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Abstract

We initiate the study of dynamic regret minimization for goal-oriented reinforce-
ment learning modeled by a non-stationary stochastic shortest path problem with
changing cost and transition functions. We start by establishing a lower bound
Q((B,SAT.(A. + B2Ap))'/3K?/3), where B, is the maximum expected cost
of the optimal policy of any episode starting from any state, 7T, is the maxi-
mum hitting time of the optimal policy of any episode starting from the initial
state, SA is the number of state-action pairs, A, and Ap are the amount of
changes of the cost and transition functions respectively, and K is the number
of episodes. The different roles of A, and Ap in this lower bound inspire us
to design algorithms that estimate costs and transitions separately. Specifically,
assuming the knowledge of A. and Ap, we develop a simple but sub-optimal
algorithm and another more involved minimax optimal algorithm (up to loga-
rithmic terms). These algorithms combine the ideas of finite-horizon approx-
imation [Chen et al., 2022a], special Bernstein-style bonuses of the MVP algo-
rithm [Zhang et al., 2020], adaptive confidence widening [Wei and Luo, 2021], as
well as some new techniques such as properly penalizing long-horizon policies.
Finally, when A, and Ap are unknown, we develop a variant of the MASTER
algorithm [Wei and Luo, 2021] and integrate the aforementioned ideas into it to
achieve O(min{ B,SvV ALK, (B2S?AT,(A.+ B,Ap))'/3 K?/3}) regret, where
L is the unknown number of changes of the environment.

1 Introduction

Goal-oriented reinforcement learning studies how to achieve a certain goal with minimal total cost
in an unknown environment via sequential interactions. It has often been modeled as online learning
in an episodic Stochastic Shortest Path (SSP) model, where in each episode, starting from a fixed
initial state, the learner sequentially takes an action, suffers a cost, and transits to the next state, until
the goal state is reached. The performance of the learner can be measured by her regret, generally
defined as the difference between her total cost and that of a sequence of benchmark policies (one
for each episode).

Despite the recent surge of studies on this problem, all previous works consider minimizing static
regret, a special case where the benchmark policy is the same for every episode. This is reasonable
only for (near) stationary environments where one single policy performs well over all episodes.
In reality, however, the environment is often non-stationary with both the cost function and the
transition function changing over episodes, making static regret an unreasonable metric. Instead,
the desired objective is to minimize dynamic regret, where the benchmark policy for each episode is
the optimal policy for that corresponding environment, and the hope is to obtain sublinear dynamic
regret whenever the non-stationarity is not too large.
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Based on this motivation, we initiate the study of dynamic regret minimization for non-stationary
SSP and develop the first set of results. Specifically, our contributions are as follows:

» To get a sense on the difficulty of the problem, we start by establishing a dynamic regret lower
bound in Section 3. Specifically, we prove that Q((B,SAT, (A, + B2Ap))'/2K?/3) regret is
unavoidable, where B, is the maximum expected cost of the optimal policy of any episode starting
from any state, 7, is the maximum hitting time of the optimal policy of any episode starting
from the initial state, S and A are the number of states and actions respectively, A. and Ap are
the amount of changes of the cost and transition functions respectively, and K is the number of
episodes. Note the different roles of A, and A p here — the latter is multiplied with an extra B2
factor, which we find surprising for a technical reason discussed in Section 3. More importantly,
this inspires us to estimate costs and transitions independently in subsequent algorithm design.

* For algorithms, we first present a simple one (Algorithm 2 in Section 5) that achieves sub-optimal
regret of O((BySATmax(Ac + B2Ap))V/3K2/3), where Tyax > T is the maximum hitting
time of the optimal policy of any episode starting from any state. Except for replacing 7', with the
larger quantity Ty,ax, this bound is optimal in all other parameters. Moreover, this also translates
to a minimax optimal regret bound in the finite-horizon setting (a special case of SSP), making
Algorithm 2 the first model-based algorithm with the optimal (S A)l/ 3 dependency.

* To improve the T}, dependency to T, in Section 6, we present a more involved algorithm
(Algorithm 4) that achieves a near minimax optimal regret bound matching the earlier lower bound
up to logarithmic terms.

* Both algorithms above require the knowledge of A. and Ap. Moreover, for a special kind of
non-stationary environments where the cost/transition function only changes L times, they are not
able to achieve a more favorable dynamic regret bound of the form v LK. To overcome these
issues altogether, in Section 7, we develop a variant of the MASTER algorithm [Wei and Luo,
2021] and integrate the earlier algorithmic ideas into it, which finally leads to a (sub-optimal)
O(min{B,SVALK, (B2S?>AT,(A. + ByAp))'/3K?/3}) regret bound without knowing the
non-stationarity A., Ap, or L.

Techniques All our algorithms are built on top of a finite-horizon approximation scheme first
proposed by Cohen et al. [2021] and later improved by Chen et al. [2022a]; see Section 4. Both
the sub-optimal Algorithm 2 and the optimal Algorithm 4 are then developed based on ideas from
the MVP algorithm [Zhang et al., 2020] (for the finite-horizon setting), which adopts a UCBVI-
style update rule [Azar et al., 2017] with a special Bernstein-style bonus term. The sub-optimal
algorithm further integrates the idea of adaptive confidence widening [Wei and Luo, 2021] into the
UCBVlI-style update by subtracting a bias from the cost function uniformly over all state-action
pairs, which helps control the magnitude of the estimated value function. The minimax optimal
algorithm, on the other hand, adds a positive correction term to the cost function to penalize long-
horizon policies, which helps improve the T,,x dependency to T,. It also incorporates several
non-stationarity tests to ensure that the algorithm resets its knowledge of the environment when the
amount of non-stationarity is large. Both algorithms maintain (update and reset) cost and transition
estimation independently, which is the key to achieve the correct B, dependency for both the A-
related and A p-related terms.

To handle unknown non-stationarity, we adopt the idea of the MASTER algorithm
from [Wei and Luo, 2021]. Although the nature of MASTER is a blackbox reduction, we cannot
apply it directly due to the presence of the correction term that changes continuously and brings
extra challenges in tracking the learner’s performance. We handle this by redesigning the first non-
stationarity test of the MASTER algorithm. Specifically, we maintain multiple running averages of
the estimated value function to detect different levels of non-stationarity.

Related Work Static regret minimization in SSP has been heavily studied in recent years, for
both stochastic costs [Tarbouriech et al., 2020, Cohen et al., 2020, 2021, Tarbouriech et al., 2021,
Chen et al., 2021a, Jafarnia-Jahromi et al., 2021, Vial et al., 2021, Min et al., 2021, Chen et al.,
2022a] and adversarial costs [Rosenberg and Mansour, 2021, Chen et al., 2021b, Chen and Luo,
2021, Chen et al., 2022b]. To the best of our knowledge, we are the first to study dynamic regret for
non-stationary SSP.



There is also a surge of studies on online learning in non-stationary environments, rang-
ing from bandits [Auer et al., 2019, Chen et al., 2019, 2021c, Russac et al., 2020, Faury et al.,
2021, Abbasi-Yadkori et al., 2022, Suk and Kpotufe, 2021] to reinforcement learning [Gajane et al.,
2018, Ortner et al., 2020, Cheung et al., 2020, Fei et al., 2020, Mao et al., 2021, Zhou et al., 2020,
Touati and Vincent, 2020, Domingues et al., 2021, Wei and Luo, 2021, Ding and Lavaei, 2022,
Lykouris et al., 2021, Wei et al., 2022]. Compared to previous work, the model we study is quite
general and subsumes multi-armed bandit and finite-horizon reinforcement learning. On the other
hand, it also introduces extra and unique challenges as we will discuss.

2 Preliminaries

A non-stationary SSP instance consists of state space S, action space A, initial state sy, € S, goal
state g ¢ S, a set of cost mean functions {cj }_ | with ¢; € [0,1]5*, and a set of transition
functions {Pk}szl with P, = { Pt 5.0} (s,0)esx.4 and Py s o € As, , where Sy = SU{g}, As, is
the simplex over S;, and K is the number of episodes. The set of cost and transition functions are
unknown to the learner and determined by the environment before learning starts.

The learning protocol is as follows: the learner interacts with the environment for K episodes. In
episode k, starting from the initial state siy;;, the learner sequentially takes an action, incurs a cost,
and transits to the next state until reaching the goal state. We denote by (s¥, a¥, cF, sk ,1) the i-

th state-action-cost-afterstate tuple observed in episode k, where c¥ is sampled from an unknown

distribution with support [0, 1] and mean c(s¥, a¥), and s¥ , is sampled from P, .« ,». We denote

R Rt

by Ij the total number of steps in episode &, such that s’}k 11=9

Learning Objective Intuitively, in each episode the learner aims at finding a policy that minimizes
the total cost of reaching the goal state. Formally, a policy 7 € AS assigns an action 7(s) to each
state s € S, and its expected cost for episode k starting from a state s is denoted as V7 (s) =

E[ S0 en(sk, m(sF))| Py, s} = s] where the expectation is with respect to the randomness of next
states s¥ ‘1 ~ P sk r(s+) and the number of steps I, before reaching g. The optimal policy 7}; for

episode k is then the policy that minimizes V,7 (s) for all s. Using V;* as a shorthand for V,:’Z , we
formally define the dynamic regret of the learner as

K /I
Ry = Z <Z y - Vk*(sinil)> :

k=1 \i=1

When I;, = oo for some k, we let R = oo.

Several parameters play a key role in characterizing the difficulty of this problem: B, =
maxy, s V¥ (s), the maximum cost of the optimal policy of any episode starting from any state;

T, = maxy T,: s (sinit) (Where T} (s) is expected number of steps it takes for policy 7 to reach
the goal in episode k starting from state s), the maximum hitting time of the optimal policy of any

episode starting from the initial state; Tinax = maxy, s T,: *(s), the maximum hitting time of the
optimal policy of any episode starting from any state; A, = ZkK;ll lck+1 — ck|| > the amount of
non-stationarity in the cost functions; and finally Ap = ZkK:_ll maxs q || Pii1,s,0 — Ph,s,ally> the
amount of non-stationarity in the transition functions. Throughout the paper we assume the knowl-

edge of By, T, and Ty, and also B, > 1 for simplicity. A, and Ap are assumed to be known for
the first two algorithms we develop, but unknown for the last one.

Other Notations For a value function V € RS+ and a distribution P over S, define PV =
Ey~p[V(s')] (mean) and V(P, V) = Ey p[V (s')?] — (PV)? (variance). Let S = |S| and A = | 4|
be the number of states and actions respectively. The notation @() hides all logarithmic dependency
including In K and In % for some failure probability 6 € (0,1). Also define a value function upper
bound B = 16B,. For integers s and e, we define [s,e] = {s,s + 1,...,e} and [e] = {1, ..., e}.



3 Lower Bound

To better understand the difficulty of learning non-stationary SSP, we first establish the following
dynamic regret lower bound.

Theorem 1. In the worst case, the learner’s regret is at least Q((B,S AT, (A. + B2Ap)) /3 K?/3).

The lower bound construction is similar to that in [Mao et al., 2021], where the environment is
piecewise stationary. In each stationary period, the learner is facing a hard SSP instance with a
slightly better hidden state. Details are deferred to Appendix B.2.

In a technical lemma in Appendix B.1, we show that for any two episodes k; and k2, the change of
the optimal value function due to non-stationarity satisfies V;* (sinit) — V30 (Sinit) < (Ac+ ByAp)Ts,
with only one extra B, factor for the Ap-related term. We thus find our lower bound somewhat
surprising since an extra B2 factor shows up for the A p-related term. This comes from the fact
that constructing the hard instance with perturbed costs requires a larger amount of perturbation

compared to that with perturbed transitions; see Theorem 7 and Theorem 8 for details.

More importantly, this observation implies that simply treating these two types of non-stationarity as
a whole and only consider the non-stationarity in value function as done in [Wei and Luo, 2021] does
not give the right B, dependency. This further inspires us to consider cost and transition estimation
independently in our subsequent algorithm design.

4 Basic Framework: Finite-Horizon Approximation

Our algorithms are all built on top of the finite-horizon approximation scheme of [Cohen et al.,
2021], whose analysis is greatly simplified and improved by [Chen et al., 2022a], making it applica-
ble to our non-stationary setting as well. This scheme makes use of an algorithm 2 that deals with
a special case of SSP where each episode ends within H = O(Tax) steps, and applies it to the
original SSP following Algorithm 1. Specifically, call each “mini-episode” 2 is facing an interval.
At each step h of interval m, the learner receives the decision aj,' from 2, takes this action, observes
the cost ¢, transits to the next state s3", |, and then feed the observation ¢} and s;", | to 2 (Line 5
and Line 6). The interval m ends whenever one of the following happens (Line 7): the goal state
is reached, H steps have passed, or 2l requests to start a new interval.! In the first case, the initial
state s’l’”l of the next interval m + 1 will be set to siyi, while in the other two cases, it is naturally
set to the learner’s current state, which is also sf; ,; where Hp, is the length of interval m (see

Line 10). At the end of each interval, we artificially let 2 suffer a terminal cost c¢(s%; ) where
¢s(s) = 2B.I{s # g}.

This procedure (adaptively) generates a non-stationary finite-horizon Markov Decision Process
(MDP) that 2 faces: M = (S, A, g, {c™M_, {P™}M_| cs, H). Here, ¢™ = Ci(m) and P™ =
Pjy(m) Where k(m) is the unique episode that interval m belongs to, and M is the total number of
intervals over K episodes, a random variable determined by the interactions. Let V""" (s) be the ex-
pected cost (including the terminal cost) of following policy 7 starting from state s in interval m. De-

fine the regret of 2 over the first M intervals in M as Ry = Y200 (S3imth em _yThom ™ (gmy)

where we use c¢; . ; as a shorthand for the terminal cost ¢y (s ). Following similar arguments

as in [Cohen et al., 2021, Chen et al., 2022a], the regret in M and M are close in the following
sense.

Lemma 1. Algorithm I ensures R < }OEM + B,.

See Appendix C for the proof. Based on this lemma, in following sections we focus on developing
the finite-horizon algorithm 2( and analyzing how large Ry is. Note, however, that while this
finite-horizon reduction is very useful, it does not mean that our problem is as easy as learning non-
stationary finite-horizon MDPs and that we can directly plug in an existing algorithm as 2. Great
care is still needed when designing 2l in order to obtain tight regret bounds as we will show.

"This last condition is not present in prior works. We introduce it since later our instantiation of 2 will
change its policy in the middle of an interval, and creating a new interval in this case allows us to make sure
that the policy in each interval is always fixed, which simplifies the analysis.
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Algorithm 1 Finite-Horizon Approximation of SSP

Input: Algorithm £l for finite-horizon MDP M with horizon H = 4T, In(8K).
Initialize: interval counter m < 1.
fork=1,..., K do
Set 8717I <— Sinit-
while s1" # g do
Feed initial state s7* to A, h < 1.
while True do
Receive action a" from 24, play it, and observe cost ¢’ and next state s, ;.
Feed cj" and s}", | to 2.
if h = H or s} | = g or % requests to start a new interval then
| H, < h. break.

else h < h + 1.

N-TE- RS - 7 R

Set s7" ! = st i andm < m+ 1.

Algorithm 2 Non-Stationary MVP

Parameters: window sizes W, (for costs) and Wp (for transitions), and failure probability §.
Initialize: for all (s, a, s), C(s,a) < 0, M(s,a) < 0, N(s,a) + 0, N(s,a,s’) < 0.
Initialize: Update (1).

form=1,...,M do

forh=1,...,H do

Play action aj’ < argmin, Qn (s}, a), receive cost ¢ and next state s, ;.
m .m\ t m m ,m\ t m ,my m .m . m + 2
C(spr,apr) < ¢, M(s7*,af?) < 1, N(s7*, a*) < 1, N(s7*, af) v5h+1) 1.

if 5" = gor M(s)",a") = 2" or N(s7, aj") = 2' for some integer | > 0 then
| break (which starts a new interval).

if W, divides m then reset C(s, a) <— 0 and M(s, a) < 0 for all (s, a).
if Wp divides m then reset N(s, a, s’) + 0and N(s,a) < 0 forall (s, a, s').
| Update(m+1).

Procedure Update (m)

Vi1 (s) < 2B.I{s # g}, Vi(g) < Oforh < H, ¢+ 21 . In (234LEm) and o+ L.
for all (s,a) do

N+ (s,a) + max{1,N(s,a)}, M*(s,a) < max{1, M(s,a)}, &(s, a) + o)

M+ (s,a)’
o) s {0.0,0) R — et} Pa) - RS

N+(s,a)"
while True do
forh=H,...,1do

br(s,a) < max {71 / V(nggf;gm, 4N9§(‘S/E§} for all (s,a).

Qn(s,a) « max{0,¢(s,a) + Ps o Vi1 — bu(s,a) — z} forall (s, a).
Vi (s) < min, Qp(s,a) forall s.

| if max; o n Qn(s,a) < B/4 then break; else z < 2.

S A Simple Sub-Optimal Algorithm

In this section, we present a relatively simple finite-horizon algorithm 2 for M which, in combina-
tion with the reduction of Algorithm 1, achieves a regret bound that almost matches our lower bound
except that T}, is replaced by T1,.x. The key steps are shown in Algorithm 2. It follows the ideas
of the MVP algorithm [Zhang et al., 2020] and adopts a UCBVI-style update rule (Line 6) with a
Bernstein-type bonus term (Line 5) to maintain a set of @}, functions, which then determines the ac-

E y is a shorthand for z < z + y.



tion at each step in a greedy manner (Line 1). The two crucial new elements are the following. First,
in the update rule Line 6, we subtract a positive value x uniformly over all state-action pairs so that
|Qnl| ., is of order O(B,) (recall B = 16B,), and we find the (almost) smallest such z via a dou-
bling trick (Line 7). This is similar to the adaptive confidence widening technique of [Wei and Luo,
2021], where they increase the size of the transition confidence set to ensure a bounded magnitude
on the estimated value function; our approach is an adaptation of their idea to the UCBVI style
update rule.

