arXiv:2102.02981v2 [cs.LG] 24 Jul 2022

Finite Sample Analysis of Minimax Offline Reinforcement Learning:

Completeness, Fast Rates and First-Order Efficiency

Masatoshi Uehara^{∗1}, Masaaki Imaizumi^2, Nan Jiang^3, Nathan Kallus^1, Wen Sun^1, and Tengyang Xie^3

1Cornell University 2The University of Tokyo 3University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign

Abstract We offer a theoretical characterization of off-policy evaluation (OPE) in reinforcement learning using function approximation for marginal importance weights and q-functions when these are estimated using recent minimax methods. Under various combinations of realizability and completeness assumptions, we show that the minimax approach enables us to achieve a fast rate of convergence for weights and quality functions, characterized by the critical inequality (Bartlett et al., 2005). Based on this result, we analyze convergence rates for OPE. In particular, we introduce novel alternative completeness conditions under which OPE is feasible and we present the first finite-sample result with first-order efficiency in non-tabular environments, i.e., having the minimal coefficient in the leading term.

1 Introduction

Off-policy evaluation (OPE) is the problem of estimating the expected return in an unknown Markov decision process (MDP) of a given decision policy, known as the evaluation policy, using historical data generated by another policy, known as the behavior policy (Precup et al., 2000; Thomas et al., 2015; Bibaut et al., 2019; Levine et al., 2020; Namkoong et al., 2020; Shi et al., 2021; Ma et al., 2021). OPE is especially important in applications where online experimentation may be costly or dangerous, such as in medicine (Luckett et al., 2018; Kosorok and Laber, 2019; Chakraborty and Moodie, 2013), recommendation systems (Chen et al., 2019), and education (Mandel et al., 2014). OPE is also utilized as an intermediate step for off-policy policy optimization, where the goal is finding a well-performing policy using the historical data (Thomas et al., 2015; Lazaric et al., 2016).

Our goal is to develop estimators for OPE and study their convergence rates. To give a highlevel overview of our results, we briefly introduce our problem setting here, with formal definitions deferred to Section 2. We consider an MDP represented by a tuple M = {S, A, P_S′_{|S,A}, P_{R|S,A}, γ, d_0}, where S is a state space, A is an action space, P_S′_{|S,A} : S × A → Δ(S) is an unknown transition distribution, P_{R|S,A} : S × A → Δ(R) is an unknown reward distribution, γ ∈ [0, 1) is a discount factor, and d_0 ∈ Δ(S) is an initial state distribution on S. A policy π : S → Δ(A) maps from state to a distribution over A. In OPE, we consider two policies: an evaluation policy π^e and a behavior policy π^b. We define the policy value of the evaluation policy π^e as

J := (1 − γ)E_πe [_∞ ∑ t=0 γ^tr_t ] , (1)

∗mu223@cornell.edu

where the expectation is taken under the MDP and evaluation policy π^e. In other words, the above expectation is taken with respect to the distribution over trajectories s_0, a_0, r_0, s_1, a_1, · · · given by the product d_0(s_0)π^e(a_0|s_0)P_{R|S,A}(r_0|s_0, a_0)P_S′_{|S,A}(s_1|s_0, a_0)π^e(a_1|s_1) · · · .

We wish to estimate J based on n independent and identically distributed transition observations generated by the behavior policy π^b under the same MDP: {(s_i, a_i, r_i, s^′_i)}^n_{i=1} ∼ P_{S,A,R,S}′ (s, a, r, s^′) = P_S (s)π^b(a | s)P_S′_{|S,A}(s^′ | s, a)P_{R|S,A}(r | s, a). (2) where P_S is some state distribution, possibly different from d_0.

When γ = 0 (and understanding 0^0 = 1), the OPE problem is reduced to the problem of treatment effect estimation from unconfounded data in causal inference (Imbens, 2015; Chernozhukov et al., 2018; Robins et al., 1994). However, the reinforcement learning (RL) problem (γ > 0) is more complicated in that we need to deal with the sequential nature of the problem and leverage its Markovianity.

Standard approaches to estimating the policy value J use the q-function, the policy value when starting at a given state-action pair, or the w-function, the density ratio between the evaluation policy’s discounted state-action average occupancy distribution and the state-action distribution of the observed data (see Section 2 for precise definitions). These approaches use the fact that for the true q-function, q_πe : S × A → R, and for the true w-function, w_πe : S × A → R, we can express J as J = (1 − γ)E_{s0 ∼d0,a∼π}e_{(·|s0)}[q_πe (s_0, a)] = E_{s∼PS ,a∼π}e_{(·|s),r∼PR|S,A(·|s,a)}[w_πe (s, a)r] = (1 − γ)E_{s0 ∼d0,a∼π}e_{(·|s0)}[q_πe (s_0, a)] (3) + E_{s∼PS ,a∼π}e_{(·|s),r∼PR|S,A(·|s,a)}[w_πe (s, a)(r − q_πe (s, a) + γE_a′_{∼π}e_{(·|s}′_)[q_πe (s^′, a^′)])]. Therefore, we can estimate J by estimating q_πe and/or w_πe from the data and then plugging these in above and replacing true expectations with empirical averages. Plugging into the reformulation in the first equality yields to the so-called direct method of estimation, the second yields importance sampling (Liu et al., 2018), and the third yields the doubly robust method (Kallus and Uehara, 2019).

Minimax estimators have recently attracted significant attention for estimating q-functions (Antos et al., 2008; Feng et al., 2019; Uehara et al., 2020) and w-functions (Nachum et al., 2019; Zhang et al., 2020; Uehara et al., 2020). These minimax estimators are defined as solutions of zero-sum games between two function classes, the function to be learned and a critic function. Minimax estimators are easily amenable to function approximation as one can choose any function class, and models for the MDP itself are never needed. In our work, we consider a unified formulation for minimax q- and w-estimation that incorporates the possibility of a stabilizer term, which penalizes the norm of the critic function (distinguished from a regularizer, which penalizes the learned function). This unified formulation, in particular, also recovers as special cases many existing estimators, including modified RBM (Antos et al., 2008), the DICE family of estimators (Nachum et al., 2019; Zhang et al., 2020), MWL and MQL (Uehara et al., 2020). Minimax q-estimators can be seen as one-step alternative to the multi-step Fitted Q-Iteration (FQI) method (Ernst et al., 2005; Le et al., 2019a), which uses least-squares regression to repeatedly apply backward recursion of values. For w-estimation with general function approximation, the minimax approach is the predominant method.

