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Abstract

Many recent successful (deep) reinforcement
learning algorithms make use of regularization,
generally based on entropy or Kullback-Leibler di-
vergence. We propose a general theory of regular-
ized Markov Decision Processes that generalizes
these approaches in two directions: we consider
a larger class of regularizers, and we consider
the general modified policy iteration approach,
encompassing both policy iteration and value it-
eration. The core building blocks of this theory
are a notion of regularized Bellman operator and
the Legendre-Fenchel transform, a classical tool
of convex optimization. This approach allows for
error propagation analyses of general algorithmic
schemes of which (possibly variants of) classical
algorithms such as Trust Region Policy Optimiza-
tion, Soft Q-learning, Stochastic Actor Critic or
Dynamic Policy Programming are special cases.
This also draws connections to proximal convex
optimization, especially to Mirror Descent.

1. Introduction

Many reinforcement learning algorithms make use of some
kind of entropy regularization, with various motivations,
such as improved exploration and robustness. Trust Region
Policy Optimization (TRPO) (Schulman et al., 2015) is a pol-
icy iteration scheme where the greedy step is penalized with
a Kullback-Leibler (KL) penalty between two consecutive
policies. Dynamic Policy Programming (DPP) (Azar et al.,
2012) is a reparametrization of a value iteration scheme
regularized by a KL penalty between consecutive policies.
Soft Q-learning, eg. (Fox et al., 2016; Schulman et al., 2017;
Haarnoja et al., 2017), uses a Shannon entropy regulariza-
tion in a value iteration scheme, while Soft Actor Critic
(SAC) (Haarnoja et al., 2018a) uses it in a policy iteration
scheme. Value iteration has also been combined with a
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Tsallis entropy (Lee et al., 2018), with the motivation of
having a sparse regularized greedy policy. Other approaches
are based on a notion of temporal consistency equation,
somehow extending the notion of Bellman residual to the
regularized case (Nachum et al., 2017; Dai et al., 2018;
Nachum et al., 2018), or on policy gradient (Williams, 1992;
Mnih et al., 2016).

This non-exhaustive set of algorithms share the idea of us-
ing regularization, but they are derived from sometimes
different principles, consider each time a specific regular-
ization, and have ad-hoc analysis, if any. Here, we propose
a general theory of regularized Markov Decision Processes
(MDPs). To do so, a key observation is that (approximate)
dynamic programming, or (A)DP, can be derived solely
from the core definition of the Bellman evaluation opera-
tor. The framework we propose is built upon a regularized
Bellman operator, and on an associated Legendre-Fenchel
transform. We study the theoretical properties of these regu-
larized MDPs and of the related regularized ADP schemes.
This generalizes many existing theoretical results and pro-
vides new ones. Notably, it allows for an error propagation
analysis for many of the aforementioned algorithms. This
framework also draws connections to convex optimization,
especially to Mirror Descent (MD).

A unified view of entropy-regularized MDPs has already
been proposed by Neu et al. (2017). They focus on reg-
ularized DP through linear programming for the average
reward case. Our contribution is complementary to this
work (different MDP setting, we do not regularize the same
quantity, we do not consider the same DP approach). Our
use of the Legendre-Fenchel transform is inspired by Men-
sch & Blondel (2018), who consider smoothed finite hori-
zon DP in directed acyclic graphs. Our contribution is also
complementary to this work, that does not allow recover-
ing aforementioned algorithms nor analyzing them. After
a brief background, we introduce regularized MDPs and
various related algorithmic schemes based on approximate
modified policy iteration (Scherrer et al., 2015), as well as
their analysis. All proofs are provided in the appendix.

2. Background

In this section, we provide the necessary background for
building the proposed regularized MDPs. We write A x the
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set of probability distributions over a finite set X and Y X
the set of applications from X to the set Y. All vectors are
column vectors, except distributions, for left multiplication.
We write (-, -) the dot product and || - ||, the £,-norm.

2.1. Unregularized MDPs

An MDRP is a tuple {S, A, P,r,v} with S the finite' state
space, A the finite action space, P € Ag”‘ the Markovian
transition kernel (P(s’|s, a) denotes the probability of tran-
siting to s’ when action a is applied in state s), r € RS*A
the reward function and y € (0, 1) the discount factor.

A policy 7 € Aj associates to each state a distribution over
actions. The associated Bellman operator is defined as, for
any function v € RS,

Vs € 87 [Tﬂ'v](s) = IEtJLN‘n'(4|s) [T(57a) + 7Es’|s,a[v(5/)u .

This operator is a y-contraction in supremum norm and its
unique fixed-point is the value function v,,. With r(s) =
Eqmr(|s)[r(s,a)] and Pr(s'|s) = Equrs)[P(5]s,a)]),
the operator can be written as T,v = r, + vP;v. For
any function v € RS, we associate the function q € RS*A,

q(s,a) =7(s,a) + VEgs.a[v(s)].

Thus, the Bellman operator can also be written as
[Tv](s) = (m(:]|s),q(s, ")) = (s, qs). With a slight abuse
of notation, we will write T,v = (m, q) = ({75, ¢s))ses-

From this evaluation operator, one can define the Bellman
optimality operator as, for any v € RS,

T.v =max T v.
™

This operator is also a y-contraction in supremum norm,
and its fixed point is the optimal value function v,. From
the same operator, one can also define the notion of a policy
being greedy respectively to a function v € R¥:

7' e G(v) & Tw=Trv & 7' € argmax Tyv.
s

Given this, we could derive value iteration, policy iteration,
modified policy iteration, and so on. Basically, we can
do all these things from the core definition of the Bellman
evaluation operator. We’ll do so from a notion of regularized
Bellman evaluation operator.

2.2. Legendre-Fenchel transform

Let Q : A4 — R be a strongly convex function. The
Legendre-Fenchel transform (or convex conjugate) of €2 is
O* : RA — R, defined as

Vs € R, QO (¢s) = max (7, qs) — Q).
TsEAA

"We assume a finite space for simplicity of exposition, our
results extend to more general cases.

We’ll make use of the following properties (Hiriart-Urruty
& Lemaréchal, 2012; Mensch & Blondel, 2018).

Proposition 1. Let Q) be strongly convex, we have the fol-
lowing properties.

i Unique maximizing argument: VQ* is Lipschitz and
satisfies VQ*(qs) = argmax, ca (s, qs) — (7).

ii Boundedness: if there are constants Lq and Ugq such
that for all ms € A 4, we have Lq < Q(ms) < Ugq, then
maxgeA QS(a) —Uq < Q*(QS) < maXge A gs (a) — Lg.

iii Distributivity: for any c € R (and 1 the vector of ones),
we have Q*(qs + c1) = Q*(¢s) + ¢

iv Monotonicity: gs1 < gs2 = 0*(¢s,1) < Q2*(gs,2).

A classical example is the negative entropy (ms) =
Y uTs(a)Inmg(a). Its convex conjugate is the smoothed
maximum Q*(¢;) = In)_ expgs(a) and the unique
maximizing argument is the usual softmax VQ*(qs) =

exp gs(a) F I : .
——=—~  For a positive regularizer, one can consider
=, exp 4. (b) P & ’

Qms) = >, ms(a)Inmg(a) + In|A|, that is the KL di-
vergence between 7 and a uniform distribution. Its con-
vex conjugate is 2*(gs) =In )", ‘7{| exp gs(a), that is the
Mellowmax operator (Asadi & Littman, 2017). The max-
imizing argument is still the softmax. Another less usual
example is the negative Tsallis entropy (Lee et al., 2018),
Q(ms) = 3(||ms]|3 — 1). The analytic convex conjugate is
more involved, but it leads to the sparsemax as the maximiz-
ing argument (Martins & Astudillo, 2016).

3. Regularized MDPs

The core idea of our contribution is to regularize the Bellman
evaluation operator. Recall that [T v](s) = (ms,qs)- A
natural idea is to replace it by [T qv](s) = (7s,¢qs) —
Q(7s). To get the related optimality operator, one has to
perform state-wise maximization over w, € A4, which
gives the Legendre-Fenchel transform of [T); qv](s). This
defines a smoothed maximum (Nesterov, 2005). The related
maximizing argument defines the notion of greedy policy.

3.1. Regularized Bellman operators

We now define formally these regularized Bellman oper-
ators. With a slight abuse of notation, we write Q(7w) =
(7)) ses (and similarly for 2* and VQ*).

Definition 1 (Regularized Bellman operators). Let ) :
A4 — R be a strongly convex function. For any v € R®
define ¢ € RS*A as q(s,a) = r(s,a) + 1Eg|s,a[v(s")]-
The regularized Bellman evaluation operator is defined as

Tra:v€ RS — Trov="Tv—Q(n) € RS,
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that is, state-wise, [Tr qv|(s) = (7s,qs) — Q(ms). The
regularized Bellman optimality operator is defined as

T.o:veRS = T, qu = max Trqu=Q%(q) € RS,
’ ﬂGAf‘

that is, state-wise, [Ty qv](s) = Q*(¢s). For any function
v € RS, the associated unique greedy policy is defined as

' =Ga(v) = VQ*(¢q) & T qu =T\ qu,
that is, state-wise, T, = VQ*(gs).

To be really useful, these operators should satisfy the same
properties as the classical ones. It is indeed the case (we
recall that all proofs are provided in the appendix).

