arXiv:2009.05990v1 [cs.LG] 13 Sep 2020

Toward the Fundamental Limits of Imitation Learning

Nived Rajaraman, Lin F. Yang, Jiantao Jiao, Kannan Ramachandran^∗

September 15, 2020

Abstract

Imitation learning (IL) aims to mimic the behavior of an expert policy in a sequential decisionmaking problem given only demonstrations. In this paper, we focus on understanding the minimax statistical limits of IL in episodic Markov Decision Processes (MDPs). We first consider the setting where the learner is provided a dataset of N expert trajectories ahead of time, and cannot interact with the MDP. Here, we show that the policy which mimics the expert whenever possible is in expectation ≲^{|S|H2 log(N)}_N suboptimal compared to the value of the expert, even when the expert follows an arbitrary stochastic policy. Here S is the state space, and H is the length of the episode. Furthermore, we establish a suboptimality lower bound of ≳ |S|H^2/N which applies even if the expert is constrained to be deterministic, or if the learner is allowed to actively query the expert at visited states while interacting with the MDP for N episodes. To our knowledge, this is the first algorithm with suboptimality having no dependence on the number of actions, under no additional assumptions. We then propose a novel algorithm based on minimum-distance functionals in the setting where the transition model is given and the expert is deterministic. The algorithm is suboptimal by ≲ min{H √ |S|/N, |S|H^{3/2}/N}, showing that knowledge of transition improves the minimax rate by at least a √ H factor.

Contents

1 Introduction 2 1.1 Main results . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4

2 Related Work 7

3 Preliminaries 7

4 No-interaction setting 8 4.1 Stochastic expert . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10 4.1.1 Reduction of IL to supervised learning under TV distance . . . . . . . . . . . 10 4.1.2 Circumventing the reduction approach . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10

5 Known-transition setting 11

∗Nived Rajaraman is with the Department of Electrical Engineering and Computer Sciences, University of California, Berkeley. Lin F. Yang is with the Electrical and Computer Engineering Department at the University of California, Los Angeles. Jiantao Jiao is with the Department of Electrical Engineering and Computer Sciences and the Department of Statistics, University of California, Berkeley. Kannan Ramchandran is with the Department of Electrical Engineering and Computer Sciences, University of California, Berkeley. Email: {nived.rajaraman, jiantao, kannanr}@berkeley.edu ; linyang@ee.ucla.edu.

6 Lower bounds 14

7 Conclusion 15

Appendices 18

A 18 A.1 No-interaction setting under deterministic expert policy . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 19 A.1.1 Analysis of expected suboptimality of behavior cloning . . . . . . . . . . . . . 19 A.1.2 High probability bounds for behavior cloning . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 19 A.2 No-interaction setting when the expert policy is stochastic . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 20 A.2.1 Analyzing expected suboptimality of Mimic-Emp . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 20 A.3 Known-transition setting under deterministic expert policy . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 24 A.4 Proof of lower bounds . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 25 A.4.1 Active and no-interaction settings . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 25 A.4.2 Known-transition setting . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 28

B 31 B.1 Missing proofs for the analysis of behavior cloning . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 31 B.1.1 Proof of Lemma A.1 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 31 B.1.2 Proof of Theorem A.2 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 31 B.1.3 Proof of Lemma A.3 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 32 B.2 Reduction of IL to supervised learning under TV distance (Lemma 4.3) . . . . . . . 33 B.3 Missing proofs for Theorem 4.4 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 34 B.3.1 Proof of Lemma A.4 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 34 B.3.2 Proof of Lemma A.6 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 36 B.3.3 Proof of Lemma A.8 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 36 B.4 Missing proofs for Theorem 5.1 (a) and item 5.1 (b) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 37 B.4.1 Proof of Lemma A.9 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 37 B.4.2 Proof of Lemma A.10 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 38 B.4.3 Proof of Lemma A.11 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 38 B.4.4 Proof of Lemma A.12 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 40 B.5 Lower bound in the no-interaction / active settings . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 41 B.5.1 Proof of Lemma A.14 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 41 B.5.2 Proof of Lemma A.15 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 41 B.5.3 Proof of Lemma A.16 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 42 B.6 Lower bound in the known-transition setting . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 44 B.6.1 Proof of Lemma A.18 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 44 B.6.2 Proof of Lemma A.19 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 44 B.6.3 Proof of Lemma A.20 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 45

1 Introduction

Imitation learning or apprenticeship learning is the study of learning from demonstrations in a sequential decision-making framework in the absence of reward feedback. The imitation learning problem differs from the typical setting of reinforcement learning in that the learner no longer has access to reward feedback to learn a good policy. In contrast, the learner is given access to expert demonstrations, with the objective of learning a policy that performs comparably to the expert’s with respect to the unobserved reward function. This is motivated by the fact that the desired behavior in typical reinforcement learning problems is easy to specify in words, but hard to capture accurately through manually-designed rewards Abbeel and Ng (2004). Imitation learning has shown remarkable success in practice over the last decade - the work of Abbeel et al. (2007) showed that using pilot demonstrations to learn the dynamics and infer rewards can significantly improve performance in autonomous helicopter flight. More recently, the approach of learning from demonstrations has shown to improve the state-of-the-art in numerous areas: autonomous driving Hester et al. (2018); Pan et al. (2020), robot control Argall et al. (2009), game AI Ibarz et al. (2018); Vin (2019) and motion capture Merel et al. (2017) among others.

Following the approach pioneered by Beygelzimer et al. (2005), several works Ross and Bagnell (2010); Brantley et al. (2020) show that carrying out supervised learning (among other approaches) to learn a policy provides black box guarantees on the suboptimality of the learner, in effect “reducing” the IL problem to supervised learning. In particular when the expert follows a deterministic policy, Ross and Bagnell (2010) discuss the behavior cloning approach, which is a supervised learning method for imitation learning by minimizing the number of mistakes made by the learner compared to the expert under the empirical state distribution in the expert demonstrations. However, the authors conclude that supervised learning could lead to severe error compounding due to the “covariate shift problem”: the actual performance of learner depends on its own state distribution, whereas training takes place with respect to the expert’s state distribution. Furthermore, it remains to see how the reduction approach fares when the expert follows a general stochastic policy. As we discuss later, it turns out that in this setting, the reduction analysis is loose and can be improved: we instead use a novel coupling based approach to provide near optimal guarantees.

Nevertheless, the aforementioned reduction approach is quite popular in studying IL and shows that it suffices to approximately solve an intermediate problem to give one directional bounds on the suboptimality of a learner. But it is unclear whether a difficulty in solving the intermediate problem implies an inherent difficulty in solving the original imitation learning problem. In this work, we cast the imitation learning problem in the statistical decision theory framework and ask,

What are the statistical limits of imitation learning?

We investigate this question in a tabular, epsiodic MDP over state space S, action space A and episode length H, one of the most basic settings to start with. The value J(π) of a (possibly stochastic) policy π is defined as the expected cumulative reward accrued over the duration of an episode,

J(π) = E_π [∑_H t=1 r_t(s_t, a_t) ] (1) where r_t is the unknown reward function of the MDP at time t, and the expectation is computed with respect to the distribution over trajectories {(s_1, a_1), · · · , (s_H , a_H )} induced by rolling out the policy π. Denoting the expert’s policy by π^∗ and the learner’s policy ^π, the subopimality of a learner, which is a random variable, is defined as the difference in value of the expert’s and learner’s policies: J(π^∗) − J(^π). In the imitation learning framework, we emphasize that the learner does not observe rewards while interacting with the MDP, but is given access to expert demonstrations to learn a good policy. The learner is said to “interact” with the MDP by submitting a state-action pair to an oracle and receiving the next state, with the reward being hidden. We study the problem in the following 3 settings:

(a) No-interaction: The learner is provided a dataset of N trajectories drawn by independently rolling out the expert policy through the MDP. The learner is not otherwise allowed to interact with the MDP.

(b) Known-transition: The only difference compared to the no-interaction setting is that the MDP state transition functions and initial state distribution are exactly known to the learner.

(c) Active: The learner is not given a dataset of expert demonstrations in advance. However, the learner is allowed to actively query the expert using previous expert feedback while interacting with the MDP for N episodes.

We remark that the active setting gives the learner more power than the no-interaction setting: it can just follow the observed expert actions (same as no-interaction setting), or actively compute a new policy on the fly based on expert feedback, and then use the most up-to-date policy to interact with the MDP. We mention two popular approaches, Dagger Ross et al. (2011) and AggraVaTe Ross and Bagnell (2014) proposed for IL in the active setting.

1.1 Main results

The reduction approach in Ross and Bagnell (2010) shows that if the expert policy is deterministic, and the probability of error in guessing the expert’s action at each state is ϵ, then J(π^∗) − J(^π) ≲ min{H, ϵH^2}. The appearance of this H^2 factor is called error compounding. This quadratic behavior can be intuitively understood as the inability to get back on track once the learner makes a mistake. Indeed, the probability of making the first error at time t is ϵ(1 − ϵ)^{t−1}, and if we get completely lost thereafter we incur loss H −t+1. The suboptimality is therefore Hϵ+(H−1)ϵ(1−ϵ)+ · · · + ϵ(1−ϵ)^{H−1} ≲ min{H, H^2ϵ}. This informal argument supports the reduction of imitation learning to the problem of minimizing the empirical probability of error, known as “behavior cloning”. For a more rigorous analysis we refer the reader to Ross and Bagnell (2010). We also provide a slight generalization of this result in Section 4.1.1.

Is this error compounding inevitable or is it just a consequence of the behavior cloning algorithm? Our first contribution shows that it is fundamental to the imitation learning problem without additional assumptions: even if the learner operates in the active setting and the expert is deterministic, no algorithm can beat the H^2 barrier. The term instance is used to refer to the underlying MDP and the expert’s policy in the imitation learning problem.

Theorem (informal) 1.1 (Formal version: Theorem 6.1). In the active setting, for any learner ^π, there exists an instance such that the suboptimality of the learner is at least |S|H^2/N up to universal constants, i.e., J(π^∗) − E[J(^π)] ≳ |S|H^2/N. This lower bound applies even if the expert’s policy π^∗ is constrained to be deterministic.

The key intuition behind this result is to identify that at states which were never visited during the learner’s interactions with the MDP, the learner has no prior knowledge about the expert’s policy. Furthermore, at such states the learner also has no knowledge about what state transitions are induced under different actions. With no available information, the learner is essentially forced to play an arbitrary policy on these states. A careful construction of the underlying MDP ultimately forces the learner to incur compounding errors when such states are visited, resulting in the lower bound.

Our next result shows that if the expert is deterministic, one can in fact achieve the bound |S|H^2/N in the no-interaction setting by the behavior cloning algorithm:

Theorem (informal) 1.2 (Formal version: Theorem 4.2 (a)). When the expert’s policy is deterministic, in the no-interaction setting, the expected suboptimality of a learner ^π that carries out behavior cloning satisfies J(π^∗) − E[J(^π)] ≲ |S|H^2/N on any instance.

We prove this result exactly as stated: by first bounding the population 0-1 risk of the policy to be |S|/N and subsequently invoking the black box reduction (Ross and Bagnell, 2010, Theorem 2.1) to get the final bound on the expected suboptimality of the learner.

The optimality of behavior cloning and Theorem (informal) 1.1 point to an interesting observation: the ability to actively query the expert does not improve the minimax expected suboptimality beyond the no-interaction setting. An important implication of this result is that Dagger Ross and Bagnell (2010) and other algorithms that necessitate an expert that can be actively queried, cannot improve over behavior cloning in the worst case.

The closest relative to our bounds on behavior cloning in the deterministic expert setting is Sun et al. (2019) the authors of which propose the FAIL algorithm. When the expert’s policy is deterministic, in (Sun et al., 2019, Theorem 3.3), choosing Π to be the set of all deterministic policies (of size |A|^{|S|}), shows that FAIL is suboptimal by ≲ √ |S||A|H^5/N (ignoring logarithmic factors).

In contrast, in Theorem 4.2 (a), we show that behavior cloning is suboptimal by ≲ |S|H^2/N which always improves on the guarantee of FAIL: not only is it independent of |A|, but has optimal dependence on H and N. However, it is important to point out that the two results apply in slightly different settings and are not directly comparable: FAIL applies in the ILfO setting where the learner does not observe the actions played by the expert in the set of demonstrations, and only observes the visited states. In particular, the ILfO setting assumes that the reward function of the MDP only depends on the state visited and does not depend on the action chosen.

Prompted by the success of behavior cloning in the deterministic expert setting, it is natural to ask whether supervised learning reduction continues to be a good approach when the expert is stochastic. The reduction from Ross and Bagnell (2010) indeed still guarantees that any policy with total variation (TV) distance ϵ with expert’s action distribution has suboptimality ≲ H^2ϵ (see Lemma 4.3). However there is a problem with invoking such a reduction to bound the suboptimality of the learner: the empirical action distribution at each state converges very slowly to the population expert action distribution under TV distance. Seeing as it corresponds to matching the expert’s and learner’s policies at different states which are distributions over A, the population risk suffers from a convergence rate dependent on the number of actions, with rate √ |A|/N instead of N^{−1}. In order to prove tight guarantees on the expected suboptimality of a policy, we are therefore forced to circumvent the reduction framework.

We analyze the Mimic-Emp policy in this setting, which carries out empirical risk minimization under log loss. This is a natural extension of empirical risk minimization under 0-1 loss to the stochastic expert setting. The namesake for this policy follows from the fact that minimizing the empirical risk under log loss precisely translates to the learner playing the empirical expert policy distribution at states observed in the expert dataset. It is interesting to note that when the expert is determinstic, Mimic-Emp indeed still minimizes the empirical 0-1 risk to 0 and continues to be optimal in this setting. We show that when the expert is stochastic, the expected suboptimality of Mimic-Emp does not depend on the number of actions. Moreover from the lower bound in Theorem (informal) 1.1, it is in fact minimax optimal up to logarithmic factors.

Theorem (informal) 1.3 (Formal version: Theorem 4.4). In the no-interaction setting, the expected suboptimality of a learner ^π carrying out Mimic-Emp is upper bounded by J(π^∗) − E[J(^π)] ≲

|S|H^2 log(N)

N on any instance. This result applies even when the expert plays a stochastic policy.

The main ingredient in the proof of this result is a coupling argument which shows that the

Expert Setting Upper bound Lower bound

Det. No-interaction^{|S|H2}_N (Thm. 4.2 (a))^{|S|H2}_N (Thm. 6.1) Active^{|S|H2}_N (Thm. 4.2 (a))^{|S|H2}_N (Thm. 6.1)

Known-transition min {_{|S|H3/2} N , √_{|S|H2} N } (Thm. 5.1 (a))^{|S|H}_N (Thm. 6.2)

Non. Det. No-interaction^{|S|H2 log(N)}_N (Thm. 4.4)^{|S|H2}_N (Thm. 6.1) Active^{|S|H2 log(N)}_N (Thm. 4.4)^{|S|H2}_N (Thm. 6.1) Known-transition^{|S|H2 log(N)}_N (Thm. 4.4)^{|S|H}_N (Thm. 6.2)

Table 1: Minimax expected suboptimality under different settings (all bounds are up to universal constants)

expected suboptimality of the learner results only from trajectories where the learner visits states unobserved in the expert dataset, and carefully bounding the probability of this event.

We next discuss the setting where the learner is not only provided expert demonstrations, but the state transitions functions of the MDP. The “known-transition” model appears frequently in robotics applications Zhu et al. (2018), capturing the scenario where the learner has access to accurate models / simulators representing the dynamics of the system, but the rewards of the experts are difficult to summarize. Our key contribution here is to propose the Mimic-MD algorithm which breaks the lower bound in Theorem (informal) 1.1 and suppresses the issue of error compounding which the covariate shift problem entails. Recent works Brantley et al. (2020) propose algorithms that claim to bypass the covariate shift problem. However to the best of our knowledge, this is the first result that provably does so in the general tabular MDP setting without additional assumptions.

Theorem (informal) 1.4 (Formal version: Theorem 5.1 (a)). In the known-transition setting, if the expert is deterministic, the expected suboptimality of a learner ^π playing Mimic-MD is bounded by J(π^∗) − E[J(^π)] ≲ min{H √ |S|/N , |S|H^{3/2}/N}. The novel element of Mimic-MD is a hybrid approach which mimics the expert on some states, and uses a minimum distance (MD) functional Yatracos (1985); Donoho and Liu (1988) to learn a policy on the remaining states. The minimum distance functional approach was recently considered in Sun et al. (2019), proposing to sequentially learn a policy by approximately minimizing a notion of discrepancy between the learner’s state distribution and the expert’s empirical state distribution. We remark that our approach is fundamentally different from matching the state distributions under the expert’s and learner’s policy: it crucially relies on exactly mimicking the expert actions on states visited in the dataset, and only applying the MD functional on the remaining states. Interpreting the error of ≲ min{H √ |S|/N , |S|H^{3/2}/N} incurred by Mimic-MD, we make two observations:

(i) Mimic-MD improves the quadratic dependence on H of the error incurred by behavior cloning (Theorem (informal) 1.2) by at least a √ H factor while preserving the dependence of the error on |S| and N;

(ii) The error bound of ≲ H √ |S|/N shows that Mimic-MD also achieves suboptimality that has linear dependence on the length of the episode, albeit at the cost of worse dependence on N.

Next we establish a lower bound on the error of any algorithm in the known-transition setting.