In this paper, we study minimax estimators of q- and w-functions and their resulting OPE estimators. We first answer the following question:

Under what sufficient conditions can we obtain (non-asymptotic) statistical rates with polynomial dependence on problem-dependent quantities for learning q-functions, w-functions, and policy value using minimax methods with general function approximation, and how do the rates change with different conditions?

The problem-dependent quantities mentioned here include the effective horizon 1/(1 − γ), an upper bound on the reward r, and an upper bound on w_πe . We emphasize that a number of standard methods for OPE utilizing importance sampling based on sequential density ratios (Jiang and Li, 2016; Precup et al., 2000; Robins et al., 1999; Thomas and Brunskill, 2016; Bibaut et al., 2019; Zhang et al., 2013a; Jiang et al., 2019a) do not satisfy the polynomial dependence, since their error is exponential in the effective horizon.

In our analyses, two types of expressiveness conditions on the function classes play important roles: realizability and completeness. Given hypothesis classes Q and W for the q- and w-functions, respectively, realizability refers to the assumption that they contain the true functions, namely, q_πe ∈ Q and w_πe ∈ W , respectively. Completeness for q-functions states that the hypothesis class is closed under the Bellman operator B (precisely defined in Section 2), i.e., that {Bq : q ∈ Q} ⊂ Q holds (Chen and Jiang, 2019; Munos and Szepesvári, 2008). Completeness for w-functions is a new analogous condition we introduce with respect to the backward Bellman operator. We also introduce new adjoint versions of both q- and w-completeness. We show how different combinations of these realizability, completeness, and adjoint completeness assumptions provide sufficient conditions and how the rates differ in each case and with or without stabilizer terms.

For q-estimation, is is well-known that q-realizability and -completeness together yield finitesample guarantees for FQI (Munos and Szepesvári, 2008; Fan et al., 2020). Completeness plays a crucial role in handling the dynamics of the problem, and when we only assume realizability we generally suffer exponential dependence on the effective horizon (Wang et al., 2020), which is undesirable in RL (Liu et al., 2018; Kallus and Uehara, 2020a). Unlike FQI, which only applies to q-estimation, statistical properties of minimax estimators are neither well understood nor tightly characterized, despite of their recent popularity. In particular, no work currently derives finite-sample convergence rates for w-estimation with general function approximation. For minimax q-estimators, although there is some work that derives finite-sample errors (Antos et al., 2008; Chen and Jiang, 2019; Farahm et al., 2016), their results are either limited to finite hypothesis classes or obtain slow rates of O(n^{−1/4}) even in settings where O(n^{−1/2}) rates can be attained, as we will do. Finally, we obtain rates of convergence under completely new combinations of realizability and completeness conditions, showing that estimation without bad horizon dependence is possible in new regimes.

To tackle this first question, under a variety of realizability and completeness condition combinations, we establish fast rates of convergence of minimax q- and w-estimators in terms of Bellman residual errors and L2 errors (precisely defined in Section 5). The fast rates are characterized by the critical radius of a localized Rademacher complexities of the function classes (Bartlett et al., 2005). This same quantity is often used to tightly characterize fast rates for regression and density estimation (Wainwright, 2019). The results also satisfy our requirement of polynomial dependence on the problem-dependent quantities. In particular, we obtain the first finite-sample result with a fast rate for any w-estimator. We also obtain the first finite-sample result with a fast rate for minimax q-estimators with general function approximation.

A second question we tackle is

Under what sufficient conditions can we obtain (non-asymptotic) statistical rates with firstorder efficiency for minimax policy value estimation?

For OPE in the infinite-horizon setting we study, (Kallus and Uehara, 2019) derived the semiparametric efficiency bound, which is essentially the smallest-possible value of the limit of √ n-scaled mean squared error (for more detail on semiparametric efficiency bounds see (van der Vaart, 1998; Tsiatis, 2006; Kosorok, 2008)). Representing this quantity by EB, we say that an error bound with probability 1−δ is first-order efficient if it has the form √ 2(EB) log(1/δ)/n+o(1/ √ n), that is, if the constant on the leading term is the smallest-possible instance-dependent constant for a sub-Gaussian tail. We provide the first first-order efficient finite-sample guarantees for OPE in general function approximation settings. In comparison, (Kallus and Uehara, 2019) only showed that the efficiency bound is achievable asymptotically, hiding many important and possibly exponential terms in the higher-order terms, and they rely on the estimation of q- and w-functions at some rates as a basic assumption, where it is not clear what sufficient conditions may make such estimation possible. Aside from this, the only first-order efficient guarantees are in the time-varying tabular setting (i.e., finite state and action spaces with time-dependent transition and reward distributions) using model-based estimates (Yin and Wang, 2020). Under realizability and completeness of both w- and q-functions, we obtain the first finite-sample result with first-order efficiency for OPE in general environments with general function approximation.

We next give a brief overview of the paper and the results. We summarize some of their implications in Table 1.

• (Section 4) Under q- and w-realizability, we prove general finite-sample error bounds for estimating policy value using minimax estimators (without stabilizers) by refining the analysis of Uehara et al. (2020). We derive specific rates of convergence depending on the types of hypothesis classes, such as the VC classes, Sobolev balls, and neural networks.

• (Sections 5 and 6) We relax one of the realizability conditions and impose instead one of a variety of completeness-type conditions. We show minimax estimators (with stabilizers) can achieve a fast rate of convergence in estimating the q- and w-functions themselves in either Bellman residual error or L2-error. The rates depends on the specific hypothesis class as above. We apply these results to derive the rate of policy value estimators, which is generally slower than the rate in Section 4.

• (Section 7) Under both realizability and completeness of both w- and q-functions, we show that the policy value estimator achieves a convergence rate that is generally faster than the cases in Sections 4 to 6. Under mild conditions, we obtain the first non-asymptotic first-order-efficient bound in general settings. As a byproduct, we also obtain the super-fast O(1/n) rate for (non-tabular) deterministic MDPs.

• (Section 8) We extend our results to: (i) state-based (instead of state-action-based) minimax estimators (Liu et al., 2018; Feng et al., 2019) and (ii) off-policy policy optimization (Xie and Jiang, 2020).