Proposition 2. The operator T q, is affine and we have the
following properties.

i Monotonicity: let v,vy € RS such that vy > vy. Then,

Troui 2 Trouo and T gui > T qus.

it Distributivity: for any c € R, we have that

Trao(w+cl) =T qv+~cl
and Ty o(v + c1) = T, qu + ~ycl.

iii Contraction: both operators are y-contractions in supre-
mum norm. For any vy,vs € RS,

||T7T,QU1 - TW,QU2||00 S 7“”1 - UQ”oo
and ||Ty qvi — Ty 0U2]loo < Y|lv1 — v2]|00-

3.2. Regularized value functions

The regularized operators being contractions, we can define
regularized value functions as their unique fixed-points. No-
tice that from the following definitions, we could also easily
derive regularized Bellman operators on g-functions.
Definition 2 (Regularized value function of policy ).
Noted v q, it is defined as the unique fixed point of the
operator T o Vr o = Tr qUr . We also define the asso-
ciated state-action value function q o as

Qﬂ,Q(sv a) = T(S’ a) + 7E5’|S,G[UW,Q(S/)]
With v 0(5) = Eqr(|s)[dr,0(s,a)] — Qm(.]s)).

Thus, the regularized value function is simply the unreg-
ularized value of 7 for the reward r, — Q(«), that is
U Q = (I - VPW)_l(TW - Q(ﬂ-))

Definition 3 (Regularized optimal value function). Noted
Vs, it IS the unique fixed point of the operator T, q: V. 0 =
T .U+, 0. We also define the associated state-action value
function g, (s, a) as

g0(s,a) =7(s,a) + VEys,a[vs,0(s)]
with v, o(s) = Q" (g..a(s,.)).

The function v,  is indeed the optimal value function,
thanks to the following result.

Theorem 1 (Optimal regularized policy). The policy
w0 = Ga(vi,q) is the unique optimal regularized policy,
in the sense that for all m € Ai, U, 0,0 = Ux.Q = Uz Q.

When regularizing the MDP, we change the problem at
hand. The following result relates value functions in
(un)regularized MDPs.

Proposition 3. Assume that Lo < Q < Ugq. Let 7 be any
policy. We have that v, — %1 < Vrq S U — 1{—‘;1 and
Vg — fi—‘fyl <0 S Uk — 1{—‘;1.

Regularization changes the optimal policy, the next result
shows how it performs in the original MDP.

Theorem 2. Assume that Lo < Q < Ugq. We have that

3.3. Related Works

Some of these results already appeared in the literature, in
different forms and with specific regularizers. For example,
the contraction of T o (Prop. 2) was shown in various
forms, e.g. (Fox et al., 2016; Asadi & Littman, 2017; Dai
et al., 2018), as well as the relation between (un)regularized
optimal value functions (Th. 2), e.g. (Lee et al., 2018; Dai
et al., 2018). The link to Legendre-Fenchel has also been
considered before, e.g. (Dai et al., 2018; Mensch & Blondel,
2018; Richemond & Maginnis, 2017).

The core contribution of Sec. 3 is the regularized Bellman
operator, inspired by Nesterov (2005) and Mensch & Blon-
del (2018). It allows building in a principled and general
way regularized MDPs, and generalizing existing results
easily. More importantly, it is the core building block of reg-
ularized (A)DP, studied in the next sections. The framework
and analysis we propose next rely heavily on this formalism.

4. Regularized Modified Policy Iteration

Having defined the notion of regularized MDPs, we still
need algorithms that solve them. As the regularized Bell-
man operators have the same properties as the classical ones,
we can apply classical dynamic programming. Here, we
consider directly the modified policy iteration approach (Put-
erman & Shin, 1978), that we regularize (reg-MPI for short):

{Fkﬂ = Ga(vy) 0

Vg+1 = (Tm+1,9)mvk

Given an initial vy, reg-MPI iteratively performs a regu-
larized greedy step to get 7,41 and a partial regularized
evaluation step to get vg41.
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With m = 1, we retrieve a regularized value iteration algo-
rithm, that can be simplified as vy 1 = T4 vy (as Ty 1S
greedy resp. to vg, we have Ty, | qur = T qui). With
m = 00, we obtain a regularized policy iteration algorithm,
that can be simplified as 7311 = G (vr, o) (indeed, with a
slight abuse of notation, (T, o) vVk—1 = Ur, Q)

Before studying the convergence and rate of convergence
of this general algorithmic scheme (with approximation),
we discuss its links to state of the art algorithms (and more
generally how it can be practically instantiated).

4.1. Related algorithms

Most existing schemes consider the negative entropy as the
regularizer. Usually, it is also more convenient to work with
g-functions. First, we consider the case m = 1. In the exact
case, the regularized value iteration scheme can be written

q}c+1(sv a) = T(S7 a) + VES/\s,a[Q*(Qk(S/7 ))]

In the entropic case, 2*(qx(s,-)) =In)__ expgr(s,a). In
an approximate setting, the g-function can be parameter-
ized by parameters 6 (for example, the weights of a neural
network), write 6 the target parameters (computed during
the previous iteration) and [ the empirical expectation over
sampled transitions (s;, a;, 7, S;), an iteration amounts to
minimize the expected loss

J(0) = B[ (6 — ao(s1,0:))°] @)
with §; = 7, +vQ*(qg(s5, ).

Getting a practical algorithm may require more work, for ex-
ample for estimating 2*(gg (s}, -)) in the case of continuous
actions (Haarnoja et al., 2017), but this is the core principle
of soft Q-learning (Fox et al., 2016; Schulman et al., 2017).
This idea has also been applied using the Tsallis entropy as
the regularizer (Lee et al., 2018).

Alternatively, assume that g has been estimated. One
could compute the regularized greedy policy analytically,
Tr+1(:)8) = VE* (g (s, ). Instead of computing this for
any state-action couple, one can generalize this from ob-
served transitions to any state-action couple through a pa-
rameterized policy m,,, by minimizing the KL divergence
between both distributions:

J(w) = EKL(my (-|s) V2 (ar(si, )] 3)

This is done in SAC (Haarnoja et al., 2018a), with
an entropic regularizer (and thus VQ*(gx(s,.)) =

%). This is also done in Maximum A Posteriori
a =

Policy Optimization (MPO) (Abdolmaleki et al., 2018b)
with a KL regularizer (a case we discuss Sec. 5), or by Ab-
dolmaleki et al. (2018a) with more general “conservative”
greedy policies.

Back to SAC, g is estimated using a TD-like approach, by
minimizing® for the current policy 7:

J(0) = E[(@ — a0(si, a:))?] )
with ¢; = r; + V(EaNﬂ(»|s;)[Q§(5fi’ Cl)] - Q(ﬂ-('v 3;))

For SAC, we have Q(7 (-, 5)) = Eqr(.|s)[In 7(als)] specif-
ically (negative entropy). This approximate evaluation step
corresponds to m = 1, and SAC is therefore more a VI
scheme than a PI scheme, as presented by Haarnoja et al.
(2018a) (the difference with soft Q-learning lying in how the
greedy step is performed, implicitly or explicitly). It could
be extended to the case m > 1 in two ways. One possibility
is to minimize m times the expected loss (4), updating the
target parameter vector / between each optimization, but
keeping the policy 7 fixed. Another possibility is to replace
the 1-step rollout of Eq. (4) by an m-step rollout (similar to
classical m-step rollouts, up to the additional regularizations
correcting the rewards). Both are equivalent in the exact
case, but not in the general case.

Depending on the regularizer, 2* or VQ* might not be
known analytically. In this case, one can still solve the
greedy step directly. Recall that the regularized greedy
policy satisfies m11 = max,; Tr ovk. In an approximate
setting, this amounts to maximize’

J(w) = E [Equrmy (15 [ar (51, @)] = QUmu(-]s:)] . (5)

This improvement step is used by Riedmiller et al. (2018)
with an entropy, as well as by TRPO (up to the fact that the
objective is constrained rather than regularized), with a KL
regularizer (see Sec. 5).

To sum up, for any regularizer (2, with m = 1 one can
concatenate greedy and evaluation steps as in Eq. (2), with
m > 1 one can estimate the greedy policy using either
Egs. (3) or (5), and estimate the g-function using Eq. 4, ei-
ther performed m times repeatedly or combined with m-step
rollouts, possibly combined with off-policy correction such
as importance sampling or Retrace (Munos et al., 2016).

4.2. Analysis

We analyze the propagation of errors of the scheme depicted
in Eq. (1), and as a consequence, its convergence and rate of
convergence. To do so, we consider possible errors in both
the (regularized) greedy and evaluation steps,

b
Vg1 = (Trypr @)™ 0k + €rg1

2Actually, a separate network is used to estimate the value
function, but it is not critical here.

30ne could add a state-dependant baseline to g, eg. v, this
does not change the maximizer but can reduce the variance.
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with 41 = G (v) meaning that for any policy 7, we
have T qui < T, ., Uk + €, ;- The following analysis
is basically the same as the one of Approximate Modified
Policy Iteration (AMPI) (Scherrer et al., 2015), thanks to
the results of Sec. 3 (especially Prop. 2).

The distance we bound is the loss I, o = v« 0 — Ur, . The
bound will involve the terms dy = v, 0 — vo and by =
vg — Tr, ,Qo. It requires also defining the following.
Definition 4 (I"-matrix (Scherrer et al., 2015)). Forn € N¥,
P,, is the set of transition kernels defined as 1) for any set of
n policies {m1,..., 7}, [11=) (vPr;) € Py, and 2) for any
a€ (0,1)and (P, Py) € Py x Py, aP1+(1—a) P2 € P,,.
Any element of P,, is denoted T'™.

We first state a point-wise bound on the loss. This is the
same bound as for AMPI, generalized to regularized MDPs.