Theorem (informal) 1.5 (Formal version: Theorem 6.2). In the known-transition setting, for any learner ^π, there exists an instance such that the expected suboptimality J(π^∗) − E[J(^π)] ≳ |S|H/N. This result applies even if the expert is constrained to be deterministic.

It is important to note that our suboptimality lower bounds in Theorem (informal) 1.1 corresponding to the no-interaction / active settings and Theorem (informal) 1.5 in the known-transition setting are universal and apply for any learner’s policy ^π. In contrast, the lower bound example in Ross and Bagnell (2010) applies only for supervised learning. They construct a particular MDP and show that a particular learner strategy which plays an action different than the expert with probability ϵ has suboptimality ≳ H^2ϵ. In fact, it turns out that the suboptimality incurred by behavior cloning is exactly 0 on the example provided in Ross and Bagnell (2010), given just a single expert trajectory. Thus their result does not imply a uniform lower bound on the suboptimality of all learner algorithms as a function of the size of the dataset, N: even behavior cloning performs well on their example.

2 Related Work

The classical approach to IL focuses on learning from fixed expert demonstrations, e.g., Abbeel and Ng (2004); Syed et al. (2008); Ratliff et al. (2006); Ziebart et al. (2008); Finn et al. (2016); Ho and Ermon (2016); Pan et al. (2017). The reduction approach has also received much attention for theoretical analysis of IL Ross and Bagnell (2010); Brantley et al. (2020). In the active setting, Ross et al. (2011) propose Dagger, Ross and Bagnell (2014) propose AggReVaTe, and Sun et al. (2017) propose AggreVaTeD which learn policies by actively interact with the environment and the expert during training. Luo et al. (2020) propsose a value function approach that is able to self-correct in IL. IL has also received attention from the general approach of minimizing f-divergences Ke et al. (2019). Very recently, Arora et al. (2020) studies the imitation learning problem using a representation learning approach, where multiple agents’ datasets are available for learning a common representation of the environment. While our results mainly focus on the case where both expert states and actions are observable, there are approaches e.g. Nair et al. (2017); Torabi et al. (2018); Sun et al. (2019); Arora et al. (2020), studying the setting with observations of states alone. The statistical limits of IL in this setting is an interesting direction and is left as future work.

3 Preliminaries

An MDP M = (S, A, ρ, P, r, H) describes the decision problem over state space S and action space A. The initial state s_1 is drawn from a distribution ρ, and the state evolution at each time t > 1 is specified by unknown transition functions, P = {P_t(·|s, a) : (s, a) ∈ S × A}^H_{t=1}. In addition, there is an unknown reward function r = (r_1, · · · , r_H ) where each r_t : S × A → [0, 1]. Choosing the action a at state s at time t, returns the reward r_t(s, a). Interaction with the MDP happens by rolling out a policy π, which is a non-stationary mapping from states to distributions over actions. Namely, π = (π_1, · · · , π_H ) where π_t : S → Δ_1(A) and Δ_1(A) is the probability simplex over A. We operate in the episodic setting and recall that the value of a policy π, defined in eq. (1), is the expected cumulative reward collected over an episode of length H. Here the E_π[·] operator (resp. Pr_π[·]) defines expectation (resp. probability) computed with respect to the trajectory generated by rolling out π, namely {s_1 ∼ ρ; ∀t ∈ [H], a_t ∼ π_t(·|s_t), s_{t+1} ∼ P_t(·|s_t, a_t)}.Som etimes we instead use J_M(·) or J_r(·) in order to make the underlying MDP or reward function explicit. We recap that the suboptimality J(π^∗) − J(^π) of the learner ^π is defined as the difference in value of the expert and the learner.

Starting from the inital state s_1 ∼ ρ, the learner interacts with the MDP by sequentially choosing actions a_t at visited states s_t, with the MDP transitioning the learner to the next state s_{t+1} sampled from P_t(·|s_t, a_t). In the imitation learning framework, the reward function r_t(s_t, a_t) is unobserved at each time t in an episode. However, the learner can access demonstrations from an expert π^∗ with the objective of learning a policy that has value comparable to the expert. We study imitation learning in the following 3 settings:

(a) No-interaction: The learner is provided a dataset D of N trajectories drawn by independently rolling out the expert policy through the MDP. The learner is not otherwise allowed to interact with the MDP.

(b) Known-transition: As in the no-interaction setting, the learner is provided an expert dataset D of N trajectories drawn by rolling out the expert’s policy. However, the learner additionally knows the MDP state transition functions P_t throughout the episode, as well as the initial distribution over states ρ.

(c) Active: The learner is not given a dataset of expert demonstrations in advance. However, the learner is allowed to interact with the MDP for N episodes and is provided access to an oracle which upon being queried, exactly returns the expert’s action distribution π^∗_t (·|s) at the learner’s current state s.

To facilitate the discussion when the expert is deterministic, we define the family of all deterministic policies by Π_{det}. We use the notation π^∗_t (s) to denote the action played by a deterministic expert at state s at time t.

4 No-interaction setting

We first study the setting where the expert plays a deterministic policy π^∗ and introduce the behavior cloning approach. The empirical 0-1 risk is the empirical frequency of the learner choosing an action different from the expert, computed with the observed dataset D:

I_{emp}(^π, π^∗) = 1 H ∑_H t=1 E_{st∼f} t_D [ E_{a∼^πt(·|st)} [ 1(a ≠ π^∗_t (s_t)) ]] . (2)

Here f^t_D is the empirical distribution over states at time t averaged across trajectories in D. Note that a policy that carries out behavior cloning and minimizes the empirical 0-1 risk to 0 in fact mimics the expert at all states observed in D. Since the policy on the remaining states is not specified, we define Π_{mimic}(D) as the set of all candidate deterministic policies that carry out behavior cloning,

Π_{mimic}(D) ≜ { π ∈ Π_{det} : ∀t ∈ [H], s ∈ S_t(D), π_t(·|s) = δ_π∗_{t (s)} } , (3)

where S_t(D) denotes the set of states visited at time t in some trajectory in D, and π^∗_t (s) is the unique action played by the expert at time t in any trajectory in D that visits the state s at time t. We also define the population 0-1 risk of a policy as the probability that the learner chooses an action different from the expert under the state distribution induced by rolling out the expert’s policy, π^∗. In particular,

I_{pop}(^π, π^∗) = 1 H ∑_H t=1 E_{st∼f} t_{π∗} [ E_{a∼^πt(·|st)} [ 1(a ≠ π^∗_t (s_t)) ]] . (4)

Here, f^t_π∗ is the distribution over states at time t induced by rolling out the expert’s policy π^∗. Indeed, the reduction approach in Ross and Bagnell (2010) shows that any policy ^π that minimizes the population 0-1 loss to be ≤ ϵ ensures that J(π^∗) − J(^π) ≤ H^2ϵ. We first analyze the behavior cloning approach which minimizes the empirical 0-1 risk and establish a generalization bound for the expected population 0-1 risk.

Lemma 4.1 (Population 0-1 risk of Behavior Cloning). Consider the no-interaction setting, and assume the expert’s policy π^∗ is deterministic. Consider any policy ^π ∈ Π_{mimic}(D) (defined in eq. (3)) which is the set of policies that carry out behavior cloning. Then, the expected population 0-1 risk of ^π (defined in eq. (4)) is bounded by,

E [I_{pop}(^π, π^∗)] ≲ min { 1, |S| N } . (5)

Proof Sketch. The bound on the population 0-1 risk of behavior cloning relies on the following observation: at each time t, the learner exactly mimics the expert on the states that were visited in the expert dataset at least once. Therefore the contribution to the population 0-1 risk only stems from states that were never visited at time t in any trajectory in D. We identify that for each t, the probability mass contributed by such states has expected value upper bounded by |S|/N. Plugging this back into the definition of the population 0-1 risk completes the proof.

With this result, invoking (Ross and Bagnell, 2010, Theorem 2.1) immediately results in the upper bound on the expected suboptimality of a learner carrying out behavior cloning in Theorem 4.2 (a). Furthremore, we use a similar approach to establish a high probability bound on the population 0-1 risk of behavior cloning.

Theorem 4.2 (Upper bounding suboptimality of Behavior Cloning). Consider any policy ^π which carries out behavior cloning (i.e. ^π ∈ Π_{mimic}(D)).

(a) The expected suboptimality of ^π is upper bounded by,

J(π^∗) − E [J(^π)] ≲ min { H, |S|H^2 N } . (6)

(b) For any δ ∈ (0, min{1, H/10}], with probability ≥ 1 − δ the suboptimality of ^π is bounded by, J(π^∗) − J(^π) ≲ |S|H^2 N + √ |S|H^2 log(H/δ) N . (7)

Proof Sketch. To establish the high probability bound on the population 0-1 risk of behavior cloning, we utilize the key observation in the proof of Lemma 4.1: for each t = 1, · · · , H, the contribution to the population 0-1 risk in eq. (4) stems only from states that were never visited at time t in any trajectory in D. For each t, we show that the mass contributed by such states up to constants does not exceed^{|S|}_N + √_{|S| log(H/δ)} N with probability ≥ 1 − δ/H. Summing over t = 1, · · · , H results in an upper bound on the population 0-1 loss that holds with probability ≥ 1 − δ (by the union bound). Invoking (Ross and Bagnell, 2010, Theorem 2.1) implies the high probability bound on J(π^∗) − J(^π).

4.1 Stochastic expert

The behavior cloning approach indeed shows that when the expert is deterministic, carrying out supervised learning suffices to get good guarantees on the suboptimality. Motivated by the reduction in (Ross and Bagnell, 2010, Theorem 2.1), a natural question to ask is whether a similar reduction to supervised learning applies when the expert is not restricted to be deterministic. Indeed, we show that when the expert plays a general policy, any learner which minimizes the TV distance to the expert’s policy at states drawn by rolling out the expert has small suboptimality.

4.1.1 Reduction of IL to supervised learning under TV distance

(Ross and Bagnell, 2010, Theorem 2.1) show that if the expert’s policy is deterministic, and the probability of guessing the expert’s action at each state is ϵ, then J(π^∗) − J(^π) ≤ min{H, ϵH^2}. In this section we prove a generalization of this result which applies even if the expert plays a stochastic policy. In particular, we consider a supervised learning reduction from imitation learning to matching the expert’s policy in total variation (TV) distance. To this end, we first introduce the population TV risk,

T_{pop}(^π, π^∗) = 1 H ∑_H t=1 E_{st∼f} t_{π∗} [ TV ( ^π_t(·|s_t), π^∗_t (·|s_t) )] . (8)

We show that if the learner minimizes the population TV risk to be ≤ ϵ then the expected suboptimality of the learner is ≲ min{H, H^2ϵ}. The population TV risk of a learner is a generalization of the population 0-1 risk to the case where the expert’s policy is stochastic. We formally state the reduction below.

Lemma 4.3. Consider any policy ^π such that T_{pop}(^π, π^∗) ≤ ϵ. Then, J(π^∗)−J(^π) ≤ min{H, H^2ϵ}.

Remark 4.1. When the expert is deterministic, the definition of T_{pop} matches that of I_{pop} (eq. (4)) recovering the guarantee in (Ross and Bagnell, 2010, Theorem 2.1). Thus, Lemma 4.3 strictly generalizes the supervised learning reduction for behavior cloning.

While the reduction approach seems promising at first, there is a catch - the population TV risk in fact converges very slowly to 0. Since it corresponds to matching the expert’s and learner’s action distributions, the convergence rate is ≳ √ |A|/N even if |S| = 1. In the same setting, the population 0-1 risk which is the counterpart in the deterministic expert setting converges at a much faster ≲ 1/N rate (Theorem 4.1).

The significantly improved guarantees of the reduction approach when the expert is deterministic seem to suggest that imitation learning may be a significantly harder problem when the expert is stochastic. However, by circumventing the reduction framework, we show that this is in fact not the case. In Theorem 4.4, we show that expected suboptimality achieving the same 1/N rate of convergence (up to logarithmic factors) can be realized. This shows that the reduction analysis is in fact loose when the expert policy is stochastic.

4.1.2 Circumventing the reduction approach

In this section, we show that a natural policy in fact achieves a 1/N rate of convergence up to logarithmic factors. We consider Mimic-Emp (Algorithm 1), which plays the empirical estimate of the expert’s policy wherever available, and the uniform distribution over actions otherwise. Moreover the guarantees on expected suboptimality of this policy is optimal in the dependence on H and achieves the error compounding lower bound in Theorem 6.1. Note that the approach of playing

Algorithm 1 Mimic-Emp 1: Input: Expert dataset D 2: for t = 1, 2, · · · , H do 3: for s ∈ S do 4: if s ∈ S_t(D) then 5: ^π_t(·|s) = π^D_t (·|s). ▷ π^D_t (·|s) is the empirical estimate for π^∗_t (·|s) in dataset D 6: else 7: ^π_t(·|s) = Unif(A). 8: Return ^π

the expert’s empirical action distribution at states observed in the expert dataset in fact corresponds to minimizing the empirical risk under log-loss.

Theorem 4.4. In the no-interaction setting, the learner’s policy ^π returned by Mimic-Emp (Algorithm 1) has expected suboptimality upper bounded by,

J(π^∗) − E [J(^π)] ≲ min { H, |S|H^2 log(N) N } , (9)

for a general expert π^∗ which could be stochastic.

In contrast to the setting where the expert is determinstic, it is no longer true that the learner incurs no suboptimality as long as all states visited are observed in the expert dataset. However, by virtue of playing an empirical estimate of the expert’s policy at these states it is plausible the expected suboptimality of the learner is 0. However, a proof of this claim is not straightforward since the empirical distribution played by the learner at different states is not independent across time as functions of the dataset D.

We circumvent this problem by constructing a coupling between the expert’s and learner’s policies. Under the coupling it turns out the expected suboptimality of the learner is in fact 0 when the visited states are all observed in the dataset. The remaining task is to bound the probability that at some point in the episode the learner visits a state unobserved in the expert dataset. A careful analysis of this probability term shows that it is bounded by ≲ |S|H log(N)/N under the coupling.

5 Known-transition setting

We next study imitation learning in the known-transition model where the initial state distribution and transition functions P_t(·|s, a) are known to the learner for all s ∈ S, a ∈ A and t ∈ [H]. To indicate this, we denote the learner’s policy by ^π(D, P, ρ). In this setting, mimicking the expert on states where the expert’s policy is known is still a good approach, since there is no contribution to the learner’s suboptimality as long as the learner only visits such states in an episode. However compared to the no-interaction setting, with the additional knowledge of P , the learner can potentially do better on states that are not visited in the demonstrations, and correct its mistakes even after it takes a wrong action, to avoid the error compounding problem.

Theorem 5.1. Consider the learner’s policy ^π returned by Mimic-MD (Algorithm 2). When the expert policy π^∗ is deterministic, in the known-transition setting,

Algorithm 2 Mimic-MD 1: Input: Expert dataset D.

2: Choose a uniformly random permutation of D,

Define D_1 to be the first N/2 trajectories of D and D_2 = D \ D_1.

3: Define T^{D1}_t (s, a) ≜ {{(s_t′ , a_t′ )}^H_t′_{=1}|s_t=s, a_t=a, ∃τ ≤ t : s_τ ∉ S_τ (D_1)} as trajectories that visit (s, a) at time t, and at some time τ ≤ t visit a state unvisited at time τ in any trajectory in D_1.

4: Define the following optimization problem:

arg min

π∈Π_{mimic}(D_1) H∑ t=1 ∑ (s,a)∈S×A

| | |Pr^π [ T^{D1}_t (s, a) ] − ∑ tr∈D_2 1 ( tr ∈ T^{D1}_t (s, a) ) |D_2| | | | (OPT)

Choose ^π as any optimizer of OPT.

▷ Π_{mimic}(D_1) is the set of policies that mimics the expert on the states visited in D_1 (eq. (3)) 5: Return ^π

(a) The expected suboptimality of the learner is upper bounded by, J(π^∗) − E [J(^π(D, P, ρ))] ≲ min { H, √ |S|H^2 N , |S|H^{3/2} N } . (10)

(b) For any δ ∈ (0, min{1, H/5}), with probability ≥ 1−δ, the suboptimality of the learner satisfies,

J(π^∗) − J(^π) ≲ |S|H^{3/2} N ( 1 + 3 log(2|S|H/δ) √ |S| )_{1/2} √ log(2|S|H/δ). (11)

Theorem 5.1 (a) shows that Mimic-MD (Algorithm 2) breaks the |S|H^2/N error compounding barrier which is not possible in the no-interaction setting, as discussed later in Theorem 6.1. Mimic- MD inherits the spirit of mimicking the expert by exactly copying the expert actions in dataset D_1: as a result, the learner only incurs suboptimality upon visiting a state unobserved in D_1 at some point in an episode. Let E^{≤t}_{D1} be the event that the learner visits a state at some time τ ≤ t which has not been visited in any trajectory in D_1 at time τ. In particular, for any policy ^π which mimics the expert on D_1, we show, J(π^∗) − J(^π) ≤ ∑ s∈S ∑ a∈A ∑_H t=1 | |Pr_{π∗} [E ≤t_{D1} , s_t = s, a_t = a] − Pr_{^π}[E ≤t_{D1} , s_t = s, a_t = a] | | . (12)

In the known-transition setting the learner knows the transition functions {P_t : 1 ≤ t ≤ H} and the initial state distribution ρ, and can exactly compute the probability Pr_π[E^{≤t}_{D1} , s_t = s, a_t = a] for any known policy π. However, unfortunately the learner cannot compute Pr_π∗ [E^{≤t}_{D1} , s_t = s, a_t = a] given only D_1. This is because the expert’s policy on states unobserved in D_1 is unknown and the event E_{D1} ensures that such states are necessarily visited. Here we use the remaining trajectories in the dataset, D_2 to compute an empirical estimate of Pr_π∗ [E^{≤t}_{D1} , s_t = s, a_t = a]. The form of eq. (12) exactly motivates Algorithm 2, which replaces the population term Pr_π∗ [E^{≤t}_{D1} , s_t = s, a_t = a] by its empirical estimate in the MD functional.