We provide a discussion of and comparison to related work in Section 9. We offer some concluding remarks and directions for future research in Section 10. All proofs are given in Appendix F.

1.1 Notation

Functions and their expectations. For a function f : S ×A×R×S → R, we use E[f(s, a, r, s^′ )] to denote the expectation with respect to P_{S,A,R,S}′ (·) (the data generating distribution in Eq. (2)) and E_n [f(s, a, r, s^′)] the empirical average over the n data points. We set for any f : S ×A → R and a pol- icy π(a|s), we define f(s, π) := E_{a∼π(a|s)} [f(s, a)]. We also define ‖f‖_∞ = ess sup_{(s,a,r,s}′_{)∼PS,A,R,S′} |f(s, a, r, s^′)|, ‖f‖_2 = (E[f^2 (s, a, r, s^′)])^{1/2} and ‖f‖_{2,n} = (E_n [f^2(s, a, r, s^′)])^{1/2}. For a set of functions F, we define ‖F‖_∞ = sup_{f ∈F} ‖f‖_∞ and F + f := {f^′ + f | f^′ ∈ F}. For a measurable space X , L^2(X ) is the space of square integrable functions over X , where the inner product is defined as ⟨f, g⟩ = E[fg] for f, g ∈ L^2(X ). For a function m : R → R and an operator T : f → T f, m(F) := {m(f(·)) : f ∈ F} and T F := {T f | f ∈ F} denote sets of mapped functions.

Constants. Symbols denoted by c_0, c_1, c_2 . . . are universal positive constants that do not depend on any other parameters and can refer to different universal constants in each appearance, unless noted otherwise. In contrast, C_η , C_w, . . . is reserved for non-universal, problem-dependent constants.

Comparisons. For x, y ∈ R, we write x ≲ y to mean x ≤ c_0y. For random variables X and Y , we write X ≲_δ Y to mean P(X ≤ c_0Y ) ≥ 1 − δ holds for any δ ∈ (0,^1_2 ), where c_0 is independent of δ. For sequences {x_n}_{n∈N} and {y_n}_{n∈N}, x_n = O(y_n) denotes that there exist C > 0 and n̄ ∈ N such that |x_n| ≤ C|y_n| for all n ≥ n̄, x_n = ~O(y_n) denotes that there exists k ∈ Z such that |x_n| ≤ C|y_n| log^k(n), x_n = Ω(y_n) denotes y_n = O(x_n), x_n = Θ(y_n) denotes both x_n = O(y_n) and y_n = O(x_n) hold, and similarly for ~Ω, ~Θ.

Table 1: Rates of convergence of estimation errors for the policy value J under various settings. The columns “Realizability” and “Completeness” denote whether the hypothesis classes for q- and wfunctions satisfy the realizability and completeness conditions, repsectively. √_† refers to the adjoint version of the completeness condition. The column “Stab” denotes whether the minimax estimators use a stabilizer, as introduced in Section 2. “Rate” shows the rate derived when the hypothesis class is a VC class or a Sobolev ball of order α on d-dimensional inputs. “First Order Efficiency” denotes whether the bound is first-order efficient. “Convergence of q, w” denotes whether we can also derive estimation rates for the q- and w-functions themselves and the nature of the errors bounded (Bellman residual errors or L2-errors). Sec Realizability Completeness Stab

Rate First Order Convergence q w q w VC Sobolev Efficiency of q, w 4 √ √ No n^{− 12} n^{−12 ∨ −αd} 5 √ √ No n^{− 1}4 n^{−1}4^{∨ −α}2d q (Bellman) √ √_† q (L2) √ √ w (Bellman) √ √_† w (L2) 6 √ √ Yes n^{− 1}2 n^{− α2α+d} q (Bellman) √ √_† q (L2) √ √ w (Bellman) √ √_† w (L2) 7 √ √ √/√_† √/√_† Yes n^{− 12} n^{−12 ∨ −2α2α+d} √ q, w (Bellman)

Size of sets and matrices. For a set S equipped with a norm ‖ · ‖ and τ > 0, let N (τ, S, ‖ · ‖) denote the τ-covering number of S with respect to ‖ · ‖, i.e., the minimal number of τ-radius ‖ · ‖-balls needed to cover S. We say a set S is star-shaped if there exists z_0 ∈ S such that ∀z ∈ S, ∀α ∈ [0, 1], z_0α + z(1 − α) ∈ S. For a matrix A, we denote the set of its all singular values of A by σ(A), and σ_{max}(A) = sup σ(A) denotes its maximum.

Rademacher complexities and critical radii. The empirical localized Rademacher complexity of a class G of functions V → R for a given sample v_1, . . . , v_n is

R_n(η; G) = E_ϵ [ sup g∈G:‖g‖_{2,n} ≤η 1 n ∑ i ϵ_ig(v_i) ] , where E_ϵ is shorthand for^1_{2n} ∑ ϵ∈{−1,1}^n , i.e., expectation over independent Rademacher variables

(i.e., not marginalizing any other randomness). The empirical (non-localized) Rademacher complexity of G is R_n(G) = R_n(∞; G). A critical radius of G is any solution η to R_n(η; G) ≤ η^2/C_2 when ‖G‖_∞ ≤ C_2. 2 Problem Setup

A (discounted) MDP is specified by M = {S, A, P_S′_{|S,A}, P_{R|S,A}, γ, d_0} as explained in Section 1. Our goal is to estimate the normalized discounted return J under a given initial-state density d_0 and the evaluation policy π_e defined in Eq. (1). We remark that the policy value J can equivalently be written as J = E_{(s,a)∼dπe ,γ ,r∼PR|S,A(r|s,a)}[r], where d_πe_{,γ} is the discounted occupancy density, d_πe_{,γ} := (1 − γ) ∑_∞ t=0 γ^td_πe_{,t}, and d_πe_{,t} is the density of (s_t, a_t) under policy π^e and initial-state density d_0.

In OPE, we must estimate J given data generated in the same MDP by the behavior policy π^b, namely, n independent and identically distributed quadruplets {(s_i, a_i, r_i, s^′_i)}^n_{i=1} ∼ P_{S,A,R,S}′ (s, a, r, s^′) defined in Eq. (2). With a slight abuse of notation, we refer to the joint density over (s, a, r, s^′) or its marginal on (s, a) as P_{S,A,R,S}′ (·) and P_{S,A}(·).