Theorem 3. After k iterations of scheme (6), we have

k—1 oo k—1 oo
oo <2 Z ZFj|€k7i| + Z er\dcfﬂ + h(k)
i=1 j=1 =0 j=1

with h(k) = 23252, T9|do| or h(k) = 2 325, T b

Next, we provide a bound on the weighted £,-norm of the
loss, defined for a distribution p as ||Ix ||} , = p|lx|P. Again,
this is the AMPI bound generalized to regularized MDPs.

Corollary 1. Let p and p be distributions. Let p, q and q'
such that % + % = 1. Define the concentrability coefficients

R 0o . pP.,rlPﬂ.Q...P.,r.
Cé = Zj:i ¥’ maXsz, .. m; m L . After
sH

k iterations of scheme (6), the loss satisfies

k-1
Y
lixllpp <2 77— (
=1 v

k-1
+y 2
1=0

1—x

q

L
C;)” ||€k7i||pq’7#

i\ L
(CO7 ek —illpg . + 9(k)

. kool
with g(k) = %(Cq)p min(|[dollpg’ i 100 lpg’,)-

As this is the same bound (up to the fact that it deals with
regularized MDPs) as the one of AMPI, we refer to Scherrer
et al. (2015) for a broad discussion about it. It is similar to
other error propagation analyses in reinforcement learning,
and generalizes those that could be obtained for regularized
value or policy iteration. The factor m does not appear in
the bound. This is also discussed by Scherrer et al. (2015),
but basically this depends on where the error is injected. We
could derive a regularized version of Classification-based
Modified Policy Iteration (CBMPI, see Scherrer et al. (2015)
again) and make it appear.

So, we get the same bound for reg-MPI that for unregu-
larized AMPI, no better nor worse. This is a good thing,

as it justifies considering regularized MDPs, but it does no
explain the good empirical results of related algorithms.

With regularization, policies will be more stochastic than in
classical approximate DP (that tends to produce determin-
istic policies). Such stochastic policies can induce lower
concentrability coefficients. We also hypothesize that regu-
larizing the greedy step helps controlling the related approx-
imation error, that is the ||€},_; ||y, terms. Digging this
question would require instantiating more the algorithmic
scheme and performing a finite sample analysis of the re-
sulting optimization problems. We left this for future work,
and rather pursue the general study of solving regularized
MDPs, with varying regularizers now.

5. Mirror Descent Modified Policy Iteration

Solving a regularized MDP provides a solution that differs
from the one of the unregularized MDP (see Thm. 2). The
problem we address here is estimating the original optimal
policy while solving regularized greedy steps. Instead of
considering a fixed regularizer (), the key idea is to pe-
nalize a divergence between the policy 7 and the policy
obtained at the previous iteration of an MPI scheme. We
consider more specifically the Bregman divergence gener-
ated by the strongly convex regularizer ).

Let 7’ be some given policy (typically 7z, when computing
Tk+1), the Bregman divergence generated by (2 is

Qr, (m,) = Do(m,||))
— Q(m,) - Q) — (VL) 7y — ).

For example, the KL divergence is generated by the negative
entropy: KL(7,||7}) = >, 7s(a)In :,g;g With a slight
abuse of notation, as before, we will write

Qo (7)) = Do(n||n") = Q(m) = Qn") = (VQ(r'), 7 — 7).

This divergence is always positive, it satisfies Q. (7') = 0,
and it is strongly convex in 7 (so Prop. 1 applies).

We consider a reg-MPI algorithmic scheme with a Bregman
divergence replacing the regularizer. For the greedy step,
we simply consider 7441 = Ga, (vr), that is

Th1 = argmax(qx, 7) — Do(n||my).
s

This is similar to the update of the Mirror Descent (MD)
algorithm in its proximal form (Beck & Teboulle, 2003),
with —qj, playing the role of the gradient in MD. There-
fore, we will call this approach Mirror Descent Modified
Policy Iteration (MD-MPI). For the partial evaluation step,
we can regularize according to the previous policy my,
that is vg+1 = (Tr,,,,0., )™ vk, Or according to the cur-

mvk.. As

rent policy 741, that is vg41 = (Tﬂkﬂ,gﬂkﬁ)
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Qryir (Trg1) = 0, this simplifies as vpy1 = (Tr, ;)" Ok,
that is a partial unregularized evaluation.

To sum up, we will consider two general algorithmic
schemes based on a Bregman divergence, MD-MPI types 1
and 2 respectively defined as

Te1 = Ga,, (Vk) Tht1 = Ga,, (Vk)
Vk+1 = (Tﬂ'k+1,ﬂﬂk)mvk 7 Vk+1 = (Tﬂ'k+1)mvk

and both initialized with some vg and 7.

5.1. Related algorithms

To derive practical algorithms, the recipes provided in
Sec. 4.1 still apply, just replacing €2 by Q.. If m = 1,
greedy and evaluation steps can be concatenated (only for
MD-MPI type 1). In the general case (m > 1) the greedy
policy (for MD-MPI types 1 and 2) can be either directly
estimated (Eq. (5)) or trained to generalize the analytical
solution (Eq. (3)). The partial evaluation can be done using
a TD-like approach, either done repeatedly while keeping
the policy fixed or considering m-step rollouts. Specifi-
cally, in the case of a KL divergence, one could use the fact
that Q7 (qr(s,-)) = In)_, mr(als)expqr(s,a) and that
vy (ai(s,-) = ZM("S) S a (o)

o Tk (als) exp qi(s,a) "

This general algorithmic scheme allows recovering state
of the art algorithms. For example, MD-MPI type 2
with m = oo and a KL divergence as the regularizer is
TRPO (Schulman et al., 2015) (with a direct optimization
of the regularized greedy step, as in Eq. (5), up to the use of
a constraint instead of a regularization). DPP can be seen as
a reparametrization* of MD-MPI type 1 with m = 1 (Azar
et al., 2012, Appx. A). MPO (Abdolmaleki et al., 2018b)
is derived from an expectation-maximization principle, but
it can be seen as an instantiation of MD-MPI type 2, with
a KL divergence, a greedy step similar to Eq. (3) (up to
additional regularization) and an evaluation step similar to
Eq. (4) (without regularization, as in type 2, with m-step
return and with the Retrace off-policy correction). This also
generally applies to the approach proposed by Abdolmaleki
et al. (2018a) (up to an additional subtelty in the greedy step
consisting in decoupling updates for the mean and variance
in the case of a Gaussian policy).

5.2. Analysis

Here, we propose to analyze the error propagation of MD-
MPI (and thus, its convergence and rate of convergence).
We think this is an important topic, as it has only been partly

*Indeed, if one see MD-MPI as a Mirror Descent approach, one
can see DPP as a dual averaging approach, somehow updating a
kind of cumulative g-functions directly in the dual. However, how
to generalize this beyond the specific DPP algorithm is unclear,
and we let it for future work.

studied for the special cases discussed in Sec. 5.1. For exam-
ple, DPP enjoys an error propagation analysis in supremum
norm (yet it is a reparametrization of a special case of MD-
MPI, so not directly covered here), while TRPO or MPO
are only guaranteed to have monotonic improvements, un-
der some assumptions. Notice that we do not claim that
our analysis covers all these cases, but it will provide the
key technical aspects to analyze similar schemes (much like
CBMPI compared to AMPI, as discussed in Sec. 4.2 or
by Scherrer et al. (2015); where the error is injected changes
the bounds).

In Sec. 4.2, the analysis was a straightforward adaptation of
the one of AMPI, thanks to the results of Sec. 3 (the regular-
ized quantities behave like their unregularized counterparts).
It is no longer the case here, as the regularizer changes over
iterations, depending on what has been computed so far. We
will notably need a slightly different notion of approximate
regularized greediness.

Definition 5 (Approximate Bregman divergence-regular-
ized greediness). Write Ji () the (negative) optimiza-
tion problem corresponding to the Bregman divergence-
regularized greediness (that is, negative regularized Bell-
man operator of w applied to vy):

Ji(m) = (=ai, ™) + Da(n||m) = —Tr o, vk

We write w11 € Q;’““ (vk) if for any policy w the policy
Tk
T+ Satisfies

(VI (Th1), T = Tg1) + €,pq > 0.

In other words, Tx1 € g;ﬁj: (vx,) means that 7y 41 1S €}, ;-
close to satisfying the optimality condition, which might be
slightly stronger than being ¢, ;-close to the optimal (as
for AMPI or reg-MPI). Given this, we consider MD-MPI
with errors in both greedy and evaluation steps, type 1

{TFk+1 = g;f’ﬂ:l (Uk)

Vk+1 = (Tﬂ’k+179wk)mvk + €kt1

and type 2

’
{7Tlc+1 = ng:; (V)

Vg1 = (T )"0k + €xg1

The quantity we are interested in is v, — v, , that is sub-
optimality in the unregularized MDP, while the algorithms
compute new policies with a regularized greedy operator.
So, we need to relate regularized and unregularized quanti-
ties when using a Bregman divergence based on the previous
policy. The next lemma is the key technical result that allows
analyzing MD-MPL
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), as defined in
Def. 5. Then, the policy mj11 is €, 4 1~Close to the regular-
ized greedy policy, in the sense that for any policy

’
Lemma 1. Assume that 741 € Qg"“(v
Tk

/
T2,V = Tri 1,90, Uk < €y

Moreover, we can relate the (un)regularized Bellman oper-
ators applied to vi. For any policy m (so notably for the
unregularized optimal policy 7. ), we have

Trvk = Tryyr 00, Uk < €41 + Do(m||me) —

TTrUk' - Tﬂk+1vk S 6;{,—"—1 + DQ(TI'HTFk) -

We’re interested in bounding the loss [, = v, — v, , Or
some related quantity, for each type of MD-MPI. To do so,
we introduce quantities similar to the ones of the AMPI anal-
ysis (Scherrer et al., 2015), defined respectively for types 1
and 2: 1) The distance between the optimal value func-
tion and the value before approximation at the ™ iteration,
Ay = v« = (Trp0,, )™ 0k—1 = Vs — (Uk — €) and d}} =
Ve — (Trp)"Uk—1 = Vs — (Vg — €1); 2) The shift between
the value before approximation and the policy value a itera-

tion k, s}, = (Tﬁkﬁgﬂk_l)’”vk,l — Vg, = (Vg — €) — Up,

and 57 = (Tr,)"Vk—1 — Ur, = (Vg — €) — vg,; 3) the
Bellman residual at iteration k, b}, = vy, — Tryi1.9, Uk and
bi = UV — TﬂkJrl’Uk.

