 and Section 4 introduce Expected TD-PMD and Approximated TD-PMD, and
offers the sample complexity analyzes respectively. The proofs of critical lemmas are presented in Section 5.
We conclude in Section 6 with a brief summary.

2 Preliminary

2.1 More on MDP

Throughout the paper, we use vectors V € RISl and Q € RISII4I to represent the value functions associated with
the state and action, respectively. In addition, for any p € A(S), and p € A(S x A), let V(u) = Esup [V (s)]
and Q(p) = E(s,q)~,[Q(s,a)]. Note that we will arrange any 7 € IT and vector @ € RISIAI first by states and
then by actions, that is,

Q = [Q(Sla a1)7 ey Q(slaa\fu), Q(S2a a1)7 ey Q(SQ,G/‘AO, ey Q(S‘S|,G‘A|)]T,

7 = [m(a1ls1),...,m(aja]51),7(a1|s2),...,m(ajals2), ..., m(a4 \s‘s|)]T.



Define the state/action Bellman operator

[TTV](s) := Eanr(|s), s'~P(|s,a) [r(s,a) + 7V(Sl)]’
[.FﬂQ](S, a) = IES/NP(.|S,G)7a/NW(.|S/)[r(s,a) + ’YQ(S/,(J,/)].
It can be easily verified that V™ and Q™ satisfy 7"V"™ = V™ and F"Q™ = @Q™, and both 7™ and F~

are ~y-contraction operators over RIS! and RISIMI with respect to the loo-norm. Furthermore, define the
state/action transition matrix as

PT eRISIXISI. PI(s,s') =Y w(als)P(s']s,a),
acA
PZ, € RISIAXISIALpx  ((s,0), (s',d')) = P(s'|s,a) w(a'|s').

That is, P7 is the transition matrix in the state space and PJ,_ , is the transition matrix in the state-action
space. Then the Bellman operators can be written in the following vector form

TV =r"4+~PIV, F'Q=r+~PI_ ,Q,

where 7™ € RIS with r7(s) = 3", 7(a|s)r(s,a) and r € RISIMI is the reward function. Moreover, define the
optimal Bellman operators:

[TVI(s) = max [TV](s) = max B [r(s,a) + V(5]

FQU(5.0) = max 7 Qs.0) = r(5,0) + B | may Q')

Let V* and Q* be the fixed point of T, F, respectively. It is well-known [Sutton and Barto, 2018] that V*
and Q* is the optimal solution to the problem (1), i.e.,

Vs,ar V(s)=max V7(s), Q"(s,a)=max Q"(s,a),

and there exists at least one optimal (deterministic) policy 7* such that V™ = V* and Q™ = Q*. Let
I .= {ﬂ'* ell: V™ = V*} be the optimal policy set.
For conciseness, it is assumed that r(s,a) € [0,1]. Then, for any policy 7 € II, there holds

VseS,aeA: 0<V™(s) <V*(s) < ﬁ, 0<Q™(s,a) <Q%(s,a) < ﬁ (2)

SONN]a

v,y (s,a) == (1—-7)E [th (st = s,a¢ = a) | (50, a0) ~ P} .
=0

Define the state/action visitation measure as

d7(s):=(1-7)E [th 1(sy = 5)
t=0

The visitation measures corresponding to an optimal policy will be denoted as dj, and v;. The performance
difference lemma is a fundamental result in policy optimization.

Lemma 2.1 (Performance difference lemma [Kakade and Langford, 2002, Liu et al., 2025b]). For any 7 € II,
V eRS, Q eRISIMIL 1 e A(S), and p € A(S x A), there holds

V" = Vi) = = [TV = V1))

Q" - Qllp) = T 7 Q- Q (1}).



As a corollary, we can obtain the following useful result.
Lemma 2.2. For arbitrary =, 7’ €11,

i v|A
10— ||ms(17')2-||w—w’||oo.

Proof. By the performance difference lemma, one has

V(s €S x s [Q7(s0) = Q7 (s,0)] = T IF Q" — Q7 Iz

1 T Ay’ 7’ A’ 0
:mu}- Q -F Q ](ds,a”

1 ’ !
Q"= FT Q.
-

IN

Since

V(s,a): |F Q™ (s,a) — F* Q" (s,a)| =+ [Egmp(lsn Q7 (5,-), 7(-|s') — 7' (-s")]]

Al
<7 Bonpilsmly— - In(ls)) = 7' (1s) ]l
Y
A
< M e,
-
it follows that
! ’Y|‘A| ’
Vo, Qr—Q | < —— |r—7 ,
|| Ioe < e I =l
which completes the proof. O

2.2 More on TD-PMD

As mentioned previously, TD-PMD updates the critic by tracking a sequence of TD learning of the action
values which does not only involve current policy but also relies on the last value estimator. More precisely,
TD-PMD admits the following form in the exact setting:

VseS8: mpq1(-]s) = argmax {m (p, Q" (s, ) —DE(s)},
PEA(A) (3)

k+1 ) k
QM = FrnQh,

where 7, > 0 is the step size, h is a convex function over A(A), and Dy (p||¢) is the Bregman divergence
induced by h. Note that here and in the rest of the paper, we will omit the subscript h in Dy, and use the
short notation DT, (s) for Dy (n(+|s) || 7'(-|s)) and D2(s) for Dp(p||7(-|s)). In contrast to the classical PMD
which utilizes the true value function Q™* as the critic, TD-PMD obtains the new critic by only performing
one-step of Bellman iteration based on the current policy and the last critic estimation. When h is specified
to the negative entropy h(p) = — Y, 4 p(a)log p(a) and quadratic function h(p) = §||p||3, TD-PMD reduces

to TD-NPG and TD-PQA, respectively, with the following policy update rules:
(TD-NPG) mxy1(als) oc m(als) - exp (n Q¥ (s, a)) ,
(TD-PQA)  mxy1(-]s) = Projacay [mh(-]s) + nQk(s,)],

where in TD-PQA, Proj A(A) denotes the projection on the probabilistic simplex A(A).
The following three-point-descent lemma (see for example Xiao [2022], Chen and Teboulle [1993]) is
essential in the analysis of the PMD type methods.



Lemma 2.3. For any m € II, n > 0, and Q € RISl consider the following update:

VseS: wt(|s)=argmax{n(p, Q(s,)) — D2(s)}.
PEA(A)

There holds ©+(-|s) € rint dom h N A(A) and

VseS, peA(A): n(xt(|s)—p, Q(s,-)) > DI (s)+ D, (s) — DE(s).

For the mirror map h being the negative entropy, there holds rint dom h = int A(A). Hence the policies
generated by softmax NPG update always stay in rint A(A) if the initial policy lies in rint A(A).

3 Expected TD-PMD with Off-Policy Markov Data

As shown in Liu et al. [2025b], TD-PMD admits the same sublinear convergence as PMD in the exact setting.
Moreover, under the generative model where [F™+1Q¥](s,a) in (3) is estimated via random samples for every
(s,a), the 0(5_2) sample complexity of TD-PMD is also established therein. In contrast, we will consider the
sample complexity of TD-PMD under the more practical and challenging online Markov sampling model.

This section first considers the case where the Markov data are obtained through an behavior policy 7
which is sufficiently exploratory. Let 75 be the trajectory data of length By, i.e.,

Tk = {(sf,af,’l‘f,sf_’_l)}i’“@il, where azlf ~ ﬂ-b('|57]5€)’ Tf = T(Sz,fva?)’ Sf-i-l ~ P("vaak)-

For each tuple (sf,af, rk, sfﬂ), the expected TD error of critic Q¥ with respect to the target policy 7y is
constructed by

V(‘S,a) €ESxA: 55(57 a) = ]l(s’t“,a’t“):(s,a) ’ Tf + ’YEG,NT!')C+1(-|S§+1) [Qk(si€+1a a)] - Qk(sfv af):| :

Notice that when conditioned on (s, a;) = (s,a), the term 75 + ’YEaNﬂkJrl(‘lsichl) [Q"(sf,1,a)] is an unbiased

estimator of [F™+1Q¥](s,a). The expected TD error constructed from the whole trajectory 7 is defined as
the weighted average of JF,

V(s,a) €S x A: 6(s,a) = Z cF - oF(s,a),

t=0
where cf > 0 are weights satisfying Zf:’“()_l c¥ = 1.We then update the critic via the TD learning method, i.e.,
V(Saa) ESxA: QkJrl(s,a):Qk(saa)+ak'5k(57a),

where oy, > 0 is the critic update step size.

The formal description of the Expected TD-PMD with the Off-Policy Markov data is given in Algo-
rithm 1, with an illustration given in Figure 1. First note that “expected” refers to the expectation term
anﬂk+1(_‘s§+l) [Qk(sfH, a)}, which is computable in the tabular case since 741 is known. Moreover, Algo-
rithm 1 is an off-policy algorithm, as the behavior policy m, for sampling the data is not the target policy
Tk+1- 1t is worth remarking that when the policy update step size 1 goes to infinity, the updated policy
Ty is actually the greedy policy induced by the action value @Q*. In such case, Expected TD-PMD reduces
to the Q-learning algorithm [Sutton and Barto, 2018] with batch Markov data. Thus the Expected TD-PMD
can be viewed as a “smoothed” Q-learning algorithm. Furthermore, for the on-policy version with infinity
critic update step size, i.e., N = oo and m, = mk41, Expected TD-PMD with By = 1 reduces to the expected
SARSA algorithm [Sutton and Barto, 2018].
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Figure 1: An illustration of Expected TD-PMD with off-policy Markov data (Algorithm 1),

Algorithm 1 Expected TD-PMD with Off-Policy Markov Data

Input: Iterations K. Initial action value Q° = 0, initial policy o, critic step size ax, policy update step size 7,
initial state so, batch size By, average weights ck.
Set 38 = Sp.
for k=0,1,...,K do
(Policy update) Update the target policy by

VseS: mu(ls) = argmax {m (p, Q"(s,)) = DI, (s)}.
PEA(A)

(Sampling) Obtain 7 by obeying behavior policy 7 starting from sk

k k _k _k Bj—1 k k k k k k kE k
e ={(st,ai, ¢, 8t41) ido »  Wherery =r(si,ar), ai ~m(st), siy1 ~ P(lst,ar),
and set s§ ! = s]f:;k_.
(Critic update) Construct the expected TD error,
k k ko k ki k K
6; (s, a) := Lok aky=(s,a) - [Tt +7]Ea~7rk+1(<\sf+l) [Q (5t+17a)} -Q (St»at)} )

Bj—1

o(s,a) = Z et 07 (s, a).
t=0

Update the critic by
Qk+1(57 (1) = Qk(s,a) + ok - gk(& (1).

end for A
Sample K from {0,1,..., K} with uniform probability.
Output 7x and 7.