Second, we periodically restart the algorithm (by resetting some counters and statistics) in Line 3
and Line 4. While periodic restart is a standard idea to deal with non-stationarity, the novelty here
is a two-scale restart schedule: we set one window size W, related to costs and another one Wp
related to transitions, and restart after every W, intervals or every Wp intervals. As mentioned, this
two-scale schedule is inspired by the lower bound in Section 3, which indicates that cost estimation
and transition estimation play different roles in the final regret and should be treated separately.

Another small modification is that we start a new interval when the visitation to some (s, a) doubles
(Line 2), which helps remove T},,,x dependency in lower-order terms and is important for following
sections. With all these elements, we prove the following regret guarantee of Algorithm 2.

Theorem 2. For any M’ < M, with probability at least 1 — 226 Algorithm 2 ensures }OEM/ =

10) (M’(\/B*SA(l/WC +B.Jwp) + B.SA (1w, + S/Wp)) (AW, + B*Apr)Tmax).

Thus, with a proper tunning of W, and Wp (that is in term of M’), Algorithm 2 ensures R M=
O((B,SAT pax (A + BEAP))1/3M’2/3). However, this does not directly imply a bound on R,
since M is a random variable (and the tunning above would depend on M). Fortunately, to resolve
this it suffices to perform a doubling trick on the number of intervals, that is, first make a guess
on M, and then double the guess whenever M exceeds it. We summarize this idea in Algorithm 3.
Finally, combining it with Algorithm 1, Lemma 1, and the simplified analysis of [Chen et al., 2022a]
which is able to bound the total number of intervals M in terms of the total number of episodes K
(Lemma 16), we obtain the following result (all proofs are deferred to Appendix D).

Theorem 3. With probability at least 1 — 220, applying Algorithm 1 with 2 being Algorithm 3

ensures Rgr = O((BySATmax(Ac + BEAP))1/3K'2/3) (ignoring lower order terms) for any
K <K.

Note that Theorem 3 actually provides an anytime regret guarantee (that is, holds for any K’ < K),
which is important in following sections. Compared to our lower bound in Theorem 1, the only
sub-optimality is in replacing 7', with the larger quantity T},,x. Despite its sub-optimality for SSP,
however, as a side result our algorithm in fact implies the first model-based finite-horizon algorithm
that achieves the optimal dependency on S A and matches the minimax lower bound of [Mao et al.,
2021]. Specifically, in previous works, the optimal S A dependency is only achievable by model-
free algorithms, which unfortunately have sub-optimal dependency on the horizon by the current
analysis (see [Mao et al., 2021, Lemma 10]). On the other hand, existing model-based algorithms
for finite state-action space all follow the idea of extended value iteration, which gives sub-optimal
dependency on S and also brings difficulty in incorporating entry-wise Bernstein confidence sets.’
Our approach, however, resolves all these issues. See Appendix D.4 for more discussions.

Technical Highlights The key step of our proof for Theorem2 is to bound the term
M S V(P am, Vit = Vilty), where Vi is the value of Vi1 at the beginning of inter-
val m, and Vh*jr"f is the optimal value function of M in interval m (formally defined in Appendix A).

The standard analysis on bounding this term requires V,""}'(s) — V; ; (s) > 0, which is only true in
a stationary environment due to optimism. To handle this in non-stationarity environments, we care-
fully choose a set of constants {2} } so that V,"" (s) + 2" — V7 | (s) > 0 (Lemma 18), and then ap-

.. . M’ H,, m *,1 m o M’ Hy, m *,m
ply similar analysison > > 75" V(PEn g, VST = Vilky) = 3202 22500 V(PG o, V3T +
2yt — V' ,). See Lemma 20 for more details.

3Note that the transition non-stationarity Ap is defined via L, norm. Thus, naively applying entry-wise
confidence widening to Bernstein confidence sets introduces extra dependency on S.
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Algorithm 3 Non-Stationary MVP with a Doubling Trick
forn=1,2,...do

Initialize an instance of Algorithm 2 with W, = [(B,SA)'/3(2" "1 /(A Tmax))?/?] and Wp =
L [(SA)Y3(27 1 /(ApTmax))?/3], and execute it in intervals m = 2"~1 ... 2" — 1,

Algorithm 4 MVP with Non-Stationarity Tests
Parameters: window sizes W, and Wp, coefficients ¢, co, sample probability p, and failure prob-
ability 9.
Initialize: ResetC(),ResetP (), Update(1).
form=1,...,M do
forh=1,...,H do
Play action a' + argmin, Qp(s}", a), receive cost ¢} and next state s}, ;.

Csy, ap) & e, M(syr, ap) & 1, N(sp, ap) & 1, N(sp, a, si ) < 1.
~ + . ~P F v 5 -

X e —asiap), XP < Vg (siy) — Pom am Vig1.

if 57" = g or M(s)", aj) = 2" or N(s7", aj") = 2! for some integer | > 0 then
| break (which start a new interval).

if X¢ > x¢, (defined in Lemma 24) then ResetC (). (Test 1)
if X© > X~ (defined in Lemma 25) then ResetC() and ResetP (). (Test 2)
if v = W, then ResetC().
if v© = Wp then ResetC() and ResetP ().
Ve <+T 1, vF & 1, Update(m + 1).
if ||Vi|| > B/2 for some h (Test 3) then
| ResetC(), with probability p execute ResetP (), and Update(m + 1).
Procedure Update (m) 3
Vir1(s) < 2BI{s # g}, Vi(g) < Oforall h < H,and ¢ < 2!! - In (254L4Em),
p° min{\/ci’ 281H}’ pP . min{\/cj—P, ﬁ}, 1<+ p°+ BpP.
for all (s,a) do
N*(s,a) + max{1,N(s,a)}, M*(s,a) + max{1,M(s,a)}, &(s,a) « Ni(?:zl),
Poa() N s, 0) « max {0,2(s,0) — /55285 — 5t |-
(s,a) < ¢(s,a) + 8n.

c(s,
forh=H,...,1do

br(s,a) < max {7 V(%ﬁizhdgm, ;gf(ﬁg} for all (s,a).

Qh(s, a) = max{0, ¢(s,a) + ps_’a‘v/thl —bp(s,a)} all (s,a).
| Vi(s) = argmin, Q(s, a) forall s.

Procedure ResetC()

| v°<+1,X°+0,C(s,a) < 0, M(s,a) < Oforall (s,a).
Procedure ResetP ()

| vP+ 1,%F + 0,N(s,a,5') + 0,N(s,a) < 0 forall (s,a,s’).

6 A Minimax Optimal Algorithm

In this section, we present an improved algorithm that achieves the minimax optimal regret bound
up to logarithmic terms, starting with a refined version of Algorithm 2 shown in Algorithm 4. Below,
we focus on describing the new elements introduced in Algorithm 4 (that is, Lines 1-3 and 6-4).*

The main challenge in replacing T1,,,x with T}, is that the regret due to non-stationarity accumulates
along the learner’s trajectory, which can be as large as O((A. + B.Ap)H) since the horizon is H

“Line 4 and Line 5, althogh written in a different form, are similar to Line 3 and Line 4 of Algorithm 2.



Algorithm 5 A Two-Phase Variant of Algorithm 1

Initialize: Phase 1 algorithm instance 2(; and Phase 2 algorithm instance 5.
Execute Algorithm 1 with 2 = 2(; for every first interval of an episode, and 2 = 2, otherwise.

(recall H = @(Tmax)). Moreover, bounding the number of steps needed for the learner’s policy to
reach the goal is highly non-trivial due to the changing transitions. Our main idea to address these
issues is to incorporate a correction term 7 (computed in Line 7) into the estimated cost (Line 4) to
penalize policies that take too long to reach the goal. This correction term is set to be an upper bound
of the learner’s average regret per interval (defined through p¢ and p* in Line 7). It introduces the
effect of canceling the non-stationarity along the learner’s trajectory when it is not too large. When
the non-stationarity is large, on the other hand, we detect it through two non-stationary tests (Line 2
and Line 3), and reset the knowledge of the environment (more details to follow).

However, this correction leads to one issue: we cannot perform adaptive confidence widening (that
is, the —z bias) anymore as it would cancel out the correction term. To address this, we introduce
another test (Line 6, Test 3) to directly check whether the magnitude of the estimated value function
is bounded as desired. If not, we reset again since that is also an indication of large non-stationarity.

We now provide some intuitions on the design of Test 1 and Test 2. First, one can show that the two
quantities Y¢ and Y we maintain in Line 1 are such that their sum is roughly an upper bound on the
estimated accumulated regret. So directly checking whether X + X is too large would be similar
to the second test of the MASTER algorithm [Wei and Luo, 2021]. Here, however, we again break
it into two tests where Test 1 only guards the non-stationarity in cost, and Test 2 mainly guards the
non-stationarity in transition. Note that Test 2 also involves cost information through V', but our
observation is that we can still achieve the desired regret bound as long as the ratio of the number of
resets caused by procedures ResetC() and ResetP() is of order O(B, ). This inspires us to reset both
the cost and the transition estimation when Test 2 fails, but reset the transition estimation only with
some probability p (eventually set to 1/B,) when Test 3 fails.

For analysis, we first establish a regret guarantee of Algorithm 4 in an ideal situation where the first
state of each interval is always sjni;. (Proofs of this section are deferred to Appendix E.)

Theorem 4. Let ¢; = \/B,SA/T,, c2 = V/SA/T,, W, = [(B,SA)Y/?(K/(AT))*3], Wp =
[(SA)Y3(K/(ApT,))??], and p = 1/B,. Suppose s7* = sy for all m < K, then Algorithm 4
ensures R = O((B,SAT, (A, + B2Ap))Y/3K2/3) (ignoring lower order terms) with probability
at least 1 — 400.

The reason that we only analyze this ideal case is that, if the initial state is not siyjt, then even the opti-
mal policy does not guarantee 7 hitting time by definition. This also inspires us to eventually deploy
a two-phase algorithm slightly modifying Algorithm 1: feed the first interval of each episode into an
instance of Algorithm 4, and the rest of intervals into an instance of Algorithm 3 (see Algorithm 5).
Thanks to the large terminal cost, we are able to show that the regret in the second phase is upper
bounded by a constant, leading to the following final result.

Theorem 5. Algorithm 5 with 20y being Algorithm 4 and 2y being Algorithm 3 ensures Rk =
O((B,SAT(A.+B2Ap))Y/3K?/3) (ignoring lower order terms) with probability at least 1 — 645.

Ignoring logarithmic and lower-order terms, our bound is minimax optimal. Also note that the bound
is sub-linear (in K) as long as A. and Ap are sub-linear (that is, not the worst case).

7 Learning without Knowing A_. and Ap

To handle unknown non-stationarity, we combine our algorithmic ideas in previous sections with a
new variant of the MASTER algorithm [Wei and Luo, 2021]. The original MASTER algorithm is
a blackbox reduction that takes a base algorithm for (near) stationary environments as input, and
turns it into another algorithm for non-stationarity environments. For many problems (including
multi-armed bandits, contextual bandits, linear bandits, finite-horizon or infinite-horizon MDPs),
Wei and Luo [2021] show that the final algorithm achieves optimal regret without knowing the non-
stationarity. While powerful, MASTER can not be directly used in our problem to achieve the same



strong result. As we will discuss, some modification is needed, and even with this modification,
some extra difficulty unique to SSP still prevents us from eventually obtaining the optimal regret.

Specifically, in order to obtain T, dependency, we again follow the two-phase procedure Algorithm 5
and instantiate a MASTER algorithm with a different base algorithm in each phase. In Phase 1,
since it is unclear how to update cost and transition estimation independently under the framework
of MASTER, we adopt a simpler version of Algorithm 4 as the base algorithm, which performs
synchronized cost and transition estimation and a simpler non-stationarity test; see Algorithm 6 (all
algorithms/proofs in this section are deferred to Appendix F due to space limit). In Phase 2, we use
Algorithm 2 as the base algorithm.

Our version of the MASTER algorithm (Algorithm 8) requires a different Test 1 compared to that
in [Wei and Luo, 2021], which is essential due to the presence of the correction terms in Algorithm 6.
Specifically, it no longer makes sense to simply maintain the maximum of estimated value func-
tions over the past intervals, since the cost function combined with the correction term is chang-
ing adaptively, and a large correction term will interfere with the detection of a small amount of
non-stationarity. Our key observation is that for a base algorithm scheduled on a given range by
MASTER, the average of its correction terms within the same range is of the desired order that does
not interfere with non-stationarity detection. This inspires us to maintain multiple running averages
of the estimated value functions with different scales (see Line 2 of Algorithm 8). Then, to detect a
certain level of non-stationarity, we refer to the running average with the matching scale (see Line 3).

We show that the algorithm described above achieves the following regret guarantee without knowl-
edge of the non-stationarity.

Theorem 6. Let 2 be an instance of Algorithm 8 with Algorithm 6 as the base algorithm and 25
be an instance of Algorithm 8 with Algorithm 2 as the base algorithm. Then Algorithm 5 with 20,
and 2y ensures with high probability (ignoring lower order terms):

R =0 (Inin {B*S\/ALK, B,SVAK + (B2S2A(A, + B*AP)T*)1/3K2/3}) ,

where L = 1+ ZkK:_ll I{ Pyy1 # Py or cky1 # ci } is the number changes of the environment (plus
one). Moreover, this is achieved without the knowledge of A., Ap, or L.

The advantage of this result compared to Theorem 5 is two-fold. First, it adapts to different levels of
non-stationarity (A, Ap, and L) automatically. Second, it additionally achieves a bound of order
O(B,SvVALK), which could be much better than that in Theorem 5; for example, when L = O(1),
the former is a v/ K -order bound while the latter is of order K2/3. As discussed in [Wei and Luo,
2021], this is a unique benefit brought by the MASTER algorithm and is not achieved by any other
algorithms even with the knowledge of L.

The disadvantage of Theorem 6, on the other hand, is its sub-optimality in the B, dependency for
the A.-related term and the S dependency for both terms. The extra B, dependency is due to the
synchronized cost and transition estimation. As mentioned, it is unclear how to update cost and
transition estimation independently as we do in Algorithm 4 under the framework of MASTER,
which we leave as an important future direction. On the other hand, the extra S dependency comes
from the fact that the lower-order term in the regret bound of the base algorithm affects the final
regret bound (see the statement of Theorem 13). Specifically, the lower-order term is B, .S? A instead
of B,SA, which eventually leads to extra .S dependency. How to remove the extra .S factor in
the base algorithm, or eliminate the undesirable lower-order term effect brought by the MASTER
algorithm, is another important future direction.

8 Conclusion

In this work, we develop the first set of results for dynamic regret minimization in non-stationary SSP,
including a (near) minimax optimal algorithm and two others that are either simpler or advantageous
in some other cases. Besides the immediate next step such as improving our results when the non-
stationarity is unknown, our work also opens up many other possible future directions on this topic,
such as extension to more general settings with function approximation. It would also be interesting
to study more adaptive dynamic regret bounds in this setting. For example, our B, and T are defined
as the maximum optimal expected cost and hitting time over all episodes, which is undesirable if



only a few episodes admit a large optimal expected cost or hitting time. Ideally, some kind of
(weighted) average would be a more reasonable measure in these cases.
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A Preliminaries

Extra Notations We first define (or restate) some notations used throughout the whole Appendix.

Lt Aoy = S e =l Appy = XIimaxs [P = P Itis

T=1

straightforward to verify that A, 1 3 = Ac and Ap [ ) = Ap.

1

* Define A; ,y = Ap e ) and Ap = Ap ;e n), Where i, and il are the first intervals

after the last resets of M and N before interval m respectively.

« For all algorithms, denote by ¢™, e™, P™ b7, N, M}, i, the value of ¢, ¢, Ps 4, by,

s,a°
N+, M™, ¢ at the beginning of interval m, and define ¢* = ¢ (s}, aj"), &* = (s}, a}),
N = NT (s, a}"), and M7* = M (s}, a}*). We also slightly abuse the notation and
write b (s}, a}") as by* when there is no confusion.
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* Define ™ (s,a) = mzm,:# zhm' ™ (s, a)ﬂ{(s;;*,a;y') = (s,a)}, & =
m m—1 pm pm
(s ap'), P = m meﬂP h Y H{(Sh s ap’ )= (s,a)}, Byt = Pgh am

m
and Ph = Psh ar

e Denote by L. ; 71 and Lp; ;1 one plus the number of resets of M and IN within intervals
Y Lo, [i,4] . [4.9] p
[4, j] respectively, and define L ., = Lc [1,m]» Lr.m = Lp1,m]» Lm = Lem + Lpm for

any m > 1.

s Define f(m) (or f(m)) as the earliest interval at or after interval m in which the learner
resets M (or IN).

e Define mp* = I{M™(sf*,af*) = 0}, np = I{N™(sP*,a}") =
0}, Cwm = fo 1 hHmlJ“l cpr, and bonus function 0" (s,a,V) =

[V(Pr V)tm  49BvVSum
max{7 N} (s,a) ’ N(s,a) }
* Define T,:r*’m(s) (or T,f*’m(s,a)) as the hitting time (reaching g or layer H + 1) of
w,:(m) starting from state s (or state-action pair (s, a)) in layer h w.r.t transition P™, such

that T "™ (s,a) = 1 + PI" T,’;Hm, T ™ (s) = T " (5, Ty (5)), and Tf T (s) =
T5 0 (s,0) =T ™ (g) = Ty "™ (g.a) = 0.

¢ For notational convenience, we often write Vh7T ™ as Vhﬂ*"m.

* Define ()1 = max{0,x}.

Optimal Value Functions of M We denote by Q"™ and V;" the optimal value functions in

interval m. It is not hard to see that they can be defined recursively as follows: VIfIfrnl = ¢y and for
h < H,

(s, a) = ¢ (s,0) + PIVIT, VET(s) = min Q)" (s, a).

For notational convenience, we also let Q3" (s, a) = V7| (s) forany (s,a) € S x A.

Lemma 2. Foranym > land h < H + 1, Q}"(s,a) < QZ*’m(s, a) < 4B,.

Proof. This is simply by QZ*’m(s, a) <14 maxs V*(s) + 2B, < 4B,. O

Auxiliary Lemmas Below we provide auxiliary lemmas used throughout the whole Appendix and
for all algorithms.