For both types (h € {1,2}), we have that [} = d} + s, so
bounding the loss requires bounding these quantities, which
is done in the following lemma (quantities related to both
types enjoy the same bounds).

Lemma2. Letk > 1, define vy, = (I—7Px, )ex+e, and
Yr = —VPr ex + €, 1, aswell as 5y (7)) = Do(m.||mr) —
Dq(m||mgs1). We have for h € {1,2} :

bh (IVPWA)mbk: 1+ 2k,
k = ('ypﬂ’k)m(l - 'VPTFk) 1b271 and

m—1

dp oy <APr.di+ye+ > (v
7j=1

7Tk+1) bz + 5]@(71—*)'

These bounds are almost the same as the ones of
AMPI (Scherrer et al., 2015, Lemma 2), up to the addi-
tional §x(7,) term in the bound of the distance d}. One
can notlce that summing these terms gives a telescopic
sum: YKV 5(r.) = Da(.|o) — Da(m.|rx) <
Dq(m||m0) < sup, Dq(m||mg). For example, if Dq
is the KL divergence and 7 the uniform policy, then
|l sup,. Da(7||70)]lcc = In|.A|. This suggests that we must
bound the regret L defined as

K

Lk_Zlk—Z

k=1

«— U, )

Do(||mk+1),

Do(||mh+1)-

Theorem 4. Define Rq, = [Isup,. Da(7||70)||oos after
K iterations of MD-MPI, for h = 1, 2, the regret satisfies

K k-1 oo ) K k-1 oo )
L <2 3 > Tleil+ 3> Y Te
k=2 i=1 j=i k=1i=0 j=i
+ Zh ’y RQ

—7)?
with h(k) = 2325, T9|do| or h(k) = 2325, T |by|.

From this,we can derive an £,,-bound for the regret.
Corollary 2. Let p and p be distributions over states. Let p,
q and q' be such that % + % = 1. Define the concentrability

coefficients Cé as in Cor. 1. After K iterations, the regret
satisfies

k—1

i

K —
v
I Lxllp,p < 222 1— p )7 ll€k—illpg’.u
k=2 1i=1 7
K k-1
2l iy
+Z 1— C Hek illpar
k=1 1i=0
Lo+ 2 R
g (1 —7y)2 o

. K k 1 .
with g(k) = 2Zk:1 17_77(0(];)” min([|do [l pg a5 100 [l pg’ 10)-

This result bounds the regret, while it is usually the loss that
is bounded. Both can be related as follows.

Proposition 4. For any p > 1 and distribution p, we have
miny<p<r ||« = Vmll1,0 < # 1Lk,

This means that if we can control the average regret, then we
can control the loss of the best policy computed so far. This
suggests that practically we should not use the last policy,
but this best policy.

From Cor. 2 can be derived the convergence and rate of
convergence of MD-MPI in the exact case.

Corollary 3. Both MD-MPI type 1 and 2 enjoy the follow-
ing rate of convergence, when no approximation is done
(e =€), = 0),

1 —~% 29|lvs — volls + Ra,,
(1—7)? K

1
s L o0 <
K” K” =

In classical DP and in regularized DP (see Cor 1), there is

a linear convergence rate (the bound is 22— ||v* V0| 00)s
while in this case we only have a logarlthmlc convergence
rate. We also pay an horizon factor (square dependency in
ﬁ instead of linear). This is normal, as we bound the
regret instead of the loss. Bounding the regret in classical
DP would lead to the bound of Cor. 3 (without the Rq,

term).



A Theory of Regularized MDPs

The convergence rate of the loss of MD-MPI is an open
question, but a sublinear rate is quite possible. Compared
to classical DP, we slow down greediness by adding the
Bregman divergence penalty. Yet, this kind of regularization
is used in an approximate setting, where it favors stability
empirically (even if studying this further would require
much more work regarding the ||¢,|| term, as discussed
in Sec. 4.2).

As far as we know, the only other approach that studies a
DP scheme regularized by a divergence and that offers a
convergence rate is DPP, up to the reparameterization we
discussed earlier. MD-MPI has the same upper-bound as
DPP in the exact case (Azar et al., 2012, Thm. 2). However,
DPP bounds the loss, while we bound a regret. This means
that if the rate of convergence of our loss can be sublinear, it
is superlogarithmic (as the rate of the regret is logarithmic),
while the rate of the loss of DPP is logarithmic.

To get more insight on Cor. 2, we can group the terms
differently, by grouping the errors.

Corollary 4. With the same notations as Cor. 2, we have

K—1
1 ’YZ 1 2EK i+ EK
—||L Cl v :
1 1—4K
— k) + 71%
+K< 0+ R )
with E; = 22:1 ll€;llpg,u and E; = Z;‘:l €1l b’

Compared to the bound of AMPI (Scherrer et al., 2015,
Thm. 7), instead of propagating the errors, we propagate
the sum of errors over previous iterations normalized by
the total number of iterations. So, contrary to approximate
DP, it is no longer the last iterations that have the highest
influence on the regret. Yet, we highlight again the fact that
we bound a regret, and bounding the regret of AMPI would
provide a similar result.

Our result is similar to the error propagation of DPP (Azar
et al., 2012, Thm. 5), except that we sum norms of errors,
instead of norming a sum of errors, the later being much
better (as it allows the noise to cancel over iterations). Yet,
as said before, DPP is not a special case of our framework,
but a reparameterization of such one. Consequently, while
we estimate value functions, DPP estimate roughly at itera-
tion k a sum of k£ advantage functions (converging to —oo
for any suboptimal action in the exact case). As explained
before, where the error is injected does matter. Knowing
if the DPP’s analysis can be generalized to our framework
(MPI scheme, ¢, bounds) remains an open question.

To get further insight, we can express the bound using dif-
ferent concentrability coefficients.

Corollary 5. Define the concentrability coefficient C(ll’k as

Clk = (,Yl_'f Zi:zl > ei Cq(d), the regret then satisfies

K— 1 77(4,1
ILxlp <23
=1
K-1, ’y
+ COHlYHGK illpg e + f(K )

(1-
=0

Ol Hl) P HEK—Z'”pq’#

K+1

wnhf( ) = A2 (CHEHY S min(|dolpge s [Bollpgr 1)+
RQ

(1'v

We observe again that contrary to ADP, the last iteration
does not have the highest influence, and we do not enjoy a
decrease of influence at the exponential rate y towards the
initial iterations. However, we bound a different quantity
(regret instead of loss), that explains this behavior. Here
again, bounding the regret in AMPI would lead to the same
bound (up to the term RQWU ). Moreover, sending p and K
to infinity, defining € = sup; [|¢;[|oc and €’ = sup; [|€}|os

we get lim sup +I LKoo < (QWH)Z , which is the classical
K-

asymptotlcal bound for approximate value and policy itera-
tions (Bertsekas & Tsitsiklis, 1996) (usually stated without
greedy error). It is generalized here to an approximate MPI
scheme regularized with a Bregman divergence.

6. Conclusion

We have introduced a general theory of regularized MDPs,
where the usual Bellman evaluation operator is modified
by either a fixed convex function or a Bregman divergence
between consecutive policies. For both cases, we proposed
a general algorithmic scheme based on MPI. We shown how
many (variations of) existing algorithms could be derived
from this general algorithmic scheme, and also analyzed
and discussed the related propagation of errors.

‘We think that this framework can open many perspectives,
among which links between (approximate) DP and prox-
imal convex optimization (going beyond mirror descent),
temporal consistency equations (roughly regularized Bell-
man residuals), regularized policy search (maximizing the
expected regularized value function), inverse reinforcement
learning (thanks to uniqueness of greediness in this regular-
ized framework) or zero-sum Markov games (regularizing
the two-player Bellman operators). We develop more these
points in the appendix.

This work also lefts open questions, such as combining the
propagation of errors with a finite sample analysis, or what
specific regularizer one should choose for what context.
Some approaches also combine a fixed regularizer and a
divergence (Akrour et al., 2018), a case not covered here
and worth being investigated.
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This appendices provide the proofs for all stated results (Appx. A to C) and discuss in more details the perspectives
mentioned in Sec. 5 (Appx. D).

A. Proofs of section 3

In this section, we prove the results of Sec. 3. We start with the properties of the regularized Bellman operators.

Proof of Proposition 2. We can write T qv = rr — Q(m) + vPrv, it is obviously affine (in v). Then, we show that the
operators are monotonous. For the evaluation operator, we have

v > vy = Trvy > Thvy & Tﬂ—’Q’Ul =Trv — Q(ﬂ') > Trvg — Q(ﬂ‘) = Tﬂ-)Q’Ug.
For the optimality operator, we have

VI 2V =VYSES, (s1>0Gs2
=VseS, Q(¢gs1) > N (gs,2) by Prop. 1
evVseS, [I. Qvl]( ) > [Tw qua](s)
& Ty quir > Ty qua.