Before proceeding to the sample complexity analysis of Expected TD-PMD, we give some intuition about
the critic update formula. Conditioned on the first state s%, the critic Q% and the target policy mx1, it is
straightforward to compute the expectation of the TD error,

E [65(8, a)} =P (siC = s) mp(als) - []-'”’““Qk — Qk] (s,a).



Therefore the conditional expectation of Q**! is given by

Bp—1

E [Qk+1(s, a)] =E Q" (s,a) + o, - Z k- P(sF = s)my(als) - []:WkJrle _ Qk] (s,a)]. (4)

t=0

exploration exploitation

From this equation, it can be seen that there are two parts in the TD error: the exploration part and the
exploitation part. The exploitation part is a Bellman operator, offering a shift for the critic to approach
Q™ +1. The exploration part is indeed the probability for the behavior policy 7, to obtain action-state
(s,a). Noticing that the critic update will fail if the exploration part goes to 0, we require the following two
assumptions to ensure the sufficient exploration over all (s,a) € S x A.

Assumption 3.1 (Sufficient exploration of behavior policy). We have 7, := min(, q)esx.4 T (als) > 0.
Assumption 3.2 (Ergodicity). The state transition matrix induced by 7, i.e., PT?, is ergodic over S.

Assumption 3.1 guarantees the exploration over the action space. Note that if there exists a pair
(s,a) € S x A such that m,(als) = 0, then (s¥,af) # (s,a) almost surely and Q* (s, a) will not be updated.
Assumption 3.2 is very standard for the analysis of the actor-critic algorithms with the Markov data, see
for example Li et al. [2024], Khodadadian et al. [2021a, 2022|. This assumption can guarantee the sufficient
exploration over the state space.

Proposition 3.3. Under Assumption 3.2, there exists a unique stationary distribution v™ € A(S) for the
transition kernel PT* which satisfies
(V™) TP = (v™)T  and By = miél v™(s) > 0.
se
Furthermore, letting {s;}1>0 be the Markov chain induced by P, then it is geometrically mizing. That is,
there exists two constants mpy > 0 and kp € (0,1) such that

VseS, n>0,t>0: dry(v™(), P(spis = s = 5)) < mypkp,
where dpy denotes the total variation distance.

The proof of Proposition 3.3 can be found for example in Khodadadian et al. [2021a], which is the
application of Levin and Peres [2017, Theorem 4.9]. Noticing that at any k-th iteration of Expected TD-
PMD, the generated state trajectory {sf}tzo is the Markov chain with transition kernel of PZ*. Thus by
Proposition 3.3,

VO<Ek<K,s€8n>0,t>0: dpy™(), P(sf,, =-[sF =5)) <myn}, (5)

implying that the exploration part P(sF = s)m,(a|s) converges to v™(s)m(a|s) > 77, > 0 as By, increases.
Therefore, Assumptions 3.1 and 3.2 together can guarantee sufficient exploration over S x A.

We need to make an additional assumption on the mirror map h for the subsequent analysis when 7y, is a
small constant step size.

Assumption 3.4. The mirror map h is further A-strongly convex w.r.t. £,-norm over A(A) where p € [1, +o0]
is some constant.

Assumption 3.4 is also common in the convergence analysis of mirror descent methods (see for example Beck
[2017, Chapter 9]), and typical mirror maps including quadratic function and negative entropy satisfy this
assumption. Indeed, one can verify that h(p) = %||p||§ is 1-strongly convex with respect to the ls-norm, while
h(p) = —>",p(a)logp(a) is 1-strongly convex with respect to the {;-norm. By Assumption 3.4, it is clear

that for PMD-type update (including the policy update in Expected TD-PMD) there holds

A A
VO<k<K, seS: Dut(s) 23 merills) — i (-[s)ll; > 5 Imhea(ls) = o (-[5) 12 - (6)
Moreover, the policy shift |71 — 7k||co in after the PMD-type update can be bounded by the policy update
step size based on the strong convexity of mirror map h and the three-point-descent lemma.
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Lemma 3.5. Consider the PMD-type policy update in (3). Under Assumption 3.4, there holds

[CAEDIN

VO<E<SK: |mpe1— 7kl < S

Proof. By Assumption 3.4, one has

A
Yo,y € AA) s Dulz|ly) = h(z) = hly) = (Vh(y), = —y) = Sz = yll5.
By Holder’s inequality and the three-point descent lemma (Lemma 2.3),

el (1) = me(C18)lp - 1Q4 (s, 2y 2 me (i (1s) = meCCls), @45, )
> D (s) + DL ()

The+1

>\ [l (]s) — m(l9)]12.

Since [|Q*(s, - Moz < |@Q%(s,-)||,> we obtain
2 Q%G )l
141 (ls) = me(cls)llp < =1,
which implies that ||mp+1 — Trlleo < wnk O

The following property about the boundedness of Q¥ can be verified easily.

Lemma 3.6. Consider Expected TD-PMD (Algorithm 1) with critic step size oy, satisfying ax € (0,1]. There

holds

1

VO<Ek<K, (s,a) eSx A: Ong(s,a)gli.
-7

3.1 Expected TD-PMD with constant step size

We are now ready to provide the sample complexity analysis for Expected TD-PMD. This subsection focuses
on the constant policy update step size setting, i.e., nx =1 > 0. We begin with the following upper bound
for Expected TD-PMD.

Lemma 3.7. Consider Expected TD-PMD (Algorithm 1). Suppose that Assumption 3.4 holds. Letny =n >0
and a, = a € (0,1]. Fizing any optimal policy 7* € II* and p € A(S), there holds

D7, lloo 1

n(l—y)  (1-9)°

Ezxact PMD bound

1 2 us
AL E }j|@k@ﬂﬂé]

1
K+1

E[V*(u) = V& ()] <

JF . 3 .
K+1 2(1—7)2A P
Stochastic Variance term
1 1 -
TR 1o " L;)EMZ (7 ([s) = 7 (]s), Q7 (s,) — Q% (s,-))] |
Stochastic Bias term
where ||D77Tr0 | := maxges Dg; (s) and K is a random time index that is uniformly sampled from 0, ... K.
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The proof of Lemma 3.7 follows the standard route of the stochastic PMD/NAC analysis, see for
example Lan [2021], Khodadadian et al. [2022], Xu et al. [2020a,b], Fu et al. [2021], Xiao [2022], Li et al.
[2024], Liu et al. [2025b], Li and Lan [2025], and we present the proof in Section 5.1 for completeness. In the
exact vanilla PMD setting (i.e., Q¥ = Q™*), the stochastic variance and bias terms vanish and the upper
bound in Lemma 3.7 reduces to the same upper bound for the exact PMD in Xiao [2022, Theorem §|.

Note that the exact PMD bound vanishes in Lemma 3.7 as K grows, and it is also not hard to see that
the stochastic variance term can be well controlled if the policy update step size 7 is small enough. Thus the
challenge is to bound the stochastic bias term, which closely relies on the critic update formula of Expected
TD-PMD and occupies most of the proof. To this end, we reformulate the critic update formula of Expected
TD-PMD into a more concise form. By equation (4) we know that

Bip—1
E [Q“*1(s,a)] = E|Q"(s,a) + o, - ; k. P(sy = s) my(als) - [F1Q" — Q] (s,a)|  (7)

—v™b (s) by equation (5)

~E [Qk(s,a) +ag-o0™(s,a)- [F”’“*le — Qk] (s, a)] ,

where 0™ (a|s) := v™(s)m(als). One can verify that o™ is the stationary distribution of {(s¥,af)}i>0,
that is, (o™) " P, = (¢™)T. For simplicity, assume oy = a € (0,1]. Tt is natural to define the following
o™ -weighted Bellman operator,

Vrell, Qe RISIALL Fr,aQ(s,a) :=Q(s,a) +a-0™(s,a) [FTQ — Q] (s,a),
or equivalently,
F, TR =Q+a - X" [FQ - Q],

where ©™ = diag(oc™) € RISIAXISIAI When o = 1, we simply denote FT y Fr

Tp,Q T .' °
Frn@=Q+X"[FQ—-qQ].
By Assumption 3.1, Assumption 3.2 and Proposition 3.3, it is easily shown that

Gy :=min 0" (s,a) > U7, > 0.

In this case, one can show that F~

.o Shares similar properties with the vanilla Bellman operator F7.

Proposition 3.8. Suppose Assumption 3.1 and Assumption 3.2 hold. Then for any m € 11,
(a) Fr, o@" =Q7;
(b) VQ, @ e RSIMI: [|Fr Q- F7 Q| <(1—a(l=7)5)[1Q - Q'

Proof. Claim (a) follows directly from the fact that F*Q™ = Q™. Notice that for any (s,a) € S x A,

77,0 @(s.0) = FF, 0@ (s,0)] = (1~ a0™ (5. @)) (Qs.0) ~ Q'(s,)) + a0™ (5,0) [FTQ(s,0) — F7Q'(s,0)]
< (1-a0™(s5,0)) [Q — Q' +a0™(s,0) | F7Q - F*Q'|,
HRQ-Q' o
<A —a(l=7)o™(s,a) - |Q — Q'll
<(1-a(l=7)d) - Q — Q'll

which yields (b) directly. O
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Let A" =1 — aX™ (I —yPT

XA

). One has
Frna®@ = Fr,aQ =AT(Q - Q).
It follows immediately from Proposition 3.8 that
Vrell: [[A™||oo < (1 —a(l—7)dp). (8)
Define the stochastic noise @y € RISIA as follows:

wf(sva) = 65(8765) - []:::+le - Qk] (Sva)>

B : (9
wi(s,a) = Z c,’f -wf(s,a) = 0k(s,a) — [f;:“@k - Qk} (s,a).

t=0

We can rewrite the critic update of Expected TD-PMD into the following two equivalent ways:

Qk+1 _ ]:7rk+1Qk +a-@p or Qk+1 — Qk R SL []:mwrle _ Qk} + - wy. (10)

T,

This expression means that the critic update in Expected TD-PMD is essentially the application of the
o™ -weighted Bellman operator Fr, & with an additive stochastic Markov noise @y. Moreover, we will consider
the following average weight:

& ﬁBk—t—l
¢4 = BT (11)
t=o V'
where 9 € [0, 1] is some preset parameter. Note that when 9 = 0, we define 0° = 1 here, therefore only the

last sample in the batch will be used.
To bound the stochastic bias part, it is convenient to define the following index matrix:

1
E.,=1]0---0 - 0 --- 0| e RAXISIAL
1 (12)

Js=ElE, ¢ RISIAXISIIAL

where 0 € RMIXIAI and each 1 corresponds to an action associated with state s. Then it is evident that
Q(s,+) = EsQ and 7(+|s) = Fsm, and thus we have

(n(-]s), Q(s,")) = (Esm, BQ) = (E] Esm, Q)= (Jom, Q).
We first have the following decomposition for the stochastic bias, whose proof is presented in Section 5.2.