Remark 5.1. In the known-transition setting, the maximum likelihood estimate (MLE) for π^∗ does not achieve the optimal sample complexity. When the expert is deterministic, all policies in Π_{mimic}(D) have equal likelihood given D. This is because the probability of observing a trajectory does not depend on the expert’s policy on the states it does not visit. From Theorem 4.2 (a) and Theorem 6.1 the expected suboptimality of the worst policy in Π_{mimic}(D) is ≍ |S|H^2/N. Since the MLE does not give a rule to break ties, this implies that it is not optimal.

Remark 5.2. The standard analysis of conventional minimum distance functional / distribution matching approaches rely on convergence of the empirical distribution to the population in the corresponding distance functional. For most non-trivial choices of the distance functional, this convergence rate is slow and is ≳ 1/ √ N, given N samples. At a technical level, the state distributions are matched only at states unvisited in the expert dataset. In particular, 1/N rate of convergence of Mimic-MD relies on the fact that the effective mass of the distributions being matched shrinks from 1 to |S|H/N. Remark 5.3. Although data splitting may not be necessary, we conjecture that the conventional minimum distance functional approach, which matches the empirical distribution of either states or state-action pairs does not achieve the rate in Theorem 5.1 (a) since it does not necessarily exactly mimic the expert on the observed demonstrations. In particular, conventional distribution matching approaches do not take into account the fact that the expertâĂŹs action is known at every state visited in the dataset. These policies may choose to play a different action at a state, even if the expertâĂŹs action is observed in the dataset. In contrast, Mimic-MD returns a policy that is constrained to mimic the expert at states visited in the expert dataset, avoiding this issue.

Remark 5.4. The optimization problem OPT solved by Mimic-MD is over multivariate degree-H polynomials in {π_1(·|·), · · · , π_H (·|·)}. In general it is not possible to solve this optimization problem in polynomial (in H) time. However, we appeal to the fact that the polynomial is sparse having at most N non-zero coefficients. Moreover, our analysis does not require that the optimization problem OPT be solved exactly, which we discuss in Remarks 5.5 and 5.6.

We also provide a guarantee when the learner solves the optimization problem in OPT to an accuracy of ε. The guarantee on suboptimality admit by Mimic-MD in Theorem 5.1 (a) is recovered taking ε = 0.

Remark 5.5. Consider any policy ^π that minimizes the optimization problem OPT to an additive error of ε. Then, the expected suboptimality of the learner is upper bounded by,

J(π^∗) − E [J(^π(D, P ))] ≲ min { H, H √ |S| N + ε, |S|H^{3/2} N + ε } . (13)

Remark 5.6. Remark 5.5 shows that Mimic-MD is amenable in the following settings and combinations thereof.

1. As discussed in Remark 5.4, optimization problems over multivariate degree H polynomials (as in OPT) in general are not exactly solvable in polynomial time. Remark 5.5 shows that it suffices to solve OPT approximately to result in a policy with small suboptimality.

2. This approach applies in the approximate transition setting, where the transition functions are not known exactly but are known approximately. In particular, suppose the learner’s policy ^π solves OPT exactly when the probabilities Pr_π[·] are computed using the approximate transition functions. By the smoothness of Pr_π[·] one can bound the suboptimality of ^π on OPT when the probabilities are instead computed using exact transition functions. Applying Remark 5.5 for this ε controls the suboptimality of the resulting policy.

6 Lower bounds

In this section we discuss lower bound constructions in the no-interaction, active and knowntransition settings. Our first contribution is a lower bound on the expected suboptimality of any policy in the no-interaction and active settings.

Theorem 6.1. For any learner ^π, there exists an MDP M and a deterministic expert policy π^∗ such that the expected suboptimality of the learner is lower bounded in the no-interaction setting by,

J_M(π^∗) − E[J_M(^π)] ≳ min { H, |S|H^2/N } . (14)

Furthermore this lower bound applies even when the learner operates in the active setting.

We construct the worst case MDP templates for the no-interaction and active settings in Figure 1a and that for the known-transition setting in Figure 1b and defer the formal analysis to the appendix.

In Figure 1a, at any state of the MDP, except one, every other action, moves the learner to the absorbing state b. Suppose a learner independently plays an action different from the expert at a state with probability ϵ. Upon making a mistake, the learner is transferred to b and collects no reward for the rest of the episode. Thus the suboptimality of the learner is ≥ Hϵ + (H − 1)ϵ(1 − ϵ) + · · · + (1 − ϵ)^H ≳ min{H, H^2ϵ}. By construction of ρ, we identify that any learner must make a mistake with probability ϵ ≳ |S|/N, resulting in the claim. It is interesting to observe that this argument closely resembles the intuition mentioned in the introduction for the ≲ ϵH^2 bound on suboptimality that the reduction to supervised learning guarantees. In the following remark, we address the active setting and show that the same lower bound construction carries over.

Remark 6.1. The lower bound construction in Figure 1a applies even if the learner can query the expert while interacting with the MDP. If the expert’s queried action is not followed at any state, the learner is transitioned to b with probability 1. Upon doing so, the learner no longer can get any meaningful information about the expert’s policy at states for the rest of the episode. Seeing that the “most informative” dataset the learner can collect involves following the expert at each time, it is no different had an expert dataset of N trajectories been provided in advance. This reduces the active case to the no-interaction case for which the existing construction applies.

Remark 6.2. In the no-interaction setting, Theorem 6.1 in conjunction with Theorem 4.2 (a) shows that when the expert plays a deterministic policy, behavior cloning achieves the optimal expected suboptimality of^{|S|H2}_N for imitation learning. Furthermore, this shows the optimality of behavior cloning even in the active learning setting as well. Thus, the ability to actively query the expert does not improve the sample complexity of imitation learning when the expert is deterministic. Lastly, in case the expert’s policy is stochastic, in conjunction with Theorem 4.4 this result shows that Mimic-Emp is optimal upto logarithmic factors in N in the no-interaction setting.

We next lower bound the expected suboptimality incurred by any learner’s policy in the knowntransition setting and provide a short intuition below.

Theorem 6.2. In the known transition setting, for any learner ^π(D, P, ρ), there exists an MDP M and a deterministic expert policy π^∗ such that the expected suboptimality of the learner is lower bounded by, J_M(π^∗) − E[J_M(^π)] ≳ min {H, |S|H/N}.

The lower bound instance in this construction is provided in Figure 1b. In these MDPs, each state is absorbing so a policy only stays at a single state for the whole episode. If the initial state of the MDP was not visited in the dataset, the learner does not see the expert’s action for the rest of the episode which is the only one at each state to offer non-zero reward. Conditioned on being initialized at such a state, the expected suboptimality of the learner is ≳ H. By construction of ρ, we determine that probability of the learner starting in such a state is ≳ |S|/N in expectation over the expert dataset D, resulting in the claim.

Remark 6.3. Our suboptimality lower bounds in Theorem 6.1 for the no-interaction / active settings and Theorem 6.2 for the known-transition setting are universal - they apply for any learner’s policy ^π. In contrast, the lower bound example in Ross and Bagnell (2010) (see Figure 1 and related discussion in their paper) applies only for supervised learning and is not universal. They construct a particular MDP and show that there exists a particular learner policy which (i) plays an action different than the expert with probability ϵ, and (ii) suboptimality ≳ H^2ϵ. In fact on this example, the suboptimality of behavior cloning is exactly 0 if the learner is provided even a single expert trajectory. Thus their example does not provide a lower bound on the suboptimality of all learner algorithms as a function of the size of the dataset, N. In particular, even behavior cloning performs well on their example.

Remark 6.4. In the known-transition setting, this lower bound in conjunction with Theorem 5.1 (a) shows that when the expert is deterministic, then Mimic-MD (Algorithm 2) is optimal in the dependence on |S| and N and is suboptimal by a factor of at most √ H in its dependence on the episode length.

7 Conclusion

We show that behavior cloning is in fact optimal in the no-interaction setting, when the expert is determinstic. In addition, we show that minimizing empirical risk under log-loss results in a policy which is optimal up to logarithmic factors even when the expert is stochastic. In the knowntransition setting we propose the first policy that provably breaks the H^2 error compounding barrier, and show a lower bound which it matches up to a √ H-factor. An important question we raise is to bridge this gap between the upper and lower bounds in the known-transition setting. In addition, we study IL at two opposing ends of the spectrum: when the learner cannot interact with the MDP, and when the learner exactly knows the underlying transition structure. Although there is at most a factor H gap between these two settings, it is a fundamental question to ask is how much improvement is possible when the learner is allowed to interact with the MDP a finite number of times. It is also an interesting question to extend these results beyond the tabular setting.

References

Grandmaster level in StarCraft II using multi-agent reinforcement learning. Nature, 575 (7782):350–354, 2019. ISSN 1476-4687. doi: 10.1038/s41586-019-1724-z. URL https://doi.org/10.1038/s41586-019-1724-z.

Pieter Abbeel and Andrew Y. Ng. Apprenticeship learning via inverse reinforcement learning. In Proceedings of the Twenty-First International Conference on Machine Learning, ICML âĂŹ04, page 1, New York, NY, USA, 2004. Association for Computing Machinery. ISBN 1581138385. doi: 10.1145/1015330.1015430. URL https://doi.org/10.1145/1015330.1015430.

Pieter Abbeel, Adam Coates, Morgan Quigley, and Andrew Y. Ng. An application of reinforcement learning to aerobatic helicopter flight. In B. Schölkopf, J. C. Platt, and T. Hoffman,

1∼ρ· · ·|S|−1∼ρb (a) MDP template when in the no-interaction setting,

Upon playing the expert’s action at any state except b, learner is renewed in the initial distribution, ρ = {ζ, · · ·, ζ, 1−(|S|−2)ζ, 0} where ζ=^1_{N+1}

1· · ·|S| (b) MDP template in the known-transition setting, Each state is absorbing, initial distribution is given by {ζ, · · ·, ζ, 1 − (|S|−1)ζ} where ζ =^1_{N+1}

Figure 1: MDP templates for lower bounds under different settings: green arrows indicate state transitions under the expert’s action, red arrows indicate state transitions under other actions

editors, Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems 19, pages 1–8. MIT Press, 2007. URL http://papers.nips.cc/paper/3151-an-application-of-reinforcement-learning-to-aerobatic-helicopter-flight.pdf.

Brenna D. Argall, Sonia Chernova, Manuela Veloso, and Brett Browning. A survey of robot learning from demonstration. Robotics and Autonomous Systems, 57(5):469 – 483, 2009. ISSN 0921-8890. doi: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.robot.2008.10.024. URL http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0921889008001772.

Sanjeev Arora, Simon S Du, Sham Kakade, Yuping Luo, and Nikunj Saunshi. Provable representation learning for imitation learning via bi-level optimization. arXiv preprint arXiv:2002.10544, 2020.

Alina Beygelzimer, Varsha Dani, Thomas P. Hayes, John Langford, and Bianca Zadrozny. Error limiting reductions between classification tasks. In ICML, pages 49–56, 2005. URL https://doi.org/10.1145/1102351.1102358.

Patrick Billingsley. Statistical methods in markov chains. Ann. Math. Statist., 32(1):12–40, 03 1961.

doi: 10.1214/aoms/1177705136. URL https://doi.org/10.1214/aoms/1177705136.

Stéphane Boucheron, Gábor Lugosi, and Pascal Massart. Concentration inequalities - a nonasymptotic theory of independence. In Concentration Inequalities, 2013.

Kiante Brantley, Wen Sun, and Mikael Henaff. Disagreement-regularized imitation learning. In International Conference on Learning Representations, 2020. URL https://openreview.net/forum?id=rkgbYyHtwB.

David L. Donoho and Richard C. Liu. The “automatic” robustness of minimum distance functionals. Ann. Statist., 16(2):552–586, 06 1988. doi: 10.1214/aos/1176350820. URL https://doi.org/10.1214/aos/1176350820.

Chelsea Finn, Sergey Levine, and Pieter Abbeel. Guided cost learning: Deep inverse optimal control via policy optimization. In International conference on machine learning, pages 49–58, 2016.

Todd Hester, Matej Vecerík, Olivier Pietquin, Marc Lanctot, Tom Schaul, Bilal Piot, Dan Horgan, John Quan, Andrew Sendonaris, Ian Osband, Gabriel Dulac-Arnold, John Agapiou, Joel Z. Leibo, and Audrunas Gruslys. Deep q-learning from demonstrations. In AAAI, 2018.

Jonathan Ho and Stefano Ermon. Generative adversarial imitation learning. In Advances in neural information processing systems, pages 4565–4573, 2016.

Borja Ibarz, Jan Leike, Tobias Pohlen, Geoffrey Irving, Shane Legg, and Dario Amodei. Reward learning from human preferences and demonstrations in atari. In S. Bengio, H. Wallach, H. Larochelle, K. Grauman, N. Cesa-Bianchi, and R. Garnett, editors, Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems 31, pages 8011–8023. Curran Associates, Inc., 2018. URL http://papers.nips.cc/paper/8025-reward-learning-from-human-preferences-and-demonstrations-in-atari.pdf.

Liyiming Ke, Matt Barnes, Wen Sun, Gilwoo Lee, Sanjiban Choudhury, and Siddhartha Srinivasa.

Imitation learning as f-divergence minimization. arXiv preprint arXiv:1905.12888, 2019.

Yuping Luo, Huazhe Xu, and Tengyu Ma. Learning self-correctable policies and value functions from demonstrations with negative sampling. In International Conference on Learning Representations, 2020. URL https://openreview.net/forum?id=rke-f6NKvS.

David Mcallester, Luis Ortiz, Ralf Herbrich, and Thore Graepel. Concentration inequalities for the missing mass and for histogram rule error. In Journal of Machine Learning Research, pages 895–911, 2003.

Josh Merel, Yuval Tassa, TB Dhruva, Sriram Srinivasan, Jay Lemmon, Ziyu Wang, Greg Wayne, and Nicolas Manfred Otto Heess. Learning human behaviors from motion capture by adversarial imitation. ArXiv, abs/1707.02201, 2017.

Ashvin Nair, Dian Chen, Pulkit Agrawal, Phillip Isola, Pieter Abbeel, Jitendra Malik, and Sergey Levine. Combining self-supervised learning and imitation for vision-based rope manipulation. In 2017 IEEE International Conference on Robotics and Automation (ICRA), pages 2146–2153. IEEE, 2017.

Yunpeng Pan, Ching-An Cheng, Kamil Saigol, Keuntaek Lee, Xinyan Yan, Evangelos Theodorou, and Byron Boots. Agile autonomous driving using end-to-end deep imitation learning. arXiv preprint arXiv:1709.07174, 2017.

Yunpeng Pan, Ching-An Cheng, Kamil Saigol, Keuntaek Lee, Xinyan Yan, Evangelos A Theodorou, and Byron Boots. Imitation learning for agile autonomous driving. The International Journal of Robotics Research, 39(2-3):286–302, 2020. doi: 10.1177/0278364919880273. URL https://doi.org/10.1177/0278364919880273.

Nathan D Ratliff, J Andrew Bagnell, and Martin A Zinkevich. Maximum margin planning. In Proceedings of the 23rd international conference on Machine learning, pages 729–736, 2006.

Stephane Ross and Drew Bagnell. Efficient reductions for imitation learning. In Yee Whye Teh and Mike Titterington, editors, Proceedings of the Thirteenth International Conference on Artificial Intelligence and Statistics, volume 9 of Proceedings of Machine Learning Research, pages 661–668, Chia Laguna Resort, Sardinia, Italy, 13–15 May 2010. PMLR. URL http://proceedings.mlr.press/v9/ross10a.html.

Stéphane Ross and J. Andrew Bagnell. Reinforcement and imitation learning via interactive noregret learning. ArXiv, abs/1406.5979, 2014.

StÃľphane Ross, Geoffrey J. Gordon, and Drew Bagnell. A reduction of imitation learning and structured prediction to no-regret online learning. In Geoffrey J. Gordon, David B. Dunson, and

Miroslav DudÃŋk, editors, AISTATS, volume 15 of JMLR Proceedings, pages 627–635. JMLR.org, 2011. URL http://dblp.uni-trier.de/db/journals/jmlr/jmlrp15.html#RossGB11.

Wen Sun, Arun Venkatraman, Geoffrey J Gordon, Byron Boots, and J Andrew Bagnell. Deeply aggrevated: Differentiable imitation learning for sequential prediction. In Proceedings of the 34th International Conference on Machine Learning-Volume 70, pages 3309–3318. JMLR. org, 2017.

Wen Sun, Anirudh Vemula, Byron Boots, and Drew Bagnell. Provably efficient imitation learning from observation alone. In Kamalika Chaudhuri and Ruslan Salakhutdinov, editors, Proceedings of the 36th International Conference on Machine Learning, volume 97 of Proceedings of Machine Learning Research, pages 6036–6045, Long Beach, California, USA, 09–15 Jun 2019. PMLR. URL http://proceedings.mlr.press/v97/sun19b.html.