Remark 1. The OPE task is related to treatment effect estimation of dynamic treatment regimes in causal inference (Murphy, 2003; Jiang et al., 2019; Kosorok and Moodie, 2015). We can equivalently phrase our results in terms of counterfactual notation (e.g., potential outcomes) if we assume consistency and sequential ignorability (Ertefaie and Strawderman, 2018; Kennedy, 2019; Luckett et al., 2018; Shi et al., 2020). Thus our work is also directly applicable to this setting.

We define the MDP’s transition and (forward) Bellman operators as, respectively, T : [S × A → R] → [S × A → R], f → ( (s, a) → E_s′_{∼PS′ |S,A(s}′_{|s,a)}[f(s^′, π^e)] ) , B : [S × A → R] → [S × A → R], f → ( (s, a) → γT f(s, a) + E_{r∼PR|S,A (r|s,a)}[r] ) . The (true) q-function is the long-term value of a given state-action pair under π^e:

q_πe (s, a) := E_πe [_∞ ∑ t=0 γ^tr_t|s_0 = s, a_0 = a ] , where the expectation is taken with respect to P_{R|S,A}(r_0 | s_0, a_0)P_S′_{|S,A}(s_1|s_0, a_0)π^e(a_1 | s_1) · · · . The corresponding (true) state-value function is v_πe (s) = q_πe (s, π^e).

The (true) w-function is the density ratio of the state-action occupancy measures. In addition to the w-function, we also define its state-only analog as well as the instantaneous density ratio:

w_πe (s, a) := d_πe_{,γ} (s, a) P_{S,A}(s, a) , w_πe_{,S} (s) := d_πe_{,γ} (s) P_S (s)

, η_πe (s, a) := π^e(a | s) π^b(a | s) , where d_πe_{,γ} (s) is the marginal density of d_πe_{,γ} (s, a) over s ∈ S.

Based on Eq. (3) and given estimators ^q and ^w for q_πe and w_πe , respectively, there are three general approaches to estimating J: (i) the direct method (DM) given by (1 − γ)E_{s∼d0} [^q(s, π^e)], (ii) the marginal importance sampling (IS) estimator (Liu et al., 2018) given by E_n [ ^w(s, a)r], and (iii) the infinite-horizon doubly robust (DR) estimator (Kallus and Uehara, 2019) given by (1 − γ)E_{s∼d0} [^q(s, π^e)] + E_n [ ^w(s, a)(r − ^q(s, a) + γ^q(s^′, π_e))]. Remark 2. Our goal is to obtain finite sample results with polynomial dependence on problemdependent quantities such as effective horizon. In contrast, IS or doubly robust estimators using sequential density ratios ∏_t k=1 η_πe (a_k | s_k) (Precup et al., 2000; Jiang et al., 2019b; Jiang and Li, 2016; Thomas and Brunskill, 2016) have MSE growing exponentially in the effective horizon, which is known as curse of horizon. Finite sample results that avoid this dependence have been largely limited to the DM method based on FQI (Ernst et al., 2005), where with q-realizability (q_πe ∈ Q) and q-completeness (BQ ⊂ Q) good finite-sample results are obtained (Munos and Szepesvári, 2008; Chen and Jiang, 2019).

We assume throughout that P_{R|S,A} is supported only on the bounded interval [−R_{max}, R_{max}]. We further assume throughout the following

Assumption 1 (Concentrability). Letting P_S′ (·) denote the density of s^′ under P_{S,A,R,S}′ (·), there exist C_η , C_m, C_w > 0 such that ‖η_πe ‖_∞ ≤ C_η , ‖P_S′ (·)/P_S (·)‖_∞ ≤ C_m, ‖w_πe ‖_∞ ≤ C_w = C_η C_m. These assumptions are standard in offline RL (Antos et al., 2008) and ensure the data has sufficient exploration to identify J. In the non-dynamic setting (γ = 0) and in causal inference, it is also called the overlap assumption (Kennedy, 2019). Note that if P_S (·) is invariant (stationary) under the Markov kernel π_b(a | s)P_S′_{|S,A}(· | s, a) then P_S (·) = P_S′ (·) and we can take C_m = 1.

Under Assumption 1, T is a bounded operator. Thus, there uniquely exists the adjoint transition operator (Debnath, 2005), as summarized below (Assumption 1 is assumed implicitly everywhere).

Lemma 2.1. The adjoint transition operator T^′ is uniquely defined such that ⟨f, T g⟩ = ⟨T^′f, g⟩, ∀f, g ∈ L^2(S × A). In Appendix B, we show the explicit form of the adjoint transition operator and how it can be interpreted in specific MDPs such as tabular MDPs and linear MDPs (Jin et al., 2020).

We also define the backward Bellman operator: B^′ : f → ( (s, a) → γT^′f(s, a) + (1 − γ) d_0(s, a)π^e(a|s) P_{S,A}(s, a) ) . In RL, T , B are natural for describing q-functions. T^′, B^′ can be understood as the analogues for w-functions. Then next lemma establishes the q- and w-Bellman equations.

Lemma 2.2. By letting T_γ := γT − I, T^′_γ := γT^′ − I, we have (B − I)q = T_γ (q − q_πe ) ∀q, (B^′ − I)w = T^′_γ (w − w_πe ) ∀w. In particular, we have Bq_πe = q_πe , B^′w_πe = w_πe .

The Bellman residual error of any q is defined as ‖Bq − q‖_2. This is a common error objective in RL (Chen and Jiang, 2019) since it is zero for q = q_πe . We introduce an analogous notion for the w-function by defining Bellman residual error of any w as ‖B^′w − w‖_2. This is again 0 when w = w_πe . In contrast, L2-estimation error refers to ‖q_πe − q‖_2 or ‖w_πe − w‖_2.

Generally, Bellman residual errors and L2-errors are not equivalent, unless γ is small.

Lemma 2.3. We have (1 − γ √ C_mC_η )‖q − q_πe ‖_2 ≤ ‖Bq − q‖_2 ≤ (1 + γ √ C_mC_η )‖q − q_πe ‖ and (1 − γ √ C_mC_η )‖w − w_πe ‖_2 ≤ ‖B^′w − w‖_2 ≤ (1 + γ √ C_mC_η )‖w − w_πe ‖_2. Thus, when γ √ C_mC_η < 1, Bellman residual errors and L2-errors are equivalent.