Lemma 3.9. Consider Expected TD-PMD (Algorithm 1). Let ny =n > 0 and o, = « € (0,1]. Fizing any
optimal policy m* € II*, for any 0 < k < K and s € S, there holds

|E [(7*(]s) — m(- ;

$) Q™ (s,7) — Q(s, )| < [BYY)| +zk:JEHC§’“>‘ + D]+ [E] +2k: B[]
j=1 j=1

where
B = ([(40)]" Jilr* = mol. @™ — Q).
O = ([ =] Ll =l @ - Q).

13



DY = < e an) MPAC SRS A sl Qj*1}>,
5 = ([t <Aj-1>k*j+l]T L = mal Q7).
Fj(k :< [7T*—7Tj], awj,1>,

with A; = A% = I —a¥™ (I — yPF ).

Remark 3.1. In Lan [2021], Li et al. [2024], the stochastic bias term is bounded by explicitly controlling
|E[Q™(s,a) — Q¥ (s, a) | mk]| < < with sufficiently small < > 0 for all iteration k via incorporating the inner-
loop CTD learning, which constructs an empirical Bellman operator F by interval samples and applies
it multiple times. In contrast, we track the critic update process without introducing any inner-loop critic

learning algorithm. In order to bound the stochastic bias term, we decompose it into the accumulation of
policy shifts and stochastic noises terms and we bound them separately.

The first term B(()k) is a remainder term that vanishes exponentially by the contraction of (4¢)*. Suppose

that Assumptions 3.1 and 3.2 hold. Noting ||A4;|lec < (1 — (1l —~)&s) (see equation (8)), the term with B(()k)
can be bounded easily as follows:

‘Bék)’ = ‘<[(Ao)k Jo[m* —m], Q™ _Qo>‘

= H [(A0>k]T Jlm" — 770]“1 ' HQWO o QOHOO

]T

k .\ .
< [[(Ao) Ty ¢ ||l — moll, x Q™ - Q|
—_—
=l Aollk, <2 <(1—7)~tby equation (2) and Lemma 3.6
2
ST 5 [1—(1=7y)ass)”. (13)

The terms CJ(-k) , D§k)7 and EJ(.k) can be controlled by the policy shift ||7; —m;_1|loc (which is further controlled

by 7 in Lemma 3.5) using the Lipschitz-continuity (w.r.t. =) of @™ and PZ, ,. The term Fj(k) is the
stochastic noise term in terms of w;_;, which can be bounded by the batch size. The bounds for the terms

with C(k), D<k),E(k) and F™™ are presented in the following three lemmas whose proofs are deferred to
Sections 5.3, 5.4, and 5.5, respectively.

Lemma 3.10 (Bounds for terms with C](k) and D](k)). Suppose that Assumptions 3.1, 3.2, and 3.4 hold. One
has

zbc““miz'f“_” ZW\ e

Lemma 3.11 (Bound for term with E ) Suppose that Assumptions 3.1, 3.2, and 3.4 hold. One has

k
Z ‘E(k)‘ < 29 Al
7T aAgE (1 — )

Lemma 3.12 (Bound for term with Fj(k)). Suppose that Assumptions 3.1 and 3.2 hold. Recall the average
weight cf in equation (11). Assume B, = B, k=0,..., K. One has

k

Z‘E{ ”—% (B, 0, my, kp),

j=1

14



where

m .
m'ﬁf, ZfOS19<I‘€b,
(1@2)3 9P if U = Ky,
‘I/(B,ﬁ,mb,mb) = mp 5 '
m - , Zf]. > > Rp,
my .
=1
BO-ni-m) 17

Based on the above results, we are now ready to present the first sample complexity for Expected TD-PMD.
Theorem 3.13. Consider Expected TD-PMD (Algorithm 1). Suppose that Assumptions 3.1, 3.2, and 3.4

hold. Let
aXoi (1 — 7)Y Dz
N =1 = 5 )
6)A2(K +1)

o0

Oék:OéG(O,l], Br =B >0,

and assume cf takes the form in equation (11). Fizing any optimal policy 7 € II* and u € A(S), there holds

E[V*(u) — V7& ()]

. /
1 3 2 6]A[DF, ll 2

= ) : ’ - — 5V B,’l9, ) .

SKTL am(l—7)7  VETI (aA&g(l ¢ ) TaRa—e (B, vy, v

Proof. First recall the error decomposition in Lemma 3.7. For the stochastic variance term, it is easy to see
that

1 nl A2 SOk o2 nl A2
K41 2(1—7)2\ £ I;J”Q — @ §2(1—7)4)\

since |[|Q% — Q™ ||oo < (1 —~)~!. For the stochastic bias term, based on equation (13) and Lemmas 3.9-3.12,
one has

K
E | Y By [(7°(5) — mi(-]s), Q7 (5,) — Q" (s, ->>]]
k=0 .
= Eaay | Y E[(m*(]s) = i (]5), Q™ (s,-) — Q“(s, ->>]]
:kl—(o
< Eonay | D [E[(7"(ls) = ma(-]5), Q7 (5,-) — Q" (s,-))]]
Lk=0

K k &
<Ev |3 (28] + il ¢ o 1)+ S 7]
j=1 =1

K K
9 3 279].A|%n
< Eooys 2 (1-a- ot By |
< dr — 7( a( ’)/)Ub) + dy, a5—b>\(1 — ,7)4
Lk=0 k=0
27| Al?
B [a)\&y(l |_77 )4}
k=0 b v




It follows that

1 1 E = E * T k
K+l 1—4 kZ:O sz (T ([ 8) — mi(c]s), @7 (s,) — Q% (s, )]

1 2 51412 2
< : U(B, 9 ,
T K+1 a&b(l — 7)3 aa-g)\(l — 7)5 (1 _ 7)25'17 ( , Uy My, ”b)

Putting them all together in Lemma 3.7 yields

K .
1 1 DT (dF) 3 6|A|27]
R V* _ VTrk, < T " + _ ~
K+1 kz::o( v (#))] TKEA+L|n(l-9) ad(l-7)?*|  agpA(l—1)°
2
— Y (B,Y .
+ (177)25% ( ) 7mb7"$b>
Choose the best 7 such that the minimal is achieved completes the proof. |

Remark 3.2. Assume 0 < ¥ < k. By Theorem 3.13, Fxpected TD-PMD can find an e-optimal solution
provided the iteration complexity and batch-size satisfying
9 216|.A|2|| D= -
- , l2| 107, lloo , Bx (1og/i;1) 1~10g R o .
ady(l — )3’ alay (1 — )82 e (1 —7)3(kp — V)

meax{

Thus, the total sample complexity is 0(5_2), where some constants and logarithm terms are hidden in O()
In particular, if we restrict the mirror map h to be the negative entropy and let m, be the uniform policy, then
A=1 and ||D§D* oo <log|A|. By further setting o = 1, the overall sample complexity becomes

S=KB=0 (572&;2(1 — )% A]* log | A| x (log /@51)71 log (e tmpay (1 — ) P (kp — 19)*1)) .

Compared to the O(=2(1 — ) 75|S||A| log | A|(log v~ 1)L (loge™1)) < O(e72(1 — 7)~%|S||A| log | A|(log e~ 1))
sample complexity of PMD with generative model in Lan [2021, Proposition 2|, the sample complexity of
Ezpected TD-PMD has same dependence on the accuracy € and similar dependence on the decision horizon
(1 — )~ and the state/action space size. Note that the dependence on Gy, my, and Ky is for the Markov
sampling to sufficiently explore the whole state-action space S X A, while the exploration is not an issue for
generative model.

Remark 3.3. If we set ¥ = 1, then the average weight in equation (11) reduces to 1/B, and 0, reduces to the
arithmetic mean of 6. In such setting, the sample complexity of Expected TD-PMD is O(a_?’). In the next
section, we will establish the O(e~2) (without hidden logarithm term) last-iterate sample complezity for the
case ¥ = 1 by using an adaptive policy update step size.

Remark 3.4. The careful reader may find out that in our analysis, we do not use the stationary property
of the entire Markov chain induced by m,, but only use the stationary property of every segment. It may
be possible to improve the sample complexity on the dependency of other parameters, but the e =2 sample
complexity on € overall cannot be improved, as far as we know. In addition, we will consider a mized policy
setting in Section 4, which involves Markov chains induced by varying policies in contrast to the static .
Thus, it is convenient to keep the analysis within a similar framework.