Lemma 3. With probability at least 1 — 36, Zm 1 hHml( (s ay) — ¢r) <
3Zm 1 hHml( CKA:m + Lm ) +Zm 1 hHmlAcm < O(\/m"‘SALQM’) +
25 S A and S0 S (\JFE + ) < O(V/SALowCop + SALer +
\/SALQM/ ZML hH:”l A¢m) forany M’ < M.

m=1

Proof. Firstnote that by Lemma 49, with probability at least 1 —4, forany m > 1and (s,a) € Sx A,

cm(spt,apt) 1
M, (s,a) M, (s,a)

" (s,a) =" (s,a) <

ey
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For the first inequality in the first statement, note that

M’ H,,
PP CHCANTORH
m=1h=1
M' Hpm an, m
SZZ<W(Sﬁ,ag)_cm(sﬁ,aﬁ)+ &;+W+mh>+22mm
m=1h=1 m=1h=1

(definition of €* and ¢™ (s}, ap*) < €™ (s7, al) + Acm + mj")

M Hp Ch Lm lm L & 1
<3ZZ M—Zl +ZZAc,m- (Eq. (1) and mj* < M

m=1h=1 m=1h=1

The second inequality in the first statement simply follows from applying AM-GM inequality on
the second statement. To prove the second statement, first note that by Lemma 49, Cauchy-Schwarz
inequality, and Lemma 11, with probability at least 1 — ¢,

M H,, (M Hp -— 1
R UEL PRI EETY

m=1 h=1 m=1h=1
M’ Hp, M’ Hp
=0 E E g;ln + SALQM/ E E E;ln + SALQM/
m=1h=1 m=1h=1

Solving a quadratic inequality w.r.t Z%,:l SOim @m (Lemma 45) gives Zﬁf;l St @ =
@(ZM hHml ¢t + SAL. ). Therefore, with probability at least 1 — 4,

m=1
M’ Hp o, , 3 M’ Hp,
> (\/ a M”m) = O | \[SALear D0 > & + SALew
m=1h= m=1h=1
(Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and Lemma 11)
3 M’ Hp
=0 SALC_’M/ Z Zgzn + SALC_’M/
m=1h=1
) M’ Hp, M’ Hp,
= O [ [ SALcar 303" Acn + [ SALearr > em sy, a) + SALe,ur
m=1h=1 m=1h=1
. M’ Hp
=0 SALC_’A[/ Z Z Ac,m —+ 4/ SALC_’M/CM/ + SALcyM/ . (Lemma 50)
m=1h=1
This completes the proof. O

Lemma 4. With probability at least 1 — §, for any m > 1, (s,a) € § x Aand s € Sy,

B (s') — P (s)| < | Hel)in

2 4 L Psn,la (s")tm
2N, (Swa)

+ tm .
2N (s,a) = N (s,a) N (s,a)

Proof. The first inequality hold with probability at least 1 — ¢ / 2 by applying Lemma 49 for each
(s,a) € S x Aand s € S;. Also by Lemma 50, we have Pm( ') < 2P (s') + mii"gsa) for

any (s,a) € S x A, s’ € S; with probability at least 1 — §/2. Substituting this back and applying
Va+b < \/a + Vb proves the second inequality. O

Lemma 5. With probability at least 1 — 0, for any (s,a) € S x Aand m > 1, € (s,a) <
(s, a) + Aem.
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Proof. Forany (s,a) and m > 1, when M,,, (s, a) = 0, the statement clearly holds since ¢™ (s, a) =
0. Otherwise, by Lemma 49 and Lemma 50, with probability at least 1 — 4, for all (s,a) and m > 1
simultaneously,

e (s, a)—"cmsa|<3\/ (5,0) 32514m5+21n%f1ms
M (s 4] M. (s, a)
m 12]n 454m 5
<3 (2C (s,0) + m) In 32SAm5  2In 3254m’ < (s, a)im L m
- M, (s, a) 0 M (s,a) — \ Mih(s,a)  Mih(s,a)
(2)
Therefore, by max{0, a} — max{0,b} < max{0,a — b},
" (s,a) — c"(s,a) <€ (s,a) — ¢ (s,a) + Aem
m —n (s, a)tm lm
< max {O, c™(s,a) —c™(s,a) — M(f,rl(s,)a) — ML (s, a)} +Acm < Acm,
where the last step is by Eq. (2). o

Lemma 6. Given function V € [—B, B]S+ for some B > 0, we have with probability at least 1 — 6,

~ ~ SV(P, V)
|(P5,ll - PS,G)V| <0 < N (s,a) + Njf(f)a)

) + BAP’"foranym>1

Proof. Note that with probability at least 1 — 0,
(P, =PIV = [(PT, = PI)(V = PILV))
. P () B
@) 0 V()= PV 4+ ———
S\ gV - PV

s’/

(Lemma 4)

I
G

SPm(V — P V)2 SB
\/ h ( d ) (Cauchy-Schwarz inequality)

N;h(s,a) N;(s,a)

- SPM™(V — Pm V)2
_5 w V- PV)E 8B g | SApm
N;(s,a) Ni(s,a) N (s,a)

Applying AM-GM inequality completes the proof. o

Lemma 7. With probability at least 1—6, V(P;", V™ ) < 2V(P", Vﬁl)"‘@ (SN]%? ) +2B%Ap,
foranym > 1.
Proof. Note that:
V(PP Vi) < PRV = PVIL)? (3 = argmin, 3, pi(a: — 2)?)
= V(B Vi) + (B = P (Vi — B Vh+1)
VP Vi) + (B = B Vit = PVita)* + B*Apm

Vit~ BV | S
Ny Ny

~ SPm( )
<V Vi) + 0| B + B*Ap.,

(Lemma 4 and Cauchy-Schwarz inequality)

. Sv(pm,vm Apm B2
gV(P,T,V,?}rl)JrO(B\/MJrBQ\/S P +S >+BQAPM

Ny Ny N

SB?
<2V(PVim )+ O (N ) +2B*Ap . (AM-GM inequality)
h

O
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Lemma 8. Given an oblivious set of value functions V with |V| < (2HK)S and ||V |, < B for
any V. € V, we have with probability at least 1 — 6, forany V €V, (s,a) € S x A, andm > 1,

(P, = PV < || S LB . BRkn ang |(Pm, — P )V < 4 [ 2 ifetin o

Njn(s,a) NL(S@) Nﬁ(s,a)

3BV St
Nﬁl(s,a) :
Proof. Foreach (s,a) € S x Aand V € V, by Lemma 49, with probability at least 1 — W,
foranym > 1

B _ 1 (s,a)

P —P")VW| < —f/—— V(P ,V)im + Bim | - 3

(Pl = PV < oo Z 3)

Denote by m; the interval where the i-th visits to (s, a) lies in among those N, (s, a) visits, we have

N, (s,a) - 1 N, (s,a) - -
Z V(P V) = “Nhea) & Pa(V = PILV)
m(s a)
< N+ o ; Pri(V = PmV)2 < V(P™,V) + B2 Ap
where the second last inequality is by % = argmin, Y, p;(z; — 2)?. Thus by Eq. (3),
L V(P™ V)im  Buy, Apmim
(- PVt < [ ST 4 e g
= V(lfj_za(:/;;m ;;?;Z) B%jm (AM-GM inequality)
Moreover, again by Zzpl P — argmin, Y. pi(z — 2)%,
N, (s,a) - 1 N, (s,a) . _ ,
e D MNCRGERC el SR

i=1

SV(PS a’ V) SB2L7TL
N (s, a) N (s, a)

(Lemma 4 and Cauchy-Schwarz inequality)

< V(P! V) + (Pl — PV — P V)2 < V(P™,V)+ B

s,a’

25B%
<2V(P™ V) 4 —— AM-GM inequalit
( s,a ) N%(S,CL) ( 1 qu ly)
m 2V(Pr, \V)im | 3BvSim
Thus by Eq. 3), |(Pfh, — PV < | it 4 8550, O
Lemma 9. For any sequence of value functions {V;"}, p with Vi, € 1[0,B], we

have with probability at least 1 — 6, for all M' > 1, Zm 1 hHml V(P vil,) =
A M m M’ Hyp, m m
o (Zm:l VI 1 (85 41)% + e ol BV (si) = P Vilky)+ + B )

Proof. We decompose the sum of variance as follows:

M’ H, M' Hp,
Z ZV(PfTvvhril) = Z Z (P}T(th}rl)2 - Vﬁ—l(szl-i-l)z)

m=1h=1 m=1h=1
" Hp M’ H,,
+ 0> (Vi (sp)® = Vi (si)?) + (Vi (si)? = (PVila)?) -
m=1h=1 m=1h=1
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For the first term, by Lemma 49 and Lemma 47, with probability at least 1 — 4,

M' Hp, M’ Hp

ZZ(Pﬁ(VﬁﬂQ_Vﬁl(SZLHF):(7) szpﬁna Vim,)?) + B?
m=1h=1 m=1h=1
M’ H,,
=0|B Z > V(P vimy) + B
=1h=1

The second term is clearly upper bounded by Zm Vi (s +1) and the third term is upper
bounded by 2B "M S (ym (i) — prym )L by a2 — 02 < (a +b)(a = b). Putting

everything together and solving a quadratic inequality (Lemma 45) w.r.t Z -1 Z hel V(P Vi)
completes the proof. o

Lemma 10. For any value functions {V;"" },, n such that ||[V;™|| < B, with probability at least
1—96, forany M' > 1,

M’ H,,

DD b A Vitky)

m=1h=1
M’ Hp, M’ Hp,

=0 | \|SALpa Y Y V(P Vi) + BSY ALpay + B\ | SALpar Y Y Apm
m=1 h=1 m=1 h=1

Proof. Note that:

M H . _
Zzbm spyap, Vi) = ZZ \/m+if
m=1h=1 m=1h=1

M’ H,,
:(7) SALPM/ ZZV Plin, hn}rl +BSI'5ALP)]W/
m=1h=1
(Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and Lemma 11)
} M’ H,, M’ H,,
=0 SALPM/ ZZV Plin, hn}rl +BSI'5ALP)]W/+B SALRM/ ZZAP’m
m=1h=1 m=1h=1
(Lemma 7, Lemma 11, and vVa + b < y/a + Vb)
O

Lemma 11. For any M' > 1, Zm 1 hHml Mlm O(SALc,m) and Zmlzl ZhH;nl ﬁ =
O(SALP)]W/).

Proof. This simply follows from the fact that the sum of ﬁ (or ﬁ) between consecutive resets
~ h h

of M7* (or N}) is of order O(SA). O

Lemma 12. Zf\f;l WHn < H, sy 1 #9)= O(SALyy) for any M' < M.

Proof. This simply follows from the fact that between consecutive resets of M or N, the number of
times that the number of visits to some (s, a) is doubled is O(SA). O
Lemma 13. Suppose r(m) = min{% +co, 03}, A€ Rﬁ* is a non-stationarity measure, and

define A[; ;) = Zz;ll A(2). If for a given interval J, there is a way to partition J into { intervals
{L'}f:l with T; = [s;, e;] such that Als,e41) > r(|Z;|+1) fori < £—1(note that |Z;| = e;—s;+1),
then £ < 1+ (267 2291713+ ¢ A g
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Proof. Note that

-1 -1 -1
Ag > ZA[5i78i+1] > Zr(|Ii| +1)> min{cl(|L-| + 1)—1/2703}
i=1 i=1 i=1
{—1 c 04 c
i d 7 —1/2 — 7 -1/2
> ;mm{ 5 |Z;| ,03} = ; 5 |Z;| + loc3,

where in the last step we assume |Z;| is decreasing in ¢ without loss of generality and ¢1 + {2 = £ —1.
The inequality above implies £> < c; 'A 7 and

él Zl % Zl % 2A

_1 1 _ J 1

0 =Y || 75|L]s < <Z|L—| 1/2> (Z'L") §< o ) N
1=1 =1 1=1

(Holder’s inequality with p = 3 and ¢ = 3)

Combining them completes the proof. o

B Omitted Details in Section 3

In this section we provide omitted proofs and discussions in Section 3.

B.1 Optimal Value Change w.r.t Non-stationarity

Below we provide a bound on the change of optimal value functions w.r.t cost and transition non-
stationarity.

Lemma 14. For any ki, ko € [K], Vi (Sinit) — Vi, (Sinir) < (Ac + BLAp) Ty

Proof. Denote by gj; (s, a) (or g, (s)) the number of visits to (s,a) (or s) before reaching g fol-
lowing w,:2. By the extended value difference lemma [Shani et al., 2020, Lemma 1] (note that their
result is for finite-horizon MDP, but the nature generalization to SSP holds), we have

Vi (sinie) — Vi, (Sinit)
— Z‘% (Vi () = Qk, (s, 7k, (5))) + quz 5,a)(Qr, (5,a) — cy(s,a) — Pry s o V)

S,a

< Z qz2 (Su a)(Ckl (Su a) — Cky (87 a) + (Pkl,s,a - Pkg,s,a)vk*l) < (Ac + B*AP)T*

s,a

where in the last inequality we apply |lcp, — Crollee < Ac(Prisa — P;Q_,Sya)Vk*1 <
maxXs q HPkl,s.,a - sz,s,aHl Hvk*l Hoo < B,Ap, and Zs,a q,;; (57 CL) <T,.

We also give an example showing that the bound in Lemma 14 is tight up to a multiplication factor.
Consider an SSP instance with only one state s;j,;; and one action ag4, such that ¢(Sinit, ag) = %,
P(g|Sinit, ag) = Ti*, and P(Sinit| Sinit; ag) = 1 — P(g|Sinit, ag) with 1 < B, < T,. The opti-
mal value of this instance is clearly B,. Now consider another SSP instance with perturbed cost
function ¢ (Sinit, ag) = ];—** + A, and perturbed transition function P’(g|sinit, ag) = T% - %,
P’ (Sinit|Sinit> ag) = 1 — P’ (g|Sinit, ag) with max{A., Ap} < T% The optimal value function in this
instance is

B

=+A: B, +T.A

T, * c

s = e S (B LA+ TAP) = Ba+ (Ao + B.AP)T + T2AAp

T, 2 2

< B, +2(A. + B,Ap)T,

where in the first inequality we apply ﬁ <142z forzx € [0, %] Thus the optimal value difference
between these two SSPs is of the same order of the upper bound in Lemma 14.
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B.2 Proof of Theorem 1

For the ease of analysis, in this section we consider SSP instances with different action set at different
state similar to [Chen et al., 2021b]. The meaning of S A is still the total number of state-action pairs
in the SSP instance.

For any B*,T*,SA K with B, > 1, T, > 3B,, and K > SA > 10, we define a set of SSP
instances { M }; j with 4, j € {0,1,..., N} and N = SA. The instance M ,. is constructed as
follows:

* There are N + 1 states {Sinit, S1,-- -, SN }-

* At Sinit, there are N actions aq, . . ., an; at s; for ¢ € [N] there is only one action ag.
B*JrEC’KH{i;éi*})

Ty

* ¢(Sinit, @;) = 0 and ¢(s;,a4) ~ Bernoulli( for i € [N], where €, x =

1N /NB,JK.
o P(silsmi,ai) = 1, P(gls;,ap) = TPEST) and P(s)ls;,aq) = 1 Plg]s;,ag),

where ep i = l_i/N N/K.

Note that for any /\/lK the expected hitting time is upper bounded by T, + 1, the expected cost of
optimal policy is upper bounded by 2B,, and the number of state-action pairs is upper bounded by
2N. We then use { M X J} 4,7 to prove static regret lower bounds (note that static regret and dynamic
regret are the same without non-stationarity, that is, A, = Ap = 0) based on cost perturbation and
transition perturbation respectively, which serve as the cornerstones of the proof of Theorem 1.

Theorem 7. For any By, T,,SA, K with B, > 1, T, > 3B,, K > SA > 10, and any learner,
there exists an SSP instance based on cost perturbation such that the regret of the learner after K

episodes is at least Q(/B,SAK).

Proof. Consider a distribution of SSP instances which is uniform over {J\/lZ oti fori € [N]. Let

E; be the expectation w.r.t ./\/ll 05 P; be the distribution of learner’s observations w.r.t MK ,and K;
the number of visits to state ¢ in K episodes. Also let e, = ¢, k. The expected regret over this
distribution of SSPs can be lower bounded as

N
E[Rk] = NZE [Rx] >—ZIE (K — Kilec = €. (K—%ZE-[IQ]).

=1

Note that ./\/léfo has no “good” state. By Pinsker’s inequality:

E;[K;] — Eo[K;] < K ||P; — Py, < K+/2KL(FPy, B;).

By the divergence decomposition lemma [Lattimore and Szepesvari, 2020, Lemma 15.1], we have:

KL(Py, P;) = Eg[K;] - T\ - KL(Bernoulli((By + €.)/T%), Bernoulli( B, /T%))
€2/T? 26
(1= TJ B,
([Gerchinovitz and Lattimore, 2016, Lemma 6])

< EolK;] - Ty -

“Eo[ K]

Therefore, by Cauchy-Schwarz inequality,
N
S EIK) < Z (IEO | + 2¢. \/Eo[K;] /B ) < K + 2¢,K\/NK/B,.

Plugging this back and by the definition of €., we obtain

E[Rk] > e K <1 L g B ) _ - ;/N)z VB.NK = Q(v/B.SAK).

N NB,

This completes the proof. o

20



Theorem 8. For any B,,T,,SA, K with B, > 1, T, > 3B,, K > SA > 10, and any learner,

there exists an SSP instance based on transition perturbation such that the regret of the learner after

K episodes is at least Q(Byv SAK).

Proof. Consider a distribution of SSP instances which is uniform over { M& ;i for j € [N]. Let

[E; be the expectation w.r.t ./\/l0 o P; be the distribution of learner’s observatlons w.I.t ./\/l0 ., and
K the number of visits to state j in K episodes. Also let ep = €p x. The expected regret over this
dlstrlbutlon of SSPs can be lower bounded as

N 1
E[Rk] = NZE [Rk] > Z B*<1—1+6P>

2

B*Ep 1
22— K~ NZlEj[Kj]

Note that ./\/l has no “good” state. By Pinsker’s inequality:

E;j[K;] — Eo[Kj] < K ||Pj — Boll, < K/2KL(F, Pj).