Then, we show the distributivity property. For the evaluation operator, we have
Trow+el)=Tr(v+cl) — Qn) =Trv +vcl — Q(n) = Tr v + vcl.
For the optimality operator, for any s € S, we have

[T (v +cl)l(s) = Q% (gs + yel)
=0"(¢s) + ¢ by Prop. 1
= [T} ](s) + e

Lastly, we study the contraction of both operators. For the evaluation operator, we have
Ty ovi — Tr que = Trvy — Q) — (Trva — Q(w)) = Trvr — Trvo.
So, the contraction is the same as the one of the unregularized operator. For the optimality operator, we have that

Ty oui — Ty qual| = meaXI[ wavi](s) — [Th.aua](s)] -

Pick s € S, and without loss of generality assume that [T} quv1](s) > [Ty que](s). Write also m; = G (v1) and w2 = G (va).
We have

7% ui](s) — [Tiaua](s)| = [Ti,aui1](s) — [Teou2](s)
= [T, au1l(8) — [Tr, 0v2](s)
< [Tr, ou1](s) — [T, 0v2](s) as Tk quy = Ty U2 > Ty U2,

S ’7””1 2”00

The stated result follows immediately. O

Then, we show that in a regularized MDP, the policy greedy respectively to the optimal value function is indeed the optimal
policy, and is unique.

Proof of Theorem 1. The uniqueness of 7, q is a consequence of the strong convexity of €2, see Prop. 1. On the other hand,
by definition of the greediness, we have

o0 = Ga(vs,0) © Tr, g0V = Th Qs 0 = Vs.q-
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This proves that v, q is the value function of 7, o. Next, for any function v € RS and any policy 7, we have
T v > Tr qu.
Using monotonicity, we have that
T? gv =T o(Tiqv) = Tho(Tr0v) > Tro(Trov) = T2 gu.

By direct induction, for any n > 1, T'qv > 1" v. Taking the limit as n — oo, we conclude that v, o > vr . O
Next, we relate regularized and unregularized value functions (for a given policy, and for the optimal value function).

Proof of Proposition 3. We start by linking (un)regularized values of a given policy. Let v € RS. As T, qv = Tyrv — Q(7),
we have that

Tﬂ—’U — UQ]_ S T7-r7Q'U S TTr’U — LQ]_.

We work on the left inequality first. We have
T37Qv = Tr.a(Tr.qv) > Tr.o(Tev — Ugl) > T (Tyv — Ugl) — Ugl = T2v — yUql — Ugl.

By direct induction, for any n > 1,

n—1
T,:’Q Z T;.ZU - Z ’kaQ]_.
k=0
Taking the limit as n — co we obtain
U,
VU 2 Uy — 2 3.
L—n

The proof is similar for the right inequality. Next, we link the (un)regularized optimal values. As a direct corollary of
Prop. 1, for any v € RS we have

Tw—=Uqgl <T, quv <T,w— Lol.

Then, the proof is the same as above, switching evaluation and optimality operators. [
Lastly, we show how good is the optimal policy of the regularized MDP for the original problem (unregularized MDP).

Proof of Theorem 2. The right inequality is obvious, as for any 7, v, > v,. For the left inequality,

U,
Ve < Vg0 + @ by Prop. 3
’ 1_,y
U,
Umn.,Q‘f'l_Q by Thm. 1
Uq Lo
< vy — by Prop. 3.
_U*,Q+1_Py 1—~ y Frop

B. Proofs of section 4

The results of section 4 do not need to be proven. Indeed, we have shown in Sec. 3 that all involved quantities of regularized
MDPs satisfy the same properties as their unregularized counterpart. Therefore, the proofs of these results are identical to
the proofs provided by Scherrer et al. (2015), up to the replacement of value functions, Bellman operators, and so on, by
their regularized counterparts. The proofs for Mirror Descent Modified Policy Iteration (Sec. 5) are less straightforward.
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C. Proofs of section 5

As a prerequisite of Lemma 1, we need the following result.

Lemma 3 (Three-point identity). Let w be any policy, we have that
(VQ(mi) = VQUTpr1), T — Tpq1) = Do(7||me41) — Da(lim) + Da(mel|me)-

Proof. This is the classical three-point identity of Bregman divergences, and can be checked by calculus:

Do (m||mk41) — Da(rl|mi) + Da(mg||me) = Q) — Qmgy1) — (V(Tpq1), T — Tpp1)
— Q) + Q7)) + (VQUmr), T — TR)
+ Q1) — Q) — (VUTE), Th1 — i)
= (VQ(m) — VQUmgy1), ™ — Tht1)-

Now, we can prove the key lemma of MD-MPI.

Proof of Lemma 1. Let Jy, be as defined in Def. 5,
Ji(m) = (=g, ) + Do(rn||m) = —Tr 0., vk,
and let 41 € g;’j: (vr), thatis (VJg(my1), ™ — Thg1) + €4 > 0. By convexity of Ji, for any policy 7, we have

Ji () — Je(mp41) > AVI (Tpg1), T — Tig1) by convexity of Jj

V

>~ as T € G5 (1)
& ~Tra,, vk + Trypy 0, Uk > —€ht1 using Ji,(7) = ~Tr0,, Vk
= ngwk Vg — T,thQﬁk v < E;H_l
This is the first result stated in Lemma 1.
Next, we relate (un)regularized quantities. We start with the following decomposition
(=qks ™) = (=, Tht1) + (—qks ™ — Tht1). (N
Taking the gradient of Jj, (by using the definition of the Bregman divergence), we get

ViJi(me41) = —ak + VUTt1) — VQ(k)
& —qp = VJi(Ter1) + V(i) — VQUrgs1). (8)

Injecting Eq. (8) into Eq. (7), we get

(=qr, ™) = (=i, Th41) + (VIp(Trt1) + V) — VUTpp1), ™ — Tpg1)
= (—qk, Th+1) + (VI (Trt1), ™ — Tpg1) + (VQmg) — VUTgg1), T — Tht1)

>—e) 41 three-point identity (Lemma 3)

> (=q, Tht1) — €411 + Do (7| |mks1) — Da(n||mk) + Do (T || k)
& Trvp < Try Uk + €41 + Da(nl|mi) — Do(n||mey1) — Do ||7e), ©)

where we used in the last inequality the fact that (gx, 7) = T vg. From the definition of the regularized Bellman operator,

we have that T, |, vx — Do(mg41|[mk) = Ty 1 0., Vks 50 Eq. (9) is equivalent to the second result of Lemma 1:

Trv < Tryyy 00, Vi + €py1 + Da(nl|mr) — Da(r||mrr1)-
As the Bregman divergence is positive, —Dq (7||mr+1) < 0, and thus Eq. (9) implies the last result of Lemma 1:
Trvk < Ty Ok + €q1 + Da(7||mr) — Da(7|| 1)

This concludes the proof. O
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Next, we prove the bounds for oh, SZ’ and d", for h = 1, 2 (if the bounds are the same, the proofs differ).

Proof of Lemma 2. We start by bounding the quantities for MD-MPI type 1. First, we consider the Bellman residual:

bi:’uk—Tﬂ

(@)

= vp — Try vk + Ty 00, Uk — Trpyr 0, Uk

(b)
<vp—Tr 0

k41,82, Uk

/
Uk +6k+1

Tk—1

=uvp — € — Ty, Uk +VPryer +ex — Pryer + € yq
(o)

= (vk —€ek) = Trp 0., (V6 — €x) + T

—
=

(Try 020, )" 0k-1 = Ty 0., (Trp 0, )" Ok—1 + T
= (Tr0n, )01 — (Tap,, )T
= (VPr,)" (k-1 — Trp 00

= (VPr,)"bj_y + .

mp_q Vk—1 T Tk

,rk_lvkq) + Xk

In the previous equations, we used the following facts:

(a) Tﬂkvk = Tﬂkvgﬂk Vi as Q.,rk (ﬂ'k) =0.

(b) We used two facts. First, T, v > T, v — Qo (1) = Ty 00
TTrk,ka Uk — Tﬂ—k+17Qﬂ'k U < €;c+1'

Vg, as {1y, _, (m) > 0. Second, by Lemma 1,

Tk—1

(c) We used two facts. First, generally speaking, we have Ty o (v1 + v2) = T qui + v Prv2 (as T q is affine). Second, by
definition 3, = (I — v Pr, )ex + €} ;-

(d) By definition, v, = (T,%Qﬁki1 Y"1 + €.

Next, we bound the shift s}.:

Slls = (Tﬂmﬂwk,l)mvk—l = Umy,

— m
= (Tﬂ'k ka_l) Uk—1 = Ump Q) + Uy Qry_y — Umy,

INE

m
LRy, ,rk_l) Vk—1 = Unpp Qnp

—~
=
=

Trp 0 wkfl)mvk’—l - (Tﬂk79wk71)m(Tﬂk,ka71 ) vkt

)" (V1 — (Trp 0, ) Vk—1)

oo

= (P )" Y ((Trrn, Y oi1 = (T, ) onon)
J

(
(Tﬂ'lm wkfl)mvk—l - (Tﬂ'mﬂwk,l)oovk—l
= (
= (P,

I
=)

I

= (’VP'n'k)m ((ka,Qﬂk_l )jkal - (ka,ﬂwk_l )jTﬂ'k,Q kal)

Tk—1

7=0

M8

= (’V-P‘ﬂ'k)m (Pypﬂ'k) (/kal - Tﬂ'k,ﬂnk_lkal)

O

Jj=

= (YPr)" (I = vPr,) " 'bp_;.