3.2 Expected TD-PMD with adaptive step sizes

As stated above, this section focuses on the later iteration complexity of Expected TD-PMD with adaptive
step sizes when ¥ = 1. In this case, it can be shown the O(¢~2) sample complexity without a logarithm term
can be established. Moreover, the mirror map h is not required to be strongly convex in this section.
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The main idea is to approximate the classic value iteration algorithm (VI) [Sutton and Barto, 2018] by
using a sufficiently large adaptive policy update step size. More precisely, recall the policy update formula of
Expected TD-PMD

Vk: mp1(c]s) = argmax {nx (p, Q"(s,-)) — D (s)}.
PEA(A)

Notice that when 7, — oo, the updated policy 7,41 tends to be greedy, i.e., choosing the action with largest
critic value

Nk —> 00 k . k

7Tk7+1 ~ ﬂ-greedy ° ﬂ-greedy

(d'|s) =0, VseS§, Vd ¢ argeriax Q%(s,a).
a

Therefore, one has F 1 QF ~ FQ*, and the critic update in equation (10) becomes
Q! ~ QF + a =™ [FQ* — QF] + avwwy..

Noting that X7 > g3, - I > 0, the critic update above can be viewed as a weighted VI with step size ay,. Thus
we can bound [|Q* — Q¥|| directly by using the y-contraction property of F.

Lemma 3.14. Suppose Assumption 8.1 and Assumption 3.2 hold. Consider Expected TD-PMD (Algorithm 1)
with constant critic step size ay, = « € (0,1]. There holds

VO<k<K: [Q —Q"!  <-(@1-vad[|Q —Q||_ + %HD:I,I;HOO + ||k 005

where

1Dkl = max DT (s),

and 7y, is any policy that satisfies (71 (+|s), Q¥(s,-)) = max, Q¥ (s, a), Vs.

Lemma 3.14 establishes the linear convergence rate of the critic error ||Q* — Q*||s and the proof can be
found in Section 5.6. The following lemma shows that the error of the policy value can be bounded by the
critic error.

Lemma 3.15. Suppose Assumption 3.1 and Assumption 3.2 hold. Consider Expected TD-PMD (Algorithm 1)
with constant critic step size o, = a € (0,1]. Then there holds

. * _ )T 1 * _ k+1 * _ Nk —
VOSk<K: Q- Q"o < Zi—rya (107 - @7l + Q7 — @l + adlnll)

Proof. By the critic update formula (equation (10)),

Q™ = Q1 = Q7 = Frt Q" - o

_ ||f7rk+1 Thtl _ ]:'7Tk+1Qk _ a@k”oo

T, Th,
k —
< H}_;rr:zl TR — FIRLQ Hoo +o || x| o

Applying Proposition 3.8
<[1—(1=7)ad]|Q™" — Qs + all@k||so
<=1 -705] (1Q" — Q" | + Q" — Q%) + all@k]l s
<[1—(1=7)ade]|Q" — Q™ [|oo + |Q — QFlc + | o-

The proof is completed by noting that [|Q* — Q™+ ||o < [|Q* — Q|| + [|Q™*+! — QF | . O
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It remains to bound the stochastic error term ||@g||oo, Which is given in Lemma 3.16 below. The proof
of this lemma is deferred to Section 5.7. It is worth noting that Lemma 3.12 establishes the bound for
IE [0 | Gkl but here we need to compute a bound for E [||ws| ]

Lemma 3.16. Consider Expected TD-PMD (Algorithm 1). Suppose Assumption 8.2 hold. Let c¥ = 1/By,.

Then there holds
4|S||A m ik _
VO<k<K: E[|orl,]< ((1|_”7)|2 <1+ 1_*;%)) A(By)~2.

Theorem 3.17. Suppose Assumption 3.1 and Assumption 3.2 hold. Consider Ezpected TD-PMD (Algo-
rithm 1) with constant critic step size oy, = « € (0, 1] and the adaptive policy update step size

nE >N - ||D;~”;Hoo with n > 0.
Let ¥ = 1/By. Then there holds

. ymx 2 e Kl Y
E[1Q7 Q] < gl = (L= medn] ™ + =y
m /2
N Erb(ll— y ((élll«il;‘;L (1 + 1 _l)) (E(K) +E(K —1)+ (Bg-1)~ 1/2)
where Z(t) := 2;10[1 — (1 = )ady) 1R (By) 2.

Proof. Taking an expectation on both sides of the inequality in Lemma 3.14 yields
VO<E<K: E|Q"-Q""x

<[ - (1—7)ady) - E|Q" — Qlw + E[HD M ta  Elal

————
- = Applying Lemma 3.16
Applying ni >0 D7f [loo

<[1—(@1—7ad] E|Q"—Q"||_ +am™" +aCi(Bp)~ ",

4|8 Al m /2 . .
where C7 = ((177)2 (1 + 12;2,7)) . Iterating from K — 1 to 0 we obtain

E|Q" — Q%lls < [1 = (1= 7)ade]™ - Q" - Q°llc

K-1
+a ) [1—=(1=7)ady) ' Fn~t + C1(Br) ]
k=0
<h-(-mae)s —— 4 — T L aCE(K). (14)

L=y n(l=)5
Similarly, there holds
- 1 ¥
E|Q" - Q" oo <[1 = (1= y)ade)* - + — +aCiE(K - 1).
L=~ n(l=7)a
On the other hand, taking an expectation on both sides of the inequality in Lemma 3.15 yields

(Bl - Q¥ +EQ - Q@ ta Elexal. )
’Y)O'b —_———

EQ" - Q™) < o

<;
a(l=7)

Applying Lemma 3.16
(B Q" - @l +E[[Q — @+ aCu(Bi1) ).

Inserting the above bounds for E||Q* — Q¥ || and E||Q* — Q¥ 1|« completes the proof. O
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Remark 3.5. Theorem 3.17 implies that E||Q* — Q"¢ || < € provided

A N A S\ Y S
-8 agp(l —7)%e & 1—(1—y)as? ’ n_a(1—7)2&§67

! 41|14 - ) s
Bk_5l%(1_7)2 ((1_’7)2 <1+1_:‘€b>> (1_[1_(1_7)0“}[)]1/2)2 X[l (1 ’Y) b} e .

Thus the total sample complexity is

& 81 4]S||A| me 1 [1-(1=v)ad]?
5= ,;;;Bk = o (1 —7)? ((1 —)? (1 TI- F»b)) (1—[1 = (1 —y)ad,)2)” U Aas,

=0 ((1—7)""IS|Ala™36;, %2 - mp(1 — kp) 1)

which does not contain an logarithmic term. In contrast, existing sample complexities for PMD type methods
under both the generative model [Lan, 2021, Xiao, 2022, Johnson et al., 2023, Protopapas and Barakat, 2024,
Liu et al., 2025b] and the Markov sampling |Li and Lan, 2025, Li et al., 2024] are all O(e=21og(1/e)).

Remark 3.6. Note that the adaptive step sizes ny in Theorem 3.17 is computable. In particular, for some
specific mapping function h, the upper bound of | DX* || o can be easily derived. For instance, for h(p) = 3||p||3
there holds ||D* || < 1 and for h(p) = — >, p(a)logp(a) there holds || D¢ ||o < log[(min, q mx(als))™'].

3.2.1 Batch Q-learning

As mentioned previously, Expected TD-PMD approaches batch Q-learning (see Algorithm 2) with n; — +oc.
In particular, by picking h(p) = %||p||§, Proposition 3.19 below tells us that under an adaptive but finite

policy update step size, Expected TD-PMD is exactly equivalent to batch Q-learning.

Algorithm 2 Batch Q-learning

Input: Iterations K. Initial action value Q° = 0, critic step size ay, initial state s, batch size By, average weight
ct.

Set 53 = so.

for k=0,1,...,K —1do

(Sampling) Obtain 75 by obeying behavior policy 7, starting from sk

= {(st,at, i, st41) Yoo | where i =r(sy,ap), ai ~m(lst), sipa~ P(lst,ar),
and set skt = S%k.

(Critic update) Construct

(55(8,&) = 1(“‘?»“?):(5,&) ’ |:T7]5’C + ’Ygleaj( [Qk(sf+17 a)] - Qk(sf7 af)] )
Bj—1

Sk (s,a) := Z c* ~6f(s,a).
t=0
Update the critic by

Qk+1(s7a) = Qk(sva) + ok gk(S,CL).

end for
Output Q¥.
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Lemma 3.18 (Liu et al. [2025a, Lemma 7]). Let B and C be two disjoint non-empty sets such that A =BUC.
Given an arbitrary vector p = (pa),c4 € R, let y = Projaay (p). Then

Va' €C, yo =0 & E (pa—max par> >1.
a’eC
a€B +

Proposition 3.19. Consider Expected TD-PMD (Algorithm 1) with h(p) = ||pl|3. At each iteration k, let

AF := argmax,c 4 QF(s,a) for each s € S, and also define the following value gap

A, .- )maXeea Q*(s,a) — maxX, g gk QF(s,a’) if AF # A,
BT oo if Ak = A,
If the policy update step size of Expected TD-PMD satisfies

VkE>0: 22-m€a§< (Aps)7 1, (15)

then one has w41 = medy- That is, Fxpected TD-PMD 1is equivalent to batch Q-learning under the step size
condition in (15).

Proof. Letting h(p) = 3||p||3, the policy update of Expected TD-PMD becomes
VseS: mppa(-ls) =Projacay [me(-ls) +m - Q% (s,)].

For the state such that A* = A, we have m11(:|s) = 7% __ (-|s) for any n, > 0. Consider the state that
Ak £ A Let B=A*, C = A\ A*. We have

Va' €C: Z [7k(als) + Q¥ (s,a) — m(d|s) — 77k62k($,ct’)]+

a€B

> [(melals) = mi(a']s)) + me (@ (s, @) — Q¥(s,a"))]
a€B

>3 [l Aps] =) [F142] > 1
a€B acB

Therefore, by Lemma 3.18,
Va' €C:  mpp1(als) = Proja a [71(]s) + i - Q%(s,-)] (a) =0,
which implies that 41 (-[s) = 7% __, (-|s) and Expected TD-PMD reduces to batch Q-learning. O

By Proposition 3.19, batch Q-learning can be viewed as a special instance of Expected TD-PMD with
h(p) = 3||pl|3 provided the policy update step size n, is large. Thus the analysis in Section 4.2 also applies

for batch Q-learning.