By the divergence decomposition lemma [Lattimore and Szepesvari, 2020, Lemma 15.1], we have:

KL(Py, P;) = Eo[K] - KL(Geometric(1/T%), Geometric((1 + €p)/T%))
= Ey[K}] - Ty - KL(Bernoulli(1/7%), Bernoulli((1 4+ €p)/T%))
< EolKj] - T - b/T¢ < 2epEo[K;].

([Gerchinovitz and Lattimore, 2016, Lemma 6] and ep < i)

Therefore, by Cauchy-Schwarz inequality,
ZE ] < Z (IEO ]+ 2epK Eo[Kj]> < K +2pKVNK.

Plugging this back and by the definition of € p, we obtain

E[Ry] > 2Pl <1 L, 5) > { _116/N) B.VNEK = Q(B,vV5AK).

This completes the proof. o
Now we are ready to prove Theorem 1.

Proof of Theorem I. We construct a hard non-stationary SSP instance as follows we divide K
episodes into L = L. + Lp epochs. Each of the first L. epochs has length 5 51> and the corre-

(2L.)

sponding SSP is umformly sampled from {J\/l K/ }ien) independently; each of the last Lp

epochs has length & 3L and the corresponding SSP is uniformly sampled from {MK/ (2Lp )} FE[N]

independently. By Theorem 7 and Theorem 8, the regrets in each of the first L, epochs and each
of the last Lp epochs are of order Q(+/B,SAK/L.) and Q(B,+/SAK/Lp) respectively. More-

over, the total change in cost and transition functions are upper bounded by % and %’fﬁ re-

spectively with e, = €, K and ep = €p, I . Now let EcLC = A, and 26§ZLP = Ap, we have
'2L¢ Lp *

Le = ($8<Ley2/3( )/3 and Lp = (MPT* )2/3(21\/)1/3 and the dynamic regret is of order

1-1/N 2N B, 1-1/N
(Le+\/BsSAK/L.+ Lp - B,\/SAK/Lp) = Q((B,SAT,(A. + B2Ap))/3K?/3). O
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C Omitted Details in Section 4

Notations Under the protocol of Algorithm 1, for any k¥ € [K], denote by M) the number of
intervals in the first k episodes. Clearly, M = Mk.

The following lemma is a more general version of Lemma 1.
Lemma 15. For any K' € [K], Ri < Rus,,, + Ba.

Proof. Let I, be the set of intervals in episode k. Then the regret in episode k satisfies

H,, Hp,
Z Zch Vi ( 51 Z (Zch Vl7T (8T )—I— Z V - (51)

meZy h=1 meLy h=1 meTLy
* B
< C™ =V M) + ==
S Z ( T (sT) + 5K
meTLy,
where the last step is by the definition of ¢}7 , and Vfr*’m(Sin) < VE(st) + 2= < 3B, by
Lemma 46. Summing up over k completes the proof. o

Lemma 16. Suppose algorithm A ensures Ry = Oy + MY 4 W%M’l/z + 72M’2/3)f0r
any number of intervals M' < M with cetain probability. Then with the same probability, My =
O(K' +70/B. + (m1/B)*? + (v, /B.)? + (v2/B.)%) and Ryr,,, = O(mK"™* + 7, K'? +
12K 4912 B2 4 33 [ Bu 493/ B2 4 y0) for any K € [K].

Proof. Fixa K' € [K]. Forany M' < M, letCy = {m € [M'] : s%; |, = g}. Then,

Rapr = (™ =7 ™) + 3 (O™ = V()

meCy méCy

=0 (vo+ MM 4y M MY @)

Note that V;* "™ (s7) <V, (m)( ™) 4+ 22 < 2B, by Lemma46. Moreover, C™ > 2B, when

m ¢ Cq4. Therefore, C™ — Vfr "(s1) > —38« form € Cy and C™ — Vfr*"m(sin) > B for

m ¢ C,. Reorganizing terms and by |C,| < K', we get:
B.M’
2

S2B*K/+(§(70+’71M/1/3+’7%M/1/2+72M'2/3)'

Solving a quadratic inequality w.r.t. M’, we get M" = O(K' 4+~o/By + (71/B.)*/? + (v1/B.)* +
(v2/B.)?). Define v = 70/ B. + (71/B.)*/* + (v1/B.)* + (72/ B.)?. Plugging the bound on M’
back to Eq. (4), we have

Ry =0 (70 + K 4y K2 4 g K M3 a2 7272/3)

—(’)(”yo—l-’le’/ + K’/ +7K’2/3+73/2/Bi/2

+93/B. +143/B2 + B.y)
=0 (70 +71K/1/ +W%K/1/2 + 72K/2/3 3/2/31/2 + VE/B* + VS/BE) ;

where in the second last step we apply Young’s inequality for product (zy < 2P /p+y?/q forz > 0,
y>0,p>1,¢>1,and 1 + 2 = 1). Putting everything together and setting M’ = M completes

the proof. o

D Omitted Details in Section 5

Extra Notations Let Q7", V", x,, be the value of @, V},, and x at the beginning of interval m,
and Q7 (s,a) = V7', (s) forany (s,a) € S x A.
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D.1 Proof of Theorem 2

We first prove two lemmas related to the optimism of @}*. Define the following reference value
function: Q7' (s, a) = (€™ (s, a)+ P V" —b™(s,a, Vi) — &)+ for b € [H], where V" (s) =

a

argmin, Q7"(s, a) for h € [H], f/}}ﬂrl = ¢y, @ﬁﬂ(s, a) = XO/ITH(S) for any (s,a) € S x A, and
'%m = Ac,fn + 4B*AP,m-

Lemma 17. With probability at least 1 — 20, @T(s, a) < Q™ (s,a) form < M.

Proof. We prove this by induction on h. The base case of h = H + 1 is clearly true. For h < H, by
Lemma 48, for any (s,a) € § x A:

@Z‘(s, a) =c"(s,a)+ Pﬂzf/ﬁ1 —b"(s,aq, f/h’il) — Tm
<E™(s,a) + PV — 0™ (s,a, Vi) — dom (by the induction step)
=" (s,a) + PVt + (P — POV —0™(s,a, Viy) — &m
) ~ (ii)
<@ (s,a) + PV — &m < €™ (s,a) + PV = Q™ (s, a),

where in (i) we apply Lemma 8 with [{V,""'},, »| < HK + 1 to obtain (P.", — ]SS“Z)V,;T —

b™ (s, a, Vh*:f) < 0; in (ii) we apply Lemma 5, Lemma 2, and the definition of &,,. O

Lemma 18. With probability at least 1 — 26, Q7 (s,a) < Q7™ (s,a) + (Acm + 4B Apm)(H —
h+1) and &, < max{-17,2(Acm + 4B Apm)}.

Proof. The second statement simply follows from Lemma 17, Q"™ (s,a) < QZ*’m(s,a) <
4B, = B/4 by Lemma 2, and the computing procedure of z,,. We now prove Q7'(s,a) <

Q7 (s,a) + (Aem + 4B, Ap,,)(H — h + 1) by induction on h, and the first statement simply
follows from Q7"(s,a) < Q™ (s,a) (Lemma 17). The statement is clearly true for h = H + 1.
For h < H, by the induction step and HVh"jrlHOO < B/4 from the update rule, we have
Vi (s) < min{B/4, V" (s) + (Aeym + 4BuAp,n)(H — h)} < Vi (s) + yp., < B for
any s € Sy, where y;* = min{B/4, (A¢m + 4B Ap.m)(H — h+ 1)}. Thus,

psrjlavf?}rl - bm(sv a, Vf?}rl) — Tm S psrjla(vhril + yherl) - bm(sv a, V}?}rl + yherl)
(Lemma 48 and x,,, > 0)

< PRV = b7 (5,0, Vi) = dim + (D + 4B Ap ) (H — h + 1),
where in the last inequality we apply definition of &, and b™ (s, a, Vh”}rl +yp) = 0" (s, a, Io/h"il)
since constant offset does not change the variance. Then, Q}'(s,a) < Q7'(s,a) + (Dem +

o

4B, Ap.,)(H — h+ 1) by the update rule of Q)" and the definition of Q}". O

We are now ready to prove the main theorem, from which Theorem 2 is a simple corollary.

Theorem 9. Algorithm 2 ensures with probability at least 1 — 220, for any M' < M, }OEM/ =

B*SALQM/M/ + B*w/SAprM/M/ + B*SALQM/ + B*S2ALP7M/ + Ej\n/[:l(Acﬁm +
B, Ap) H).
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Proof. Note that with probability at least 1 — 24:

M’ H,,
Ry < Z <Z cn+CH, 1~ V1*7m(571n)> V™ (1) < V17r (T
m=1 \h=1
M’ H,,
<> <Z AR L — Vlm(s;”)> + > (Aem + 4B Ap ) H (Lemma 18)
m=1 \h=1
M’ H,, M’ ~
< (e + Vit (i) = Vi (si) + D (Aem + 4B Ap ) H + O (B,SALyyr)
m=1h=1 m=1
(¢f 1 = O(B,) and Lemma 12)
M H,,
<IN (e =) + (Vika(siten) = PRV + (P = BV, + 07)
m=1h=1
Ml
+ 2 (Acm+4B Ap_’m)H-‘rO(B SALM/)
m=1

where the last step is by the definitions of Vir(sih), Tm < max{ﬁ, 2(Acm + 4B App)}

(Lemma 18), max{a,b} < %t and Zm 1 hHml L= O(1). Now we bound the first three
sums separately. For the first term with probability at least 1 — 44,

M H

T

M’ m Hy,
—cy) = h —c" (s ap') +ZZ (sn'san') —¢p')
1 m=1 :1 m=1h=1
~ M’
<0 (\/CM/ + \/SAL, 37 Car + SAL, M,) +23 AcH.  (Lemma49 and Lemma 3)

m=1

3

>
Il
>

m=1

For the second term, by Lemma 49, with probability at least 1 — 4,

M H,, M’ Hp,
Z Z Vit (sita) = PV ) = O VP, Vit ) + By
m=1h=1 m=1h=1
M’ Hp, M’ Hp,
=0 |\ D0 D VI VI 4 D0 Y VBV = Vi) + B |
m=1h=1 1h=1

(VAR[X +Y] < ;VAR[X] + VAR[Y]) and vVa + b < /a + V/b)
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which is dominated by the upper bound of the third term below. For the third term, by P V"t <
PPV + 4B, (Ap,y, + 0y, with probability at least 1 — 24,

M’ Hp, M’ Hp, M’ Hp,
DD B =PV < 30y (B = PVt + Y D AB(Apy + 1)
m=1h=1 m=1h=1 m=1h=1
M’ Hp, )
< Z ((Ph — PV + (B = B (Vi = Vi) + 4B*n2n) + Z 4B, ApmH
m=1h=1 _
M H *,1 *,m M’
A = V(P;Ln7vh71) SB* SV(P};nthm -V )
=0 + +1 h+1 B.A mH
Ny Np Ny +mzl *OP,

(nj* < Nm,Lemma 8 with [{V, }om.n| < HK + 1, and Lemma 6)

M’ H,, M’ Hp,
=0 SALRM/ Z ZV(P}T,V};_T)-"- SQALP_’M/ Z ZV(P}T,V;_;_T—V}:Z_J
m=1h=1 m=1h=1
M/
+0O | B,S?AL P+ Z B.Ap.,H | . (Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and Lemma 11)
m=1

Moreover, by Lemma 10, with probability at least 1 — 4,

M’ Hp, M’ Hp, M’
DD =0 \|SALpar DD V(P Vit ) + B.S" ALp oy + By | SAHLp Y Apm
m=1h=1 m=1h=1 m=1
- M’ m M’ Hm
=O | \[SALpar YD VPPVl + (| SALpar Y Y V(PR Vi = Vi)
m=1h=1 m=1h=1
~ M,
+ O B*Sl'5ALp7M/ + Z B*Ap_’mH
m=1

(VAR[X + Y] < 2VAR[X] + 2VAR[Y], Va + b < v/a + v/b, and AM-GM inequality)

which is dominated by the upper bound of the third term above. Putting everything together, we
have with probability at least 1 — 116,

M’ Hp,
Ry = O | \/SALcarCrar + BuSALear + (| SALpar > > V(PP Vi) + BoS?ALp ar
m=1h=1

M’

+0 | (| S?ALp Z ZV (P Vi = Vi )+ ) (Dem + Bopn)H
m=1h=1 =

=0 (\/SALC,M'OM' + /B.SALp pCrr + BoSAL ap + B*SQALP_’M/)

M/
+0 | > (Acm+ BiApm)H | . (Lemma 19, Lemma 20 and AM-GM inequality)

m=1

Note that Ry = Zf\f;l(Om — V7™ (1)) > Cap — AB, M’ (Lemma 2). Reorganizing terms
and solving a quadratic inequality (Lemma 45) w.r.t Cps gives Cpr = @(B*M ") ignoring lower
order terms. Plugging this back completes the proof.

Proof of Theorem 2. Note that by by Line 3 and Line 4 of Algorithm 2, we have L, < (AWW] ,Lp <

[Vj\é{—;] , and the number of intervals between consecutive resets of M (or IN) are upper bounded by
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W, (or Wp), which gives

M’ M’
Z (Ac,m + B*AP,m)H < Z (Ac,fc(m) + B*APyj'P(m))H < (WcAc + B*WPAP)H

m=1 m=1

Applying Theorem 9 completes the proof. O

D.2 Proof of Theorem 3

We first show that Algorithm 3 ensures an anytime regret bound in M.

Theorem 10. With probability at least 1 — 226, Algorithm 3 ensures for any M' < M,
Rapr = O((ByS AT maxA) Y3 M3 4 B, (SATmax Ap) 3 M3 4 (B, SATmax A)?/3 M3
By (S5 ATax Ap)23 MM 4+ (Ap + ByAp) Tiax) -

Proof. 1t suffices to prove the desired inequality for A’ € {2" — 1}pen,.  Sup-

pose M’ = 2N — 1 for some N > 1. By the doubling scheme, we run
Algorithm 2 on intervals [2771 2" — 1] for n = 1,...,N, and the regret on intervals

(271,27 — 1] is of order O((BySATmaxAc)Y/3(271)2/3 4 B, (SATmax Ap)/3 (27 1)2/3 4
(BuSATmaxAc)?/3 (27 HY3 + B (S?5 ATmax A)?3(27 Y3 + (A: + BiAp)Timax) by
Theorem 2 and the choice of W, and Wp. Summing over n completes the proof. O

Proof of Theorem 3. By Lemma 16 and Theorem 10 with 79 = (A:; + BiAp)Tmax
N = (BeSATaxA)*? + B(S*P ATaxAp)*%, 71 = 0, and 72 = (BuSATmaxA)? +
Bi(SATmaxAp)Y/3, we have +2/%/BY? = O(BY?SATmaxAc + BiS*5ATmaxAp),
13/ B2 = O(SATmaxAe/ B2 + By S ATimax Ap), and thus Ryy,., = O((B.SATmax Ac) /3K +
Bo(SATmax Ap) 3K 4 (BoSATmaxA)Y3K'™? 4+ B(S*5ATmaxAp)?3 K 4
BY2S AT A + B,S%? AT maxAp) for any K’ € [K]. Then by Lemma 15, we obtain the same
bound as R M, Tor Ry, O

D.3 Auxiliary Lemmas

Lemma 19. With probability at least 1 — 25, "M S~ (P V™) = O (BoCapr + B2) for
any M' < M.

Proof. Applying Lemma 9 with ||V;*™||_ < 4B, (Lemma 2), with probability at least 1 — 24,

M' H,,

SO VR VT

m=1h=1
M’ M' H,,

=0 | Y Vi GH )P+ DD BV (st = PV 4 + B
m=1 m=1h=1

= O (B.Cw + B?),
where in the last step we apply
(V™ (si') = P Vs D)+ < (@™ (sh'ap') — PV )+ < ™ (s ap)),
and 201 ST em(sp, a) = O(S N, Sofm e) by Lemma 50, O

Lemma 20. With probability at least 1 — 95, for any M’ < M, Y-M St y(pm yem _

Vin,) = O(Buy/B.SALprCorr + Bun/SALcarCarr + B2S*ALpyy + B2SALc oy +

M B(Aem + BoAp)H).

m=1 "%
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Proof. Letz;" = min{B/4, (Ac,m+4B«Apm)H}I{h < H}. By Lemma 18 and ||V, < B/4,
we have V""" (s) + 2 > V;"(s) for all s € S;. Moreover, by Lemma 12,

M
Z (Ve (1) + 25,1 — Vi (s 1))?

m=1
M/ M/

< Z (2, +1)°HsH, 1 =9} +O | BS Z {H,, < H, s}, 179}
m=1 m=1

=4B, Y (Ao + 4B Apy)H + O (BISALyy) .