3 Minimax Estimators for q-functions and w-functions

We next define the minimax estimators for q-functions and w-functions in a generic, unified way. The estimators take a form of minimax games, unlike standard empirical risk minimization. To introduce the estimators, we observe that the following moment conditions (Kallus and Uehara, 2019) characterizing w- and q-functions hold: for any functions w, q ∈ L^2(S × A), the true functions q_πe and w_πe satisfy 0 = E[w(s, a){r − q_πe (s, a) + γq_πe (s^′, π^e)}], 0 = E[w_πe (s, a){−q(s, a) + γv(s^′)}] + (1 − γ)E_{s0 ∼d0} [v(s_0)], v(s) = q(s, π^e).

These two equations are derived by the Bellman equations of q-functions and Bellman flow constraints of state-action occupancy measures. Note that the first condition is also formulated as a conditional moment equation: E[r − q_πe (s, a) + γq_πe (s^′, π^e) | s, a] = 0. From the above moment conditions, we have

w_πe ∈ arg min w∈L^2(S×A) max q∈L^2 (S×A) |E[w(s, a){−q(s, a) + γq(s^′, π^e)}] + (1 − γ)E_{s0 ∼d0} [q(s_0, π^e)]|, q_πe ∈ arg min q∈L^2(S×A) max w∈L^2(S×A) |E[w(s, a){r − q(s, a) + γq(s^′, π^e)}]|.

Motivated^1 by this, by introducing function classes W_1 , W_2 , Q_1 , Q_2 and possible stabilization coefficients λ, λ^′ ≥ 0 and by replacing E[·] with the empirical analogue E_n [·], we define the minimax indirect learning (MIL) estimators:

^w_{mil} = arg min w∈W_1 max_{q∈Q1} E_n [w(s, a){−q(s, a) + γq(s^′, π^e)}] + (1 − γ)E_{s0 ∼d0} [q(s_0, π^e)] − λ‖J q‖^2_{,n}, ^q_{mil} = arg min q∈Q_2 max w∈W_2 E_n [w(s, a){r − q(s, a) + γq(s^′, π^e)}] − λ^′‖w‖^2_{,n}, where J q = −q(s, a) + γq(s^′, π^e). Intuitively, W_1 , W_2 are hypothesis classes for w^e_π and Q_1 , Q_2 for q^e_π. When there is no confusion, we often write W for W_1 , W_2 and Q for Q_1 , Q_2 . We let C_Q, C_W be some constants such that ‖q‖_∞ ≤ C_Q, ∀q ∈ Q, ‖w‖_∞ ≤ C_W , ∀w ∈ W . For simplicity, we assume these function classes are symmetric (W_1 = −W_1 , etc.).

Given these estimators for w^e_π and q^e_π, we consider the resulting DM (q-based), IS (w-based), and DR (q, w-based) estimators for J based on ^w_{mil}, ^q_{mil}:

^J^{mil}_q = E_{s0 ∼d0} [^q_{mil}(s_0, π^e)], ^J^{mil}_w = E_n [ ^w_{mil}(s, a)r],

^J^{mil}_{wq} = E_n [ ^w_{mil}(s, a){r − ^q_{mil}(s, a) + γ^q_{mil}(s^′, π^e)}] + (1 − γ)E_{s0 ∼d0} [^q_{mil}(s_0, π^e)].

These minimax estimators are inspired by and in some sense unify the various proposals in (Antos et al., 2008; Chen and Jiang, 2019; Uehara et al., 2020; Zhang et al., 2020; Nachum et al., 2019; Feng et al., 2019; Tang et al., 2020; Liao et al., 2020). When λ = 0.5, ^q_{mil} is modified BRM (Bellman Residual Minimization) (Antos et al., 2008; Liao et al., 2020; Chen and Jiang, 2019). When λ = 0, ^w_{mil} is MWL in (Uehara et al., 2020). When λ^′ = 0, ^q_{mil} is MQL in (Uehara et al., 2020). Note that, however, this is different from (Yang et al., 2020) as in their formulation λ‖J q‖^2_{,n} is replaced by λ‖q(s, a)‖^2_{,n}, where λ = 1 reduces to GenDICE (Zhang et al., 2020). Though (Yang et al., 2020) uses more general norm rather than L^2-norm for stabilizers, we can also extend our analysis to this case. At any rate, (Yang et al., 2020) does not provide any finite-sample guarantees. There are also several related estimators have been proposed in the non-dynamic setting (γ = 0) (Hirshberg and Wager, 2019; Zhang et al., 2020; Wong and Chan, 2018; Armstrong and Kolesár, 2017; Chernozhukov et al., 2018).

4 Finite Sample Analysis Without Stabilizers under w- and q-realizability

In this section we analyze the MIL estimators without stabilizers (λ = λ^′ = 0 throughout this section).

First, we consider the case where we assume that W and Q each contain the true w- and qfunctions, respectively, which we call w- and q-realizability. Here, we do not assume any completeness assumptions. The below extends (Uehara et al., 2020, Theorem 9) to ^J^{mil}_{wq} and empirical complexities. More crucially, going beyond (Uehara et al., 2020), we will proceed to analyze the error terms to also obtain a rate.

1Note we take this purely as motivation as the equations need not uniquely define w_πe , q_πe ; see Example 1. Later, we will prove specific guarantees for our specific estimators under appropriate conditions.

Theorem 4.1 (Finite sample error bound of MIL). Define G(W , Q ) := {w(s, a)(−q(s, a) + γq(s^′, π^e)) : w ∈ W , q ∈ Q} Err_{mil,w} := R_n(G(W_1 , Q_1 )) + C_{W1} (R_{max} + C_{Q1} ) √ log(c_0/δ)n^{−1},

Err^′_{mil,w} := R_{max}R_n(W_1 ) + R_{max}C_{W1} √ log(c_0/δ)n^{−1},

Err_{mil,q} := R_{max}R_n(W_2 ) + R_n(G(W_2 , Q_2 )) + C_{W2} (R_{max} + C_{Q2} ) √ log(c_0/δ)n^{−1},

Err_{mil,wq} := R_n(G(W_1 , Q_2 )) + C_{W1} (R_{max} + C_{Q2} ) √ log(c_0/δ)n^{−1}.