Corollary 3.20. Suppose Assumption 3.1 and Assumption 3.2 hold. Consider batch Q-learning with
ar = a € (0,1] and let ¢} =1/, (i.e., the form in equation (11) with ¥ = 1). There holds

«_ oK L s o [(ASIA my V)7 -
B[l - Q€I < 12 - G-l +a ({25 (14 1)) =),

where = is defined in Theorem 3.17.
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Proof. Notice that ||DT* |, <1 when h(p) = 1||p||3. Thus, if we set 1, = max{2 - max,es(Ars) ", 7} =1
for Expected TD-PMD, if follows from equation (14) that

_ 1 y 415]|A| my \\ 7’

E[Q* — QF|ls] <1 — (1 —v)ad,|X - + ~—l—oz( 14+ —— =(K).
1 = @l <[ = (1= Mad) - = e e (G (1 ) ) B
Moreover, Proposition 3.19 implies that Expected TD-PMD is equivalent to batch Q-learning, thus the upper
bound above is valid for batch Q-learning for any n > 0. Letting  — oo concludes the proof. O

Remark 3.7. It is worth noting that, since for (batch) Q-learning the policy is greedy, we do not need to
obtain the error bound of the policy value through Theorem 3.17. In fact we can transform the error bound
from ||Q* — Q¥ ||oo to ||Q" — Q™% || s through the error amplification lemma, see for evrample Agarwal et al.
[2019, Lemma 1.11].

Remark 3.8. Corollary 3.20 implies that E[||Q* — Q¥ ||o] < & provided

2 1] o
e(1—7) 1—(1—=9)ady]

(1 + 1m2b> [1— (1 —~)ady) K1

K =log . [log

]
(11— (1 —7y)ady)2)?*

1602|S|| Al
B =
P21 —q)2

Thus the total sample complexity is
K—1
16a2|S||.A m 1 1
5= % mes S (1725 e )’
k=0 € i b 1)@ (1 [1 - (1 - 7y)ady]2)
=0((1- )OS Al e, 2e 2 my (1 — I{b)_l) .

Considering the dependency on (1 — ) and €, the sample complexity of batch Q-learning is O((1 — ) Pe~2).

In Li et al. [2021], a tight sample complexity of O((1 —v)~*e2|S||A|log®((1 — ~) ‘e~ 1)) is established for
Q-learning (i.e., batch Q-learning with By, = 1) with a small critic step size a = O(e~2). In contrast, we
have established the sample complexity of Q-learning with absolute constant critic step size by utilizing batch.
Though their result has a better dependency on (1 — =), our sample complexity improves it by a logarithm
factor. Moreover, it is interesting to see whether the sample complexity of batch Q-learning can be further
improved to match that in Li et al. [2021] or not. As discussed in Remark 3.4, maybe this can be achieved by
considering the stationary property of the entire Markov chain.

4 Approximate TD-PMD with Mixed-Policy Markov Data

Notice that in Expected TD-PMD, it requires to compute the expectation EGNWHI(,lSI:)[Qk (s¥,a)] when
reconstructing the TD error. Thus, it is natural to ask what about we replacing the expectation with a
sample mean? In this section we will investigate this problem.

In this setting, the trajectory 7, admits the following form

_(k k ,k ok _1k\Br—1
Tk—(staatvrtrst ;) At )t:O )

where
a’f ~ ﬂ-b('|3f)7 Tf = T(Sf,af), Syltk ~ P('|Sfaaf)’ a:tk ~ 7Tk+1('|82k)’ Sf—i—l ~ P("S;k7a;k)'

That is, af is the action sampled from a behavior policy 7, while a,* is the action sampled from the target
policy mx4+1. Moreover, the TD error is constructed by

6k (s,a) = ok ak)=(s,a) - [rf + [Qk(sgk,agk)] — Qk(sf,af)] .
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Based on the new TD error, we obtain the Approximate TD-PMD algorithm, see Algorithm 3 for a detailed
description with the illustration presented in Figure 2. It is evident that Approximate TD-PMD is an online
mixed-policy learning algorithm (off-policy for sampling an action to update the value while on-policy for
estimating the expectation). As will be shown next, similar sample complexities can be established for
Approximate TD-PMD.

Algorithm 3 Approximate TD-PMD with Mixed-Policy Markov Data

Input: Iterations K. Initial action value Q° = 0, initial policy 7o, critic step size ay, policy update step size s,
initial state so, batch size By, average weight cF.
Set 38 = 5p.
for k=0,1,...,K do
(Policy update) Update the target policy by

VseS: mu(ls) = argmax {m (p, Q"(s,)) = DI, (s)}-
PEA(A)

(Sampling) Starting from s5. obtain 7, by

_ k k _k ki k/\\Brp—1
Tk_{(stvat7rtvst s Qg ) t=0

where af ~ mo(-[s7), 7/ =r(si,ar), si* ~P(lsiar), @i ~mea(lsi®), sty ~ P(lsi" ar"),

k+1 k

and set sy " = sp, .
(Critic update) Construct the approximate TD error,

65(57 CL) = ]l(sf,af)z(s,a) ) [Tf + v [Qk(séky a{fk)] - Qk(sf7 af) 5
Bj—1

Sk (s,a) := Z ek (Sf(s,a).
t=0

Update the critic by
Qk+1(sv a) = Qk(sva) + ok - gk(sv a’)'

end for
Sample K from {0,1,..., K} with uniform probability.
Output mx and mp.

For Approximate TD-PMD, the expectation of the critic update conditioned on sf, Q*, and 71 is given
by

Bp—1

E [Qk+1(s,a)] =F |Q"(s,a) + ay - Z cf - P(sg = s)my(als) - []:WHIQIC - Qk] : (16)
t=0

In contrast to the expression in Expected TD-PMD, the term P(sf = s) does not converge to the stationary
distribution 0™ (s) due to alternative sampling. To obtain the stationary distribution of chain {sf};>0 (note
that the complete state chain is {s}, s;*};>0), for any 7, 7" € II, define the following composition transition
matrix:

prem e RISIXISE, - prom’(4 5y = 3 w(als)P(s'|s,a)w (d'|s")P(5|s',a’) = [PTPT|(s, 3).
a€A,s’€S,a’€A

One can verify that Ps""™*' is the transition matrix of the state chain {sf};>o when 74 is given. Thus,
we make the following assumption for the ergodicity of {sf };>o.

Assumption 4.1. For any 7 € II, the state transition matrix PZ*°™ is ergodic over S.
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Br—1
k+1 _ Nk k k k(.tk Ik k(.k Kk
Q (35 a) = Q (s,a) + ok - E Cy * ﬂ(sf,af):(s,a) ' [Tt + 7Q (st y Qg ) - Q (st7at )]
t=0 ~ ~~ d
6F(s,a)
T ———————- > T4 -——————————————————--—-——————————/—- ———————————————————————————————————————————————— > Mg42 mmmeem >
A i A
v 1
Qk ____: __________________________________________________________ C [T > Qk+1 e ———— 3 >
A A
[ [ 1
Tp i Tk+1 & Ty e TR+l K41
So —> Qg —>Sg —*> Ay —> e —> Sgq —> QA g —>Sg g —> Qg1 —>Sg, = Sg — °°
K k
A 7 . N g1 ~

Figure 2: An illustration of Approximate TD-PMD with mixed-policy Markov data (Algorithm 3).

As the target policy 7y varies over from iteration to iteration, here we assume P*°™ is ergodic for any policy
7 € II. This is an assumption that is common in the analysis of AC algorithms. In fact, in existing works
such as Khodadadian et al. [2022], Li et al. [2024], Wang et al. [2024], they assume the ergodicity of PZ for
any 7w € II. Under Assumption 4.1, a result similar to Proposition 3.3 can be obtained.

Proposition 4.2. Suppose that Assumption 4.1 holds. For any policy w € 11, there exists a unique stationary
distribution for transition kernel PIv°T,

pTvoT c A(S) : (Vwa‘n')TP;rbOﬂ — (V‘n’bOﬂ')T'
Additionally, there exists a constant ¥ > 0 such that
Vrell,seS: v™T(s)>v>0.

Furthermore, for any 7, let {s;}1>0 be the Markov chain with transition kernel of P7*°". Then the chain
{st}t>0 is (uniform) geometrically mizing, i.e., there exists m > 0 and x € (0,1) (independent of ) such that

VseS, n>0,t>0: dry(@™° (), P(snst = *|sn = 8)) < mk'.

Proposition 4.2 can be proved similarly as Khodadadian et al. [2022, Lemma 7] and the details are
omitted. At the k-th iteration of Approximate TD-PMD, the trajectory {sf};>0 is the Markov chain with

transition kernel of PS*°"™** when 7 is fixed. Thus by Proposition 4.2,

VO<E<K, s€8 n>0,t>0: dpy@™°™ (), P(sfH_t = \sfl =3s) ’ Thy1) < mk'. (17)

Let 0™°™ (s, a) := v™°7(s)-mp(als). One can directly verify that c™°™+1 is the stationary distribution of chain
{(s¥,a¥)}1>0. By Proposition 4.2, we have P(s} = s) — v™°™+1(s) and P(sf = s, af = a) — o™°™+1(s,q)
as B}, increases.

As in Expected TD-PMD (see Lemma 3.6), the Q-values in Approximate TD-PMD are also bounded.

Lemma 4.3. Consider Approzimate TD-PMD (Algorithm 8) with critic step size satisfying o € (0,1]. We
have
1

VO<Ek<K, (s,a) eSxA: OSQk(s,a)SE.
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In the sequel, we will extend the analysis for Expected TD-PMD to establish the sample complexity of
Approximate TD-PMD under constant and adaptive policy update step sizes. The major difference is to
handle the time-varying stationary distribution ¢™°™*+1which requires following lemma.

Lemma 4.4 (Mitrophanov [2005, Corollary 3.1]). Let {X;};>0 and {X;}+>0 be two Markov chains over
|X| < 0o with transition kernels P and P. Denote by v, U the stationary distribution of {X:}i>0, {Xi}>o0
respectively, and assume {X;}i>0 is geometrically mizing, i.e.,

Im >0, 3k € (0,1), Vo e X, ¥n>0, Vt>0: dry (v(), P(Xnyt = | X, = ) < mk'.

Then there holds

drv (), 7)) < (( log,, m—] + 1;) 1P P

4.1 Approximate TD-PMD with constant step size

Notice that the proof of Lemma 3.7 does not rely on the sampling scheme and the critic update formula.
Thus the upper bound in Lemma 3.7 still applies for Approximate TD-PMD, which is presented below for
readers’ convenience.