In the previous equations, we used the following facts:
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(a) Generally speaking, if 2 > 0 then v, o — vr < 0 (see Prop. 3).

(b) With a slight abuse of notation, for any v € RS, UrQ = T;ff’ﬂv.

Then we bound the distance dj:
1 _ m
dk+1 = Vs — (Tﬂ'k+1yﬂ7rk) Uk
- T7r* Vg — T7r* VL + Tﬂ'*vk - TTrk+1,Q7rk (A T7Tk+1,ka Vg — (Tﬂ'kﬁ»l’gwk )mvk
= ’VPW* (’U* - vk) + Tﬂ'*vk - Tﬂ'k+1797rk Uk + T7|'k+1,Q7rk Uk — (TTU«+1,QW,C )mUk

(a)

S "YPﬂ—* (U* — Uk) + 6;€+1 + 6k(7r*) + TTrk+1,Q kvk - (Tﬂ'k+1,Qﬂ—k)mvk
) m—1

= Py, (0x = Vk) + €1 + Ok(m) + > (VPr,,, ) b

Jj=1

m—1
:'YPM('U* _'Uk) + Py, €k — VP, € +€k+1 +5k 71'* + Z 'VPMH

j=1
© m—1
C
_'YP‘/r*dk'i'yk""(sk(ﬂ-*)_‘_ (’7 7Tk+1) bk
j=1
In the previous equations, we used the following facts:
(a) By Lemma 1,
TTF*U/C - T7Tk+1yQ7rk v < €;~c+l + 5/€<7r*)'
(b) For this step, we used:
m—1
Tﬂ'k+1,9wk Uk — (Tﬂ'k+1’ka)mvk = ((Tﬂk+1,9wk )]Uk - (Tﬂ'k+1,ﬂﬂk )]—Hvk)
j=1
m—1

((Tﬂ'k+1,ﬂwk )jvk - (Tﬂ'k+1 ey )jT‘ﬂ'k+1 ey Uk)

<.
I
—

3
L

(’YPWkJrl) ( Vg — T7rk+1797rk vk)

I
3 <
P
_

(')/ 7Tk+1) bk

<.
Il
—

(¢) By definition of dj, = v, — (v — €;) and yp = —VPr, €x + €], ;.

The proofs for the quantities involved in MD-MPI type 2 are similar, even if their definition differ. First, we consider the
Bellman residual
b =y — Ty Vk

(a)
< Vg = Ty Ok + Qi (Th41) = v — Ty 0., Vk

®)
= Vi — T’/rkka + Tﬂ-k,Q,,k Vg — TTrk‘,+17Q7Tk Uk

©)
<wvp — Tﬂ-kvk + €k+1

= UV — €k _Tﬂ'kvk +7Pﬂ'k€k + €k _'VPﬂ'ch +€;€+1

d
@ (vk — €x) — T v (Vg — €x) + Xg

D (T )™ 01 = T (T ™01+ 2 = (YPry )™ (k1 — Ty V1) + 0 = (YPr,)™b2_y + .
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In the previous equations, we used the following facts:

(a) This is because 2, (m,+1) > 0 and by definition of T qv = Trv — Q(7).
(b) It uses the fact that T, vk = Ty ., vk (@s Qr, (m) = 0).

(c) This is by Lemma 1.

(d) This is by definition of x3, = €, — 7P, € + 6;<:+1'

(e) This is by definition of vy, = (T, )™ vk—1 + €.
Then, we bound the shift s?, the technique being the same as before:

5% = (Tﬂk)mvk’—l = Umy,

= (Tﬂ'k)mkal - (Tﬂ'k)m—‘roovk*l

oo

= (Pr)™ D (T Y orr = (T o)

<
I
o

[M]8

= (’yPﬂ'k)m (’Y‘Pﬂ'k)j(kal _Tm@kal)

J
= (’7P7Tk)m I— ’Ypﬂk)ilb%—l'

I
o

To finish with, we prove the bound on the distance

di+1 = Usx — (Tﬂ'k+1)mw€

= Tw*v* - Tw*vk + Tﬂ'*vk - T7Tk-,+1vk +T7"k,+1vk - (Tﬂk+1vk)m

=vPr, (vi—vg) §5;6+1+6k(7r*) by Lemma 1 :ZT:EI(VPWk+1 )i bi
m—1
- ')/Pﬂ'* ('U* - vk) + 7P7r*6k _’yPﬂ'* € + E;c—&-l +6k(ﬂ_*) + Z (pypﬂk+1 )jbi
=7Pr, (va—(vie—er))=7Pr, d} =yx =t
m—1
= ’YPw*dz +yr + Z (’YPﬂk+1)jbi + 5k(7r*)
j=1

Now, we will show the component-wise bound on the regret Lj, of Thm. 4

Proof of Theorem 4. The proof is similar to the one of AMPI (Scherrer et al., 2015, Lemma 2), up to the additional term
% (m,) and to the different bounded quantity. We will make use of the notation I, defined in Def. 4, and we will write I', if
only the stochastic kernel induced by the optimal policy 7 is involved. In other words, we write ', = (yPy, ).

From Lemma 2, we have that
m—1

iy STud +ye+ Y TIBE + 6k ().

j=1

As the bound is the same for h = 1, 2, we remove the upperscript (and reintroduce it only when necessary, that is when
going back to the core definition of these quantities). By direct induction, we get

k—1 m—1
dp <Y TEI <yj + ) T+ 5j(7r*)> +Tkd,.

§j=0 =1
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Therefore, the loss [, can be bounded as (defining £, at the same time)

k—1 m—1 k—1
e =di+sx <Y TE 9y + > Thy) +Thdo + s+ Y TE 1 765(m).
j=0 =1 J=0
=Ly

The loss Ly, is exactly of the same form as the one of AMPI, we’ll take advantage of this later. From this bound on the loss
I, we can bound the regret as:

K k-1
SPIIED JE0 3 oSS a0
k=1 k=1 j=0
We will first work on the last double sum. For this, we define A;(7,) = i:o Ok (7). We have

K k—1 K—1 k

P MRRLCOEDIPMERDICH

k=1j=0 k=0 j=0

K—1

k=0 5=0
K-1K-1
= [0k ()
j=0 k=j
K-1 K—1—j K-1
=3 T > ai(m) =Y TiAk 1 ().
j=0 k=0 j=0

For the last line, we used the fact that ', only involves the P, transition kernel, that does not depend on any iteration. Now,
we can bound the term A (7., for any k& > 0 as follows. Let write R, = || sup, Dao(7|[70)l|c, We have

k
§i(m) =Y _(Da(m||mj) — Da(m.||mjs1)) = Da(m.||m0) — Da(m.||mes1) < Do(m||m) < Ra, 1.
7=0

'M?r

Il
=)

Ak (7T*) =
J
Given the definition of I", we have that T71 = 471, so

K k-1

erk 1= J(S 71'* Z FJRQWO]' - Z ’YJIRQWO = 11_7,51%97"01 (11)

k=1 j5=0

Next, we work on the term L. As stated before, it is exactly the same as the one of the AMPI analysis, and the proof
of Scherrer et al. (2015, Lemma 2) applies almost readily, we do not repeat it fully here. The only difference that appears
and that induces a slight modification of the bound (on L)) is how by and d are related, that will modify the 7, term of the
original proof. We will link by and d; for both types of MD-MPL.

For MD-MPI type 1 (with the natural convention that ¢y = 0), we have that
b(l) =vo — T, 0., vo and d(l) = v, — (Vo — €0) = Vs — Vp.
The Bellman residual can be written as

1
bo = vo — T, 0., V0

= Vg — U« + Tﬂ'*’U* - Tﬂ'*’UO + T7r* Vo — TTrl,Qﬂ-O Vo

=(I—7vPxr,)(—d}) <€ +80(ms) by Lemma 1
(I —vPr.)(—d}) + €, + Da(.|mo)

<
< (I =P ) (—dp) + ¢ + Rq, 1,
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where we used in the penultimate line the fact that §o (7)) = Dq(m«||m0) — Da(7«||71) < Dq(m.||mo) and in the last line
the same bounding as before. So, the link between b(l) and d(l) is the same as for AMPI, up to the additional Rgm 1 term.

For MD-MPI type 2, we have (with the same convention)
b2 = vy — T, v and d3 = v, — (vg — €0) = Vs — V.
Working on the Bellman residual

2
bO =V — Tﬂ-l’Uo

=g — Ux + TTI'* Vs — Tﬂ'* vo + T7r* Vo — TTrlvO

=(I—~vPyr,)(—d3) <e{ 460 () by Lemma 1
< (I =Pr,)(—d) + €} + Da(m.|mo) < (I —vPr.)(—dg) + €} + Ra, 1.
So, we have the same bound.

Combining this with the part of the proof that does not change, and that we do not repeat, we get the following bound on Ly:

k—1 oo k—1 oo 0
ZZ Mlen—il + 3 D TVleil +h(k) + > TV1Rq, . (12)
i=1 j=i =0 j=1 Jj=k

=" 1Rq,,

with h(k) being defined as

k) =2 T|do| or h(k) =2 T7|b|.
j=k

j=k

Combining Eqs (11) and (12) into Eq. (10), we can bound the regret:

K k-1
R W09 MR

k=1 j=0

K k—1 oo k—1 oo 1_'7K

Szl 22,:1;F]‘6k J—F%?F ‘Gk l|—|—h )+71RQ + 1—~ RQWU]_

K k—1 oo K k—1 oo 7

SO WLTNES 3 9 DTS SIIURS =y M}

k=21i=1 j=1 k=1 1i=0 j=1 -7

This concludes the proof. O

To prove Cor. 2, we will need a result from Scherrer et al. (2015), that we recall first.