Umar Syed, Michael Bowling, and Robert E Schapire. Apprenticeship learning using linear programming. In Proceedings of the 25th international conference on Machine learning, pages 1032–1039, 2008.

Faraz Torabi, Garrett Warnell, and Peter Stone. Behavioral cloning from observation. arXiv preprint arXiv:1805.01954, 2018.

Yannis G. Yatracos. Rates of convergence of minimum distance estimators and kolmogorov’s entropy. Ann. Statist., 13(2):768–774, 06 1985. doi: 10.1214/aos/1176349553. URL https://doi.org/10.1214/aos/1176349553.

Yuke Zhu, Ziyu Wang, Josh Merel, Andrei Rusu, Tom Erez, Serkan Cabi, Saran Tunyasuvunakool, JÃąnos KramÃąr, Raia Hadsell, Nando de Freitas, and Nicolas Heess. Reinforcement and imitation learning for diverse visuomotor skills, 2018. URL https://openreview.net/forum?id=HJWGdbbCW.

Brian D Ziebart, Andrew L Maas, J Andrew Bagnell, and Anind K Dey. Maximum entropy inverse reinforcement learning. In Aaai, volume 8, pages 1433–1438. Chicago, IL, USA, 2008.

Appendix A

Contents

A.1 No-interaction setting under deterministic expert policy . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 19 A.1.1 Analysis of expected suboptimality of behavior cloning . . . . . . . . . . . . . 19 A.1.2 High probability bounds for behavior cloning . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 19 A.2 No-interaction setting when the expert policy is stochastic . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 20 A.2.1 Analyzing expected suboptimality of Mimic-Emp . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 20 A.3 Known-transition setting under deterministic expert policy . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 24 A.4 Proof of lower bounds . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 25 A.4.1 Active and no-interaction settings . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 25 A.4.2 Known-transition setting . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 28 We provide proofs for the theorems introduced previously in this appendix. We push the proofs of some of the lemmas and claims invoked in this section to Appendix B. For the remainder of the paper, we use log(·) to denote the natural logarithm.

A.1 No-interaction setting under deterministic expert policy

In this section, we discuss the no-interaction setting where the learner is provided access to a dataset D of N trajectories generated by rolling out the expert’s policy π^∗, and is otherwise not allowed to interact with the MDP. Our goal is to provide guarantees on the expected suboptimality of a policy that carries out behavior cloning when the expert’s policy is deterministic. As stated previously, we realize this guarantee by first bounding the population 0-1 risk of behavior cloning (Theorem 4.1) and then invoking the black box reduction guarantee from Ross and Bagnell (2010).

A.1.1 Analysis of expected suboptimality of behavior cloning

We first discuss the proof of Lemma 4.1 and Theorem 4.2 (a), which bounds the expected suboptimality of a policy carrying out behavior cloning, assuming the expert’s policy is deterministic.

Recall that the population 0-1 loss is defined as,

I_{pop}(^π, π^∗) = 1 H ∑_H t=1 E_{st∼f} t_{π∗} [ E_{a∼^πt(·|st)} [ 1(a ≠ π^∗_t (s)) ]] . (15)

where f^t_π∗ is the state distribution induced at time t rolling out the expert’s policy π^∗. We consider a learner ^π that carries out behavior cloning given the expert dataset D in advance. In particular, the learner’s policy ^π is a member of Π_{mimic}(D) since it exactly mimics the expert on the states that were visited at each time in some trajectory in the expert dataset. Thus the contribution to the population 0-1 risk comes from the remaining states s ∈ S_t(D),

I_{pop}(^π, π^∗) ≤ 1 H ∑_H t=1 E_{st∼f} t_{π∗} [ 1(s_t ∉ S_t(D)) ] , (16) = 1 H ∑_H t=1 ∑ s∈S Pr_π∗ [s_t = s]1(s ∉ S_t(D)). (17)

Taking expectation on both sides gives,

E [I_{pop}(^π, π^∗)] ≤ 1 H ∑_H t=1 ∑ s∈S Pr_π∗ [s_t = s]Pr(s ∉ S_t(D)). (18)

In Lemma A.1 we show that this expression is bounded by ≲ |S|/N, which completes the proof of the population 0-1 risk bound of behavior cloning in Theorem 4.1.

Lemma A.1. E [∑_H t=1 ∑ s∈S Pr_π∗ [s_t = s] Pr[s ∉ S_t(D)] ] ≤^4_9^{|S|H}_{|D|} . As stated previously, we subsequently invoke the supervised learning reduction in (Ross and Bagnell, 2010, Theorem 2.1) to upper bound the expected suboptimality of a learner carrying out behavior cloning in Theorem 4.2 (a).

The previous discussion is also amenable for establishing a high probability bound on the expected suboptimality of behavior cloning. Indeed, consider the upper bound on the population 0-1 risk of behavior cloning in eq. (17), which is a function of the expert dataset D. It captures the probability mass under the expert’s state distribution contributed by states unobserved in the expert dataset.

A.1.2 High probability bounds for behavior cloning

It turns out that the contribution to the upper bound on population 0-1 risk of behavior cloning in eq. (17) is captured by the notion of “missing mass” of the time-averaged state distribution under the expert’s policy. The high probability result for behavior cloning (Theorem 4.2 (b)) follows shortly by invoking existing concentration bounds for missing mass.

Definition A.1 (Missing mass). Consider some distribution ν on X , and let X^{N i.i.d.}∼ ν be a dataset of N samples drawn i.i.d. from ν. Let n_x(X^N ) = ∑_N i=1 1(X_i = x) be the number of times the symbol x was observed in X^N . Then, the missing mass m_0(ν, X^N ) = ∑ x∈X ν(x)1(n_x(X^N ) = 0) is the probability mass contributed by symbols never observed in X^N .

It turns out that the missing mass of an arbitrary discrete distribution admits sub-Gaussian concentration. Invoking (Mcallester et al., 2003, Lemma 11) establishes the following concentration guarantee for missing mass. A proof of the result is provided in Appendix B.

Theorem A.2. Consider an arbitrary distribution ν on X , and let X^{N i.i.d.}∼ ν be a dataset of N samples drawn i.i.d. from ν. Consider any δ ∈ (0, 1/10]. Then, Pr ( m_0(ν, X^N ) − E[m_0(ν, X^N )] ≥ 3 √ |X | log(1/δ) N ) ≤ δ. (19) Consider the upper bound to the population 0-1 loss in eq. (18). Observe that for each fixed τ ∈ [H], ∑ s∈S Pr_π∗ [s_τ = s]1(s ∉ S_τ (D)) is the missing mass of f^τ_π∗ , given N samples from the distribution. Recall that f^τ_π∗ is the distribution over states at time τ rolling out π^∗. Thus we can invoke the concentration bound from Theorem A.2 to prove that the upper bound on 0-1 loss in eq. (18) concentrates. We formally state this result in Lemma A.3.

Lemma A.3. For any δ such that δ ∈ (0, min{1, H/10}], with probability ≥ 1 − δ over the randomness of the expert dataset D, 1 H ∑_H τ =1 ∑ s∈S Pr_π∗ [s_τ = s]1(s ∉ S_τ (D)) ≤ 4|S| 9N + 3 √ |S| log(H/δ) N . (20)

Plugging this result into eq. (18) provides an upper bound on the population 0-1 risk of behavior cloning. Subsequently invoking (Ross and Bagnell, 2010, Theorem 2.1), we arrive at the high probability bound on J(π^∗) − J(^π) for behavior cloning in Item 4.2 (b).

A.2 No-interaction setting when the expert policy is stochastic

In this section we continue to discuss the no-interaction setting, but drop the assumption that the expert plays a deterministic policy. We assume the expert plays a general stochastic policy.

A.2.1 Analyzing expected suboptimality of Mimic-Emp

In this section we discuss the proof of Theorem 4.4 which bounds the expected suboptimality of Mimic-Emp. Recall that the objective is to upper bound J(π^∗) − E[J(^π)] when the learner carries out Mimic-Emp. The outline of the proof is to construct two policies π^{first} and π^{orc−first} that are functions of the dataset D.

The policy π^{first} is easy to describe: order the expert dataset arbitrarily, and at a state, play the action in the first trajectory in D that visits it, if it exists. If no such trajectories exist, the policy plays Unif(A). In particular, we show that the value of π^{first} and Mimic-Emp are the same, taking expectation over the expert dataset D (Lemma A.4).

On the other hand, we consider an oracle policy π^{orc−first} which is very similar. Indeed, π^{orc−first} first orders the expert dataset in the same manner as π^{first}. At any state, it too plays the action in the first trajectory in D that visits it, if it exists. However, if such a trajectory does not exist, π^{orc−first} simply samples an action from the expert’s action distribution and plays it at this state.

This explains the namesake of the policy, since it requires oracle access to the expert’s policy. By virtue of choosing actions this way, we show that the value of π^{orc−first} in expectation equals J(π^∗) (Lemma A.6).

At an intuitive level the elements of the proof seem to be surfacing: π^{orc−first} matches π^∗ in value, but is not available to the learner. However, it shares a lot of similarity to π^{first}, which in expectation matches ^π in value, the policy we wish to analyze. Informally,

^π ⇐⇒ π^{first} ≈ π^{orc−first} ⇐⇒ π^∗. (21)

Thus to establish the bound, we carry out an analysis of J(π^{orc−first}) − J(π^{first}). Indeed we show that since the two policies are largely the same, the learner is suboptimal only on the trajectories where at some point a state is visited where the policies do not match. The final element of the proof is to show that this event in fact occurs with low probability given an expert dataset of sufficiently large size.

Before delving into the formal definitions of π^{first} and π^{orc−first} and other elements of the proof, we introduce a modicum of relevant notation.

Notation: We assume that the trajectories in the expert dataset D are ordered arbitrarily as {tr_1, · · · , tr_N }. In addition, we denote each trajectory tr_n explicitly as {(s^n_1 , a^n_1 ), · · · , (s^n_H , a^n_H )}. For each state s ∈ S we define, N_{t,s} = {n ∈ [N] : s^n_t = s} , (22)

as the (totally) ordered set of indices of trajectories in D which visit the state s at time t.

The policy ^π returned by Mimic-Emp samples an action from the empirical estimate of the expert’s policy at each state wherever available. On the remaining states, the learner plays the distribution Unif(A).

Given the ordered dataset D, we define the policy π^{first}(D) as,

π^{first}_t (·|s) = { δ_an_t if |N_{t,s}| ≥ 1, where n = min(N_{t,s}),

Unif(A) otherwise.

(23)

In other words, π^{first}(D) plays the action in the first trajectory that visits the state s at time t.

In order to analyze the expected suboptimality of ^π(D), we first show that ^π(D) and π^{first}(D) have the same value in expectation, and instead study the policy π^{first}(D).

Lemma A.4. E[J(^π(D))] = E[J(π^{first}(D))].

With this result, we can write the expected suboptimality of the learner ^π as,

J(π^∗) − E[J(^π(D))] = J(π^∗) − E[J(π^{first}(D))]. (24)

We next move on to the discussion of π^{orc−first} which is an oracle version of π^{first}. Informally, at any state π^{orc−first} plays the action from the first trajectory that visits it in D, if available. However on the remaining states instead of playing Unif(A), π^{orc−first} samples an action from the expert’s action distribution and plays it at this state. Thus, π^{orc−first} is coupled with the expert dataset D.

Prior to discussing π^{orc−first} in greater depth, we first introduce some preliminaries. In particular, we adopt an alternate view of the process generating the expert dataset D which will play a central role in formally defining π^{orc−first}. We mention that this approach is inspired by the alternate view of Markov processes in Billingsley (1961).

To this end, we first define an “expert table” which is a fixed infinite collection of actions at each state and time which the expert draws upon while generating the trajectories in D.

Definition A.2 (Expert table). The expert table, T^∗ is a collection of random variables T^∗_{t,s}(i) indexed by t ∈ [H], s ∈ S and i = 1, 2, · · · . Fixing s ∈ S and t ∈ [H], for i = 1, 2, · · · , each T^π_{t,s}(i) is drawn independently ∼ π^∗_t (·|s).

In a sense, the expert table fixes the randomness in the expert’s non-determinstic policy. As promised, we next present the alternate view of generating the expert dataset D, where the expert sequentially samples actions from the expert table at visited states.

Lemma A.5 (Alternate view of generating D). Generate a dataset D of N trajectories as follows: For the n^{th} trajectory tr_n, the state s^n_1 is drawn independently from ρ. The action a^n_1 is assigned as the first action from T^∗_{1,s}n_1 (·) that was not chosen in a previous trajectory. Then the MDP independently samples the state s^n_2 ∼ P_1(·|s^n_1 , a^n_1 ). In general, at time t the action a^n_t is drawn as the first action in T^∗_{t,s}n_t (·) that was not chosen at time t in any previous trajectory n^′ < n. The subsequent state s^n_{t+1} is drawn independently ∼ P_{t+1}(·|s^n_t , a^n_t ).

The probability of generating a dataset D = {tr_1, · · · , tr_N } by this procedure is = ∏_N n=1 Pr_π∗ [tr_n].

This is the same as if the trajectories were generated by independently rolling out π^∗ for N episodes.

Proof. Starting from the initial state s^n_1 ∼ ρ, the probability of tr_n = {(s_1, a_1), · · · , (s_H , a_H )} is, Pr ( tr_n = {(s_1, a_1), · · · , (s_H , a_H )} ) = ρ(s_1) (∏_{H−1} t=1 π^∗_t (a_t|s_t)P_t(s_{t+1}|s_t, a_t) ) π^∗_H (a_H |s_H ).

This relies on the fact that each action in T^∗_{t,s}(·) is sampled independently from π^∗_t (·|s). Carrying out the same calculation for the n trajectories jointly (which we avoid to keep notation simple) results in the claim. The important element remains the same: each action in T^∗_{t,s}n_t (·) is sampled independently from π^∗_t (·|s^n_t ).

Note that the process in Lemma A.5 generates a dataset having the same distribution as if the trajectories were generated by independently rolling out π^∗ for N episodes. Without loss of generality we may therefore assume that the expert generates D this way. We adopt this alternate view to enable the coupling between the expert’s and learner’s policies.

Remark A.1. We emphasize that the infinite table T^∗ is not known to the learner and is only used by the expert to generate the dataset D. However, by virtue of observing the trajectories in D the learner is revealed some part of T^∗. In particular at the state s and time t, the first |N_{t,s}| actions in T^∗_{t,s} are revealed to the learner.

Recall that π^{first}_t (·|s) defined in eq. (23) deterministically plays the action in the first trajectory in D that visits a state s at time t, if available, and otherwise plays the uniform distribution Unif(A).

Using the alternate view of generating D in Lemma A.5, this policy can be equivalently defined as one which plays the action at the first position in the table T^∗ if observed, and otherwise plays the uniform distribution.

π^{first}_t (·|s) = { δ_T∗_{t,s(1)} if |N_{t,s}| > 0, Unif(A), otherwise.

(25)

We now define the oracle policy π^{orc−first}, which plays the first action at each time t ∈ [H] at each state s ∈ S. That is, π^{orc−first} t (·|s) = δ_T∗_{t,s(1)}. (26)

With this definition, we first identify that the expected value of π^{orc−first} equals J(π^∗).

Lemma A.6. J(π^∗) = E [ J(π^{orc−first}) ] . Plugging this into eq. (24), we see that,

J(π^∗) − E[J(^π(D))] = E [ J(π^{orc−first}) − J(π^{first}) ] . (27)

Observe that π^{orc−first} and π^{first} are in fact identical on all the states that were visited at least once in the expert dataset (i.e. having |N_{t,s}| > 0). Therefore, as long as the state s visited at each time t in an episode has |N_{t,s}| > 0, both policies collect the same cumulative reward.

Lemma A.7. Fix the expert table T^∗ and the expert dataset D. Define E^c as the “good” event that the trajectory under consideration only visits a state s_t at each time t ∈ [H] such that |N_{t,st} | > 0, i.e. states that have been observed in the expert dataset D at time t. Then,

E_πfirst [(∑_H t=1 r_t(s_t, a_t) ) 1 (E^c) ] = E_πorc−first [(∑_H t=1 r_t(s_t, a_t) ) 1 (E^c) ] . (28)

Proof. Both policies are identical on the states such that |N_{t,s}| > 0. The event E^c guarantees that only such states are visited in a trajectory. Therefore both expectations are equal.

With these preliminaries, we have most of the ingredients to prove the bound on the expected suboptimality of Mimic-Emp. To this end, from eq. (27) we see that,

J(π^∗) − J(^π(D)) = E_πorc−first [∑_H t=1 r_t(s_t, a_t) ] − E_πfirst [∑_H t=1 r_t(s_t, a_t) ] . (29)

Subsequently invoking Lemma A.7, we see that

J(π^∗) − J(^π(D)) = E_πorc−first [(∑_H t=1 r_t(s_t, a_t) ) 1 (E) ] − E_πfirst [(∑_H t=1 r_t(s_t, a_t) ) 1 (E) ] , ≤ E_πorc−first [(∑_H t=1 r_t(s_t, a_t) ) 1 (E) ] , (30)

≤ HPr_πorc−first [E] , (31)

where in the last inequality we use the fact that pointwise 0 ≤ r_t ≤ 1 for all t ∈ [H]. Taking expectation gives the inequality,

J(π^∗) − E[J(^π(D))] ≤ HE[Pr_πorc−first [E]]. (32)

In Lemma A.8 we show that E[Pr_πorc−first [E]] is upper bounded by |S|H ln(N)/N, which completes the proof.