Lemma 4.5. Consider Approximate TD-PMD (Algorithm 3). Suppose that Assumptions 3.4 holds. Let
ng =n >0 and ap, = a € (0,1]. Fizing any optimal policy 7 € 11 and p € A(S), one has

D7 Nl 1
nl—v)  (1-=9)?
Exact PMD bound

1 AP
K+1 2(1—7)2x

BV (1) = V7% ()] £

+ ‘E

K

3 Qs anzc]
k=0

Stochastic Variance term

> Eaay [(77(1s) = il ]s), @7 (s,7) = Q%(s,)] | -
k=0

1 1
.~ .E
+K+1 1—7

Stochastic Bias term

Next, the key is still to bound the stochastic bias, which requires us to rewrite the update of the
critic. By Proposition 4.2, under Assumption 4.1, we have P(sF = s) — v™°™+1(s). Thus it follows from
equation (16)that

E [Q"*(s,a)] ~ E [Q"(s, a) + ay, - ™™+ (s,a) - [F™+1Q* — Q] (s,a)] .

TpOT

This inspires us to define the o -weighted Bellman operator with « € (0, 1],

vrell, Qe RS Fr - Q(s,a) = Q(s,0) + a- 0™ (s,0) - [FTQ(s,a) - Q(s, a)],

Ty

or equivalently,
Froma@=Q+aX™™ [FQ — Q],
where X™°7 := diag(c™°") € RISIAXISIAI When o = 1 we simply denote Fryoma DY Froms

Frpor@ = Q+X™TFTQ — Q).
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By Proposition 4.2, we know that under Assumption 4.1 and Assumption 3.1 there holds

F:=min min o™ (s,a) >0,
m€ll (s,a)eSxA

implying that ¥™°" = & - I. Such a positive lower bound offers further implies the contraction property of

fﬂ'

THOT, "

Proposition 4.6. Suppose Assumption 3.1 and Assumption 4.1 hold. Then for any m € 11,
(a') ’TT},OTK' aQW Qﬂ-;
(b) VQ’ Q/ ER'SHAI : H TI'bOTrOé Trbow aQ/H 1_a(1_ )&)HQ_QIHOO

The proof is same with the one for Proposition 3.8. Similarly, letting A™°" = I — aX™°"(I —~vP7, ),
one has

7r;,o7r aQ 7r;,o7r an = Aﬂbow(@ - Ql)a
and thus
Voell: [JA™7| < (1 —al—-79)d).

Based on the operator FT we can reformulate the critic update of Approximate TD-PMD as

THOT, )
Qk+1 ::&leﬂ’an +a-@, or Qchrl Qk + o - DO [fﬂk+1Qk Qk:] + - wp, (18)
where @y, € RIS is the stochastic term defined as follows:

wf(s’a) = 55(570') [ ::§;k+le Q } (87(1),

Bj—1
= Z Cf ~wf(s,a) = Sk(saa) [ TTrr:c;:kJrle Q ] (870')' (19)

In Approximate TD-PMD, we adopt the same weights cf as in Expected TD-PMD, see equation (11).
The following lemma is a counterpart of Lemma 3.9, and the proof details are omitted.

Lemma 4.7. Consider Approzimate TD-PMD (Algorithm 8). Let ny =1 > 0 and ag, = « € (0,1]. Flizing
any optimal policy w* € II*, for any 0 < k < K and s € S, there holds

B [(" (1s) = meCls), @7 (s7) = Q¥(s, )] | < | B +Z]E [[e] +[p®] + B0 + Z & [£0]).

where B(()k), C;k), D;k), Ej(k), and Fj(k) admit the same expressions as in Lemma 3.9, and A; = A™°™ =
I —aX™°™i ([ —yP3} ).
The upper bounds for the terms with B(()k)7 Cj(k), and D§»k) can be similarly established as in the analysis

for Expected TD-PMD by leveraging || A4;|lcc < (1 —a(1 —)é) and Lemma 3.5. Thus we only present them
in the following lemma without proofs.

Lemma 4.8 (Bounds for terms with B(()k)7 C;k), and D§k)). Suppose that Assumptions 3.1, 4.1, and 3.4 hold.
One has

k ) )
Bl 2 n-(-y o] < % ] < AP
‘BO _177[ ( ZICJ arg(l —~ ,andZD = arg(l—7)3
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The bound for the term with E](-k) is presented in the following lemma, whose proof is provided in
Section 5.8. Differing from the analysis for Expected TD-PMD, it requires us to bound the drift between
30T and Y™ °7Ti-1 by leveraging Lemma 4.4.

Lemma 4.9 (Bound for terms with EJ(-k)). Suppose that Assumptions 3.1, 4.1, and 3.4 hold. One has

k
21412 - [2L + 1
’Eﬁ(’k)‘g%"’
; are2(1—7)

where L := | Al ([log, m™*] + (1 — k)71).

The bound for the Markov noise part is presented in the following lemma. The proof is overall similar to
the one for Lemma 3.12 and can be found in Section 5.9.

Lemma 4.10 (Bound for term with F](k)) Suppose that Assumptions 3.1 and 4.1 hold. Recall the average
weight c¥ in equation (11). Assume B, = B, k=0,..., K. One has

k
2
; ‘]E [Ff(k)” S G-y LB m k),

where ¥ is defined in Lemma 3.12.

Finally, one can obtain the upper bound for the stochastic bias term and then establish the convergence for
Approximate TD-PMD with the constant step size. Moreover, the O(e~2) sample complexity of Approximate
TD-PMD follows immediately from this convergence result.

Theorem 4.11. Consider Approzimate TD-PMD (Algorithm 3). Suppose that Assumptions 3.1, 4.1, and 3.4
hold. Let

ard2(1 — )4 D" || s
T = \/ U( P)/) || 7T0|| ak:ae((),l], Bk:B>O,

(6 +4L)|AP(K +1)

and c¥ takes the form in equation (11). Fizing any optimal policy 7 € II* and p € A(S), there holds
t g any Y M

E [V (1) — V75 (1)

< .
SK+1 as(l—7) VK1 aXg?(1 — )¢

1 3 2 ((6+4L)|AP|DF,
a(1l—7)

/2 9
> +72\II(B,?9,77’L,H),
where ¥ is defined in Lemma 3.12 and L is given in Lemma 4.9.

Proof. The proof is the same with that for Theorem 3.13 by gathering Lemma 4.5 and Lemmas 4.7-4.10
together. O

4.2 Approximate TD-PMD with adaptive step sizes

The analysis for the adaptive step sizes in Section 3.2 can be similarly extended to Approximate TD-PMD.
Recall that the key ingredient of the adaptive step sizes analysis in Section 3.2 is the utilization of the
contraction property of 77, , to establish the convergence rate of the critic ||Q* — QF||oo- Since the contraction
property also holds for F7, .., (Proposition 4.6), the analysis in Section 3.2 can be easily generalized to
Approximate TD-PMD.

Lemma 4.12. Suppose Assumption 3.1 and Assumption 4.1 hold. Consider Approzimate TD-PMD (Algo-
rithm 8) with constant critic step size ay = « € (0,1]. There holds

VO<SE<K: [Q—Q" <[I—(1-7)adl [|Q"—Q"_ + %IIDZ?,’:IIOO + ||k lloo
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where
||D7”“ || = maxDi:(s),
and 7y, is any policy that satisfies (71 (+|s), Q¥(s,-)) = max, Q¥ (s, a), Vs.

Proof. Using the same argument as in the proof of Lemma 3.14, we have
FreiQ¥(s,a) > FQ*(s,a) — *IID oo

By the critic update formula (equation (18)),
[Q* - Qk+1](87 Cl)
= [1 - ag™ ™+ (5,a)][Q"(5,a) — Q" (s,a)] + o™ ™1 (s,a)[Q" (s, a) — F™+1Q (s, a)] — awi(s, a),
we can similarly show that
Q*(s,a) — Q" (s,a)]
[1 — o™ Tkt (g a)) ’Q*(s,a) - Qk(s,a)’ + ao™ T (5, a) |]-'Q*(s7a) — }'Qk(s7 a)|

+ ao_ﬁbOWk+1 (S7 a)l”D;{: ||(>O + « |@k(57 a')|
Nk

IN

<[1 = (1 =y)ac™ ™1 (s,a)] [|QF = Q¥| . + avmy D7k lloo + | (s, @)
<[1 =1 =mad] |Q* = Q¥ + ayn D7 oo + all@kllo,
which completes the proof. O

Lemma 4.13. Consider Approvimate TD-PMD (Algorithm 3). Suppose Assumption 4.1 hold. Let c¥ take
the form in equation (11) with 9 = 1. Then there holds

1/2
VO<k<K: Ef|adl,]< <4|5|A| (1+ m )) - (By) "2

(1=9)? l—k

Proof. Recall that G, = {sf, m41, Q} and let of := (s}, af,s}¥, a}¥, s¥, ;). By Lemma 4.3, there holds
|wk(s,a)] <2(1—~)"t and |w(s,a)] < 2(1—~)~t Forany 0 <i < j < B, — 1, following the same argument
as in the proof of Lemma 3.16 we have

E [wf(s,a)w (s,a) | Gk] < 17}]5

|E [w} (s, a) | G, of]| |gk]

By the same computation as in equation (25), one has
E [5;?(57@) ’gkn Oﬂ =P [(sf,af) (s,a ‘gk, ] [.7"”’““@ (s,a) — Qk(s,a)]
=P [ s, =5 } Thtl, S i+1] - mp(als) - []—'”‘“Qk(s,a) - Qk(s,a)] .
Therefore,
|E [} (5,a) |Gk 07]|
= [E [87(5,0) | Gk o] — [Fryomes @ — Q] (5,0)]
=|P [Sj = 5| Tht1, st - m(als) - [F™1QF (s, a) — Q¥ (s,a)] — a™°™+1(s,a) [F™+1 Q% — Q¥] (s,a)]
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<[P [s] = | mrp1, sia] = v™ T ()] - Imu(als)] - | [F71 Q5 (s, 0) — Q" (s, a)]|
<(1—~)~! by Lemma 4.3
1
< ooy (B[ = sl v () | mga)
Applying equation (17)
71 mrI L
S
Then the remaining proof is the same with that for Lemma 3.16. O

Lemma 4.14. Suppose Assumption 3.1 and Assumption 4.1 hold. Consider Approzimate TD-PMD (Algo-
rithm 3) with constant critic step size ap = o € (0,1]. There holds

1
VOSE<K: [@ -Q™, <
(0%

s (10 =@+ [ - @A, + alfanl).