Then:

1. If w_πe ∈ W_1 , q_πe ∈ Q_1 , then | ^J^{mil}_w − J| ≲_δ Err_{mil,w} + Err^′_{mil,w}.

2. If w_πe ∈ W_2 , q_πe ∈ Q_2 , then | ^J^{mil}_q − J| ≲_δ Err_{mil,q}.

3. If either w_πe ∈ W_1 , Q_2 − q_πe ⊂ Q_1 or W_1 − w_πe ⊂ W_2 , q_πe ∈ Q_2 , then | ^J^{mil}_{wq} − J| ≲_δ max(Err_{mil,w}, Err_{mil,q}) + Err_{mil,wq}.

We remark on the implications. First, the dominating term with respect to n in all of the error terms is R_n(G(W_i , Q_j )), i, j = 1, 2. In other words, When W = W_1 = W_2 , Q = Q_1 = Q_2 , R_n(G(W , Q )) is an essential term in all of the bounds. We will analyze this term in detail soon when we consider complexity assumptions on W , Q . Second, comparing to ^J^{mil}_w and ^J^{mil}_q , the estimator ^J^{mil}_{wq} requires an additional condition, that Q_1 or W_2 is large enough in addition to realizability. Third, ^w_{mil}, ^q_{mil} might not actually converge to w_πe , q_πe , and irrespective of that, we can still ensure that the MIL OPE estimators converge. This is observed in the following example. Example 1. Consider W_2 = {w_πe }, Q_2 = {α_1q_πe + α_2 : α_1 ∈ R, α_2 ∈ R}. Note that 0 = E[w_πe (s, a){r − q(s, a) + γq(s^′, π^e)}] for any q(s, a) = α_1q_πe (s, a) + α_2 such that (γ − 1)α_2 = E[w_πe (s, a)r(1 − α_1)]. Therefore, ^q_{mil} may converge to any such q (or not converge at all), and not necessarily to q_πe . This is intuitively because the discriminator class W_2 is not rich enough to identify q_πe since W_2 is smaller than Q_2 . Irrespective of that, we can still ensure ^J^{mil}_q = J + o_p(1) since the realizability conditions w_πe ∈ W_2 , q_πe ∈ Q_2 hold as in Item 2 in Theorem 4.1.

Finally, we remark that we can also obtain an extension of Theorem 4.1 agnostic to realizability assumptions, which is useful to analyze sieve estimators. In this case, the final error is given as the estimation error terms in Theorem 4.1 plus an approximation error coming from the violation of realizability. For instance, the approximation error term for ^J^{mil}_q is min w∈W_2 max_{q∈Q2} E[(w − w_πe )T_γ (q − q_πe )] + min_{q∈Q2} max_{w∈W2} E[wT_γ (q − q_πe )]. (4)

The first term corresponds to the violation of w_πe ∈ W_2 and the second term corresponds to the violation of q_πe ∈ Q_2 . We formalize the above extension and also discuss the approximation error terms of other estimators in Appendix C.

4.1 Analysis of the error term

We next investigate the error terms in Theorem 4.1. To simplify the presentation, we focus on the order with respect to the sample size. In particular, in the below, all constants in O(·) notation have polynomial dependence on both log(1/δ) and all problem-dependent quantities such as the effective horizon (1/(1−γ)) and the concentrability constants. Below, ^J^{mil} refers to any one of ^J^{mil}_w , ^J^{mil}_q , ^J^{mil}_{wq} assuming the conditions in the corresponding item in Theorem 4.1. We let W_1 = W_2 = W , Q_1 = Q_2 = Q.

Example 2 (VC-subgraph classes). Let V (W ), V (Q) be the VC-subgraph dimension (pseudodimension) of W , Q , respectively (van der Vaart, 1998, Chapter 19). For example, W = {(s, a) → θ^⊤ϕ(s, a) : θ ∈ R^d } has VC-subgraph dimension d + 1.

Corollarry 4.2. Suppose V (W ) and V (Q) are finite. Then, with probability 1 − δ,

| ^J^{mil} − J| = O( √ max(V (W ), V (Q))/n) Example 3 (Nonparametric Models). To study a case where W and Q are nonparametric, we can consider their covering numbers. This covers examples such as function classes given by balls in Hölder, Sobolev, or Besov space (Korostelev and Korosteleva, 2011), which do not have VC-subgraph dimension. E.g., when W is a ball with radius c in the Hölder space with smoothness p and input dimension d, we have log N (τ, W , ‖ · ‖_∞) = O((c/τ)^{d/p}) (Wainwright, 2019, Chapter 5).

Corollarry 4.3. Suppose log N (τ, W , ‖ · ‖_∞) = O(1/τ^β ), log N (τ, Q, ‖ · ‖_∞) = O(1/τ^β ) for some β > 0. Then, with probability 1 − δ, | ^J^{mil} − J| = O(n^{−1/(2∨β)}) if β ≠ 2 and | ^J^{mil} − J| = ~O(n^{−1/2}) if β = 2.

Example 4 (Linear Sieves). In practice, it is difficult to implement MIL with nonparametric classes as in Example 3 because it involves an infinite-dimensional optimization. Instead, we can achieve similar results by restricting to a function class that is linear in some basis functions, such as polynomials, splines, or wavelets (Chen, 2007, Section 2.3), and then slowly grow the number of such functions, aka a linear sieve.

We focus on S × A = [0, 1]^d and the target function class being Λ^p_K ([0, 1]^d), the ball of radius c in the Hölder space with order p and d-dimensional input. Let ϕ_1, ϕ_2, . . . be given bases functions such that,

sup_{f ∈Λ}p_{K ([0,1]}d_) inf_{g∈span(ϕ1 ,...,ϕk)} ‖f − g‖_∞ = O(k^{−p/d}). (5)

This can, for example, be satisfied by the above mentioned basis functions (Chen, 2007, Section 2.3). Then, for an appropriate choice k_n, we set Q = (−(1 − γ)^{−1}R_{max}) ∨ ((1 − γ)^{−1}R_{max} ∧ span(ϕ_1, . . . , ϕ_{kn} )) and W = (−C_w) ∨ (C_w ∧ span(ϕ_1, . . . , ϕ_{kn} )).