Lemma A.8. E [Pr_πorc−first [E]] ≤^{|S|H ln(N)}_N .

Although the oracle policy π^{orc−first} and the dataset D are coupled, the key intuition behind showing that the event E occurs with low probability is that: it is not possible that, in expectation π^{orc−first} visits some state s with high probability, but the same state s visited in the dataset D with low probability. This is by virtue of the fact that in expectation π^{orc−first} matches π^∗ which is the policy that generates D.

A.3 Known-transition setting under deterministic expert policy

In this section, we describe the proof of Theorem 5.1 (a) which upper bounds the expected suboptimality of Mimic-MD (Algorithm 2).

Recall that Mimic-MD, true to its name, mimics the expert on the states observed in half the dataset D_1. By virtue of the learner mimicking the expert on states visited in D_1, we show that the learner is suboptimal only upon visiting a state unobserved in D_1 at some point in an episode.

Lemma A.9. Define E^{≤t}_{D1} = {∃τ < t : s_t ∉ S_t(D_1)} as the event that the policy under consideration visits some state at time t that no trajectory in D_1 has visited at time t. Fixing the expert datset D, for any policy ^π ∈ Π_{mimic}(D_1), J(π^∗) − J(^π(D)) = ∑_H t=1 { E_π∗ [ 1(E^{≤t}_{D1} )r_t(s_t, a_t) ] − E_{^π(D)} [ 1(E^{≤t}_{D1} )r_t(s_t, a_t) ] } . (33)

Simplifying this result further using the fact that the reward function is bounded in [0, 1] results in eq. (12), recall which we used as a basis for motivating the design of Mimic-MD in Section 5. In particular, any policy ^π that exactly mimics the expert on states observed in D_1 has suboptimality bounded by, J(π^∗) − J(^π) ≤ ∑ s∈S ∑ a∈A ∑_H t=1 | |Prπ∗ [ E^{≤t}_{D1} , s_t = s, a_t = a ] − Pr_{^π} [ E^{≤t}_{D1} , s_t = s, a_t = a ]| | . The minimum distance functional considered in Mimic-MD simply replaces the population term Pr_π∗ [E^{≤t}_{D1} , s_t = s, a_t = a] by its empirical estimate computed using the dataset D_2. We follow the standard analysis of minimum distance function estimators using the triangle inequality, which in effect reduces the analysis to a question of convergence of the empirical estimate of Pr_π∗ [E^{≤t}_{D1} , s_t = ·, a_t = ·] to the population in ℓ_1 distance.

Before stating the formal lemma, recall that T^{D1}_t (s, a) ≜ { {(s_1, a_1), · · · , (s_H , a_H )} | |s_t = s, a_t = a, ∃τ < t : s_τ ∉ S_τ (D_1)}. (34) is defined as the set of trajectories that (i) visits the state s at time t, (ii) plays the action a at this time, and (iii) at some time τ ≤ t visits a state unobserved in D_1.

Lemma A.10. Consider any policy ^π^ε which solves the optimization problem in OPT to an additive error of ε. Fixing the expert dataset D, J(π^∗) − J(^π^ε(D)) ≤ 2 ∑ s∈S ∑ a∈A H∑ t=1 | | |Prπ∗ [ E^{≤t}_{D1} , s_t = s, a_t = a ] − ∑ tr∈D_2 1(tr ∈ T

D_1 t (s, a)) |D_2| | | | + ε.

We emphasize here that ∑ tr∈D2 1(tr∈T D1 t (s,a)) |D_2| is the empirical estimate of Pr^π [ E^{≤t}_{D1} , s_t = s, a_t = a ] computed using the trajectories in the dataset D_2.

Remark A.2. Taking ε = 0 in Lemma A.10 captures the case where ^π^ε is the policy returned by Mimic-MD.

The last remaining ingredient in proving the guarantee on the expected suboptimality of Mimic- MD in Theorem 5.1 (a) is to bound the convergence rate of the expectation of the RHS of Lemma A.10. We carry out this analysis roughly in two parts:

(i) fixing the dataset D_1, for each t ∈ [H] we bound the convergence rate of the empirical distribution estimate (computed using D_2) of Pr_{^π}[E^{≤t}_{D1} , s_t = s, a_t = a] to the population in ℓ_1 distance, and

(ii) we show that the resulting bound (which is a function of D_1) has small expectation and converges to 0 quickly.

This establishes the following bound on the expected suboptimality incurred by Mimic-MD. Lemma A.11. ∑ s∈S ∑ a∈A H∑ t=1 E [| | | Pr_π∗ [ T^{D1}_t (s, a) ] − ∑ tr∈D_2 1(tr ∈ T

D_1 t (s, a)) |D_2| | | | | ] ≤ min {√ 8|S|H^2 N , 8 3 |S|H^32 N } . (35) In conjunction with Lemma A.10 this completes the proof of Theorem 5.1 (a) (by plugging in ε = 0 and noting Remark A.2) and also Remark 5.5.

To show the high probability guarantee on Mimic-MD in Item 5.1 (b), the key approach is similar. However, we instead

(i) fix D_1 and use sub-Gaussian concentration Boucheron et al. (2013) to establish high probability deviation bounds on the empirical estimate of Pr_{^π}[E^{≤t}_{D1} , s_t = s, a_t = a], and

(ii) use missing mass concentration (Theorem A.2) to show that the resulting deviations (which are a function of D_1) concentrate.

Lemma A.12. Fix δ ∈ (0, min{1, H/5}). Then, with probability ≥ 1 − δ, ∑ s∈S ∑ a∈A H∑ t=1 | | |Prπ∗ [ T^{D1}_t (s, a) ] − ∑ tr∈D_2 1(tr ∈ T

D_1 t (s, a)) |D_2| | | |

≲ |S|H^{3/2} N ( 1 + 3 log(2|S|H/δ) √ |S| )_{1/2} √ log(2|S|H/δ). (36) The high probability guarantee for Mimic-MD follows suit by invoking Lemma A.10 with ε = 0 and Lemma A.12.

A.4 Proof of lower bounds

In this section we discuss lower bounds on the expected suboptimality of any algorithm in the no-interaction, active and known-transition settings.

A.4.1 Active and no-interaction settings

In this section we discuss the proof of the lower bound in Theorem 6.1 which applies in the nointeraction and active settings. We emphasize that the active setting is strictly a generalization of the no-interaction setting: they are no different if the learner queries and plays the expert’s action at each time while interacting with the MDP.

Formally, in the active setting, we assume the learner sequentially rolls out policies π_1, · · · π_N to generate trajectories tr_1, · · · , tr_N . The learner is aware of the expert’s action at each state visited in each trajectory tr_n, however may or may not choose to play this action while rolling out π_n. We assume that the policy π_n is learnt causally, and can depend on all the previous information collected by the learner: the trajectories tr_1, · · · , tr_{n−1}, as well as the expert’s policy at each state visited in these trajectories.

Notation: We use D = tr_1, · · · , tr_n to denote the trajectories collected by the learner by rolling out π_1, · · · , π_N . In addition the learner exactly knows the expert’s policy π^∗_t (·|s) at all states s ∈ S_t(D). We also define A = {π^∗_t (·|s) : t ∈ [H], s ∈ S_t(D)} as the expert’s policy at states visited in D, which is also known to the learner by virtue of actively querying the expert.

The expert policy is deterministic in the lower bound instances we construct. Therefore, we define Π_{mimic}(D, A) (similar to Π_{mimic}(D) in eq. (3)) as the family of deterministic policies which mimics the expert on the states visited in D. Namely,

Π_{mimic}(D, A) ≜ { π ∈ Π_{det} : ∀t ∈ [H], s ∈ S_t(D), π_t(s) = π^A_t (s) } , (37)

where δ_πA_{t (s)} is the policy observed by the learner upon actively querying the expert in a trajectory that visits s at time t. Informally, Π_{mimic}(D, A) is the family of expert policies which are “compatible” with the dataset (D, A) collected by the learner.

Define M_{S,A,H} as the family of MDPs over state space S, action space A and epsiode length H. In order to prove the lower bound on the worst-case expected suboptimality of any learner ^π(D, A), it suffices to lower bound the Bayes expected suboptimality. Namely, it suffices to find a joint distribution P over MDPs and expert policies supported on M_{S,A,H} × Π_{det−exp} such that, E_{(π}∗_{,M)∼P} [ J_M(π^∗) − E [J_M(^π(D, A))] ] ≳ min { H, |S|H^2 N } . (38)

Construction of P: First we choose the expert’s policy uniformly from Π_{det}. That is, for each t ∈ [H] and s ∈ S, π^∗_t (s) ∼ Unif(A). Conditioned on π^∗, the distribution over MDPs induced by P is deterministic and given by the MDP M[π^∗] in fig. 2. The M[π^∗] is defined with respect to a fixed initial distribution over states ρ = {ζ, · · · , ζ, 1−(|S|−2)ζ, 0} where ζ =^1_{N+1} . In addition, there is a special state b ∈ S which we refer to as the “bad state”. At each state s ∈ S \{b}, choosing the expert’s action renews the state in the initial distribution ρ and dispenses a reward of 1, while any other choice of action deterministically transitions to the bad state and offers no reward. In addition, the bad state is absorbing and dispenses no reward irrespective of the choice of action. That is, P_t(·|s, a) = { ρ, s ∈ S \ {b}, a = π^∗_t (s) δ_b, otherwise,

(39)

and the reward function of the MDP is given by,

r_t(s, a) = { 1, s ∈ S \ {b}, a = π^∗_t (s) 0, otherwise.

(40)

We first state a simple consequence of the construction of the MDP instances and P.

Lemma A.13. Consider any policy π^∗ ∈ Π_{det}. Then, the value of π^∗ on the MDP M[π^∗] is H.

Proof. Playing the expert’s action at any state in S \ {b} is the only way to accrue non-zero reward, and in fact accrues a reward of 1. In addition, note that the expert never visits the bad state b by virtue of the distribution ρ placing no mass on b. Therefore, the value of π^∗ on the MDP M[π^∗] is H. The intuition behind the lower bound construction is as follows. Although the learner can actively query the expert, at the states unvisited in the dataset D, the learner has no idea about

1∼ρ· · ·|S|−1∼ρb Figure 2: MDP template when N_{sim} = 0: Upon playing the expert’s (green) action at any state except b, learner is renewed in the initial distribution ρ = {ζ, · · ·, ζ, 1−(|S|−2)ζ, 0} where ζ=^1_{N+1} . Any other choice of action (red) deterministically transitions the state to b.

the expert’s policy or the transitions induced under different actions. Intuitively it is clear that the learner cannot guess the expert’s action with probability ≥ 1/2 at such states, a statement which we prove by leveraging the Bayesian construction. In turn, the learner is forced to visit the bad state b at the next point in the episode, and then on collects no reward.

Therefore, to bound the expected reward collected by a learner, it suffices to bound the probability that a learner visits a state unvisited in the expert dataset. The remainder of the proof is in showing that in this MDP construction, in expectation any learner visits such states with probability ϵ ≳ |S|/N at each point in an episode. Moreover, conditioned on the dataset D, these events occur independently across time. Thus informally, the expected suboptimality of a learner is lower bounded by, Hϵ + (H − 1)ϵ(1 − ϵ) + · · · + (1 − ϵ)^H ≳ min{H, H^2ϵ}. (41) where ϵ = |S|/N. We return to a more formal exposition of the proof of the lower bound. Recall that our objective is to lower bound the Bayes expected suboptimality of ^π. Invoking Lemma A.13, the objective is to lower bound E_{(π}∗_{,M)∼P} [ H − E [ J_M(^π(D, A)) ]] . (42)

To this end, we first try to understand the conditional distribution of the expert’s policy given the dataset (D, A) collected by the learner. Recall that the dataset D contains trajectories generated by rolling out a sequence of policies π_1, · · · , π_n, and A captures the expert’s policy at states visited in D.

Lemma A.14. Conditioned on the dataset (D, A) collected by the learner, the expert’s deterministic policy π^∗ is distributed ∼ Unif(Π_{mimic}(D, A)). In other words, at each state visited in the expert dataset, the expert’s choice of action is fixed as the one returned when the expert was actively queried at this state. At the remaining states, the expert’s choice of action is sampled uniformly from A.

Definition A.3. Define P(D, A) as the joint distribution of (π^∗, M) conditioned on the dataset (D, A) collected by the learner. In particular, π^∗ ∼ Unif(Π_{mimic}(D, A)) and M = M[π^∗].

From Lemma A.14 and the definition of P(D, A) in Definition A.3, applying Fubini’s theorem gives, E_{(π}∗_{,M)∼P} [ H − E [J_M(^π)] ] = E [ E_{(π}∗_{,M)∼P(D,A)} [H − J_M(^π(D, A))] ] . (43)

Next we relate this to the first time the learner visits a state unobserved in D.

Lemma A.15. Define the stopping time τ as the first time t that the learner encounters a state s_t ≠ b that has not been visited in D at time t. That is, τ = { inf{t : s_t ∉ S_t(D) ∪ {b}} ∃t : s_t ∉ S_t(D) ∪ {b} H otherwise.

(44)

1· · ·|S| Figure 3: MDP template when N_{sim} → ∞, Each state is absorbing, initial distribution is given by {ζ, · · ·, ζ, 1 − (|S|−1)ζ} where ζ =^1_{N+1}

Then, conditioned on the dataset (D, A) collected by the learner, E_{(π}∗_{,M)∼P(D,A)} [ J(π^∗) − E [J(^π)] ] ≥ ( 1 − 1 |A| ) E_{(π}∗_{,M)∼P(D,A)} [ E_{^π(D,A)} [H − τ] ] (45)

Plugging the result of Lemma A.15 into eq. (43), we have that, E_{(π}∗_{,M)∼P} [ J(π^∗) − E [J(^π)] ] ≥ ( 1 − 1 |A| ) E [ E_{(π}∗_{,M)∼P(D,A)} [E_{^π} [H − τ]] ] , (46) (i) ≥ ( 1 − 1 |A| ) H 2 E [ E_{(π}∗_{,M)∼P(D,A)} [ Pr_{^π} [ τ ≤ ⌊H/2⌋ ]]] , (47) = ( 1 − 1 |A| ) H 2 E_{(π}∗_{,M)∼P} [ E [ Pr_{^π} [ τ ≤ ⌊H/2⌋ ]]] , (48)

where (i) uses Markov’s inequality and the last equation uses Fubini’s theorem.

The last remaining element of he proof is to indeed bound the probability that the learner visits a state unobserved in the dataset before time ⌊H/2⌋. In Lemma A.16 we prove that for any learner ^π, E_{(π}∗_{,M)∼P} [E [Pr_{^π} [τ ≤ ⌊H/2⌋]]] is lower bounded by ≳ min{1, |S|H/N}. Therefore, E_{(π}∗_{,M)∼P} [ J(π^∗) − E [J(^π)] ] ≳ ( 1 − 1 |A| ) H 2 min { 1, |S|H N } . (49)

Since ( 1 −^1_{|A|} ) is a constant for |A| ≥ 2 the statement of Theorem 6.1 follows.

Lemma A.16. For any learner policy ^π, E_{(π}∗_{,M)∼P} [ E [ Pr_{^π} [ τ ≤ ⌊H/2⌋ ]]] ≥ 1 − ( 1 − |S| − 2 e(N + 1) )_{⌊H/2⌋} ≳ min { 1, |S|H N } . (50)

A.4.2 Known-transition setting

As in the proof of Theorem 6.1, in order to prove the lower bound on the expected suboptimality of any learner ^π(D, A), it suffices lower bound the Bayes expected suboptimality. Namely, it suffices to find a joint distribution P over MDPs and expert policies supported on M_{S,A,H} × Π_{det−exp} such that, E_{(π}∗_{,M)∼P} [ J(π^∗) − E [J(^π(D, P ))] ] ≳ min { H, |S|H N } . (51)

Construction of P As in the proof of Theorem 6.1, we first sample the expert’s policy uniformly from Π_{det}. That is, for each t ∈ [H] and s ∈ S, the action π^∗_t (s) is drawn uniformly from A. Conditioned on π^∗, the distribution over MDPs induced by P is deterministic and given by the construction M[π^∗] in fig. 2. M[π^∗] is defined with initial distribution over states ρ = {ζ, · · · , ζ, 1−(|S|−1)ζ} where ζ =^1_{N+1} . Each state s ∈ S is absorbing in M[π^∗]. Formally, for each s ∈ S the transition function of M[π^∗] is, P_t(·|s, a) = δ_s. (52) At any state s, choosing the expert’s action π^∗_t (s) returns a reward of 1, while any other choice of action offers 0 reward.

r_t(s, a) = { 1, a = π^∗_t (s)

0, otherwise.

(53)

Note that all the MDPs M[π^∗] for π^∗ ∈ Π_{det} share a common set of transition functions and initial state distribution. Therefore, fixing P and ρ, we define P^′ to be the joint distribution over expert policies and reward functions induced by P. Then the objective is to lower bound the Bayes expected suboptimality, E_{(π}∗_{,r)∼P} ′ [ J_r(π^∗) − E [J_r(^π(D, P ))] ] . (54)

In this construction, it is yet again the case that the expert’s policy π^∗ collects maximum reward H on M[π^∗].