Proof. By substituting equation (18) for equation (10), Fridr,.,.a for Frrh', and Proposition 4.6 for
Proposition 3.8, the proof remains same with that for Lemma 3.15. O

Theorem 4.15. Suppose Assumption 3.1 and Assumption 4.1 hold. Consider Approximate TD-PMD
(Algorithm 3) with constant critic step size o = « € (0,1] and the adaptive policy update step size

e =1 | DiF|lew  with 1> 0.

There holds

QM) € - (1 ad < 2
1 4|S||A] m /2 e - )
+ (1 —7) ((1 )2 <1+ - K>) : (BK_1 +2(K)+E(K — 1)) 7
where é(t) = 7]1;10[1 _ (1 _ ,y)a&]t_l_kBlzl/zl

Proof. By substituting Lemma 4.13 for Lemma 3.16, Lemma 4.12 for Lemma 3.14, and Lemma 4.14 for
Lemma 3.15, the proof remains same with that for Theorem 3.17. O

Base on the same parameter settings as in Remark 3.5, one can similarly establish the O(¢~2) sample
complexity of Approximate TD-PMD with adaptive step sizes.

5 Proofs of critical lemmas

5.1 Proof of Lemma 3.7

For any state s € S, applying the three-point-descent lemma (Lemma 2.3) with p = 7 (-|s) and p = 7*(-|s)
gives that

1 {(mir1(ls) = mi(|s), Q(s,)) > DI+ (s) + DXF_ (s), (20)
n{mes1(cs) = 7*(|s), Q"(s,")) > DI+ (s) + DI, (s) — D, (s). (21)
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Subtracting (7 (+|s), Q¥(s,-)) on both of sides of equation (21) and after rearrangement we have

(T (fs) = mi(]s), Q% (s,-)) — DFE+i(s) = (n* (-[s) — mi(-]s), Q™ (s,-)) + Df, ., (s) — D7 (s)

=1Ii(s)

+n <71'*(|S) - Wk("s)a Qk($7 ) - Qﬂ-k (Sa )> .

=G (s)

For arbitrary p € A(S), taking expectation with respect to s ~ d;, on both sides gives

Bty [14(5)] 2 0By (77 (13) = 74(15), Q7 (5, )] + By [DFy (8) = DT1 ()] + B [Gi(5)]

= (1 =NV () = V™ () + [ DFr,, (d5) = D (d5)] + By [Gi (),

Tk+1
where we have applied the performance difference lemma (Lemma 2.1) and set D;THI (d;) = Esnay, [D§k+1 (s)],
and DT, (d,) = Egas [DF, (s)]. Summing it from k =0 to k = K yields

K

* Tk 1
];)(V (W) = V™) < L7

IN

ngo (d,) — D7, (d)) +ZEs~d* Iy (s ZESNd* [Gi(s

k=0
1
m [ ||oo + ZESNd* [I1(s ZESNd* [Gk(s 1 . (22)

Next we need to bound ZkK:o Es~az [Ik(s)]. Noticing that Ii(s) > 0 by equation (20) and the fact that
dyst (s) > (1 —)d;,(s), we have
n

IN

1
Bona k()] < 7Byt n(s)]-

Then Ij(s) can be upper bounded as follows,

Li(s) = 1 {musa (1) — ma(ls), @™ (5.)
o (men(13) = m(1s), Q5 (5,) — Q™ (s,)) — DI+ (s)
& (1) — m(1s), @ (5.)
+ ( |A>\|2 Nmrrr C]s) 7rk(.|3)||1> . ( ||Qk — Q™ (s, .)||Oo> — DI+ (s)

(b)
< 0 (T (Cls) = mi(]s), @™ (s,-))

A
+ g0 19 = mCIol - DE () + A 104 - Qs
<0 by equation (6)
< (men (1) = meC1s), @ (s, ) + AL gk — g2,

where we apply Holder’s inequality in (a) and Young’s inequality in (b). Together with the performance
difference lemma (Lemma 2.1), we have

oy (9] € B yeios [minn (19) = me(cls), @ (s, )] + 1A QF - @™ |2

e ’ 2(1 =)\
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n?|Al?

= VI ) - V)] + s

10 — @™ 1%

It follows that

K A|2
> B ) <0 (V70 0) = V)] + 3 5
— k=0

-IIQ’c - Q™%

K 2
< +y QF — Q™.
1*7 =21 v

Plugging it back to equation (22), taking the total expectation, and using the fact E[V*(u) — V™& (u)] =
(K + 1)1 8 JE[V*(u) — V™ ()] complete the proof.
5.2 Proof of Lemma 3.9
Define
B = <[(Aj)k_j]T Jo(m™ = m5), Q7 — Qj>'
Recalling the definition of Fs and Js in equation (12), it is evident that

(7 (1s) = ma(ls), Q7 (s,7) = QF(s,)) = (Bu(n™ —m), Eo(Q — Q) = B

Therefore,

k
(7 (ls) = mk(ls), Q7 (5,) = @“(s,))y = BYY + 3 [BIY = B[ (23)

j=1

To compute Bj(k) B](k)l, first one has

B = ([(4)" )" Julr* ~ ], @7 - @)
([A ] il =), @ = Q! —ax™ [FRQ ™ = Q'] — o)
® <[(Aj)k—j]T J[r* =), [ — aX™][Q™ — Qj—1]>
+ <[(Aj)’“‘j}T Jom* = 7)), aX™[FriQm — ]I'WJQj—l}>
<[(Aj)k*j}T Jo[r* — 7], o@j_1>
(AT Tuln* = ), [T = oS (@ — @971
(A7) il = ), (@=™)(PEL)IQ™ — Q7))
< Js[m* — 7], o@j_1>
- <[(Aj)k_j]-r Jo[r* = mj), [ — aX™ (I — vP3)][Q™ — Qj—1]> _ <[(Aj)k_j]T L awj,1>
D ([ e =) @ - @) = ([(408] T Ll — ), ey ),
where (a) is from the critic update formula (equation (10)), (b) uses the fact that F™ Q™ = Q™ (c) is from

the fact that F7Q = r +yP7_,Q for any 7 € Il and Q € RISIMI and (d) is from A; = [I —aX™ (I —yPs}4)].
By Further decomposing the first term yields

B = ([(4)*T gife = mi), @ = @) = ([(4)" )Tl = ), a2y )
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(R
=F

Plugging it back to (23), taking the expectation, and taking the absolute value completes the proof.

5.3 Proof of Lemma 3.10

For the term with Cj(-k),

S Jet®] = S (i e - . 10 - @)

Jj=1 Jj=1
k
<A =l 10 = @l
=t applying Lemma 2.2
k
<3 L A ol — ml, Ims = 7l
=t <2 applying Lemma 3.5 and Lemma 3.6

A=)
29| APy
aAay(1 — )

k k T
k k—j _— j—
> (0] = | ([ s = w17 - @)
Jj=1 Jj=1
k
k—j+1 _ o
<Y AT Walmjoa =il - Q™ — @77
=t <IAl Iy =5l <(-y)1

k 9 .
<> /\(M| L = (1= )ad)

A =7)?
|Al”n
agp(l —7)3

5.4 Proof of Lemma 3.11
First, one has

[BO] = (454 = (4] T e =y, (@7 — @)
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< (AT = (A )P =l -l = @
< 2 A~ (A
For the term ||(A;)*=7*+! — (Aj—1)"7F||_, notice that
||(Aj)k7j+1—(Ajfl)kfjHH = [|(4;)" =7+ - (Aj)'(Aj DM (A)) - (A) T = (A )T
< @A) {47 = (A=) P o+ 145 = A=) - (40"
<[1- ( Y)ady] - [|(4;)577 = (A1) |
A4 = Ajall, -1 - ( v)age)
=[1=(1=7)ad]-[|(4 ) = (450"
- [ (@y=™)(Psia — Psid) | o X[1— (1= 7)ad]*

<llayEm |l oo || Psh a=Psi A || ServlAl-lims—mj—1lloo
ay| Ay
AL =9)’

where we leverage the fact that |PT, , — PZ. |l < |A|- |7 — ||, which can be directly verified. By
induction we have

<1 = (1 =v)ade] - [[(A4) 7 = (A;-)" ||+ [ = (1= 7)ad] -

2 .
AR 740 = (Ao < f]'““"; (k=3+1)- 11— (1 =7)ad]" .
Plugging it back yields
k k
2ary|AJ? ke
S [E0) < 322N (- (1 - e
— 7 — A(1—7)?
j=1 j=1
20| APy 1
T A1 =) a?6P(1—7)?
29]A*n

T aAgi(l— )Y
where the inequality follows from the following inequality:

k k
O<g<l: Y (k—j+1)-¢"7=) j-¢'=
j=1

Jj=1

1— (k+1)g" + kgkt? o1
(1—q)? T (1-9)?*

5.5 Proof of Lemma 3.12

Define G = {Q*, mr 41,55}, A direct calculation yields

o ]| = (1 e 5. )] = [ [0 " 5. )|
<8 e (11 2t 5. 001}

=E H<[(Aj)k7j]T Jo(m* —mj), QE[@j71|gj71]>H
SE[IA 157 - 1 To(m* =)l - @l B[w;-11G; 1] oo]
< 2a(1 — a(l = 7)56)" 7E[|E@;-1/G;1]llo]-
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Thus, it suffices to consider |E[w (s, a)|Gk]| next. Recall that

wy (s,a) = 8¢ (s,

One has

a) = [Frt Q=

Q*)(s,a) and @y(s,a) = Z cF - wh(s,a).