Also note that

Z B, Z VT (si) — Vim(sip) — PRV + PRV + 2 — 2+
h=1

M’ H,, M
S Z B* Z Cm(szna a;zn) + P;znvhwfrl - V}:n(szn) + 4B*n;zn)+ +2 Z B*(Ac,m + 4B*AP,m)H
m=1 h=1 m=1
(V™ (s7) < Qi (53 afl), 2R > 2ftyyo and PV, < PVEL, + 4B, (0] + Ap,))
M’ H,, N _
< S0 BY (R aR) — (B — BV (B~ BV — Vi) + )+
m=1 h=1
M’ M’ H,, -
+3Y  Bu(Aem +4BApm)H +4B2 > Y nit + O (B,),
m=1 m=1h=1

where the last step is by the definitions of V;"(s7), x, < max{—=,2(Acm + 4B Apm)}
(Lemma 18), max{a, b} 2+b and Zn]\f;l ZhHQl L = O(1). Now by Lemma 3, Lemma 8,

Lemma 6, and nj* < Nm , we continue with

M’ H m *,Mm
. m v(P™,V, Sv(pr v —Vvro
() =0 Be | /SALe 0 Crpr + SALc i + E § : \/ ( thh+1) +\/ (5 1@;1 h+1)
h h

m=1h=1
M’ H,, B2S M M’ H,,
+0 + 3 BuBeyn + Bohp ) H + B> S by
m=1h=1 m=1 m=1 h=1
~ / HW‘L
=0 B*\/SALC_’M/CM/ + B*SALC_’M/ + B, SALPM/ Z ZV P};n, Vh+1 + BESQALP_’M/
m=1h=1

H,, M’
+O | Buy| S2ALp v Z SOV Ve = Vi) + Y BuBem + BoApm)H |

m=1 h=1 m=1

where in the last step we apply Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, Lemma 11, Lemma 10, VAR[X + Y] <
2VAR[X] 4+ 2VAR[Y], and AM-GM inequality. Finally, by Lemma 19, we continue with

= @ (B*\/SALQM/CM/ + B*SALQM/ + B*\/B*SALP)]W/CJW/ + BESQALP)]W/)

Hp, M’
+0 | B. S2ALPM/ZZV (PP Vil =Vim )+ Bu(Degn + BuAp)H
m=1h=1 m=1
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Applying Lemma 9 on value functions {V;"" + 2" — V;™},,, }, (constant offset does not change the
variance) and plugging in the bounds above, we have

M’ H,, M H,,
Z Z (B Vit = Vi) = > Y VBV + 20 = Vi)
m=1 h=1 m=1h=1
( \/SALC ' Courr +B SALC M+ By/ By SALPM/CM/ —‘rB S ALPM/)
B M’ H,, M’
+ O | Boy| S2ALpar > VPPV = Vi )+ > Bu(Acom + BuApm)H
m=1h=1 m=1

Then solving a quadratic inequality w.r.t Z%/:l ZhHgl V(P Vi =V ) (Lemma 45) completes
the proof. O

D.4 Minimax Optimal Bound in Finite-Horizon MDP

Here we give a high level arguments on why Algorithm 2 implies a minimax optimal dynamic regret
bound in the finite-horizon setting. To adapt Algorithm 2 to the non-homogeneous finite-horizon
setting, we maintain empirical cost and transition functions for each layer h € [H] and let c;(s) = 0.
Following similar arguments and substituting By, Ti,ax by horizon H, Theorem 2 implies (ignoring
lower order terms)

B = O (\/SAH2 JWoM' + /SAH3 [WpM' + (AW, + HAPWP)H)

— (7) (H(SAAC)1/3M/2/3 + (SAHSAP)1/3M/2/3) 7

where the extra v/H dependency in the first two terms comes from estimating the cost and tran-
sition functions of each layer independently, and we set W, = (SA)Y/3(M'/A.)?/3, Wp =
(SA/H)'/3(M'/Ap)?/3. Note that the lower bound construction in [Mao et al., 2021] only make
use of non-stationary transition. The lower bound they prove is Q((SAA)Y/3(HT)?/3) (their Theo-

rem 5), which actually matches our upper bound O((SAH®Ap)'/3 M’ 2/ %) for non-stationary tran-
sition since T = M'H and A = HAp by their definition of non-stationarity. It is also straight-
forward to show that the lower bound for non-stationary cost matches our upper bound following
similar arguments in proving Theorem 1.

E Omitted Details in Section 6

Notations Denote by p¢, and p! the values of p¢ and p at the beginning of interval m re-
spectively, that is, p¢, = g¢°(v5,) and pf = g¢F'(vl), where g¢(m) = min{%, 537+ and
g (m) = min{%, 537 }- Denote by é™ the value of ¢ at the beginning of interval m and de-
fine @™ = &(s,a™). Define Q7 "™ and V;" ™™ as the action-value function and value function
W.L.t cost ¢ + 81, transition P™, and policy 7, ; and Cy; 51 = an:i ZhH;"l C™. Let Q)™
and V,*™ be the optimal value functions w.r.t cost function ¢™ + 81,, and transition function P™.
It is not hard to see that they can be defined recursively as follows: Vﬁfrnl =cyandforh < H,

Q" (s,a) = ¢ (s,a) + 8nm + P V]:+T7 Vo (s) = Inain Q" (s, a).

For notational convenience, define Q7 ,(s,a) = Vi (s), ngr’f(s, a) = Vg;f(s), and
Qi (s,a) = Vil (s) forany (s,a) € S x Ajlet Lo = L.y xjand Lp = Lp 1 k).
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Proof Sketch of Theorem 4 We give a high level idea on the analysis of the main theorem and
also point out the key technical challenges. We decompose the regret as follows:

K K
Rk = Z(Om - V(1) + Z(Vlm(sl Vfr "(s1Y)) + 8T Z m
m=1 m=1

A
10
M 1=

(chr = + Vil y(spy) — PPV, + b — 8nm)  (definition of V™ (s17))

K
F O V(ST = VT (ST) + 8T ) .

3
&

We bound the three terms above separately. For the second term, we first show that V;™(s7") —
VI (s7) < (Agn + BAp )Ty, where A, = Aclic, m)s Ap,m = Apip ) are the accumu-
lated cost and transition non-stationarity since the last reset respectively. Although proving such a
bound is straightforward when f/,:” is indeed a value function (similar to Lemma 14), it is non-trivial
under the UCBVI update rule as the bonus term b depends on the next-step value function and can
not be simply treated as part of the cost function. A key step here is to make use of the monotonic
property (Lemma 48) of the bonus function; see Lemma 22 for more details. Now by the periodic re-
sets of cost and transition counters (Line 4 and Line 5), the number of intervals between consecutive
resets of cost and transition estimation is upper bounded by W, and Wp respectively. Thus,

K K
(Ac,m =+ BAP_’m)T* < Z (Ac,fc(m) + BAnyP(m))T* < (WCAC + BWPAP)T*

m=1 m=1

=0 ((B*SAT*AC)U?’KQB + B (SAT, Ap)Y3K/3 1+ (A, + B*AP)T*) .

where the last step is simply by the chosen values of W, and Wp.

For the third term, we have:

TZWmST (W Bzfg)_@(ﬁ(cli\/ﬁﬂg*@i\/ﬁf))
:@( VK + Buo/TpK)) = O (VBSALK + B./SALPK ) |

where M (or MZ-P ) is the number of intervals between the i-th and (¢ + 1)-th reset of cost (or
transition) estimation, and the second last step is by Cauchy-Schwarz inequality. Finally we bound
the first term, simply by Test 1 and Test 2, we have (only keeping the dominating terms)

K H
(cit =& + Vita (si) — PRV, + 0 — 81)

m=1h=1
L. H,p, Lp H,, M’ Hp,

= (ch —cn') + Z Z Z(Vhﬁl(sﬁrl) - PViy) + Z Z — 81m)
i=1 meZf h=1 i=1 mezP h=1 m=1h=1
M’ Hp, am V(Pﬁl7vhril 5

< o T N -0 (\/B*SALCK + B*\/SALPK) :
m=1h=1 h h

where {Z¢} e, (or {ZF}E7,) is a partition of K episodes such that M (or N) is reseted in the last
interval of each Z¢ (or If) fori < L. (or i < Lp) and the last interval of ICC (or IPP) is K, and in

the second last step we apply the definition of x¢, (Lemma 24) and x? (Lemma 25). Note that the
regret of non-stationarity along the learner’s trajectory is cancelled out by the negative correction
term —8n,,,. Now it suffices to bound L. and Lp. It can be shown that the reset rules of the non-
stationarity tests guarantee that

Le=O(K/W,+ B,K/Wp), Lp=0O(K/Wp+K/(B,W.)).
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Details are deferred to Lemma 26. Putting everything together completes the proof.

Next, we present three lemmas related to the optimism and magnitude (Test 3) of estimated value
function.

Lemma 21. With probability at least 1 — 26, for all m < K, Q7(s,a) < Q7" (s,a) + (Acm +
BApy)(H —h+1).

Proof. We prove this by induction on h. The base case of h = H + 1 is clearly true. For h < H, by
Test 3 and the induction step, we have V;"%, (s) < min{B/2, V' (s) + (Ac,m + BApm)(H —
h)} < Vit(s)+ap, < Bwhere ' = min{B/2, (Acom+BApm)(H—h+1)}and V"™ (s) <

Vhﬁ*’m(s) < % +8Hn,, < %. Thus, with probability at least 1 — 24,

(s, a) + Psm Vhﬁl —b"(s,a, V,:r}rl)

,a

<™ (s,a) + PI (Vi + aiy) — 0" (s,a, Vi + iy y) (Lemma 48)
(@) ~ .

< é™(s,a) + PIL (Vi +2py) (Lemma 8)
< c™(s,a) + 8nm + Acm + PIL (VT + 23 ) + BApm (Lemma 5)

S Qva(& a) + (Ac,m + BAP,m)(H — h + 1)

Note that in (i) we use the fact that [{V,"™ + 27 },, 4| < (HK + 1)% since |[{(c™, P™)}m| < K,
{pmtml < K. {pptml < K {Acmbm| < K+1and {Apm}m| < K+1(Acm =Apm =0
when m is not the first interval of some episode). O

K

Lemma 22. With probability at least 1 — 26, for allm < K, Q7 (s,a) < Q) "™ (s,a) + (Aem +
BAp)Tr ™ (s, a).

Proof. We prove this by induction on h. The base case of h = H + 1 is clearly true.
For h < H, by Test 3 and the induction step, we have Vi (s) < min{B/2,V;[,{"(s) +

(Acym + BAp )T " (s)} < V™ (s) + 2y (s) < B where 2 (s) = min{B/2, (Acm +

.BApym)T}?*’m(S)} and Vhﬁ*’m(s) <Z4 8T ™ (s) < B + 8Hn,, < £. Thus, with probabil-
ity at least 1 — 24,
™ (s,a) + PST V,:’}rl —b"(s,a, V,:r}rl)

a

< é™(s,a) + Ps’ffl(VhﬂJ:im +ap) — 0" (s, a, Vh”;’lm +ap) (Lemma 48)
() ~ . *

< c¢™(s,a) + Pﬁz(v;;im +aph) (Lemma 8)
< ™(s,a) 4+ 8N + Ao + Pﬁl(Vh”J:’lm + ') + BApm, (Lemma 5)

< QZ*’W(S, a) + (Acm + BAp)m)T,?*’m(s, a).

Note that in (i) we use the fact that [{V;™ ™ + 27}, 5| < (HK +1)% since [{V;" "™} n| < HK +
L, |{pfn}m| <K, |{p7€1}m| <K, |{Ac,m}m| <K+1, |{*AP,m}m| <K+1(Acm=Apm =0
when m is not the first interval of some episode), and |{T} "™}, | < HK + 1. O

Lemma 23. With probability at least 1 — 26, for allm < K, if A¢,,, < pS, and Ap, < pffl, then
Q' (s,a) < Qf’m(s, a) + an}?*’m(s, a) < B/2. Moreover, if Test 3 fails in interval m, then
Ac7[i$n)m+1] > gC(V,,Cn + 1) or AP,[i,fl,erl] > gP(V,,IZ + 1)
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Proof. First note that Qf"m(s, a) < % + 877mT,;r*’m(s, a) < % +8Hn,, < %. We prove the first
statement by induction on h. The base case of h = H + 1 is clearly true. For h < H, note that:
(s, a) + Pm Vh+1 —b"(s,a, Vﬁ-l)

<"(s,a) + Psn.,l (Vhﬁ+1m + an;?+1m) —b"(s,qa, Vh+1 + 77mT;:+1m)
(induction step and Lemma 48)
I6) ~
<é"(s,a) + P, (Vh+1 + an;;rlm) (Lemma 8)
< ¢ (5,0) + 8l + 0, + PV + 0 T") + pra(B/3 + Hilm)
(Lemma 5, A, ,,, < p%,and Ap,, < )

< QZ*’m(S,a) + an;*’m(s,a). (Hn,, < B/12)

Note that in (i) we use the fact that [{V," " +an;*’m}m7h| < (HK +1) since [{V;" "™ }un| <
HK + 1, {p¢}m| < K, {pP}m < K, and |{T,§r*’m}m,h| < HK + 1. The second statement is

simply by the contraposition of the first statement. o

The next two lemmas are about Test 1 and Test 2.
Lemma 24. With probability at least 1 — 40, for any M' < K, if Aoy < pSyv, then

M’ Hp, M'  Hp
Z Z(CT—E;? )<0o|,/C lie,, M) T Z Z(U +—> + Z me X

m=if,, h=1 m=i{,, h=1 m=i{,, h=1

Moreover, if Test 1 fails in interval M, then Acar > pSpr.

Proof. Note that for any given M’ < M, without loss of generality, we can offset the intervals and
assume 75, = 1. Then with probability at least 1 — 46, for any M’ < K, assuming i5;, = 1 we
have

’

m M’ H,,
ZZ(C?—EZL):ZZ(%—C Sh',ap’) +ZZ (sh'sap') —cp')
1h=1 =1h=1

m= m=1 m=1h=1
) M' Hp,
<O ( CM/) + Z (c™(sptyapt) —¢p') (Lemma49 and Lemma 50)
m=1h=1
M' Hn o M’ Hp,
A h
<o vem+ ( Mm+—> P
m=1h=1 noo My m=1h=1
(Lemma 3, and A, < Ac oy < p$y0 <05
The first statement is then proved by noting i§,, = 1. The second statement is simply by the

contraposition of the first statement.

Lemma 25. With probability at least 1 — 166, for any M’ < K, if Ac)[i;”M,] < 5 £

mm{ \/T, 28H} and Ap i < pb., then
M’

M Hnoo s ) M Hp, V(B Vh+1)
Z Z (Vi (sity) = PV ) <O Z ZV P Vi) + Z Z
m=if’, h=1 m=iF, h=1 m=iP , h=1

M’ H,,

+0 (\/SA(B* + Lo e, mn)Clir, vy + £/ BeSAviy, + Bf'5SQAHLCV[i;”M,]) +4 3 > T 2 b

m:i;, h=1

Moreover, if Test 2 fails in interval M, then Ac)[i;“M/] > pSp or Ap > phy.
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Proof. Forany M’ < K, without loss of generality, we can offset the intervals and assume z’ﬁ, =1.

Moreover, for any m < M’, we have Ap,, < Appp < pf\}, < pfr Thus, with probability at least
1-—26,

M’

Z Z Vh+1 Shy1) p}?lvﬁl)
m=1h=1
M’ Hp, M H, M H,
Z (Vika (sitr) — PMVITLL) +ZZP}L - By Vh+1+ZZBPm+nh)
m=1h=1 m=1 h=1 m=1h=1
(P’”Vh”}rl < Pth+1 + B(Apm +n}) and Ap,, < py) Py
R M’ Hp, M Hpo - M’ Hm
<o (| S v v+ msa) + 3 S E - i+ Y Y B
m=1 h=1 m=1h=1 m=1 h=1

(Lemma 49 and an\f;l Sotm e < Zm D N < SAby Lpyw = 1)

M’ H,, M' Hp

Z ZV P vm )+ BoSA |+ SN (B - P+ 30 S 2Bp,
m=1h=1 m=1h=1 m=1h=1

where the last inequality is by

V(P Vi) < Bt (Vilty — PPV )? < Bt (Vilty — PPV )? + B2 (Apm +13)t)

(% = argmin, Y, p;(z; — 2)?)

pm Yrm A SB2 2 P
<2V(P, Vi) + O + B
Ny
)

(P'(s') < 2P}(s') + R by Lemma 50, 0" < . and Ap < pfy)

Lemma 11, Lp pp = 1, and AM-GM inequality. Now note that with probability at least 1 — 36,

M' H,p, M' Hp,
> Z — PV =Y ( P — Vit 4 (B = B (W, — Vh*irnf))
m=1h=1 m=1h=1
M H *,m
~ = V(PIT’Vthl) S B, - m yrm *m Bpm
=0 N™ TN | T SPAY Y VB Vi, = Vi) +ZZ
m=1h=1 h h m=1h=1 m=1h=1

(Lemma 8, Lemma 6, Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, Lemma 11, and Ap ,,, < pﬁ)

M V(Pﬁlvvhﬁl) SB*

IN
(O}

2 V@) s R V(B Vi) V(B Vi, = Vi)
— Rl - + ;
h h

= *m B —_mm
Nm™ + Nm™ + 4| 524 Z ZV(P}T’ f?}rl h+1 T Z Z p
h h

m=1h=1 m=1h=1 m=1h=1



by \/VAR[X + Y] < /VAR[X] + /VAR[Y] [Cohen et al., 2021, Lemma E.3] and

M H,, *m M' H,, *,m m(I7rm Tk M
Z Z 5 h+1 Vii1) Z Z Vit = Vit) — PV, — V)2
Ny
m=1h=1 m=1h=1
(% = argmin, Y, p;(z; — 2)?)
M’ H,, L > %, M M H
2Pm((Vh+1 - thrl) - P}T(Vﬁl - thrl))2 ~ = B\/g
< O
Sl NI Ol EE
(P(s") < 2P (s') + O x| by Lemma 50)
M’ om M H M H
LIS A0 A VAL VA T = BVS - Ap
3 TR o (SIS S5t [Ar
m=1h=1 NG m=1h=1 NG m=1h=1 N
M’ H M' H M' H
2 = *,m = B\/§ ~ Bpm
<0 JSAZZV(&,VW AR IDIE~ I EDID I
m=1h=1 m=1h=1 m=1h=1

(Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, Lemma 11, Lp p;» = 1, AM-GM inequality, and Ap,,,, < pl)

Now by Lemma 28, Lp p;» = 1, and AM-GM inequality, we have with probability 1 — 106,

M’ H,,
S2PAD N V(PR Vm, -V <0 (¢SALC7M/OM/ + /B.SA(Cy + M’))
m=1h=1
~ M/
+O | B.S?A+ B,S" ALcv + 4| BiS?A Y (Aem + BiApm)H
m=1

Moreover, by i¢, > il and v¢, < vl due to the reset rules, we have Acm < A, 6P, m] <

A e, o < Pip < Py, < Brdmin{ % } < BlSmin{-£ } < B 5pm There-

i \/_P’QSH \/T7 28H
fore, by Ap,, < pm and AM-GM inequality,
M’ Hp, M’ M’
BuS?AY N (A + Bulp) < \| BESSZAH Y (pf, + Buply) < BIPSPAH + ) .
m=1h=1 m=1 m=1