Lemma A.17. Consider any policy π^∗ ∈ Π_{det}. Then, the value of π^∗ on the MDP M[π^∗] is H.

Proof. At each state visited π^∗ plays the only action which accrues a reward of 1. By accumulating a local reward of 1 at each step, π^∗ has value equal to H on the MDP M[π^∗].

With this explanation, invoking Lemma A.17 shows that out objective is to now lower bound,

E_{(π}∗_{,r)∼P} ′ [H − E [J_r(^π(D, P ))]] . (55)

Similar to Lemma A.14, we can compute the conditional distribution of the expert’s policy (which marginally follows the uniform prior) given the expert dataset D.

Lemma A.18. Conditioned on D, the distribution of the expert policy π^∗ is uniform over the family of deterministic policies Π_{mimic}(D) (as defined in eq. (3)).

For brevity of notation, we define this conditional distribution of the expert policy given the dataset D by P^′(D).

Definition A.4. Define P^′(D) as the joint distribution of (π^∗, r) conditioned on the expert dataset D. In particular, π^∗ ∼ Unif(Π_{mimic}(D)) and r = r[π^∗].

From Lemma A.18 and Definition A.4 and applying Fubini’s theorem,

E_{(π}∗_{,r)∼P} ′ [E [H − J_r(^π(D, P ))]] = E [ E_{(π}∗_{,r)∼P} ′_{(D)} [H − J_r(^π(D, P ))] ] . (56)

Fixing the expert dataset D, we subsequently show that the suboptimality of the learner is Ω(H) if initialized in a state unobserved in the expert dataset D. The key intuition is to identify that here the learner’s knowledge of the transition function plays no role as each state in the MDP is absorbing. Therefore, once again at states unvisited in the expert dataset, the learner cannot guess the expert’s action with high probability at states, leading to errors that grow linearly in H.

Lemma A.19. For any learner’s policy ^π conditioned on the expert dataset D,

E_{(π}∗_{,r)∼P} ′_{(D)} [H − J_r(^π(D, P ))] ≥ H ( 1 − 1 |A| ) ( 1 − ρ(S_1(D)) ) . (57)

Therefore, from Lemma A.19 and eq. (56),

E_{(π}∗_{,r)∼P} ′ [E [H − J_r(^π(D, P ))]] ≥ H ( 1 − 1 |A| ) E [ 1 − ρ(S_1(D)) ] . (58)

The last ingredient left to show is that the probability mass on states unobserved in the expert dataset, 1 − ρ(S_1(D)), is not too small in expectation. Here we realize that this boils down to calculating the expected missing mass of the distribution ρ given N samples drawn independently. By construction of ρ, we show that this is ≳ |S|/N in expectation.

Lemma A.20. E[1 − ρ(S_1(D))] ≥^{|S|−1}_{e(N+1)} .

Plugging Lemma A.20 back into eq. (58) certifies a lower bound on the Bayes expected suboptimality of any learner ^π. This implies the existence of an MDP on which the learner’s expected suboptimality is ≳ |S|H/N.

Appendix B

Contents

B.1 Missing proofs for the analysis of behavior cloning . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 31 B.1.1 Proof of Lemma A.1 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 31 B.1.2 Proof of Theorem A.2 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 31 B.1.3 Proof of Lemma A.3 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 32 B.2 Reduction of IL to supervised learning under TV distance (Lemma 4.3) . . . . . . . 33 B.3 Missing proofs for Theorem 4.4 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 34 B.3.1 Proof of Lemma A.4 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 34 B.3.2 Proof of Lemma A.6 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 36 B.3.3 Proof of Lemma A.8 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 36 B.4 Missing proofs for Theorem 5.1 (a) and item 5.1 (b) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 37 B.4.1 Proof of Lemma A.9 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 37 B.4.2 Proof of Lemma A.10 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 38 B.4.3 Proof of Lemma A.11 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 38 B.4.4 Proof of Lemma A.12 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 40 B.5 Lower bound in the no-interaction / active settings . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 41 B.5.1 Proof of Lemma A.14 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 41 B.5.2 Proof of Lemma A.15 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 41 B.5.3 Proof of Lemma A.16 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 42 B.6 Lower bound in the known-transition setting . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 44 B.6.1 Proof of Lemma A.18 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 44 B.6.2 Proof of Lemma A.19 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 44 B.6.3 Proof of Lemma A.20 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 45

B.1 Missing proofs for the analysis of behavior cloning

B.1.1 Proof of Lemma A.1

Since the expert dataset D is composed of trajectories generated by i.i.d. rollouts of π^∗, we have that Pr[s ∉ S_τ (D)] = (1 − Pr_π∗ [s_τ = s])^{|D|}. Therefore, H∑ t=1 ∑ s∈S Pr_π∗ [s_t = s] Pr[s ∉ S_t(D)] ≤ H∑ τ =1 ∑ s∈S Pr_π∗ [s_τ = s] ( 1 − Pr_π∗ [s_τ = s] )_{|D|} . (59)

Noting that max_{x∈[0,1]} x(1 − x)^N =^1_{N+1} ( 1 −^1_{N+1} )_N ≤^4_{9N} , from eq. (59), H∑ τ =1 ∑ s∈S Pr_π∗ [s_τ = s] ( 1 − Pr_π∗ [s_τ = s] )_{|D|} ≤ H∑ τ =1 ∑ s∈S 4 9|D| ≤ 4 9 |S|H |D| . (60)

B.1.2 Proof of Theorem A.2

To prove this theorem, we invoke a result of Mcallester et al. (2003) on the concentration of missing mass.

Theorem B.1 (Concentration of missing mass Mcallester et al. (2003)). Consider an arbitrary distribution ν on X , and let X^{N i.i.d.}∼ ν be a dataset of N samples drawn i.i.d. from ν. Let β ≥ 0 and σ ≥ 0 be constants such that ∑ x∈X (ν(x))^2e^{−(N−β)ν(x)} ≤ σ^2. For any 0 ≤ ε ≤ βσ^2, we have the following, Pr ( m_0(ν, X^N ) − E[m_0(ν, X^N )] ≥ ε ) ≤ exp ( − ε^2 2σ^2 ) . (61)

We prove Theorem A.2 by an appropriate choice of parameters β, σ^2 and ϵ (as functions of the confidence parameter δ). In particular, choose β = N −^N√_{log(1/δ)} ≥^N_3 . For this choice of β, ∑ x∈X (ν(x))^2e^{−(N−β)ν(x)} = ∑ x∈X (ν(x))^2e^− N √_{log(1/δ)} ν(x)

, (62)

≤ |X | sup_{ν∈[0,1]} ν^2e^− N √_{log(1/δ)} ν

, (63) (i) = |X | ( 4e^{−2} log(1/δ) N^2 ) . (64)

where (i) involves computing the supremum explicitly by differentiation. Therefore, for β = N − N √_{log(H/δ)} , a feasible choice of σ^2 in Theorem B.1 that upper bounds ∑ x∈X (ν(x))^2e^{−(N−β)ν(x)} is 3|X | log(1/δ) N^2 . Choose ε = 3 √_{|X | log(1/δ)} N (note that this choice satisfies ε ≤ βσ^2 since β ≥ N/3 and σ^2 =^{9|X | log(1/δ)}

N^2 ). Invoking Theorem B.1 with this choice of β, σ

2 and ϵ,

Pr ( m_0(ν, X^N ) − E[m_0(ν, X^N )] ≥ 3 √ |X | log(1/δ) N ) ≤ exp − ( 3 √ |X |N^{−1} log(1/δ) )_2

9|X |N^{−2} log(1/δ) = δ. (65) This proves Theorem A.2.

B.1.3 Proof of Lemma A.3

We decompose ∑_H τ =1 ∑ s∈S Pr_π∗ [s_τ = s]1(s ∉ S_τ (D)) as ∑ τ Z_τ where Z_τ = ∑ s∈S Pr_π∗ [s_τ = s]1(s ∉ S_τ (D)). Observe that for each fixed τ, Z_τ is in fact the missing mass of the distribution over states at time τ rolling out π^∗, given N samples from the distribution. Applying the missing mass concentration inequality from Theorem A.2, with probability ≥ 1 − δ/H,

Z_τ − E[Z_τ ] ≤ 3 √ |S| log(H/δ) N . (66)

Therefore, by union bounding, with probability ≥ 1 − δ, H∑ τ =1 Z_τ ≤ H∑ τ =1

E[Z_τ ] + H · 3 √ |S| log(H/δ) N . (67)

Using ∑_H τ =1 Zτ = ∑_H τ =1 ∑ s∈S Pr_π∗ [s_τ = s]1(s ∉ S_τ (D)) and applying Lemma A.1 to claim that ∑_H τ =1 E[Zτ ] ≤ 4|S|H/9N completes the proof.

B.2 Reduction of IL to supervised learning under TV distance (Lemma 4.3) For each τ ∈ [H], define the policy ~π^τ = {π^∗_1 , · · · , π^∗_τ , ^π_{τ +1}, · · · , ^π_H } with ~π^0 = ^π. The policy ~π^τ plays the expert’s policy till time τ and the learner’s policy for the remainder of the episode. Then, J(π^∗) − J(^π) = ∑_H τ =1 J(~π^τ ) − J(~π^{τ −1}). (68) For any fixed τ ∈ [H], observe that ~π^τ and ~π^{τ −1} roll out the same policy till time τ −1. Therefore the expected reward collected until time τ − 1 for both policies is the same. By linearity of expectation, J(~π^τ ) − J(~π^{τ −1}) = ∑_H t=τ E_{~π}τ [r_t(s_t, a_t)] − E_{~π}τ −1 [r_t(s_t, a_t)] . (69) Now fix some t ≥ τ and consider E_{~π}τ [r_t(s_t, a_t)] − E_{~π}τ −1 [r_t(s_t, a_t)]. First observe that, E_{~π}τ −1 [r_t(s_t, a_t)] = E_{sτ ∼f} τ_{π∗} a_τ ∼^π_τ (·|s_τ ) [ E_{~π}τ −1 [r_t(s_t, a_t)|s_τ , a_τ ] ] , (70) = ∑ s∈S ∑ a∈A f^τ_π∗ (s) ^π_τ (a|s) E_{~π}τ −1 [r_t(s_t, a_t)|s_τ = s, a_τ = a] , (71) = ∑ s∈S ∑ a∈A f^τ_π∗ (s) ^π_τ (a|s) E_{^π} [r_t(s_t, a_t)|s_τ = s, a_τ = a] . (72)

where in the last equation we use the fact that ~π^{τ −1} rolls out ^π time τ onwards, and the fact that we condition on the state visited and action played at time τ. Moreover, we also use the fact that r_t(s_t, a_t) only depends on (s_t, a_t) which appears at time t ≥ τ. Noting that ~π^τ = (π^∗_1 , · · · , π^∗_τ , ^π_{τ +1}, · · · , ^π_H ), a similar decomposition gives, E_{~π}τ [r_t(s_t, a_t)] = ∑ s∈S ∑ a∈A f^τ_π∗ (s) π^∗_τ (a|s) E_{~π}τ [r_t(s_t, a_t)|s_τ = s, a_τ = a] , (73) = ∑ s∈S ∑ a∈A f^τ_π∗ (s) π^∗_τ (a|s) E_{^π} [r_t(s_t, a_t)|s_τ = s, a_τ = a] , (74)

where in the last equation we similarly use the fact that ~π^τ rolls out ^π time τ + 1 onwards, and the fact that we condition on the action played at time τ. Subtracting eq. (72) from eq. (74), E_{~π}τ [r_t(s_t, a_t)] − E_{~π}τ −1 [r_t(s_t, a_t)] ≤ ∑ s∈S f^τ_π∗ (s) ∑ a∈A E_{^π} [r_t(s_t, a_t)|s_τ = s, a_τ = a] ( π^∗_τ (a|s) − ^π_τ (a|s) ) . (75)

Observe that E_{^π} [r_t(s_t, a_t)|s_τ = s, a_τ = a] is a function of (s, a) and is bounded in [0, 1] (since pointwise 0 ≤ r_t ≤ 1). Therefore,

E_{~π}τ [r_t(s_t, a_t)] − E_{~π}τ −1 [r_t(s_t, a_t)] ≤ ∑ s∈S f^τ_π∗ (s) sup g:A→[0,1] ∑ a∈A g(a) ( π^∗_τ (a|s) − ^π_τ (a|s) ) , (76) (i) = ∑ s∈S f^τ_π∗ (s)TV ( π^∗_τ (a|s), ^π_τ (a|s) ) , (77) = E_{s∼f} τ_{π∗} [ TV ( π^∗_τ (a|s), ^π_τ (a|s) )] . (78) where (i) uses the dual representation of TV distance. Summing over t ≥ τ and τ ∈ [H] and invoking eqs. (68) and (69) we get, J(π^∗) − J(^π) ≤ H H∑ τ =1 E_{s∼f} τ_{π∗} [ TV ( π^∗_τ (a|s), ^π_τ (a|s) )] . (79)

Using the definition of T_{pop} (eq. (8)) completes the proof.

B.3 Missing proofs for Theorem 4.4

B.3.1 Proof of Lemma A.4

Recall that we assume that the trajectories in the expert dataset are ordered arbitrarily as {tr_1, · · · , tr_N } where tr_n = {(s^n_1 , a^n_1 ), · · · , (s^n_H , a^n_H )}. N_{t,s} = {n ∈ [N] : s^n_t = s} as defined in eq. (22) is the set of indices of trajectories in D that visit the state s at time t. In order to prove this result, suppose the learner’s policy ^π

With this, we define the randomized stochastic policy X^{unif} (D) as,

X^{unif}_t (·|s) = { δ_an(t,s)_t if |N_{t,s}| ≥ 1, Unif(A) otherwise.

(80)

where each n(t, s) is a random variable independently sampled from Unif(N_{t,s}) whenever N_{t,s} ≠ ∅. Note that fixing D and n(t, s) for all t, s such that N_{t,s} ≠ ∅, the random variable X^{unif} is a fixed stochastic policy.

The policy X^{unif} (D) in a sense corresponds to just extracting the randomness in the actions chosen at visited states in the policy ^π(D) returned by Mimic-Emp.

In particular, it is a short proof to see that the random variables J(X^{unif} (D)) and J(^π(D)) have the same expectation.

Lemma B.2. E[J(^π(D))] = E[J(X^{unif} (D))].

Proof. Consider some trajectory tr = {(s_1, a_1), · · · , (s_H , a_H )}. Fixing the expert dataset D, E [ Pr_Xunif_{(D)}[tr] | |D ] = E [ ρ(s_1) (∏_{H−1} t=1 X^{unif}_t (a_t|s_t)P_t(s_{t+1}|s_t, a_t) ) X^{unif}_t (a_H |s_H ) ] . (81)

From eq. (80) and Algorithm 1, observe that X^{unif(·|s)}_t = ^π(·|s) = Unif(A) at states s : N_{t,s} = ∅ (i.e. which were not visited in the expert dataset). Moreover, on the remaining states X^{unif}_t (a_t|s_t) is independently sampled from the empirical distribution over states at time t. In particular, this means that E[X^{unif}_t (a_t|s_t)] = ^π_t(a_t|s_t). Plugging this in gives,

E[Pr_Xunif_{(D)}[tr]] = Pr_{^π(D)}[tr]. (82)

Multiplying both sides by ∑_H t=1 r_t(s_t, a_t), summing over all trajectories tr and taking expectation with respect to the expert dataset D completes the proof.

First we provide an auxiliary result that is critical to showing that the policies J(X^{unif} (D)) and π^{first}(D) have the same value in expectation.

To this end, first define D_{≤τ,<τ} = {((s^n_1 , a^n_1 ), · · · , (s^n_{τ −1}, a^n_{τ −1}), s^n_τ ) : n ∈ [N]} to be the truncation of the expert dataset D till time τ, excluding the actions played at this time. D_{≤τ,≤τ} and other similar notations are defined analogously.

Lemma B.3. Condition on D_{≤τ,<τ} which represents the truncation of trajectories in the expert dataset D till the state visited at time τ. At any state s that is visited at least once in D at time τ (namely with |N_{τ,s}| > 0), the actions {a^n_τ : n ∈ N_{τ,s}} played at trajectories that visit the state s at time τ are drawn independently and identically ∼ π^∗_τ (·|s).

Proof. Recall that we condition on D_{≤τ,<τ} which captures trajectories in the expert dataset truncated till the state visited at time τ. Since each trajectory tr_n ∈ [N] is rolled out independently, the action a^n_τ in each trajectory tr_n is drawn independently from π^∗_τ (·|s^n_τ ).

More importantly, conditioned on D_{≤τ,<τ} the states s^n_τ visited in different trajectories is determined. This implies that N_{τ,s} for s ∈ S is a measurable function of D_{≤τ,<τ} .

These two statements together imply that states s ∈ S having N_{τ,s} > 0 (which is a measurable function of D_{≤τ,<τ} ) are such that all the actions {a^n_τ : n ∈ N_{τ,s}} are independent.

Proof of Lemma A.4. In order to prove this result, we use an inductive argument. The induction hypothesis is that the expected value of X^{unif} (D) and π^{first}(D) are the same, conditioned on the expert dataset till time t and the actions from the empirical distribution sampled by X^{unif} (D) at different states till time t. We formalize this hypothesis in equations after first proving the base case. To recognize the fact that we prove the statement starting from t = H, we define H_H as the base case, and inductively prove H_{t−1} assuming the hypothesis H_t.