EL6F (s, 0)|Gk] = B[ (s aty—e) |7 + TEaremyn (st ) [@(5Eir, @)] = Q°(sf,ab) | 1G4]

[1(s5',

Il
5 =B &

|:1(s’t°,a’f

o B [T 4 B (1ot [Q (s @)] = QF(sE, ab)[ G, sF, af | 1G4

br=ny  [F™QF = QF(sk, af)[Gi

[t atymto) - [FT0Q — Q4(s,0)[G

= P[s} = s|Gx]ms(als)[F™ Q" — Q"(s,a)
= P[s} = s|s5] - my(als) - [F™+ Q" — Q*](s,a).

It follows that

IN

— 0™ (s, Q) F @ — QY (s.0)

,a)|Gx] = v™ () (als)[F™+1 Q" — Q](s, a)|

)

— dry (P[sy = s|sg),

st = s|sg] - my(als) - [FT Q" = Q](s,a) — v™ (s)my(als)[F™+1 Q" — Q*](s, a)]
1= slsg] = v™(s)| - my(als) - [[F™1 Q" — QF](s, a))|

<1/(1—~)by Lemma 3.6

v™(-))

1

applying equation (5)

< ———mykp.
v

S 1

Under the weight setting in (11),

e When 9 = 0, then ¢} =
e When ¢ =1,
[Efwr (s, a)|Gr]| =

e When ¢ € (0,1) and 9 # £y,

0,t=1,---,B; —2and C%k_l =1, and one has
1
Efwk (s, a)|Ge]l = [Elwk_1(s,a)|Gk]| < limwf g
B-1 B-1
1 my |1 mp
E[wk (s, a)|Gx] — kil <
— 1 -7 |B & B(1 —~)(1 — kyp)
5 _ gB—t-1
|E[wk (s, a)|Gk]| = ‘ZB T Z E[wk (s, a)|G]

< 0 Btlt
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IN

—_

|

2

=

<o

|
53

e When ¢ = &y,

[Efwr(s, a)|G]l =

Finally, one has

5.6 Proof of Lemma 3.14
We start with applying the three-point-descent lemma (Lemma 2.3) with p = 7x(:|s’) for any s’ € S,

M (1 () = 7 (cls), Q%(s',-)) = DR (s') + Dt (s') — DRi(s') = =D7r(s'),
yielding that
1
) e k(o . > k(o — —||DT* )
(e (ls), Q7(s', ) = max Q%(s',a) 77k|| e lloo
Therefore,
]:ﬂkJrle(&a) = T(S,CL) + VES’NP(-LG,G) [<7Tk+1('|5/)7 Qk(sla )>]
> EJN e k(o / _ l Dﬁ'k o
> r50) 41 B |y Q)| - Z0% )

¥ -
= FQ"(s,a) — || DT || oo
@ (s,a) = 2 IDx|

According to the critic update formula (equation (10)), for any (s,a) € A(S x A),

[Q* - Qk—H] (87 a’)
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= [1 —ac™ (87(1)][@*(570') - Qk(&a)] +ac™ (57(1)[@*(5’ a) - fﬂkHQk(S?a’)} - aa}k(sv a)
< [1 - aa”b(s,a)][Q*(&a) - Qk(sva)] + aa’”%s,a)[}‘@*(s’a) - ]:Qk(saa) + 777;;1||D?,Z||oo] - awk(sva)a

where we use FQ* = Q* and apply the lower bound of F™*+1Q¥(s,a) above. On the other hand,
(@ — Q**')(s,a)

=[1 —ao™(s,a)][Q"(s,a) — Q(s,a)] + ac™ (s,a)[Q*(s,a) — F™+1Q"(s,a)] — awk(s,a)
> [1—ao™(s,a)][Q*(s,a) — QF(s,a)] + ac™ (s,a)[FQ*(s,a) — FQ"(s,a)] — awi(s,a),

where we use the fact that FQ*(s,a) > F™+1Q¥(s,a). Combining the upper and lower bounds for [Q* —
Q**1](s,a) together, one has

|Q*(s,a) = Q¥ (s, a)]
< [1—ao™(s,a)]|Q*(s,a) — Q% (s, a)| +ac™(s,a) |FQ*(s,a) — FQF (s, a)l

<Q*—Q*les <IFQ* —FQF[loo <HIIQ* —QF [l
+aym ! 0™ (s,a) [ DRtlleo + o |wr(s, @)
—— ——
<1 Sloklloo

T * ary T —
<[1—=(1=mao™(s,a)] - Q" = Q|| . + — D7k [0 + ell@k o
Nk
~ * ary T —
<[1—(1=mad]-|Q" - Q% + %IIDW’;IIOO + ol rlloo
which completes the proof.

5.7 Proof of Lemma 3.16

Recall that G = {s§, mp41, Q"} and let of := (s}, af, sF, ;). By Lemma 3.6, there holds |w} (s, a)| < 2(1—~)~!
and |wy(s,a)| < 2(1 —v)~!. For any 0 <i < j < By, — 1, one has

E [wf(s,a)wk(s,a) | Gi] = E [w}(s,a) - E [w¥(s,a) | Gk, of] | G]

SEW(s,a)l~|E[wf(sva)|gka il |gk]
2

By the same computation as in equation (24), we have

E [657(s,0) | Gk, 0i] =P [(s],a5) = (s,0) | Gk, o] - [F™+*Q"(s,) = Q"(s, )]
=P [(5?70‘?) = (Saa) | Sf—&-l] ' [‘FWk+1Qk(Sva) - Qk(sva’)]
=P [s} = s|si] - m(als) - [FT1Q"(s,a) — Q¥ (s, a)].

Therefore,

35



<dgpy (V™ (), IP’[s;€ =-|sF4]) - |mp(als)| - H]:”’““Qk(s, a) — Q" (s, a)ll

Applying equation (5) =1 <(1—v)~tby Lemma 3.6
S imb K:i7171
As a result,
Vi>i: E [Wk(s a)wh (s, a) ‘ gk] < imbnj_i_l
I U )
It follows that
E [@(s,0)°] =E [E [@k(s, a)* | Gi]]
1 Bp—1 [
= =E E | wF s,aQ‘gk + 2 wa s, a)wk(s,a) | Gk
A DIRARACTN > E [ (s, a)uk (3,0) | 64]
[<4(1-7)72 <
1 4By, 2 mp
<« |k _49p .=
- B} [(17)2 TR (17)21/<;J
1 4 [ mb
< —- 1 )
T B (1-7)1 " 1_"%]

Thus there holds

E[[on]loo] < Elllwnlls) < ENwrl3l = |E| > @wls,a)?.

(s,a)eSxA

5.8 Proof of Lemma 4.9

We first bound ||A; — Aj_1]|c. To this end, for any =, 7 € II, let {s;}+>0 and {5;}+>0 be the Markov chains
with the transition kernels of PT°" PT°7 respectively. By Assumption 4.1 and Proposition 4.2 we know
that both of these two chains are ergodic and geometrically mixing with parameters m > 0 and 0 < k < 1.
Notice that

THOM __ PWOT _ Ty, DT _ DT PT
[P = P = [|Psrps — PEPE|
T I
<P -Fil,

= max Z |PI(s,s') — PZ(s,s)|
s'eS

= max E
seS

s'eS

<ALl = oo -

Y (w(als) = 7(als)) P(s']s,a)

acA

The application of Lemma 4.4 yields

HZ”""” - E”bOﬁH < max ‘V”boﬂ(s) - UT”’O%(S)‘
o0 sES
< dpy (VO (-), VT ()

1 _
< (Nogom T+ 125 ) Iz = 227

1

< Al (Jlogam ™ + 12 ) I =l = L+ 7 = ..
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By setting m = m; and ™ = m;_; we get

[4j = Aj-illoc = @ ||[E™™ (I —yPsa) = ™0 (1 — Pl o
= a||[(Z™ = BN (I = P L) + BT (I = yPsa) — (I =P
< |2 = BTm| = P oy BT - ([ PSa - P
SLeflmj—mj-1lloo <14y <1 <|Al =5l .
<a((M+9)L+]Al) - 175 = mj-1ll o
Applying LMLemma 4.3

< YA+ )L + ] A 0.
- Al =)

Thus

JADEI T — (AT < = (1= m)ad] - (A — ()b [ = (1= )ad] - 14, — Ay,

. e “i&i)ﬁ i bbb )l (1 s,

It follows that

i!Eﬁ’”\:iK F (T e ), @ - )|
=1 j=1
k

2 W Z H k g+l Aj_l)k—j+1||oo

(0L A 24P 2L+
=TT a1 T e

I /\

5.9 Proof of Lemma 4.10
Recall that Gy, = {QF, 741, sk}. One has

E [68(5,0) | G] = E |1k aty ooy - [ 7 Q45" al) — QP (b ab)] ]g]

=E 1(551115):(5,11) E [Tt +7Qk(5t vat )_ Qk(‘s?’af) | gk’ Sf’a?] ‘ gk:|

]l(sf,af):(s,a) [‘Fﬂk+lQ (St ) Gy ) Qk(sfa af)] gk:|

E
P [_(Sfﬂlf) = (s,a) | Gi] - [F™+1Q%(s,0) — Q"(s,a)]
P

=P [s; = s|mes1, s§] - m(als) - [F1QF(s,a) — QF(s,a)] . (25)
It follows that
|E [wf(s,a) | Gi]| = [P [sf = s|mrq1, s§] — v™°™ ()| - molals) - |[F™1Q%(s,a) — Q% (s, a)|

1

<1, dTV(]P) [Sf = | S’S] , I/7Tb07rk+1 | 7Tk+1)
Applying equation (17)

L ¢

< ——mk.
L—n

The rest of the proof is the same with that for Lemma 3.12.
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6 Conclusion

In this paper, we investigate the sample complexity of policy mirror descent with temporal difference learning
under online Markov sampling. Two algorithms including Expected TD-PMD (off-policy) and Approximate
TD-PMD (mixed-policy) have been considered, and a comprehensive sample complexity analysis have been
conducted. Under the constant policy update step size, both algorithms can find the average-time e-optimal
solution with the 0(5’2) sample complexity, which is further improved to the last-iterate e-optimal solution
with O(e~2) sample complexity when utilizing adaptive step sizes.

For future work, it is interesting to extend our analysis to the RL problem with entropy regularization. In
addition, it is also possible to consider the more general setting with policy or critic function approximation.
Any progress towards these directions will be reported separately.
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