Plugging these back, and by Lemma 11, Lp s+ = 1, we obtain

M’ Hm M Hpm V(P v
> BV <O Y 7“1 +VB.SACyr + M)
m=1 h:l m=1h=1
} M’ Hp,
+0 (VSALearCorr + BoS" P ALep + BESPAH) 423> .
m=1h=1
Plugging this back and noting if;, = 1 completes the proof of the first statement. The second
statement is simply by the contraposition of the first statement. o
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E.1 Proof of Theorem 4

Proof. By s = sinit, we decompose the regret as follows, with probability at least 1 — 26,

K m
> <Z ey CR g = VT (ST ))
m=1
H,,
<Z Ch' + CHL 41— Vim(sin)> +

I
Mw

(Vlm(sl) v (s )+8T Z m

M= 1

m=1 \h=1
K [Hp
<> <Z A 1 — V1m<sT)> + 5 (Avn + BAp)T, + 8T, Z .
m=1 \h=1 m=1 m=1
(Lemma 22)

We first bound the first and the third term above separately. For the third term, we have:

e (e ) ol )
" - (L % = O
0( (c1/LoK + Buca/IpK) ) (\/B SAL.K + B, \/SALPK)

| /\

where M{ (or MZ-P ) is the number of intervals between the i-th and (i 4+ 1)-th reset of cost (or
transition) estimation, and the second last step is by Cauchy-Schwarz inequality. For the first term,
define {Z¢} 2, (or {ZF'}E7) as a partition of K episodes such that M (or IN) is reset in the last

interval of each Z¢ (or Z}) for i < L (ori < Lp) and the last interval of Zj (or I’ Lp)1s K. Also
let L = L.+ Lp. Then With probability at least 1 — 200,

K H,, K Hp
) (Z - Vf“(sa“)) < SO (e 4+ Vit () = Vit (sih) + O (B.SAL)
m=1 \h=1 m=1h=1
(Lemma 12)
K Hp _ N
< Z (cit =2 + Vilia(sir) — Bt Vilty + by — 8nm) + O (BLSAL)
m=1h=1
(deﬁnition of V;™(sm))
L. Hy, Lp Ho,
= (ch =) + Z (Vi (siter) = PPV + Z Z (b — 8nm) + O (B.SAL)
i=1 meZ¢ h=1 i=1 mez? h=1 m=1h=1
) K Hpn = 1 K Hp K Hm
=0 \/LCOK+ZZ< me+—>+ Lp Y D VB V) + D> o
m=1h=1 m=1h=1 m=1h=1
_l’_

%) (1}33~552AHLc +/B.SALp(Cx + K) +/SAL.Cx + HL, + B*HLP) ,
(Test 1 (Lemma 24), Test 2 (Lemma 25), and Cauchy-Schwarz inequality)

where @(H L.+ B,HLp) is upper bound of the costs in intervals where Test 1 fails or Test 2 fails.
By Lemma 3 and AM-GM inequality, with probability at least 1 — 30,

K Hp p— K
3 ( i %) = O (SAHL.+ VSALCK ) + 3 Acin.
h h

m=1
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Following the proof of Lemma 10, we have \/ Lp YK _ Sum y(pm ,Vim ) is dominated by the
upper bound of Zm 1 ZH”” by Thus with probability at least 1 — 4,

K Hp K Hp

Le Y S v vm )+ 303 b

m=1h=1 m=1h=1

K Hy,

=0 \ISALP > v, Vi) + B.S' P ALp + B*J SALp > > Apm

m=1h=1

K
~0 (\/B*SALP(CK Y K)+/SAL.Cx + B*Sl'f’AHL) + 3 (e + BoAp),

m=1

where in the last inequality we apply AM-GM inequality on B, \/ SALp Zﬁzl ZhHgl Ap n, and
note that with probability at least 1 — 114,

H,p,

K
SALp ZZ (P, Vi)

K Hy, K Hpy
=0 | \[SALp Y Y V(PP Vi) + 4| SALp > > V(P Vi = Vi)
m=1h=1 m=1h=1
(VAR[X 4 Y] < 2VAR[X] 4 2VAR[Y] and va + b < v/a + VD)
M/
~0 (\/B*SALP(CK Y K)+/SAL.Cx + B*Sl'5AHL) + 3 (e + BoAp).
m=1

(Lemma 27, Lemma 28, and AM-GM inequality)

Putting everything together, we have

m=1

K
R =0 <\/SA(LC + B.Lp)(Ck + B.K) + B}*S’AHL+ Y (Aem + B*Ap,m)T*> :

Now by Rk > Cx —4B,K, solving a quadratic inequality (Lemma 45) w.r.t Cx and plugging the
bound on Ci back, we obtain

K
Rx =0 («/B*SALCK + BiV/SALpK + B}*SPAHL + Y (Aeom + B*Ap,m)T*> .
m=1

It suffices to bound the last term above. By the periodic resets of M and N (Line 4 and Line 5 of
Algorithm 4), the number of intervals between consecutive resets of M and N are upper bounded
by W, and Wp respectively. Thus,

K K
(Acym—l—B*Apym Z ¢ fe m)+B Apr(m))T < (WA + B, WPAP)

m=1

-0 ((B*SAT*AC)1/3K2/3 + B*(SAT*AP)1/3K2/3 + (Ao + B*AP)T*) :

where the last step is simply by the chosen values of W, and Wp. Plugging this back and applying
Lemma 26 completes the proof. o

Lemma 26. With probability at least 1 — 26, Algorithm 4 with p = 1/ B, ensures
-0 ((B*SA)‘1/3(T*AC)2/3K1/3 4 B (SA) V(T Ap)PKY3 + H(A, + B*Ap)) ,

—0 ((B*SA)‘1/3(T*AC)2/3K1/3/B* +(SA)V3(TLAPPEYS + H(A. + Ap)) .
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Proof. We consider the number of resets of M and N from each test separately. By Lemma 24 and
Lemma 13, there are at most O((c; *A.)?/2K/3 + HA,) resets of M triggered by Test 1. By
Lemma 25 and Lemma 13, there are at most O(((B; "¢y P AL)2/3 4 (c3 ' Ap)¥/3)KY3 + H(A, +
Ap)) resets of M and N triggered by Test 2.

Next, we consider Test 3. Define I, = I{A e m+1) > 9°(v5, + D} and I = I{Ap ip pia) >
g (vE 4+ 1)}. Note that whenever Test 3 fails in interval m, we have I, = 1 or I/’ = 1 by
Lemma 23. We partition K intervals into segments Z;,...,Zy_, such that in the last interval of
each Z; with ¢ < N, denoted by m, Test 3 fails and I, = 1. Since v° is reset whenever Test 3
fails, we have Az, ugmi1y > Apic my1) > 9°(v5, + 1) > g°(|Zi] + 1). By Lemma 13, we obtain
Ne=O((c; *A)?PKY3 + HA,).

Now define A, as the indicator that Test 3 fails in interval m and I = 1. Also define A/, as the

indicator that Test 3 fails and N is reset in interval m, and Hfl = 1. We then partition K intervals
into segments 77, . .. ,IJ’VP, such that in the last interval of each Z! with i < Np denoted by m,

A! = 1. Since v is reset in interval m when A/ = 1, we have Aziogmy1y 2 Aue my1) >
gP(wh +1) > ¢P(|7/| + 1). By Lemma 13, we have Np = O((c; 'Ap)?/3KY3 + HAp).
Moreover, by Lemma 50 and the reset rule of Test 3, we have p>" A, = O(Y, Al ) with
probability at least 1 — &, which gives 3 A,, = O(Np/p).

Since I¢, = 1 or IZ = 1 when Test 3 fails in interval m, the total number of times that Test 3 fails
Ny < N+ A = O((e7 'A)?BKY3 + By(cy "Ap)*P K3 + H(A. + B.Ap)). Now by
the reset rule of Test 3, the number of times M is reset due to Test 3 is upper bounded by N3, and
the number of times N is reset due to Test 3 is upper bounded by @(pNg) with probability at least
1 — 6 by Lemma 50. Finally, by Line 4 and Line 5 of Algorithm 4, there are at most %ﬂ resets of M

and WL resets of N respectively due to periodic restarts. Putting all cases together, we have
P

L.=0 ((0;1A6)2/3K1/3 + Bu(cg ' Ap)3)KY3 4+ H(A. + B.Ap) + K/Wc)
o, ((B*SA)‘1/3(T*AC)2/3K1/3 4 By(SA) V(T ApP)PKY? + H(A, + B*Ap)) ,
and
Lp=0 (B%(cllAc)2/3K1/3 + (' Ap)PKY3 4+ H(A. + Ap) + K/Wp)
.y ((B*SA)—1/3g*Ac)2/3K1/3 N (SA)_l/g(T*AP)z/BKIB Y H(A+ AP)) .
This completes the proof. ’ O

E.2 Auxiliary Lemmas

Iiemma 27. With probability at least 1 — 6, for any M’ < K, Z%,:l hHgl V(P V,;‘_;’f) =
O (B.Cyr + B.M' + B2).

*

Proof. Applying Lemma 9 with ||V;*"™||__ < B, with probability at least 1 — 4,

M’ Hp,

oD VIRV

m=1h=1
M M’ H,

=0 Z Vi (s )% + Z Z BV (1) = PV )+ + BE
m=1 m=1h=1

= O (B.Cy + B,M' + B?),
where in the last step we apply
(V™ (si) = PV )+



and also Lemma 50. O

Lemma 28. With probability at least 1 — 106, for any M’ < K, "M S5 y(pm v —
Vi) = O(Byr/SALear Capr+Bin/BoSALp a1/ (Coyr + M)+ B2S? ALp yy + B2SALc v+
SN Bu(Acn + BiAp)H).

Proof. Let zI" = min{B/2, (A¢.m + BAp.,)H}{h < H}. By Lemma 21, we have V,""(s) +
Zpt > th (s). Moreover, by Lemma 12, we have
M/

Z Vil (s 1) + 280 = Vi (8F0))?
m=1
M’ M’
<> G ) s, 1 =gy 6487 Y I{Hy < H, s 1 # 9}
m=1 m=1
~ M/
=0 (B, (Acom + BiApym)H + BISALyy
m=1
and
M’ H,,
(x) = Z B, Z(Vh*’m(sh ) = Vi (i) = BVl + PVl 4 2 = 21 )+
m=1 h=1
M’ H,, N M’
<3 B. (cm(s;y, ) 4 80+ PPV — Vi (s7) + B(Apm + nﬁ)) + B> - 2 )
m=1 h=1 m=1
V™ (si) < Q™" (s apt), 23 > zpqs and PV < PV + B(Apg, 4+ 1y))
M’ H,, ~
< B, Z(c”sﬁa?f) —er (P - P Wit + (B = BVl — Vi) + i)+
m=1 h=1
_ M’ Hyp,
+0 B,(Acom + BuAp, ) H + B? Z > ooy (definition of V;"(s7))
m=1 m=1 h=1

Now by Lemma 3, Lemma 8, Lemma 6, and nj' < Nm , we continue with

- o (P, Vi) | SV(Pr, Vi = VST
() =0 | B. \/SALC,M/CM/—FSALQM/#-ZZ \/ N i +\/ ST i)

m=1 h=1

M’

M Hnpag
o2 N + Y Bu(Acm + BoApm)H + B, Zme
m=1h=1 "N

m=1 m=1h=1
- l HW‘L
= O | Bin/SALcai:Carr + BoSALe v + Bay | SALp v Z > V(P Vi) + BES?ALp
m=1h=1
_ M’ H,, M’
+O | Bay|S?ALpar Y S V(B VT = Vin )+ Bu(Dean + B Apm)H |
m=1h=1 m=1

where in the last step we apply Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, Lemma 11, Lemma 10, VAR[X + Y] <
2VAR[X] 4+ 2VAR[Y], and AM-GM inequality. Finally, by Lemma 27, we continue with

(*) = @ <B*\/SAL67M/CM/ + B*SALC_’M/ + B*\/B*SALRM/ (CM/ + M’) + BESQALRM/)

H,, M’
+O | Byy| S2ALp 1 Z S VPR VT =V )+ Y BuAem + BAp ) H

m=1 h=1 m=1
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Applying Lemma 9 on value functions {V,;k 2t — th}m r (constant offset does not change the
variance) and plugging in the bounds above, we have

M’ H,, M' Hp,
DD VPV = Vi) = D0 Y VIR VY et = Vi)
m=1h=1 m=1h=1

= @ (B*\/SALQM/OM/ + BESALQM/ + B*\/B*SALRM/(CM/ + M’) + BESQALRM/>

M' H, M’
+O | Buy | S2ALpar YD V(PP Vi = Vi) + > Bu(Ben + Bipm)H
m=1h=1 m=1

Then solving a quadratic inequality w.r.t Zn]\f;l S (P, Vit =Vym,) (Lemma 45) completes
the proof. o

E.3 Proof of Theorem 5

We first prove a general regret guarantee of Algorithm 5, from which Theorem 5 is a direct corollary.

Theorem 11. Suppose 2y ensures }OEK < R when sT = siir for m < K, and 2y ensures
Ry < R*(K') for any K' < K such that R?(k) is sub-linear w.r.t k. Then Algorithm 5 ensures

Rk = @(Rl) (ignoring lower order terms).
Proof. Let T}, be the set of intervals in episode k, and m¥ be the i-th interval of episode k (if exists).
The regret is decomposed as:

K

k H k
R c —|— T —VX( s + e —
K = H,_ .+1 k 1 h H, .+1
1 1
k

k=1 | h= =1 [ mez\{mk} h=1

Note that Vf*’ml (s ml) < V¥ (s¥) + B, /K by Lemma 46. Therefore,

k
m1

K K o

T my, m
> E,C +CH e — Vi (s1) SE E c +CH e+l -V (s1
k=1 -1

< R'+ B,.

k
m
! k
1

)| + B,

k k
For the second term, note that crgl (1= 2B, if s]'2 exists. Define K; = S 0, I{|Z;,| > 1}, we
have (define s;n = g if m§ does not exist)

K H,, H,,
3 Z — P ESH DY S —VEs?) | - BoKS

k=1 | meZi\{m}} b k=1 \mezy\{m}} h=1
< R*(Ky) - B.Ky,

=

which is a lower order term since R?(K ) is sub-linear w.r.t K. Putting everything together com-
pletes the proof.

We are now ready to prove Theorem 5.

Proof. We simply apply Theorem 11 with R! determined by Theorem 4 and R? determined by
Theorem 3. o
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Algorithm 6 MVP-Base
Parameters: failure probability J.
Initialize: X < 0, and for all (s, a,s’), C(s,a) < 0, M(s,a) « 0, N(s,a) < 0, N(s,a,s’) « 0.
Initialize: Update (1).
form=1,...,M do
forh=1,...,H do
Play action a}* = argmin, Qp, (s}, a), receive cost ¢} and next state Sphq-

Csy, ap)  cfr, M(sy, ) < 1, N(sp, a) 4= 1, N(sp, af, sit ) 4 1.
if sj’ ;= g or M(s},aj') = 2l or N(s7*,al*) = 2! for some integer | > 0 then
| break (which starts a new interval).

X &0 - Vi(sp).

if X > Xm (defined in Lemma 31) then terminate. (Test 1)
Update(m + 1).

if HVh H > B/2 for some h (Test 2) then terminate.

Procedure Update (m)

Vir1(s) < 2BI{s # g}, Vi(g) < Oforall h < H,and ¢ < 2!! . In (254L4Em),

7+ min{ E;F**%Z, =7 -

for all (s,a) do

N*(s,a) + max{1,N(s,a)}, M*(s,a) < max{1,M(s,a)}, &(s,a) < yrrs
Pya() ¢ Nz o, )(—max{O,E(s,a)—,/l\z(f’('z); M+<Sa}

| ¢(s,a) «¢(s,a) + 8n.

forh=H,...,1do

bi(s,a) < max {7\/ V(ﬁﬁgf;*)lﬁ, 4N9f(‘;§§} forall (s, a).
Qn(s,a) = max{0,&(s,a) + Ps o Viy1 — bu(s,a)} all (s, a).
| Vi(s) = argmin, Qx(s, a) forall s.

F Omitted Details in Section 7

In this section, we present all proofs and details of learning without the knowledge of non-
stationarity. We first provide a base algorithm in Appendix F.1. The rest of this section then dis-
cusses the meta algorithm MASTER adopted from [Wei and Luo, 2021], and its regret guarantee
combining with the base algorithm.

F.1 Base Algorithm

We first present the base algorithm used in MASTER (Algorithm 6). The main idea is again incor-
porating a correction term to penalize long horizon policy and has the effect of cancelling the non-
stationarity along the learner’s trajectory when it is not too large (Line 3). When the non-stationarity
is large, on the other hand, we detect it through two non-stationary tests (Line 1 and Line 2), and
reset the knowledge of the environment (more details to follow).

Test 1 is a combination of the first two tests of Algorithm 4, which directly checks whether the
estimated regret is too large. This is also similar to the second test of the MASTER algorithm
[Wei and Luo, 2021]. Test 2 is the same as the third test of Algorithm 4, which guards the magnitude
of the estimated value function. When tests fail, the algorithm directly terminate instead of resetting
some accumulators. Note that the status of M and N are completely identical in this algorithm, but
we still maintain them separately so that the auxiliary lemmas in Appendix A are still applicable.
The rest of the algorithm largely follows the design of Algorithm 2.

Notations Note that here M and N are only reset at the initialization step. Thus, i¢, = i =1,
LC_’m e Lp_’m =1, Ac,m e Ac,[l,m] and Ap_’m = AP,[I,m]- Let A;n = (Ac,m + BAP_’m) and
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denote by 7., Q}’f, th the value of 7, Qh, and Vh at the beginning of interval m. Denote by ¢™
the value of ¢ at the beginning of interval m and define ¢* = &(s}", a}"). Also define Q] ™ and
Vhﬂ*’m as the action-value function and value function w.r.t cost ¢™(s, a) + 81y, transition P™, and
policy W]:(m).

Lemma 29. With probability at least 1 — 26, if Algorithm 6 does not terminate up to interval m < K,
then Q7 (s,a) < QF ""(s,a) + ALTT "™(s,a).