First observe that, E [ J(X^{unif} (D)) | |D≤H,<H , { n(t, s) | | t ≤ H, s : Nt,s > 0 }] = E [ J(π^{first}(D)) | |D≤H,<H ] . (83)

This is because conditioned on D_{≤H,<H} , the only randomness is in the actions that are played in the different trajectories at time H. By Lemma B.3 these are distributed i.i.d. ∼ π^∗_t (·|s). Taking expectation with respect to {n_{H,s}|s : N_{t,s} > 0}, results in proof of the base case for t = H,

H_H : E [ J(X^{unif} (D)) | |D_{≤H,<H} , {n(t, s) | | t < H, s : N_{t,s} > 0}] = E[J(π_{first}(D)) | |D_{≤H,<H} ]. In general consider the hypothesis H_τ ,

H_τ : E [ J(X^{unif} (D)) | |D_{≤τ,<τ} , {n(t, s) | | t < τ, s : N_{t,s} > 0}] = E[J(π_{first}(D)) | |D_{≤τ,<τ} ]. Taking expectation with respect to {s^n_τ : n ∈ [N]}, where conditionally s^n_τ ∼ P_τ (·|s^n_{τ −1}, a^n_{τ −1}), E [ J(X^{unif} (D)) | |D_{<τ,<τ} , {n(t, s) | | t < τ, s : N_{t,s} > 0}] = E[J(π_{first}(D)) | |D_{<τ,<τ} ]. (84) Next we take expectation with respect to the actions {a^n_τ : n ∈ [N]} where each a^n_τ is drawn independently from π^∗_t (·|s^n_τ ). This results in, E [ J(X^{unif} (D)) | |D<τ,<τ −1, { n(t, s) | | t < τ, s : Nt,s > 0 }] = E [ J(π^{first}(D)) | |D<τ,<τ −1 ] . (85)

Note that on both sides we condition on D_{<τ,<τ −1} which is the set of partial trajectories in the expert dataset till time τ − 1 (excluding the action at this time). In particular, this conditioning determines the set of states visited at time τ − 1 in the expert dataset. Consider any state s ∈ S:

(i) If s was not observed in the dataset D at time τ − 1, then with probability 1 over the randomness of X^{unif} , both the policies X^{unif} and π^{first} play the policy Unif(A);

(ii) On the other hand, if s was observed in the dataset D in some trajectory at time τ − 1, then X^{unif} samples from an empirical distribution over actions played at the state s in the dataset at time τ − 1, which by Lemma B.3 are drawn independently from π^∗_{τ −1}(·|s). On the other hand, the action played by π^{first} is also drawn independently from π^∗_{τ −1}(·|s). This shows that the expectation on the LHS does not depend on the choice of n(τ − 1, s) for any state s ∈ S.

Thus in both cases, the expectation of the random variable on the RHS does not depend on {n(τ − 1, s)|s ∈ S}. Therefore, we can drop the conditioning on this random variable to give, E [ J(X^{unif} (D)) | |D_{<τ,<τ −1}, {n(t, s) | | t < τ − 1, s : N_{t,s} > 0}] = E[J(π_{first}(D)) | |D_{<τ,<τ −1}] (86) This proves the induction hypothesis H_{τ −1} and consequently the hypothesis H_1. Taking expectation on both sides of H_1 with respect to s^n_1^{i.i.d.}∼ ρ proves the claim.

B.3.2 Proof of Lemma A.6 Fixing the table T^∗, the probability of observing the trajectory tr = {(s_1, a_1), · · · , (s_H , a_H )} under the deterministic policy π^{orc−first} is,

Pr_πorc−first (tr) = ρ(s_1) (_{H−1} ∏ t=1 1 ( a_t = T^∗_{t,st} (1) ) P_t(s_{t+1}|s_t, a_t) ) 1 ( a_H = T^∗_{H,sH} (1) ) . (87)

Since the actions T^∗_{t,st} (1) are independently drawn from π^∗_t (·|s_t), taking expectation, we see that

E [Pr_πorc−first (tr)] = ρ(s_1) (_{H−1} ∏ t=1 π^∗_t (a_t|s_t)P_t(s_{t+1}|s_t, a_t) ) π^∗_H (a_H |s_H ) = Pr_π∗ (tr). (88)

Multiplying both sides by ∑_H t=1 r_t(s_t, a_t) and summing over all trajectories completes the proof.

B.3.3 Proof of Lemma A.8 Recall that the “failure” E is defined as the event that at some time t ∈ [H], a state s_t is visited such that |N_{t,st} | = 0, i.e. that was not visited in the expert dataset. By union bounding,

E [Pr_πorc−first [E]] ≤ H∑ t=1 ∑ s∈S E [Pr_πorc−first [E_{s,t}]] , (89)

where E_{s,t} is the event that a failure occurs at the state s at time t, i.e. the state s is visited at time t and |N_{t,s}| = 0. E_{s,t} is the intersection of two events. Therefore we have the upper bound,

E [Pr_πorc−first [E_{s,t}]] ≤ min { E [Pr_πorc−first [s_t = s]] , E [Pr_πorc−first [|N_{s,t}| = 0]] } . (90)

Observe that these two terms in the minimum are easy to compute. Firstly, using eq. (88), we have that, E [Pr_πorc−first [s_t = s]] = Pr_π∗ [s_t = s]. (91) On the other hand, E [Pr_πorc−first [|N_{s,t}| = 0]] = E[1(|N_{s,t}| = 0)] = (1 − Pr_π∗ [s_t = s])^N (92) where the last equation uses Lemma A.5. Putting together eqs. (91) and (92) with eq. (90),

E [Pr_πorc−first [E_{s,t}]] ≤ min { Pr_π∗ [s_t = s], ( 1 − Pr_π∗ [s_t = s] )_N } . (93)

In Lemma B.4 we show that the RHS is upper bounded by log(N)/N. Therefore,

E [Pr_πorc−first [E_{s,t}]] ≤ log N N . (94)

Plugging back into eq. (89) completes the proof.

Lemma B.4. For any x ∈ [0, 1] and N > 1, min{x, (1 − x)^N } ≤^{log N}_N .

Proof. x is an increasing function, while (1 − x)^N is decreasing. For x =^{log N}_N ,

(1 − x)^N = ( 1 − log N N )_N ≤ e^{− log N} ≤ N^{−1} (95)

Therefore for x ≥^{log(N)}_N , min{x, (1 − x)^N } ≤^1_N . Therefore min{x, (1 − x)^N } ≤^{log N}_N .

B.4 Missing proofs for Theorem 5.1 (a) and item 5.1 (b)

B.4.1 Proof of Lemma A.9

Observe that the complement ( E^{≤t}_{D1} )_c is the event that the policy under consideration until (and including) time t − 1, only visits states that were visited in at least one trajectory in the expert dataset.

First observe that, fixing the expert dataset D,

J(π^∗) − J(^π(D)) (96)

= E_π∗ [∑_H t=1 r_t(s_t, a_t) ] − E_{^π} [∑_H t=1 r_t(s_t, a_t) ] (97) = ∑_H t=1 E_π∗ [( 1 (( E^{≤t}_{D1} )_c) + 1 ( E^{≤t}_{D1} )) r_t(s_t, a_t) ] − E_{^π} [( 1 (( E^{≤t}_{D1} )_c) + 1 ( E^{≤t}_{D1} )) r_t(s_t, a_t) ] . (98)

Indeed, to prove the statement it suffices to prove that, ∑_H t=1 E_π∗ [ 1 (( E^{≤t}_{D1} )_c) r_t(s_t, a_t) ] = ∑_H t=1 E_{^π} [ 1 (( E^{≤t}_{D1} )_c) r_t(s_t, a_t) ] . (99)

Recall that the learner ^π mimics the expert at all the states observed in the dataset D_1, i.e. having |N_{t,s}| > 0. Observe that when the event ( E^{≤t}_{D1} )_c occurs, all the states visited in a trajectory have |N_{t,s}| > 0. Thus, both expectations are carried out with respect to the same policy and are hence equal. More precisely, for any t ∈ [H], E_{^π} [ 1 (( E^{≤t}_{D1} )_c) r_t(s_t, a_t) ] = E_{s1∼ρ, τ ≤t, aτ ∼^πτ (·|sτ )} s_{τ +1}∼P (·|s_τ ,a_τ ) [ 1 (( E^{≤t}_{D1} )_c) r_t(s_t, a_t) ] (100) (i) = E_{s1∼ρ, τ ≤t, aτ ∼π}∗_{τ (·|sτ )} s_{τ +1}∼P (·|s_τ ,a_τ ) [ 1 (( E^{≤t}_{D1} )_c) r_t(s_t, a_t) ] (101)

= E_π∗ [ 1 (( E^{≤t}_{D1} )_c) r_t(s_t, a_t) ] (102)

where (i) uses the fact that when s_τ ∈ S_t(D_1) (as implied by ( E^{≤t}_{D1} )_c for each τ ≤ t), then, π^∗_τ (·|s_τ ) = ^π_τ (·|s_τ ). Moreover.

B.4.2 Proof of Lemma A.10

First observe that we can write the reward r_t(s_t, a_t) accrued in some trajectory at time t equals ∑ s∈S ∑ a∈A r_t(s, a)1((s_t, a_t) = (s, a)). Therefore, from Lemma A.9,

J(π^∗) − J(^π^ε) = ∑ s∈S ∑ a∈A H∑ t=1 r_t(s, a) ( Pr_π∗ [ E^{≤t}_{D1} , s_t=s, a_t=a ] − Pr_{^π} [ E^{≤t}_{D1} , s_t=s, a_t=a ])

≤ ∑ s∈S ∑ a∈A H∑ t=1 | |Pr_{π∗} [E ≤t_{D1} , s_t = s, a_t = a] − Pr_{^π}[E ≤t_{D1} , s_t = s, a_t = a] | |

= ∑ s∈S ∑ a∈A H∑ t=1 | |Pr_{π∗} [T D_{1t} (s, a)] − Pr_{^π}[T D_{1t} (s, a)] | | (103)

where the inequality follows from the assumption that 0 ≤ r_t(s, a) ≤ 1 and the last equation follows from the definition T^{D1}_t (s, a) = {{(s_τ , a_τ )}^H_{τ =1}|s_t=s, a_t=a, ∃τ∈[H] : s_τ ∉ S_τ (D_1)} is the set of trajectories that visit (s, a) at time t and at some point t^′ in the episode visit a state not visited in any trajectory at time t^′ in D_1. Using the definition of the learner’s policy ^π in the optimization problem (OPT) and applying the triangle inequality,

J(π^∗) − J(^π^ε) ≤ ∑ s∈S ∑ a∈A H∑ t=1 | | | Pr_π∗ [ T^{D1}_t (s, a) ] − ∑ tr∈D_2 1(tr ∈ T

D_1 t (s, a)) |D_2| | | | + | | | ∑ tr∈D_2 1(tr ∈ T

D_1 t (s, a)) |D_2| − Pr_{^π} [ T^{D1}_t (s, a) ] | | | . (104)

Observe that the expert’s policy π^∗ is a feasible policy to the optimization problem (OPT). Since ^π solves (OPT) up to an additive error of ε, we have the upper bound,

J(π^∗) − J(^π^ε) ≤ 2 ∑ s∈S ∑ a∈A H∑ t=1 | | | | Pr_π∗ [ T^{D1}_t (s, a) ] − ∑ tr∈D_2 1(tr ∈ T

D_1 t (s, a)) |D_2| | | | | + ε. (105)

B.4.3 Proof of Lemma A.11

Recall that we carry out sample splitting in Algorithm 2 to give datasets D_1 and D_2. We first fix the trajectories in D_1 and compute the expectation with respect to the dataset D_2. Sample splitting implies that, conditioned on D_1, the trajectories in D_2 are still generated by independently rolling out π^∗. By Jensen’s inequality, we can upper bound by the quadratic deviation, ∑ s∈S ∑ a∈A H∑ t=1 E [| | |Prπ∗ [ T^{D1}_t (s, a) ] − ∑ tr∈D_2 1(tr ∈ T

D_1 t (s, a)) |D_2| | | | ]

≤ ∑ s∈S ∑ a∈A H∑ t=1 E ( Pr_π∗ [ T^{D1}_t (s, a) ] − ∑ tr∈D_2 1(tr ∈ T

D_1 t (s, a)) |D_2| )_2 1/2 (106)

Observe that each trajectory tr ∈ D_2 is generated by independently rolling out π^∗. Therefore, 1 |D_2| ∑ tr∈D_2 1(tr ∈ T

D_1

t (s, a)) is an unbiased estimate of Pr_π∗ [T^{D1}_t (s, a)]. Therefore the expectation term in eq. (106) is nothing but the variance: letting tr_1 be an arbitrary trajectory in D_2, ∑ s∈S ∑ a∈A H∑ t=1 E [| | | Pr_π∗ [ T^{D1}_t (s, a) ] − ∑ tr∈D_2 1(tr ∈ T

D_1 t (s, a)) |D_2| | | | ]

≤ ∑ s∈S ∑ a∈A H∑ t=1 ( 1 |D_2| Var [ 1(tr_1 ∈ T^{D1}_t (s, a) ])1/2 (107)

≤ ∑ s∈S ∑ a∈A H∑ t=1 ( 1 |D_2| Pr_π∗ [ T^{D1}_t (s, a) ])1/2 (108)

where the last inequality uses the fact that the variance of an indicator function is at most its mean, and that each tr ∈ D_2 is independently drawn by rolling out π^∗. Now, taking expectation with respect to the dataset D_1, and by another application of Jensen’s inequality, ∑ s∈S ∑ a∈A H∑ t=1 E [| | |Prπ∗ [ T^{D1}_t (s, a) ] − ∑ tr∈D_2 1(tr ∈ T

D_1 t (s, a)) |D_2| | | | ]

≤ ∑ s∈S ∑ a∈A H∑ t=1 1 |D_2|^{1/2} ( E [ Pr_π∗ [ T^{D1}_t (s, a) ]])_{1/2} (109)

= ∑ s∈S H∑ t=1 1 |D_2|^{1/2} ( E [ Pr_π∗ [ E^{≤t}_{D1} , s_t = s, a_t = π^∗_t (s_t) ]])_{1/2} , (110)

where in the last equation, we use the definition of T^{D1}_t (·, ·). By an application of the Cauchy Schwarz inequality, ∑ s∈S ∑ a∈A H∑ t=1 E [| | |Prπ∗ [ T^{D1}_t (s, a) ] − ∑ tr∈D_2 1(tr ∈ T

D_1 t (s, a)) |D_2| | | | ]

≤ H∑ t=1 |S|^{1/2} |D_2|^{1/2} ( ∑ s∈S E [ Pr_π∗ [ E^{≤t}_{D1} , s_t = s, a_t = π^∗_t (s) ]])^{1/2} (111)

≤ H∑ t=1 |S|^{1/2} |D_2|^{1/2} ( E [ Pr_π∗ [ E^{≤t}_{D1} ]])_{1/2} . (112)

Therefore, to prove the result it suffices to bound E [ Pr_π∗ [ E^{≤t}_{D1} ]] , which we carry out in Lemma B.5.

Here we show that it is upper bounded by ≲ 1 ∧ |S|H/|D_1|. Subsequently using |D_1| = |D_2| = N/2 completes the proof.

Lemma B.5. For any t ∈ [H], the probability of failure under the expert’s policy is upper bounded by, E [ Pr_π∗ [ E^{≤t}_{D1} ]] ≤ 4 9 |S|H |D_1| (113)

Proof. Conditioned on D_1, we decompose based on the first failure time (i.e. the first time the event

E^{≤t}_{D1} is satisfied),

Pr_π∗ [ E^{≤t}_{D1} | | |D1 ] = Pr_π∗ [ ∃τ ≤ t : s_τ ∉ S_τ (D_1) | | |D1 ] , (114) = ∑_t τ =1 Pr π^∗ [ ∀τ^′ < τ, s_τ ′ ∈ S_τ ′ (D_1), s_τ ∉ S_τ (D_1) | |D1 ] (115) ≤ ∑_t τ =1

Pr_π∗ [ s_τ ∉ S_τ (D_1) | |D1 ] (116) = ∑_t τ =1 ∑ s∈S Pr_π∗ [s_τ = s]1(s ∉ S_τ (D_1)) (117) ≤ ∑_H τ =1 ∑ s∈S Pr_π∗ [s_τ = s]1(s ∉ S_τ (D_1)) (118)

Taking expectation with respect to the expert dataset, E [ Pr_π∗ [ E_{D1} | |D_1]] ≤ ∑^H τ =1 ∑ s∈S Pr_π∗ [s_τ = s]Pr[s ∉ S_τ (D_1)] (119)

The proof of the claim immediately follows by invoking Lemma A.1.