Lemma 4 (Lemma 6 of Scherrer et al. (2015)). Ler Z and (J;):c1 be sets of non-negative integers, {ZI,...,I,} be a
partition of Z, and f and (g;):c1 be functions satisfying

1<) Tl =Zn:Z > g

i€ jeT; I=1 i€, jeT;
Then, for all p, q such that 1% + % = 1 and for all distributions p and i, we have

n

1£llp.p < D (C4(0)7 ¢ SUP [l Yooy

=1 i€l jeT;

with the following concentrability coefficients,

i 2.7 cald
ZGIl Z]ECL,,Y q() Whe‘l’ecq(j): max

Ziel’l Zjeji ’Yj ' T yeeny T

pPr, Py, ... Pr,
n

Cq(l) =

q,H
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Now, we can prove the stated result.

Proof of Corollary 2. The proof is an application of Lemma 4 to Thm. 4. We define Z = {1,2,..., K% + K + 1} and the
associated trivial partition (that is, Z; = {i}). For each ¢ € 7 we define

Qer_ir if i =i’ + $=20D with o < k< Kand1<i' <k —1
e if i =i+ B K KD 4 with1 <k < Kand0<i' <k—1
9i = 2d00r2b0 ifz':K2+kw1th1§k§K
= 7)ZRQ ifi=K*+K+1
{i',...} ifi= i+%with2<k<[(andl<i’<k—l
and g AU} ifi= D) KD 4 1 with 1 < k< K and 0 < ¢ <k-1
‘ {k,...} 1f1*K2+kw1th1<k<K
{0} ifi=K*+K+1
With this, Thm. 4 rewrites as
K24+K+1

Lk < Z erj|gi|-

=1 i€l jeT;

The results follows by applying Lemma 4 and using the fact that 3, N = % O

The proof of Prop. 4 is a basic application of the Holder inequality.
Proof of Proposition 4. We write o the Hadamard product. Recall that [, = v, — v, > 0 and that Lx = Zszl li;. Notice
that the sequence v, is not necessarily monotone, even without approximation error. On one side, we have that

K

||LK||17p:pLK:;plk>K émn pl, = K rriln 17k

|1,p

On the other side, with ¢ such that ]% + é = 1 we have that

1,1 1 1 1 1
pLi = (pr ¥4, L) = (p,p» o Lg) < |lpa|lgllp? o Lillp = [ Lkllp,p,

where we used the Holder inequality. Combining both equations provides the stated result. O
Cor. 3 is a direct consequence of Cor. 2.
Proof of Corollary 3. Taking the limit of Cor. 2 as p — co, when the errors are null, gives
1xcloe < 22 (ol nle) + 555 Ry < 23— ol + =L
where we used the fact that Zszl V=7 1;]: . The result follows by grouping terms and using dy = v, — vp. O
The proof of Cor. 4 is mainly a manipulation of sums.
Proof of Corollary 4. From Cor. 2, we have that
K k-1 K k=1 ) X
12l <230 3 (O il + 30 3 T (CF il + 900 + gz B,

k=2 i=1 k=1 1i=0
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. . i o1
We only need to work on the first two sums. To shorten the notations, write a; = IZ—V(C;)P, Bi = |l€x—illpg’,n and
Bi = ll€—;llpq’,ui- We have:

K k-1 K k-1 K-1 k K-1 k
DD aiBi+ DD aiBii= > @it Y Z B 1i
k=2 i=1 k=14=0 k=1 i=1 k=0 i=0
K-1 K-1 K-1 K-1
= Q; ﬁkJrl it Z Q; ﬂk+1 i
i=1 k=1 =0 k=1
K-1 K—i K-1 K—i
= ay Br + Q 6
=1 k=1 =0 k=1
The result follows by reinjecting this in Cor. 2 after having replaced «;, 8; and f3;. O

The proof of Cor. 5 basically consists in the application of Lemma 4 to a rewriting of Thm. 4.

Proof of Corollary 5. By Thm. 4, we have

k—1 oo ) K e’} ) K 1_,}/K
ZZF%HHZ Zr \e;,i|+2h(/€)+wﬁ,ﬂm1. (13)
i=1 j=i k=1

k=11=0 j=1

k—1

HMN

<.

We start by rewriting the two first sums. For the first one, we have

)M

k=21

I
-
<.
Il
-
B
||
N
-
Il
-
<
I
e
|
-

Similarly, we have that

N

Thus, the bound on the loss can be writen as

K-1 i 00 K-1 i 00 K oo
. . . 1— ,YK
J . J ! J -
K <2 E E E | lex—i| + . § E D el +2 § E 7| (|dol or [bol) + (1_7)2R9w01'
i=1 k=1 j=k 1=0 k=0 j=k k=1j=k

In order to apply Lemma 4 to this bound, we consider Z = {1,2,...2K + 1} and the associated trivial partition Z; = {i}.
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For each i € Z, we define:

2er—; ifl1<i<K-1
o €hre_; ifK<i<2K -1
9i = 2|d0|or2\b0\ ifi = 2K
(1 7)2RQ 1 ifi=2K+1
Uk l{kk:—i—l o if1<i<K-1
k,k+1,. if K <i<2K -1
and J; = Ui { Flod 1 T '= .
Ukzl{k,kJrl,...} ifi =2K
{0} ifi=2K+1
With this, Eq. (13) rewrites as
2K 41
L< > ) ) Dl
=1 €L, je€T;
With the ¢, term defined in Lemma 4, using the fact that Z Z =i 7= 7)2, as well as the following concentrability
coefficient,
2 k—1 oo
Lk _
Cq _ k ZZC‘I
'}/ v i=l j=1t
we get the following bound on the regret:
- v =t 1,i+1 Y Aoty
2 (3 = /
Lk |lp,p <2 (1_77)(0 + )‘“Hﬁk illpg e + Z 77)2(621’ * )7 lek—illpar
i=1
K
v — 7K 1LEK+1 1—n
+7C » min(||do || pg’ s 100l pg . ) + =——5 Ra., -
(1 - ’Y) ( ) (” ||Pq H || ||Pq M) (1 . ,Y)Q 0

D. Perspectives on regularized MDPs

Here, we discuss in more details the perspectives briefly mentioned in Sec. 6.

D.1. Dynamic programming and optimization

We have shown how MPI regularized by a Bregman divergence is related to Mirror Descent. The computation of the
regularized greedy policy is similar to a mirror descent step, where the g-function plays the role of the negative subgradient.
In this sense, the policy lives in the primal space while the g-function lives in the dual space. It would be interesting to take
inspiration from proximal convex optimization to derive new dynamic programming approaches, for example based on Dual
Averaging (Nesterov, 2009) or Mirror Prox (Nemirovski, 2004).

For example, consider the case of a fixed regularizer. We have seen that it leads to a different solution than the original one
(see Thm. 2). Usually, one considers a scaled negative entropy as such a regularizer’, Q(7(-|s)) = a>_, m(a|s) In7(als).
The choice of this parameter is important practically and problem-dependent: too high and the solution of the regularized
problem will be very different from the original one, too low and the algorithm will not benefit from the regularization. A
natural idea is to vary the weight of the regularizer over iterations (Peters et al., 2010; Abdolmaleki et al., 2018a; Haarnoja
et al., 2018b), much like a learning rate in a gradient descent approach.

More formally, in our framework, write 2 = a2 and consider the following weighted reg-MPI scheme,
Tee1 = Go ' (o)
Vg1 = (Tryr,0,) "0k + €141

3This is the case for SAC or soft Q-learning, for example. Sometimes, it is the reward that is scaled, but both are equivalent.
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with G, "“ (vg) as defined in Sec. 4.2: for any policy 7, Trr o, vr < T,

et1,0, Uk T €411 By applying the proof techniques
developed previously, one can obtain easily the following result.

Theorem 5. Define Rq = || sup, Q(m)||oc. Assume that the series (cu)r>0 is positive and decreasing, and that the
regularizer § is positive (without loss of generality). After K iterations of the preceding weighted reg-MPI scheme, the
regret satisfies

k—1

3 e Z|+Zh —" RQZakl

7

F%x

oo K k—
ZF ‘ekr 7,|+Z
i k=

1 oo
j=1% 1:=0 j=

=
||

21i=1

<.

with h(k) = 2327, T9|do| or h(k) = 23222, T [bol.

Proof. The proof is similar to the one of MD-MPI, as it bounds the regret, but also simpler as it does not require Lemma 1.
The principle is still to bound the distance dy, and the shift sy, that both require bounding the Bellman residual by. From this,
one can bound the loss [, = dj + si, and then the regret Ly = Zle l;,. We only specify what changes compared to the
previous proofs.