Proof. We prove this by induction on h. The base case of h = H + 1 is clearly true. For h < H,
by Test 2 and the induction step, we have V™, (s) < min{B/2, V;",;"(s) + AL Ty " (s)} <
Vim ™ (s) + . (s) < B where 27 (s) = min{ B/2, A, T "™ (s)}. Thus,

a

™ (s,a) + pgb Vﬁl —b"(s,a, Vﬁl)

< é&(s,a) + P;Zl(vhﬁ_;im +ap' ) — b (s, a, V,Z::im + 7 ) (Lemma 48)
(i) ~ . *

< &(s,a) + PV ™ + oyt y) (Lemma 8)
< ™(s,a) 4+ 8N + Ao + P;’)Z(Vh”;’lm +xp' ) + ApmB (Lemma 5)

< QF ™(s,a) + ALTE (s, a).

Note that in (i) we use the fact that [{V," "™ + 2}, 0| < (HK + 1)° since |{Vhﬂ*"m}m7h| <
HEK 41, {m}m| < K+ 1, {ALY 0] < K+ 1,and [{TF ™| < HEK + 1. O

Lemma 30. With probability at least 1 — 26, for all m < K, if A, < 1y, then Q7 (s,a) <
QZ*"m(s, a) + Ty " (s,a) < B/2. Moreover, if Test 2 fails in interval m, then A, | > Nm1.

Proof. First note that QZ*’m(s, a) <2+ 877mT£r*’m(s, a) < £ 4+ 8Hn,, < £. We prove the first
statement by induction on h. The base case of h = H + 1 is clearly true. For h < H, note that:

& (s,a) + Pﬁl‘v/ﬂl —b"(s,a, Vﬁl)
<& (s,a) + PU (V™ + nm T ™) — 0™ (s,0, Vil ™ + nm T 1)
(induction step and Lemma 48)

~
=

1

< éM(s,a) + ﬁﬁz(vﬂlm + ﬁmT;fJ:’lm) (Lemma 8)
< cM(s,a) + 8N + Aeym + PS’)’;(VhﬂJ:’lm + an,ffr’lm) +Apm(B/34+ Hny)  (Lemmas)
<Qp (s a) + Ty (5, 0). (Hnm < B/12and A/, < )

Note that in (i) we use the fact that [{V," ™ +an;*’m}m7h| < (HK +1) since [{V;" "™ }un| <

HK 4+ 1, {nm}m| < K+1, and |{T;;*’m}m7h| < HK + 1. The second statement is simply by the
contraposition of the first statement. O

Lemma 31. With probability at least 1 — 120, for any M’ < K, if Ah;, < nar, then

M’ [Hp

m=1 \h=1

Moreover, if Test 1 fails in interval m, then Al > 1y,
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Proof. By A, < nu and Lemma 30, the algorithm will not terminate by Test 2 before interval
M’ with probability at least 1 — 2§. Then with probability at least 1 — 44,

M /H, )
Z <Z '+ CH, 11— Vlm(ST)>

m=1 \h=1
M Hy }
< Z Z (e + Vil (sphq) — Vi (i) + O (BLSA) (Lemma 12 and Ly; = O(1))
m=1h=1
M Hpy }
< (et = + Vilti(siton) — BVl + (B — BV, + b — 8nm) + O (BLSA)
m=1h=1
(definition of V;™(s}))
) M’ Hy
<O VSACK + 4| D D V(P Vi) + B.SA
m=1h=1
M Hp o )
+ (B = BryVit + By + by = 5
m=1h=1
where in the last inequality we apply Lemma 3, i$,, = i, = 1, Ay, < na, P,;”V,:’}rl <
ﬁ,TVh’il + B(n}" + Apm) Lemma 49 and Lemma 50 on both Zm 1 hHml(ch —c™ (s, al)),

and Lemma 49 on Zm:l thl (Vim oy (simy) — PV ). Now note that with probability at least
1— 64,

M' Hp, M’ Hp, ;
ZZ((Ph — BV, + b + Bnj') + O ZZV(Pﬁ,Vﬁl)
m=1h=1 m=1h=1
) M’ Hp ] ” H,, N BAPm
=0 (8243 Y v, Vi) + B.S?A +ZZb +ZZ
m=1h=1 m=1h=1 m=1h=1

(mp < NLm, Lemma 6, Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, Lemma 11, and Lp pp» = 1)
h

M’ Hp, M Hp oo
It m Trm Pm
=0 \[S2AD_ Y VB V) + BSPA |+ 30 Y —
m=1h=1 m=1h=1
(Lemma 10, Lp 3 = 1, and AM-GM inequality)
3 M’ Hm o a,
=0 (\/B*SQA(CM, + M)+ B*S2A) +Y ) Lo+ (Lemma 32 and AM-GM inequality)
m=1h=1
Plugging this back and by A’;, < nar, we have
O — Z Vi (si) = (\/B S2A(Chp + M) + B, SQA)

Solving a quadratic inequality w.r.t Cps» (Lemma 45), we have Cyr = @(B*M "+ V/B.S?PAM' +
B,S?A). Plugging this back completes the proof of the first statement. The second statement is
simply by the contraposition of the first statement. o

Theorem 12. Suppose Algorithm 4 does not terminate up to interval M ~' < K (including M') and
8T = i for m < M'. Then with probability at least 1 — 25, Rypr = O(B,SVAM' + B,S*A +

SMALT).
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Proof. We decompose the regret as follows:

M' /Hn,
Ry = Z <Z ey Ay =V m(sT))

m=1 \h=1
M' [ Hm M’
=2 (Z i Vf”(si”)) + > (Wrst) = V) + 8T Z o
m=1 \h=1 m=1
M’ M’
< xm'+ Z Al T, + 8T, Z Tm- (Test 2 and Lemma 29)
m=1 m=1
Plugging in the definition of x s/ and 7, completes the proof. o

Lemma 32. Wirh probability at least 1 — 48, "M S~ y(pm Vi ) = O(B,(Carr + M) +
B2S%A + B, 21]\7'{/:1 ZhHgl Al) forany M’ < K.

Proof. Applying Lemma 9 with HV,{”HOO < B (Test 2), with probability at least 1 — 4,

M’ H,,
ZZV(PfT’Vﬁl)
m=1h=1
M’ M' Hpn,
=0 ZVH +1(8H,,41) Z — PVilty)+ + B2
m=1 m=1h=1
M' H,, M' Hp
= O | Bi(Caur + M) + Bo | SPAY D V(P Vim )+ B2S?A+ B, Y Y AL |,
m=1h=1 m=1h=1

where in the last step we apply

M' Hp
Z Z Vi (si') = PVilka)+ = Z Z (si',ah') = P Viliy)+

M' H, N
< (h + (B = PVt + BApm)+
m=1h=1
(@)1 — (b)+ < (a —b)4, definition of Q7, and b} > 0)
M’ Hp, . M’ H,, M’ Hp,
< (s ap) + M+ O | ([SPAD S V(P Vi) + BUSPA | +2> YA,
m=1h=1 m=1h=1 m=1h=1
(Lemma 5, 87, < %, Lemma 6, Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, and Lemma 11)
[ M Hn M’ Hp, M’ Hp,
SO D e+ M+ | S2AY S V(P Vim )+ B.SPA| +2) Y AL
m=1h=1 m=1h=1 m=1h=1

(Lemma 50)

Solving a quadratic inequality w.r.t Zm ) hHml V(P Vﬁl) (Lemma 45) completes the proof.
O

F.2 Preliminaries

Here we adopt the MASTER algorithm in [Wei and Luo, 2021] to our finite-horizon approximation
scheme. There are several issues we need to address: 1) under the protocol of Algorithm 1, the
total number of intervals and the non-stationarity in each interval are not fixed before learning start;
besides, we need to prove an anytime regret guarantee, so that it can translate back to a regret
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guarantee on the original SSP (see Lemma 16); 2) when the base algorithm has a regret guarantee
R, < min{cyv/m + co, cgm} without non-stationarity, the original MASTER algorithm ensures a
dynamic regret whose dominating term scale with ¢1 4 cac3/cq; this is undesirable as ¢z = O(Timax)

in our case, and ideally we want c3 = @(B*); 3) when base algorithms incorporate correction term,
the original analysis of the non-stationarity tests breaks as discussed in Section 7. Our modified
MASTER algorithm (Algorithm 8) manages to address all these issues.

Setup To give a general result, we define the dynamic regret for the first M intervals as Ry =

ZM L(C™ — f*), where the choice of benchmark { £, } M is flexible depending on the problem
and the algorithm.

Notations For any interval Z = [s, ¢], define Az = 35! A(m)and Lz = 1+35 ! I{A(m) #
0}, where A(m) € RT* is some non-stationarity measure satisfying |f ., — f7,| < A(m).

We make the following assumption on the base algorithm used in the MASTER algorithm, and then
show two algorithms satisfying the assumption.

Assumption 1. Base algorithm 2l with failure probability 6 on intervals [1, M'] outputs an estimate

fm at the beginning of interval m < M’ if it does not terminate before interval m. Moreover, there
exists a non-decreasing function R(m) = min{cyv/m + c2, cam} with c3 > 1 and non-stationarity

measure A such that r(m) = R(m)/m is non-increasing, r(m) > \/%, fm < ¢4 < cs forall m,
and with probability at least 1 — 9, for any m < M', as long as Ajy ,) < v(m) and A does not
terminate up to interval m (including m), without knowing A(y ,,) we have:

m

Jon < ot rm), S (CT = F) < R(m), and Y (f = C7) < R(m).
T=1

T=1

Lemma 33. Algorithm 2 with arbitrary initial state for each interval satisfies Assumption 1 with
o= TP F = V) Am) = O((Aemamsn) + BApmmsn)H), R(m) =
O(min{B,SvVAm + B,S?*A, Hm}), and cy, = O(B,).

Proof. The first two properties are simply by Lemma 18 and Theorem 9 with L. ,, = Lp, =1

and Apy ) < 7(m) with a large enough constant hidden in O(-) in the definition of A(m). For the
third property, with high probability,

B, Z C™+ B, |. (Lemma 35)

T=1

(]
iy
3

|
]
=
*
Py
&
Q
2

|
G

=0 B, <iﬁ + R(m)) +B, | <0 (B*\/E-i- B*) + %R(m)

(the second property, V;™(s7*) = O(B,), and AM-GM inequality)

Plugging in the definition of R(m) completes the proof (again with a large enough constant hidden
in O(-) in the definition of R(m)). O

Lemma 34. Algorithm 6 withm < K and s7* = sy satisfies Assumption I with f}, = Vlw*’m(s,-,,ir),
Im = Vlm(yln)’ A(m ) = O((Ac [m,m+1] T BAP mm+1])T*) R( ) = O(min{B*SVAm +
B,S?A, Hm}), and ¢4 = O(B,).

Proof. For the first property, by Lemma 29, Ay ,,,) < r(m) and a large enough constant hidden in
O(-) in the definition of A(m), we have

Fono = V(s S V™8T + AL T, < [+ 8Tt + O (Dpm)) < [y +r(m).
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Algorithm 7 MALG

Input: order n, regret density function 7.
for!=0,...,ndo

for m € {0,2!,2-2 . -2} do

L With probability ((zm)), assigns a new base algorithm on intervals [m + 1,m + 2].

for each interval m do
Let A be the algorithm that covers interval m with shortest scheduled length, output g, = >

(which is the fm output by 20), follow 2’s decision, and update 2 with environment’s feedback.
if /A terminates then terminate.

The second property is simply by Test 2 (Lemma 31) of Algorithm 6 (again with a large enough
constant hidden in O(-) in the definition of R(m)). For the third property,

m m

SO = O = S ) — 7)< P Z " (snir) = C7) < R(m),

T=1 T=1

where the first inequality is by Lemma 46 and the last step follows similar arguments as in
Lemma 33. .

Lemma 35. With probability at least 1 — 35, for any m < M, Y7 (V[""(s]) = C7) =
BT, C7 + By)

Proof. With probability at least 1 — 36,

m m H:
DT = CT) <Y (VT (sh) = Vi (shaa) — €h) Vi1 (%, 1) < € i)
T=1 7=1h=1
m H,— m H;
=1 h:l =1 h=1
(V" (s7) < Q7 (s}, aj,) and Lemma 49)
(Lemma 19)
O

F.3 MALG: Multi-Scale Learning with Base Algorithm

Following [Wei and Luo, 2021, Section 3], we first introduce MALG (Algorithm 7), which runs
multiple instances of base algorithms in a multi-scale manner. We then combine MALG with non-
stationarity detection to obtain the MASTER algorithm in Appendix F.4. We always run MALG
on a segment (an interval of intervals) of length 2" for some integer n, which we call a block.
Since we want to obtain an anytime regret guarantee, the failure probability of base algorithms and
MALG need to be adjusted adaptively. Specifically, if an MALG instance is scheduled on intervals
[M; — 2" + 1, M;], then the regret guarantee of this MALG instance and the failure probability
of base algorithms it maintains depends on M;. However, we ignore the dependency on M; in
algorithms and analysis since the regret bound only has logarithmic dependency on Mj;.

We show that MALG ensures a multi-scale regret guarantee in the following lemma. Below we say

an algorithm is of order [ if it is scheduled on a segment of length 2!. Also denote by f? the fm
output by .

Lemma 36. For a given My > 1, let n = logy My + 1 and ﬁ(m) = 2199 In(2M; /8) R(m).

Algorithm 7 scheduled on [M; — 2™ + 1, M| with input n < log, M guarantees for any 2 it
maintains and any m € [A.s,%.e], as long as Ay s,m) < 7(m') where m' = m — A.s + 1 and

44



all base algorithms it maintains do not terminate up to interval m (including m), we have with high
probability:

Gm < fr+rm”), > (CT—G)<R@m), and Y (ff —CT) < R(m),
7=2.5 7=2.5

where m' is the number of intervals that U is active up to interval m, and 2’ is the active algorithm
in interval m.

Proof. Fix abase algorithm 2l and m € [2.s,2.¢e]. Suppose 2’ is active in interval m, which implies
[A".s,2".e] C [A.s,A.e]. For the first statement, note that Ay g, < Aparsm) < r(m') < r(m”)
since r is non-increasing. Thus, by the guarantee of 2’ (Assumption 1), we have

Gm < [ +r(m”).
For the second statement, first note that:

Z - 3r) Z Z Z — 2 is active at 7},

7=UA.s =0 A4'eS; T=A.s
where S is the set of base algorithms of order [ which starts within [2(.s, m]. For a fix [, suppose
S = {A},..., A}, and define Z; = [A.s,m] N [2AL.s, 2. .e]. Note that {Z;}¥ ; are disjoint, and
Az, < Apis,m) < r(m') < r(|Zi]). Moreover, [21}.5,20}.e] C [2A.s,%.e] if A; is active at some
interval within [.s, m]. Therefore, by the the guarantee of 2 (Assumption 1) we have:
N
Z Z fT JI{RL, is active at 7} < ZR |Z:|) < N - R(min{2!,m'}).

i=1 7=2.s i=1
Now we need to bound N. Note that E[N] < %(’;—l, + 1) by the scheduling rule. By
Lemma 50, with probability at least 1 — WST)G (simply choose a small enough failure proba-
bility such that the failure probability over all M; > 1 and all base algorithms is bounded),

N < 2E[N] + 28In(2M;/5) < 2:523)) m’ 4 2581n(2M; /) and

278;? o + 258 In(2M; /5)) R(min{2!,m'})

N - R(min{2",m'}) < (

= (2}}:((2 )) 258 111(2MT/5)> R(min{2',m'}) < 2° In(2M; /8)R(m’).
(r(2") <r(m')

Summing over [ and by n + 1 < 7 proves the second statement. For the third statement, by
Lemma 35,

m
> (-0
=2

S

Z gT + ﬁ(m/)> + B*
T =2A.s

(the second statement)

= O(B,) and AM-GM inequality)
This completes the proof. O

F.4 Non-stationarity Detection: Single Block Regret Analysis

Now we introduce the MASTER algorithm (Algorithm 8) that performs non-stationarity tests and
restarts. We first show the regret bound on a single block of order n (of length 2™) that starts from
m,, and ends on F,,. Clearly E,, < m,, 42" —1 since it may terminate earlier than planned. Also let
M; = m, + 2™ — 1 be the planned last interval. Define 7(m) = R(m)/m, a; = r(2}), &) = 7(2),
and lp = max;{12q;_1 > c4}. We divide the whole block [m,,, E,,] into near-stationary segments
Ty, .., 2y with Z; = [s;,¢;], such that Az, < r(|Z;]) and A, ¢, 41 > 7(|Zi] + 1) fori < £
Note that the partition depends on the learner’s behavior, but whether m € Z; is determined at the
beginning of interval m before interaction starts. In the following lemma we give a bound on .
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Algorithm 8§ MASTER

Input: 7(-) (defined in Appendix F.4).
Initialize: m < 1.
forn=0,1,...do
Set m,, « m, and initialize a MALG (Algorithm 7) instance on [m,,, m, + 2™ — 1].
while m < m,, + 2" do
Receive g,,, from MALG, follow MALG’s decision, and suffer C™.
Update MALG and set U}, = max, ¢y, +21-1,m] J» for all 0 < I < n, where gL =
3> ors o1 §r and UL = 0if m < my, + 2 — 1.
Perform Test 1 and Test 2, and increment m < m + 1.
if either test fails or MALG terminates then restart from Line 1

Test 1: If m = 2.e for some order-/ A and Zil;em.s CT™ < UL — 97(2Y), return fail.
Test 2: If #ﬁ-l Yo (CT = Gr) > 37(m — my, + 1). return fail.

Lemma 37. Let J = [my,, E,]. We have ¢ < Lz and ¢ < 1+ (2¢;'A7)?3| TV 4+ 3 Ay
Proof. The first statement is clearly true. For the second statement follows from Lemma 13. O

~ 1 ~ 1
We also define g7 = o7 327, g Grrand [0 = o 320, o f form > my, + 20 — 1. We
first show a running average version of the first statement in Lemma 36.

Lemma 38. Foranyt > m,+2'—1, ifforanym € [1—2"4+1,7], Ay s m) < r(m—A.s+1) where
2 is the base algorithm of MALG active in interval m, then g < f*! + @y with high probability.