Since the function classes Q, W change with n, it is not suitable to directly assume w, qrealizability , as we did Corollary 4.2 and 4.3. Instead, we assume realizability with respect to Λ^p_K ([0, 1]^d), which Q, W approximate, and instead of applying Theorem 4.1 directly, we will need to also incorporate an approximation error as in Eq. (4).

Corollarry 4.4. Suppose (5) holds. Assume w_πe , q_πe ∈ Λ^p_K ([0, 1]^d). Then, for an appropriate choice of k_n, with probability 1 − δ, | ^J^{mil} − J| = ~O(n^{−p/(2p+d)}).

This rate can be worse than the rate when we directly optimize over Λ^p_K ([0, 1]^d), in which case the rate is 1/n^{12 ∧ pd} (Corollary 4.3).

Example 5 (Neural Networks). Neural networks can also form a (nonlinear) sieve for nonparametric classes (Yarotsky, 2017; Nakada and Imaizumi, 2020). We consider neutral networks with a ReLU activation function, which can approximate functions in H^p_K ([0, 1]^d), the K-ball in the Sobolev space with an order p on d-dimensional input (Korostelev and Korosteleva, 2011). Again we focus on S × A = [0, 1]^d and assume w_πe , q_πe ∈ H^p_K ([0, 1]^d) instead of the realizability of W , Q . We then have the following:

Corollarry 4.5. Assume w_πe , q_πe ∈ H^p_K ([0, 1]^d). Let W = F_{NN} = Q = F_{NN} , where F_{NN} is the set of functions given by neural networks with ReLU activation, L layers, and Ξ weight parameters in [−B, B]. Then, by taking L = Θ(log n), Ξ = Θ(n^{d/(2p+d)}), with probability 1 − δ, | ^J^{mil} − J| = ~O(n−p/(2p+d)).

The rate in Corollary 4.5 is derived by balancing the approximation (bias) and estimation errors (Rademacher complexities). The above analysis does not necessarily capture practical situations. Usually the number of parameters Ξ is taken much larger than the sample size n so that the bias is very small. To take this into consideration, we discuss an overparameterized case, where instead of limiting the number of weight parameters, we focus on the the norm of the weight parameter matrix. We then obtain the following result by combining an approximation rate of neural networks (Yarotsky, 2017) and the parameter norm bound (Golowich et al., 2018).

Corollarry 4.6. Fix M_F (ℓ) ≥ 0, ℓ = 1, . . . , L and let W = F^∘_{NN} , Q = F^∘_{NN} , where F^∘_{NN} is the set of neural network with L layers and ReLU activation function subject to ‖A_ℓ‖_F ≤ M_F (ℓ), ℓ = 1, . . . , L, where A_ℓ is the weight matrix of the ℓ-th layer. Suppose that S × A is compact and that for any ε > 0 there exists w_0 ∈ W , q_0 ∈ Q such that max{‖w_πe − w_0‖_∞, ‖q_πe − q_0‖_∞} ≤ ε. Then, with probability 1 − δ, | ^J^{mil} − J| = ~O(ε + √ log L ∏_L ℓ=1 M_F (ℓ)/ √ n). Here, ε represents the approximation error of neural networks. The approximation error is guaranteed to be small enough due to the large number of parameters. The final error only depends on the parameter norm bound M_F (ℓ) but not the number of parameters. Comparing to Corollary 4.5, which uses o(n) parameters, Corollary 4.6 captures the case in which the number of parameters can be much larger than the sample size.

5 Finite Sample Analysis Without Stabilizers under w- and q-completeness

In this section, we analyze MIL estimators without stabilizers (again, λ = λ^′ = 0 throughout this section) where we relax w- or q-realizability. Instead, we introduce completeness conditions and show they are sufficient to obtain convergence rates. All of the conditions are new aside from the (nonadjoint) q-completeness condition, which is closely related to the standard completeness condition in FQI as discussed below.

Theorem 5.1 (Convergence rates in MIL). For a problem-dependent constant C_ξ ,

1. If w_πe ∈ W_1 , C_ξ (W_1 − w_πe ) ⊂ T_γ Q_1 then ‖ ^w_{mil} − w_πe ‖_2 ≲_δ √ C^{−1}_ξ Err_{mil,w},

2. If w_πe ∈ W_1 , C_ξ T^′_γ (W_1 − w_πe ) ⊂ Q_1 then ‖ ^w_{mil} − B^′ ^w_{mil}‖_2 ≲_δ √ C^{−1}_ξ Err_{mil,w},

3. If q_πe ∈ Q_2 , C_ξT_γ (Q_2 − q_πe ) ⊂ W_2 then ‖^q_{mil} − B^q_{mil}‖_2 ≲_δ √ C^{−1}_ξ Err_{mil,q} ,

4. If q_πe ∈ Q_2 , C_ξ(Q_2 − q_πe ) ⊂ T^′_γ W_2 , then ‖^q_{mil} − q_πe ‖_2 ≲_δ √ C^{−1}_ξ Err_{mil,q},

where Err_{mil,∗} is as defined in Theorem 4.1.

Note that, whereas Theorem 4.1 provided bounds directly on OPE (and ^q^{mil}, ^w^{mil} may well be inconsistent), Theorem 5.1 provides convergence rates for q and w themselves. The Err_{mil,∗} terms can be controlled exactly as done in Section 4.1. Note, however, that these terms appear in a square root in the bounds. In this sense, the rates are slow, for example of order O(n^{−1/4}) for VC-subgraph classes. We discuss the meaning of the assumptions in the next two subsections. We discuss the implications for OPE in Section 5.3. This will also correspond to slow rates for OPE as we will explain. We will obtain fast rates in Section 6 by introducing stabilizers.

5.1 q-completeness and adjoint q-completeness

First, we discuss the conditions in Items 3 and 4 in Theorem 5.1. By Lemma 2.2, the condition in Item 3 is equivalent to C_ξ (B − I)Q_2 ⊂ W_2 . When W_2 = Q_2 is convex symmetric, this condition is immediately implied by BQ_2 ⊂ Q_2 , which is the usual completeness condition of FQI (Munos and Szepesvári, 2008; Chen and Jiang, 2019). Because of this closeness, we refer to this condition as q-completeness, but our condition may be very slightly weaker in general. In linear MDPs (Jin et al., 2020) where the reward and transition densities are linear, it is known that this condition holds when Q is linear functions (Agarwal et al., 2019, Chapter 15) (see also I, II in Lemma 5.2 below).