B.4.4 Proof of Lemma A.12

Starting from the bound in Lemma A.10 and using the fact that at each state s the expert plays a fixed action π^∗_t (s) at time t, J(π^∗) − J(^π) ≤ 2 ∑ s∈S H∑ t=1 | | |Prπ∗ [ T^{D1}_t (s, π^∗_t (s)) ] − ∑ tr∈D_2 1(tr ∈ T

D_1 t (s, π^∗_t (s))) |D_2| | | | (120)

Observe that 1(tr ∈ T^{D1}_t (s, π^∗_t (s))) is a sub-Gaussian random variable with variance bounded by its expectation. Therefore, by sub-Gaussian concentration Boucheron et al. (2013), for each s ∈ S and t ∈ [H], conditioned on D_1, with probability ≥ 1 −^δ_{2|S|H} , | | | ∑ tr∈D_2 1(tr ∈ T

D_1 t (s, π^∗_t (s))) |D_2| − Pr_π∗ [ T^{D1}_t (s, π^∗_t (s)) ] | | |

≤ ( Pr_π∗ [ T^{D1}_t (s, π^∗_t (s)) ])_{1/2} √ 2 log(2|S|H/δ) |D_2| (121)

By union bounding over s ∈ S and t ∈ [H], conditioned on D_1 with probability ≥ 1 −^δ_2 , H∑ t=1 ∑ s∈S | | | | ∑ tr∈D_2 1(tr ∈ T

D_1 t (s, π^∗_t (s))) |D_2| − Pr_π∗ [ T^{D1}_t (s, π^∗_t (s)) ] | | | | ≤ H∑ t=1 ( ∑ s∈S Pr_π∗ [ T^{D1}_t (s, π^∗_t (s)) ])^{1/2} √ 2 log(2|S|H/δ) |D_2| (122)

≤ H|S|^{1/2} ( Pr_π∗ [ E_{D1} ])_{1/2} √ 2 log(2|S|H/δ) |D_2| (123)

Applying Lemma A.3, with probability ≥ 1 − δ/2,

Pr_π∗ [E_{D1} ] ≤ 4|S|H 9|D_1| + 3H √ |S| log(2H/δ) |D_1| . (124)

Therefore union bounding the events of eqs. (123) and (124), with probability ≥ 1 − δ, H∑ t=1 ∑ s∈S | | | ∑ tr∈D_2 1(tr ∈ T

D_1 t (s, π^∗_t (s))) |D_2| − Pr_π∗ [ T^{D1}_t (s, π^∗_t (s)) ] | | | ≤ H|S|^{1/2} ( 4|S|H 9|D_1| + 3H √ |S| log(2H/δ) |D_1| )_{1/2} √ 2 log(2|S|H/δ) |D_2| (125)

≲ |S|H^{3/2} N ( 1 + 3 log(2|S|H/δ) √ |S| )_{1/2} √ log(2|S|H/δ). (126)

B.5 Lower bound in the no-interaction / active settings

B.5.1 Proof of Lemma A.14

Fix some policy π ∈ Π_{det}. Consider any time t ∈ [H] and state s ∈ S_t(D) which is visited in some trajectory in the dataset at time t. If π_t(s) does not match the action π^A_t (s) revealed by actively querying the expert in a trajectory in D that visits s at time t, the likelihood of π given D is exactly 0 (since the expert is deterministic). On the other hand, the conditional probability of observing (D, A) does not depend on the expert’s action on the states that were not observed in D, since no trajectory visits these states. Since on these states the expert’s action marginally follows the uniform distribution over A, the result immediately follows.

B.5.2 Proof of Lemma A.15

In order to prove this result, define the auxiliary random time τ_b to be the first time the learner first encounters the state b while rolling out a trajectory. If no such state is encountered, τ is defined as H + 1. Formally,

τ_b = { inf{t : s_t = b} ∃t : s_t = b

H + 1 otherwise.

Conditioning on the learner’s dataset (D, A), first observe that H − E_{(π}∗_{,M)∼P(D,A)} [J(^π)] = H − E_{(π}∗_{,M)∼P(D,A)} [ E_{^π} [∑_H t=1 r_t(s_t, a_t) ]] (127)

≥ E_{(π}∗_{,M)∼P(D,A)} [E_{^π} [H − τ_b + 1]] (128)

where the last inequality follows from the fact that r is bounded in [0, 1], and the state b is absorbing and offers 0 reward irrespective of the choice of action. Fixing the dataset (D, A) and the expert’s policy π^∗ (which determines the MDP M[π^∗]), we study E_{^π(D,A)} [H − τ_b + 1] and try to relate it to E_{^π(D,A)} [H − τ]. To this end, first observe that for any t ≤ H − 1 and state s ∈ S,

Pr_{^π} [τ_b = t + 1, τ = t, s_t = s] = Pr_{^π} [τ_b = t + 1|τ = t, s_t = s] Pr_{^π} [τ = t, s_t = s] (129) = ( 1 − ^π_t(π^∗_t (s)|s) ) Pr_{^π} [τ = t, s_t = s] . (130)

where in the last equation, we use the fact that the learner must play an action other than π^∗_t (s_t) to visit b at time t + 1. Next we take expectation with respect to the randomness of π^∗ which conditioned on (D, A) is drawn from Unif(Π_{mimic}(D, A)) which also specifies the underlying MDP

M[π^∗]. Observe that the dependence of the second term Pr_{^π} [τ = t, s_t = s] on π^∗ comes from the probability computed with the underlying MDP chosen as M[π^∗]. However observe that it only depends on the characteristics of M[π^∗] till time t − 1 which are determined by π^∗_1 , · · · , π^∗_{t−1}. On the other hand, the first term (1 − ^π_t(π^∗_t (s)|s)) depends only on π^∗_t . As a consequence the two terms depend on a disjoint set of random variables, which are independent (since conditionally π^∗ ∼ Π_{mimic}(D, A) defined in eq. (37))

Therefore taking expectation with respect to the randomness of π^∗ ∼ Unif(Π_{mimic}(D, A)) and M = M[π^∗] (which defines the joint distribution P(D, A) in eq. (37)), E_{(π}∗_{,M)∼P(D,A)} [ Pr_{^π(D,A)} [τ_b = t + 1, τ = t, s_t = s] ]

= E_{(π}∗_{,M)∼P(D,A)} [ 1 − ^π_t(π^∗_t (s_t)|s_t) ] E_{(π}∗_{,M)∼P(D,A)} [ Pr_{^π} [τ = t, s_t = s] ] (131) (a) = ( 1 − 1 |A| ) E_{(π}∗_{,M)∼P(D,A)} [ Pr_{^π} [τ = t, s_t = s] ] (132)

where in (a), conditioned on (D, A) we use the fact that either (i) s = b, in which case τ ≠ t and both sides are 0, or (ii) if s ≠ b, then τ = t implies that the state s visited at time t must not be observed in D, so π^∗_t (s) ∼ Unif(A). Using the fact that Pr_{^π} [τ_b = t + 1, τ = t, s_t = s] ≤ Pr_{^π} [τ_b = t + 1, s_t = s] and summing over s ∈ S results in the inequality, E_{(π}∗_{,M)∼P(D,A)} [ Pr_{^π} [τ_b = t + 1] ] ≥ ( 1 − 1 |A| ) E_{(π}∗_{,M)∼P(D,A)} [ Pr_{^π} [τ = t] ] (133)

Multiplying both sides by H − t and summing over t = 1, · · · , H, E_{(π}∗_{,M)∼P(D,A)} [ E_{^π} [H − τ_b + 1] ] ≥ ( 1 − 1 |A| ) E_{(π}∗_{,M)∼P(D,A)} [ E_{^π} [H − τ] ] (134)

here we use the fact that the initial distribution ρ places no mass on the bad state b. Therefore, Pr_{^π(D)} [τ_b = 1] = ρ(b) = 0. This equation in conjunction with eq. (128) completes the proof.

B.5.3 Proof of Lemma A.16

Firstly, in Lemma B.7 we show that E [ Pr_{^π(D,A)}[τ ≤ ⌊H/2⌋] ] ≥ 1 − (1 − γ)^{⌊H/2⌋} where γ is defined as ∑ s∈S ρ(s)(1 − ρ(s))^N . Subsequently, in Lemma B.8 we show that γ ≳ |S|/N. Putting these two results together proves the statement of Lemma A.16.

Along the way to proving Lemma B.7, we introduce an auxiliary result.

Lemma B.6. Fix the dataset (D, A) collected by the learner, and any policy π^∗ ∈ Π_{mimic}(D, A) (defined in eq. (37)). Recall that τ as defined in Lemma A.15 is the first time t that the learner encounters a state s_t ≠ b that has not been visited in D at time t.

For some t ∈ [H], consider Pr_{^π(D)} [τ = t] computed with the underlying MDP as M[π^∗]. Then, Pr_{^π(D,A)}[τ = t] = (1 − ρ (S_t(D) \ {b})) ∏_{t−1} t^′=1 ρ ( S_t′ (D) \ {b} ) (135)

Proof. First observe that, the event {τ = t} implies that the learner only visits states in S_t′ (D)∪{b} till time t^′ < t, and visits a state in S_τ (D) ∪ {b} at time t. That is,

Pr_{^π}[τ = t] = Pr_{^π} [ s_t ∉ S_t(D) ∪ {b}, ∀t^′ < t, s_t′ ∈ S_t′ (D) ∪ {b} ] (136)

= Pr_{^π} [ s_t ∉ S_t(D) ∪ {b}, ∀t^′ < t, s_t′ ∈ S_t′ (D) \ {b} ] (137) where in the last equation, we use the fact that by construction of M[π^∗], the learner is forced to visit the state b at time t if the state b is visited at any time t^′ < t.

Moreover, since the learner never visits b till time t − 1, this implies that the learner must play the expert’s action at each visited state until time t − 1 (otherwise the state b is visited with probability 1 at time t). Therefore,

Pr_{^π}[τ = t] = Pr_π∗ [ s_t ∉ S_t(D) ∪ {b}, ∀t^′ < t, s_t′ ∈ S_t′ (D) \ {b} ] . (138)

Since under the policy π^∗ rolled out on M[π^∗], the distribution over states induced is i.i.d. across time and drawn from ρ, we have that,

Pr_{^π}[τ = t] = (1 − ρ (S_t(D) ∪ {b})) ∏_{t−1} t^′=1 ρ(St^′ (D) \ {b}) (139)

However the distribution ρ has no mass on the state b. Therefore ρ (S_t(D) ∪ {b}) = ρ (S_t(D) \ {b}) and the proof concludes.

Corollary B.1. Pr_{^π(D,A)}[τ ≤ ⌊H/2⌋] = 1 − ∏_{⌊H/2⌋} t=1 ρ ( S_t(D) \ {b} ) . Lemma B.7. Fix some policy π^∗ ∈ Π_{mimic}(D, A) and the MDP as M[π^∗]. Then, E [ Pr_{^π(D,A)}[τ ≤ ⌊H/2⌋] ] ≥ 1 − (1 − γ)^{⌊H/2⌋} (140)

where γ = ∑ s∈S ρ(s)(1 − ρ(S))^N . Proof. Recall that the learner rolls out policies π_1, · · · , π_N to generate trajectories tr_1, · · · , tr_N . First observe that, conditioned on the learner’s dataset truncated till the states visited at time t, E [∏_τ t=1 ρ ( S_t(D) \ {b} )] − E [∏_{τ +1} t=1 ρ ( S_t(D) \ {b} )]

= E [∏_τ t=1 ρ ( S_t(D) \ {b} )( 1 − E [ ρ (S_{τ +1}(D) \ {b}) | | |D≤τ,<τ ] )] (141)

where in the last equation we use the fact S_t(D) for all t ≤ τ is a measurable function of D_{≤τ,<τ} . Conditioned on D_{≤τ,<τ} , consider the distribution over actions a^n_τ played by the learner in different trajectories. If a^n_τ = π^∗_t (s^n_τ ), the state s^n_{τ +1} is renewed in the distribution ρ. If a^n_τ is any other action, s^n_{τ +1} = b with probability 1, and does not provide any contribution to ρ (S_{τ +1}(D) \ {b}). Let the random variable N^′ denote the number of trajectories that have already visited b prior to time τ or play an action other than the expert’s action at time τ. By linearity of expectation,

1 − E [ ρ (S_{τ +1}(D) \ {b}) | |D_{≤τ,<τ} ] = E [∑ s∈S\{b} ρ(s) (1 − ρ(s)) N^′ | | |D^{≤τ,<τ} ] (142) ≥ ∑ s∈S\{b} ρ(s) (1 − ρ(s)) N (143)

Recalling that γ is defined as the constant ∑ s∈S ρ(s) (1 − ρ(s))^N and ρ(b) = 0, from eqs. (141) and (143), E [∏_{τ +1} t=1 ρ ( S_t(D) \ {b} )] ≥ (1 − γ)E [∏_τ t=1 ρ ( S_t(D) \ {b} )] (144)

We also have that E[ρ(S_1(D) \ {b})] = 1 − ∑ s∈S\{b} ρ(s)(1 − ρ(s)) N = 1 − γ since the initial state s in each trajectory in D is sampled independently and identically from ρ. Using this fact and recursing eq. (144) over τ = 1, · · · , ⌊H/2⌋ − 1 gives, E [∏_{⌊H/2⌋} t=1 ρ ( S_t(D) \ {b} )] ≥ (1 − γ)^{⌊H/2⌋}. (145)

Invoking Corollary B.1 completes the proof.

Lemma B.8. γ, defined in Lemma B.7 as ∑ s∈S ρ(s)(1 − ρ(s))^N is ≥^{|S|−2}_{e(N+1)} . Proof. By the definition of ρ, we have that, γ = ∑ s∈S ρ(s)(1 − ρ(s))^{N (i)}≥ |S| − 2 N + 1 ( 1 − 1 N + 1 )_N ≥ |S| − 2 e(N + 1)

. (146)

where in (i) we lower bound by only considering the |S| − 2 states having mass =^1_{N+1} under ρ.

B.6 Lower bound in the known-transition setting

B.6.1 Proof of Lemma A.18

The proof of this result closely follows that of Lemma A.14. Fix some policy π ∈ Π_{det}. Consider any time t ∈ [H] and state s ∈ S_t(D) which is visited in some trajectory in the dataset at time t. If π_t(s) does not match the unique action a^∗_t (s) played at time t in any trajectory in D that visits s at this time, the likelihood of π given D is exactly 0 (recall we assume that the expert’s policy is deterministic). On the contrary, the conditional probability of observing the expert dataset D does not depend on the expert’s action on the states that were not observed in D, since no trajectory visits these states. On these states the expert’s action marginally follows the uniform distribution over A. Thus the result follows.

B.6.2 Proof of Lemma A.19

Observe that,

E_{(π}∗_{,r)∼P} ′_{(D)} [H − J_r(^π(D, P, ρ))]

= E_{(π}∗_{,r)∼P} ′_{(D)} [ E_{^π} [∑_H t=1 1 − r_t(s_t, a_t) ]] (147) ≥ ∑_H t=1 E_{(π}∗_{,r)∼P} ′_{(D)} [ E_{^π} [ 1(s_1 ∉ S_1(D)) ( 1 − r_t(s_t, a_t) )]] (148)

By construction of the M[π^∗] and P each state s ∈ S is absorbing. Therefore, s_1 ∉ S_1(D) ⇐⇒ {∀t ∈ [H], s_t ∉ S_t(D)}. By the structure of the reward function r[π^∗], the learner accrues a reward of 1 at some state if and only if the learner plays the expert’s action at this state. Therefore, r_t(s_t, a_t) = 1(a_t = π^∗_t (s_t)) and,

E_{(π}∗_{,r)∼P} ′_{(D)} [ E_{^π} [ r_t(s_t, a_t) | |s1 ∉ S1(D) ]]

= E_{(π}∗_{,r)∼P} ′_{(D)} [ E_{^π} [ 1(a_t = π^∗_t (s_t)) | |s_1 ∉ S_1(D)]] (149)

From Lemma A.18 observe that conditioned on D, the expert’s policy π^∗ is sampled uniformly from Π_{mimic}(D). Since we condition on s_1 ∉ S_1(D) ⇐⇒ s_t ∉ S_t(D) the state s_t is not visited in any trajectory in D at time t. This implies that the expert’s action π^∗_t (s_t) is uniformly sampled from A. Therefore, E_{^π} [ E_{(π}∗_{,r)∼P} ′_{(D)} [ 1(a_t=π^∗_t (s_t)) | |s_1 ∉ S_1(D)]] = 1 |A| ∑ a∈A E_{^π} [ 1(a_t=a) | |s_1 ∉ S_1(D)] = 1 |A| . Plugging this into eq. (149) and subtracting 1 from both sides we get that,

E_{(π}∗_{,r)∼P} ′_{(D)} [ E_{^π(D,P,ρ)} [ 1 − r_t(s_t, a_t) | |s_1 ∉ S_1(D)]] = 1 − 1 |A| . (150)

Plugging this back into eq. (148) we get that, E_{(π}∗_{,r)∼P} ′_{(D)} [H − J_r(^π(D, P, ρ))] ≥ H ( 1 − 1 |A| ) Pr_{^π(D,P,ρ)} [s_1 ∉ S_1(D)] (151)

Since s_1 is sampled independently from ρ, the proof of the result concludes.

B.6.3 Proof of Lemma A.20 Note that the dataset D follows the posterior distribution generated by rolling out π^∗ for N episodes when π^∗ is drawn from the uniform prior Unif(Π_{det}). Irrespective of the choice of π^∗, note that the initial distribution over states is still ρ. Therefore,

E[1 − ρ(S_1(D)] = ∑ s∈S ρ(s)(1 − ρ(s))^N (152) (i) ≥ |S| − 1 N + 1 ( 1 − 1 N + 1 )_N ≥ |S| − 1 e(N + 1)

(153)

where in (i) we lower bound by considering only the |S| − 1 states having mass^1_{N+1} under ρ. Plugging this back into eq. (58) completes the proof of the theorem.