Proof. The case of [ = 0 is clearly true by Lemma 36. For [ > 0, we have

g = % i Grr = % i i Z S is active at 7'}

T/=7—2l+1 T/=r=2l411'=0A"€S)/

1 T n ,
2l Z Z Z (f2 +r(m% ) I{2A is active at 7'}
=T 2411 =0 €Sy,
(A[Ql/ sm) < r(m—2W.s+1) <r(m; ,/) and Assumption 1)

fr ol Z Z Z r(mflf)ﬂ{m’ is active at 7'}

=0A'€S)r 7'=7-21+1

< It 2 3 1Sl Rlmin{2.,2')),

I'=0

IN

I A

where m?_l,/ is the number of intervals that 2 is active up to 7/, Sy is the set of order I’ base algorithms
that intersect with [7 — 2l + 1, 7], and in the last inequality we use the fact that for any m > 1,

m

Zr imm{%—i—?,@}ﬁmin{i(%—i— ),03m}§2R(m)-

T=1 T=1

(21,;(21 " 4+ 1). By Lemma 50, with

+2581n(2M;/0). Plugging these back,

For I’ > I, we have |Sy/| < 2. Forl’ < [, note that IE[|SZ/|

high probability, |S;/| < 2E[|S/|] + + 928 In(2M;/0) <
we obtain

] <
R(2')
R

;Z |Sy| R(min{2",2"'}) < < Z <2R;l,)) +2581n (2MT/6)) RE2")+4Y a <adn

I'=0 =l

This completes the proof. o
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Now we show the guarantee of non-stationarity detection on a single block [m,, E,]. Define 7;(l)
as the smallest interval 7 € Z! = [s; + 2! — 1,¢;] (:(1) = e; + 1 if such an interval does not exist)
such that gt — f=! > 124y, and §;(1) = ¢; — (1) + 1.

Lemma 39. Let the event in Lemma 36 hold. Then with high probability,

Ey,

> (€7 —Gr) <3R(E, —my +1) +cs,

E, _ 14 R

> (G -f)<0 (Z R(ILI)) +21 Z ") In(2M;/9).
T=Mn =1 Qn

Proof. The first statement trivially holds by Test 2 and the estimated regret in a single interval is
at most c3 (Assumption 1). For the second statement, define d. = gL — f*!. For a particular
Z;and any [ > 0, let Z! = Z; N [r;(1) — 1]. If |Z/| < 2 - 2'*!, then clearly Y orelr<m() db <
|Z!|-12a; < min{|Z;|, 2-2!71}-12@;. If |Z/| > 2-2!F1, then Z/ can be partitioned into three segments
7‘[? = [Si, S; + o1 _ 1], lel = [Tl(l) — 2l+1,7'1'(l) — 1], and 7‘[12 = [Si + i+l TZ(Z) — o+l _ 1]
Note that for 7 € HZ, the weight of d? within the sum Y e ran () d'+1is 1. Therefore,
ZTGH? d‘lo' < ZT€I§+1,T<Ti(l) d/i'—’_l‘ Moreover, ZTE’H?U’H% dO = 2l(dls +2t—-1 + dlsiJrQl*lfl +
dlﬂ_(l)_l + dln(l)—2l—1) <2.241.124; = min{|Z;|,2 - 2'*1} - 12@,. This gives

oods>a=Y + > |&

Tl r<ri(l) TEL; TEH? TEHIUH;
1+1 : I+1 ~
< g d 4+ min{|Z;], 2 - 21} - 124y
TEI£+1,T<T»;(D

> dF 1286 (1 + 1) + min{|Z;], 2"} - 484,
T€Z r<r(141)

IN

(@ = 5(d. +d_,)

> dFY 4+ 248,161 + 1) + min{|Z;|, 2'} - 48a;.
T€I£+1,T<Ti(l+1)

IN

R(2 2R (21! ~
( ) S 2(l+1 ) S 2al+1)

(ar =
Combining the two cases above, we have
>ood< > dY 4+ 248, 1&(1 + 1) + min{|Z;|, 2'} - 48a;.
TETLT<Ti(1) reTt r<ri(141)
Applying this recursively, we have for a given Z;,

n—1 n—1

S@-m= Y d< Y @ 4uY @a&(+1)+48Y Rmin{|Zi],2')

TEL; T€I?, T<7;(0) TEL! T<Ti(n) =0 =0
(min{|Z;|, 2}&; < F(min{|Z;],2'}) min{|Z;],2'} = R(min{|Z;|,2'}))

<127, + 20 Y @) + O (R |I|)<24Zaza o (R(z).

=1

Summing over all i and by I < ly = 12a; > ¢y = &;(1) = 0, we have:

En n E
S @ -<0 (ZR|I|>+24ZZ@I&<”
T="mn I=ly =1
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Now note that for any fixed [, we have'
¢

¢
Zala —alme{& A2t aE ) (&G -2y
=1

<4Z< (IZ:]) +—R( )1n(2MT/5)>.

(Lemma 40 and &; min{& (1), 4 - 2'} < 47(min{&; (1), 2'}) min{& (1), 2'} = 4R(min{& (1), 2'}))
Putting everything together completes the proof. O

Lemma 40. Foranyl <n, Zle a&() —4-2h, < i—oﬁﬁ(ﬂ) In(2M4 /&) with high probability.

Proof. Denote by A; the number of candidate starting points of an order-/ algorithm in [r;(l), e; —
2 - 2!] for some i. Note that this quantity is lower bounded by Y>°_, (&(1) — 4 - 21) /2. Moreover,

if in interval m € [r;(),e; — 2 - 2], an order-l algorithm 2 starts, then Test 1 is performed at
m+ 2 — 1 < e;, and Test 1 returns fail with high probability because

A.e
LS o el Y v Guoan <8m < (T < (@) and Lemma 30
T=2.5 T=2.5
1 A.e
< 2— fr+2a;

|m”9M

(Lemma 38, A (|I ), and [A'.s,A".e] C [A.s,2.e] if A is active within [A.s, A.e])
< f L(0) + 205 + AL'
< ) — 128 + 361 < g, ) — 940 (Az, <r(IT]) < r(2') <G
This is a contradiction by the definition of E,,. Therefore, all candidate starting points of order-{
algorithm in [7;(), e; — 2-2!] does not instantiate an order-/ algorithm. Let X,,, = {m € [r;(]), e;
2 2!] forsome i}, X! = {m € [r;(l),e;] forsomei}, Y;, = {(m —m,) mod 2! = 0} and
Zy = {P order-1 A/ such that /.5 = m}, we have

mp,+2"—1 mp+2™—1 mp,+2M—1
A= > HXpYul= > HXn Ve, Zn}< Y X, Vi, Zo}.
Note that conditioned on X/ N Y;,, the event Z,, happens with a constant probability 1 — f;—’:
Moreover, Z,, = 0 implies X/, = 0 for m’ > m. Therefore, Zm"+2 “YI{X!,, Yo, Zm} counts

the number of trials up to the first success with success probability ifl‘ of each trial. Then with
probability at least 1 — §/(2M?), we have A; < 32 In(2M;/6). Thus,

4
Zaz(ﬁi(l)—4-2l)+§al2l i n(2M;/6) < anR( Y In(2M;/9).

n

This completes the proof. o

Now we present the regret guarantee in a single block.
Lemma 41. Within a single block J = [m.,, E,,], we have

> (- (cl\/é|—j+c2£+< - )2"/2+ +c3)

meJ

Proof. By Lemma 39, we have

D@ =)= C" =G+ Y, G —f})

meJ meJ meJ

4 n
0< 17D+ 3ROz Zj—’f?@l)wg).



Note that by Cauchy-Schwarz inequality:

14

|J| Z (IZ:)) = ((Cl\/|7+02) Z(CIW‘FCQ))—@(Cl\/M—‘rCQK).

Moreover, by the definition of [y, we have 12a;, = 2'%%1In(2M; /) min{ -2 c3} < ca,

Vo Tt
which implies ¢ < ¢y 2l by ¢4 < c3. Now for any | > I,

Y ReY =0 <R(21)22"l> _5 (Myll 42+ 2nl)

(07 R(2n) 01211/2 + c2 032n
l 2 2
-0 (012"/2 L B 6—22_l>
C1 C3 C3

~ 2 2 ~ 2
:(’)(<cl+cz 4)2"/2+ +C—22—l> :(9((014-%) 2"/2+C—22—l>,
C1 C3 C3 C1 C3

2
where in the last inequality we assume ¢; < ¢32"/2 without loss of generality and have Z—; < 2/

(note that if ¢; > 322 then ¢12"/2 > ¢42™ and the regret bound is vacuous). Summing over [
and putting everything together, we obtain:

2
pN(eks <01\/£|\7 |+ ol + ( +2 4> on/2 4 2 +03>.
C1 Cc3

meJ

F.5 Single Epoch Regret Analysis

We call [mg, E] an epoch if my is the first interval after restart from Line 1 or mg = 1, and F is the
first interval where a restart after interval m is triggered. The regret guarantee in a single epoch is
shown in the following lemma.

Lemma 42. Let £ be an epoch, then Y, _o(C™ — f) = O(c11/Ce|E] +cale + (c1+ 24) 1€+
z—g + 03), where fg = (5(1 + (CI1A5)2/3|5|1/3 + Cg_lAg) and ég = @(Lg).

Proof. Suppose & consists of blocks J1,. .., , and the number of near stationary segments (as
discussed in Appendix F4) in J; is ¢;. Then, || = ©(2"), and by Lemma 41 and Cauchy-Schwarz
inequality,

> - <clz\/£ 7] +C2Z£ +( 0204)2n/2 C: +03>

me€ &

2
Zé |5|+0226 + <c1+—> \/|8|+Z—§+C3

Finally by Lemma 37 and Holder’s inequality, 1, £; = O(1 + (¢; ' Ag)?/3|E[Y/3 + ¢ ' Ag) and
S0 = O(Le). 0

F.6 Full Regret Guarantee

To derive the full regret guarantee of the MASTER algorithm (Algorithm 8), we first bound the
number of epochs by the following two lemmas. Define 911 5 as the number of times MALG
terminates within [1, M’]

Lemma 43. Let m be in an epoch starting from interval mo. If Ay ) < 7(m —mgo + 1), then no
restart would be triggered by Test 1 or Test 2 in interval m with high probability.
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Proof. We first show that Test 1 would not fail. Let m = 2.e where 2 is any order-! base algorithm
in a block of order n starting from m,,. Then with high probability,

UL = max gL < max et 72h (Lemma 38)
TE[Mp+2t—1,m] TE[Mp+2t—1,m]

IN

R .
5 D FATE) + Ay

T7=%2l.8

1 - T ~ral 1 o T ~rel
< gﬁ%:sc +27(2') + Ap,n) < 57 ST oo+ 32
(Lemma 36 and Ay, n] < Apng.m) < 7(m —mg + 1) < r(24)

Thus, Test 1 would not fail. For Test 2, by Lemma 36 and A, 1) < Apng,m] < r(m—mo+1) <
r(m —my, + 1):

Thus, Test 2 also would not fail. O

Lemma 44. Assuming that MALG does not terminate without non-stationarity, with high probability,
the number of epochs within [1, M'] is upper bounded by Ly ) and 1+ (2cl_1A[1)M,])2/3M’1/3 +
C;lA[LM/] + ‘)?[LM/].

Proof. The first upper bound is clearly true by partitioning [1, M’] into segments without non-
stationarity. For the second upper bound, by Lemma 43, if an epoch [my, E] is not the last epoch,
then A,z > (£ — mo + 1) or MALG terminates with high probability. Applying Lemma 13
completes the proof. O

Theorem 13. If Assumption 1 holds, then MASTER (Algorithm 8) ensures with high probability
(ignoring lower order terms), for any M’ > 1:

E]w/ = @ <<Cl + Czﬁ) L[LM/]MI) and
1

EM/ =0 <<C1 + %) \/ (m[l,M/] + 1)M/ + <Cf/3 + %) A[11<zj\4/]M,2/3> .
¢

Proof. Let &1,...,EN be epochs in [1, M'] and £ = vazl &;. Then by Lemma 42 and Cauchy-
Schwarz inequality, we have:

Ry = 0O <Z <01\/€gi 51| + cole, + <01 + Czﬁ) iV |51| + 2—2 +Cg>>
i=1 ! 3

~ 2
-0 (cm/égM' T cole + (cl 4+ c4> VNM' + (C—2 + 03) N) ,
C3

2t
C1

where (g = Zf\il Lg,. Below we assume sub-linear L a7/, Ap1, ) and only write down dominat-
ing terms. For L-dependent bound, note that N < Ly 5 by Lemma 44 and g < N + Ly =

@(L[l)M/]) by Lemma 42. Thus, cole + (Z—g + ¢3)N is a lower order term, and

3

Ry = O <<Cl + %) L[I,M/]M/> :

For A-dependent bound, note that by Lemma 42, Holder’s inequality, and Lemma 44,
fg = (5 (N + (CIIA[LM/])2/3M11/3 + C;lA[LM/])

= O (Maw + 1+ (67 A ary)?* M 7 A ) -
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Ignoring lower order term of the form /Ay ;1 M’, we have

1/ le M/ + (61 n CZ—T“> NM

~ CoC _ _
- <<Cl * i—f) \/(m[lxM/] + 1+ (e A ) BM 4 e 1A[1,M/]) Ml)

@) <<01 + %) (N + 1M+ <03/3 + %) A[11<3;\1/1M12/3> '
=1

2
The remaining cols + (i—i + ¢3)N is again a lower order term. O

F.7 Proof of Theorem 6

We are ready to present the regret guarantee of the MASTER algorithm combining with different
base algorithms. Recall L =1 + Z?:_ll I{Pyi1 # Py or cpy1 # Ci}-

Theorem 14. Let A be Algorithm 8 with Algorithm 2 as base algorithm. Then Algorithm I with 2
ensures with high probability, for any K' € [K),

Ry = O (Inin {B*S\/ALK’, B,SVAK' + (B2S?A(A, + B,Ap)Tae) /3 K" 3}) .

Proof. By Lemma 33 and Theorem 13 with 9y 5s) = 0, we have for any M’ < M,

éM/ S EM/ = @ (mln {B*S AL[I,M]M/7B*S’ / AM! 4 (B352AA[1)]W])1/3M/2/3}) 7

where Ly p = Land Ap ) = O((Ac + BiAp)Tmax). Applying Lemma 16, we have for any
K' € [K] (ignoring lower order terms),

Ry, = O (mm {B*S\/ALK’, B.SVAK' + (B2S?A(Ae + BoAp)Tmax) /K 3}) .

Applying Lemma 15 completes the proof. o
We are now ready to prove Theorem 6.

Proof of Theorem 6. By Lemma 30 and Lemma 31, when Algorithm 6 terminates in interval £
where [mo, E] is an epoch, we have A{ ' 5. 1 > Np—met2. Therefore, My r) = O(1 +
(BESQA)*l/S(T*Afl)K])2/3K1/3 + HAELK]) by Lemma 13 and the definition of 7,,. Then by
Lemma 34 and Theorem 13, we have 2; ensures when s7* = sy for m < K,

R =Ry =0 (Inin {B*S\/ALK, B.SVAK + (B2S2A(A, + B*AP)T*)1/3K2/3}) :

where we apply AfLK] = @(Ac + B,Ap), L) = L, and A g = @((AC + B.Ap)TY).
Moreover, by Theorem 14, 2(; ensures Ry being sub-linear w.r.t K’ for any K’ € [K]. Applying
Theorem 11 completes the proof. O

G Auxiliary Lemmas

Lemma 45. [Chen et al., 2022b, Lemma 48] x < a+\/x + b implies © < (a + \/5)2 < 2a2 + 2b.

Lemma 46. [Rosenberg and Mansour, 2021, Lemma 6] Let w be a policy whose expected hitting
time starting from any state is at most 7. Then for any § € (0, 1), with probability at least 1 — 6, it
takes no more than 47 In % steps to reach the goal state following .

Lemma 47. [Chen et al., 2021a, Lemma 30] For any random variable X with || X|| < C, we
have VAR[X?] < 4C?VAR[X].
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Lemma 48. ([Chen et al., 2021a, Lemma 31]) Define Y = {v € [0,B]*+ : v(g) = 0}. Let
[ As, xTXRT xRT xRt — R* with f(p,v,n, B,¢) zpv—max{cl W,CQ%} with
c? < co. Then f satisfies for all p € As,,v €Y andn,. >0,

1. f(p,v,n,B,1) is non-decreasing in v(s), that is,

Yo, v" € Tou(s) <o'(s),¥s € ST = f(p,v,n,B,1) < f(p,v',n, B,1);

2. f(p,v,n,B,1) <pv—% Vo)t _ co B

Lemma 49 (Any interval Freedman’s inequality). Let {X;}5°, be a martingale difference sequence
w.rt the filtration {F;}5°, and | X;| < B for some B > 0. Then with probability at least 1 — 0, for
all 1 <1 < n simultaneously,

- " 16 B2n5 16B%n®
S Xi| <3, Y EIXZF1]In 057 | op1 108 )
i=l i=l
= 16B2n5 16B2n°
2
<3 2z§:in In == +18BIn ————. 6)

Proof. Foreachl > 1, by [Chen et al., 2022a, Lemma 38], with probability at least 1 — %, Eq. (5)

holds for all n > [. Then by Lemma 50, with probability at least 1 — %, Eq. (6) holds for all n > .
Applying a union bound over [ completes the proof. O

Lemma 50. Suppose {X;}5°, is a sequence of random variables w.r.t the filtration {F;}52, and
satisfies X; € [0, B] for some B > 0. Then with probability at least 1 — 6, forall 1 <1 < n
simultaneously,

n n 2n
Zz:;IE[Xﬂ}'Fl] < 2;)(1- +12BIn =,
iXi < 2zn:E[Xi|fi—1] 2B 2,
= 5

i=l i=l

Proof. Foreachl > 1, by [Chen et al., 2022a, Lemma 39], with probability at least 1 — %, the two

inequalities above hold for all n > [. Taking a union bound over [ completes the proof. O
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