Bounding the shift sy is done as before, and one get the same bound:
Sk = (Tﬂ'mﬂkfl)mvk—l — Uny, < (’YP‘ITk)m(I - ’YPﬂ'k)bk—l'
For the distance d}., we have

m
dk+1 = Vs — (TTFk:+1,Qk) Uk
m
=T, Vs — T, v + T, v — T, 00k + Ty 000k — Ty 00 V% 10000000k — (Tryr 02,.) " Uk

=’YP7\'* ('“*_'Uk) :Qk(ﬂ'*)gakRﬂl §5;€+1
The rest of the bounding is similar to MD-MPI, and we get
m—1
dps1 < YPr.di + yr + axRol+ Y (7P, ) bs.
=1

So, this is similar to the bound of MD-MPI, with the term oy, R 1 replacing the term d (7, ). For the Bellman residual, we
have
b = vk — Trpy 0,0k = Uk — Ty 00k + T 0V — Ty 1,00 Uk

!
Sk =Ty 01 VK €kt1

where we used the facts that o, < a1 and that © > 0 for bounding the first term:
T, 0.0k = —Tr, vk + 0 Q(mg) < =TV + 1 Umg) = =Ty 0p 4 Uk

The rest of the bounding is as before and gives by, < (vPr,)"br—1 + 5. From these bounds, one can bound Ly, as
previously. O

From Thm. 5, we can obtain an £,-bound on the regret, and from this the rate of convergence of the average regret. For
MD-MPI, the rate of convergence was in (’)( ). Here, it depends on the weighting of the regularizer. For example, if c, is
in O(4), then the average regret will be in O(an ). If g, is in O( f) then the average regret will be in O( \F) This
illustrates the kind of things that can be done with the proposed framework of regularized MDPs.

D.2. Temporal consistency equations

Thanks to €2, the regularized greedy policies are unique, and thus is the regularized optimal policy. The pair of optimal
policy and optimal value function can be characterized as follows.

Corollary 6. The optimal policy and optimal value function in a regularized MDP are the unique functions satisfying

ses, ve0(s) = QF (r(s,7) +7Egs, [ve0(s)])
e {W*,sz('|8) = VO (r(s,) +1Egs . [vs,0(5")])
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Proof. This is a direct consequence of Thm. 1 O

This provides a general way to estimate the optimal policy. For example, if € is the negative entropy, this set of equations
simplifies to

V(s,a) € S x A v, a(s) =r(s,a) + VEg|sq[ve0(s)] — Inm, a(als).
This has been used by Nachum et al. (2017) or Dai et al. (2018), where it is called “temporal consistency equation”, to
estimate the optimal value-policy pair by minimizing the related residual,

Esq [(r(s, a) + By s o[vs,0(s")] — Inm, o(als) — U*Q(S))2:| .

This idea has also been extended to Tsallis entropy (Nachum et al., 2018). In this case, the set of equations does not simplify
as nicely as with the Shannon entropy. Instead, the approach consists in considering the Lagrangian derived from the
Legendre-Fenchel transform (and the resulting temporal consistency equation involves Lagrange multipliers, that have to
be learnt too). This idea could be extended to other regularizers. One could also replace the regularizer {2 by a Bregman
divergence, and estimate the optimal policy by solving a sequence of temporal consistency equations.

D.3. Regularized policy gradient

Policy search approaches often combine policy gradient with an entropic regularization, typically to prevent the policy from
becoming too quickly deterministic (Williams, 1992; Mnih et al., 2016). The policy gradient theorem (Sutton et al., 2000)
can easily be extended to the proposed framework.

Let v be a (user-defined) state distribution, the classical policy search approach consists in maximizing J(7) =
Esv[vx(8)] = vvs. This principle can easily be extended to regularized MDPs, by maximizing

Jo(m) = vug q.
Write d,, . the y-weighted occupancy measure induced by the policy m when the initial state is sampled from v, defined as
dy= = (1 —y)v(I —vP;)~! € As. Slightly abusing notations, we’ll also write d, (s, a) = d, »(s)m(als).
Theorem 6 (Policy gradient for regularized MDPs). The gradient of Jg is

1 N (r(.]9))

Vig(rm) = ﬁES’GNdM |:<q7r’Q(S,a) — MQS)) Vin 7T(a|s)} .

Proof. We have that
V() = Z v(s)Vur a(s).

seS

We have to study the gradient of the value function. For this, the nabla-log trick is useful: Vr = 7V In 7.

Vura(s) =V (Z m(als)(r(s,a) + YEy|so[vr,a(s)]) — Q(w(s)))

acA
= Z (V7 (als)gra(s, a) + m(a|s)VEy s o [Vr a(s)]) — V(7 (.|s))
acA
= Z m(als) (¢r,0(s,a)VInm(als) — VQ7(.]s)) + VEs|s,a[VUra(s)]) -
acA

So, the components of Vv, q are the (unregularized) value functions corresponding to the rewards being the components of
¢r0(s,a)Vinm(als) — VQ(7(.|s)). Consequently,

Ja(m) = ﬁ S dynls) 3 w(als) (gra(s, @)V Inm(als) — VQ(r(.]s))).

seS acA
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Using the chain-rule, we have that

Q7 (. Q7 (.
VQ(r(.|s)) = WW((@ - Ww(a\s)wm(ap).
T Omlals) o Omlals)
Injecting this in the previous result concludes the proof. O

Even in the entropic case, it might be not exactly the same as the usual regularized policy gradient, notably because our
result involves the regularized g-function. Again, the regularizer {2 could be replaced by a Bregman divergence, to ultimately
estimate the optimal policy of the original MDP. It would be interesting to compare empirically the different resulting policy
gradients approaches, we left this for future work.

D.4. Regularized inverse reinforcement learning

Inverse reinforcement learning (IRL) consists in finding a reward function that explains the behavior of an expert which is
assumed to act optimally. It is often said that it is an ill-posed problem. The classical example is the null reward function
that explains any behavior (as all policies are optimal in this case).

We argue that in this regularized framework, the problem is not ill-posed, because the optimal policy is unique, thanks to the
regularization. For example, if one consider the negative entropy as the regularizer, with a null reward, the optimal policy
will be that of maximum entropy, so the uniform policy, and it is unique.

Notice that if for a reward, the associated regularized optimal policy is unique, the converse is not true. For example, the
uniform policy is optimal for any constant reward. More generally, reward shaping (Ng et al., 1999) still holds true for
regularized MDPs (this being thanks to the results of Sec. 3, again).

This being said, assume that the model (dynamic, discount factor, regularizer) and that the optimal regularized policy 7, o
are known. It is possible to retrieve a reward function such that 7, ¢ is the unique optimal policy.

Proposition 5. Let ¢ € RS*A be any function satisfying
VseS, mealls) =V ((s,-)),
then the reward 7(s, a) defined as

V(s,a) € Sx A, P(s,a) =q(s,a) - 7E3’|s,a[ﬂ*(qA(S’ )]
= (j(sv a) - ’VES/IS,(L[Ea’Nm,sz(-IS’) [Q(S, a)] - Q(W*,Q("S))]

has m, o as the unique corresponding optimal policy.

Proof. First, recall (see Prop. 1) that if for any g, there is a unique regularized greedy policy, the converse is not true (simply
by the fact that for any v € R®, we have VQ*(q(s,-) + v(s)) = VQ*(q(s,-))). By assumption and by uniqueness of
regularized greediness, 7, q is the unique regularized policy corresponding to . Then, with the above defined reward
function, ¢ is unique the solution of the regularized Bellman optimality equation. This shows the stated result. O

If this result shows that IRL is well-defined in a regularized framework, it is not very practical (for example, in the entropic
case, it tells that 7(s, a) = Inm, o(s, a) is such a reward function). Yet, we think that the proposed general framework could
lead to more practical algorithm.

For example, many IRL algorithms are based on the maximum-entropy principle, eg. (Ziebart et al., 2008; Finn et al., 2016;
Fu et al., 2018). This maximum-entropy IRL framework can be linked to probabilistic inference, that can itself be shown
to be equivalent, in some specific cases (deterministic dynamics), to entropy-regularized reinforcement learning (Levine,
2018). We think this to be an interesting connection, and maybe that our proposed regularized framework could allow to
generalize or analyze some of these approaches.
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D.5. Regularized zero-sum Markov games

A zero-sum Markov game can be seen as a generalization of MDPs. It is a tuple {S, A!, A%, P,r, v} with S the state
space common to both players, A7 the action space of player j, P € Agx““l *42 the transition kernel (P(s'|s, a', a2) is

the probability of transiting to state s’ when player 1 played a' and player 2 played a? in s), 7 € RS xA"x A% the reward
function of both players (one tries to maximize it, the other one to minimize it) and y the discount factor. We write p € Ajl
a policy of the maximizer, and v € Af‘? a policy of the minimizer.

As in the case of classical MDPs, everything can be constructed from an evaluation operator, defined as
[T0)(s) =Y D platls)v(a®]s) <7"(87 a',a®) +7) pls']s,a’, az)ﬂ(S’)) :
al a? s
of fixed point v,, ,,. From this, the following operators are defined:

T,v= min Ty T,v= mSXTM)VU

Tv = maxT,v T, =minT,v.
“w v

We also define the greedy operator as i € G(v) < Tv = T,,v = min, T}, ,v. Thanks to the Von Neumann’s minimax
theorem (Morgenstern & Von Neumann, 1953), we have that

Tv="Tv
and the optimal value function satisfies

Uy = Minmax v, , = maxminuv,, ,.
v “w ’ i v ’

The modified policy iteration for this kind of games is

:u’k"rl € g(vk) (14)
Vet = Ty, v

As in MDPs, we can regularize the evaluation operator, and construct regularized zero-sum Markov games from this. Let €2y
and €25 be two strongly convex reguralizers on A 4, and A 4, , and define the regularized evaluation operator as

[Thv0vl(s) = [Tuov](s) — Qu(u([s)) + Qa(v(]s)).

From this, we can construct a theory of regularized zero-sum Markov games as it was done for MDPs. The Von Neumann’s
minimax theorem does not only hold for affine operators, but for convex-concave operators, so we’re fine.

Notably, the unregularized error propagation analysis of (14) by Perolat et al. (2015) could be easily adapted to the
regularized case (much like how the analysis of AMPI directly led to the analysis of Sec. 4.2, thanks to the results of Sec. 3).
We left its extension to regularization with a Bregman divergence as future work.