The condition in Item 4 in Theorem 5.1 is a flipped version of q-completeness, which we call adjoint q-completeness. This condition also holds under some additional assumptions, as we show below (Item III in Lemma 5.2). In particular, in the tabular case, we can use unrestricted classes W , Q and q-completeness and adjoint q-completeness hold (Item IV in Lemma 5.2). This is summarized in the following lemma. Lemma 5.2. For ϕ : S × A → R^d , suppose P_S′_{|S,A}(s^′|s, a) = ϑ(s^′)^⊤ϕ(s, a), E_{r∼PR|S,A} [r | s, a] = θ^⊤ϕ(s, a) for some ϑ : S → R, θ ∈ R^d . Let Q := {(s, a) → β^⊤ϕ(s, a) : β ∈ R^d }. Then: (I) q_πe ∈ Q; (II) T_γ (Q − q_πe ) ⊂ Q; (III) for M_πe ∈ R^{d×d} satisfying T (β^⊤ϕ) = (M_πe β)^⊤ϕ (which always exists), if 1/γ /∈ σ(M_πe ) and E[ϕ(s, a)ϕ^⊤ (s, a)] is non-singular then (Q − q_πe ) ⊂ T^′_γ Q; (IV) if the state and action spaces are finite, P_{S,A}(s, a) > 0, ∀(s, a) ∈ S × A, and ϕ is the standard basis in R^{|S||A|} , then T_γ (Q − q_πe ) ⊂ Q, (Q − q_πe ) ⊂ T^′_γ Q.

The condition 1/γ /∈ σ(M_πe ) in III in Lemma 5.2 is satisfied, when we can guarantee M_πe is a stochastic matrix, i.e., its entries are positive and rows add up to 1 (Barreto et al., 2014).

Lemma 5.3. Suppose 1^⊤ϕ(s, π^e) = 1 ∀s ∈ S, ∫ ϑ(s)dμ(s) = 1, where 1 is a d-dimensional vector whose element is 1. Then, M_πe is a stochatic matrix. Thus, ∀b ∈ σ(M_πe ), |b| ≤ 1.

Lemmas 5.2 and 5.3 together ensure adjoint q-completeness holds ((Q − q_πe ) ⊂ T^′_γ Q). Finally, we remark that when P_S′_{|S,A}(s^′|·) P_{R|S,A}(r|·) belong to the Hölder or Sobolev space, a similar argument shows q-completeness holds when W_2 , Q_2 are balls in that space.

5.2 w-completeness and adjoint w-completeness

Next, we discuss the conditions in Items 1 and 2 in Theorem 5.1. By Lemma 2.2, the condition in Item 2 is equivalent to C_ξ(B − I)W_1 ⊂ Q_1 . We refer to this as w-completeness . We refer as adjoint w-completeness to its flipped version in Item 1. Note w-completeness and adjoint wcompleteness do not imply each other, and each condition leads to a different convergence guarantee. We can again guarantee that both w-completeness and adjoint w-completeness hold in many settings and in particular in the tabular case.

Lemma 5.4. For ψ : S → R^d , suppose P_{S,A|S}′ (s, a|s^′) = ϑ(s, a)^⊤ψ(s^′), d_0(s)/P_S (s) = θ^⊤ψ(s) for some ϑ : S × A → R^d , θ ∈ R^d , where P_{S,A|S}′ (s, a|s^′) is the posterior density of (s, a) given s^′. Assume P_S′ = P_S , i.e., the data come from a stationary distribution associated with π_b. Let W := {(s, a) → β^⊤ψ(s)η_πe (s, a) : β ∈ R^d }. Then: (I) w_πe ∈ W ; (II) T^′_γ (W −w_πe ) ⊂ W ; (III) for M^′_πe satisfying T^′(β^⊤η_πe ψ) = (M^′_πe β)^⊤η_πe ψ (which always exists), if 1/γ /∈ σ(M^′_πe ) and E[ψ(s)ψ^⊤ (s)] is non-singular then (W − w_πe ) ⊂ T_γ W , (IV) If the state and action spaces are finite, P_{S,A}(s, a) > 0 ∀(s, a) ∈ S × A, and ψ(s, a) is the standard basis in R^{|S||A|} , then T^′_γ (W − w_πe ) ⊂ W , (W − w_πe ) ⊂ T_γ W .

The stationarity assumption in Lemma 5.4 is reasonable if the data is generated by long trajectories. Notice that compared to a linear MDP, here the linearity assumption is agnostic to the reward density and is imposed on the posterior transition density P_{S,A|S}′ (s, a | s^′) rather than the transition density P_S′_{|S,A}(s^′|s, a). Again, when the feature vector is stochastic, we will have σ_{max}(M^′_πe ) ≤ 1 and satisfy (III) in Lemma 5.4. Concretely, let 1 be a d-dimensional vector. Assume 1^⊤η_πe (s, a)ψ(s) = 1 ∀(s, a) ∈ S × A, ∫ ϑ(s, a)dμ(s, a) = 1. Then, M^{′⊤}_πe is a stochastic matrix. This implies for any b ∈ σ(M^′_πe ), |b| ≤ 1 (Meyer, 2000).

5.3 Application to Policy Value Estimation

We now show how Theorem 5.1 can be translated into an error bound for OPE.

Corollarry 5.5. For a problem-dependent constant C_ξ ,

1. If w_πe ∈ W_1 and either C_ξ T^′_γ (W_1 − w_πe ) ⊂ Q_1 or C_ξ (W_1 − w_πe ) ⊂ T_γ Q_1 , then | ^J^{mil}_w − J| ≲_δ

Err^′_{mil,w} + C_Q √ C^{−1}_ξ Err_{mil,w}.

2. If q_πe ∈ Q_2 and either C_ξ T_γ (Q_2 − q_πe ) ⊂ W_2 or C_ξ (Q_2 − q_πe ) ⊂ T^′_γ W_2 , then | ^J^{mil}_q − J| ≲_δ C_W √ C^{−1}_ξ Err_{mil,q} .

3. If any one of the four conditions in Theorem 5.1 hold, then

| ^J^{mil}_{wq} − J| ≲_δ Err_{mil,wq} + C^{−1/2}_ξ max(C_Q √ Err_{mil,w}, C_W √ Err_{mil,q}).

While the conditions do not require both w-realizability and q-realizability, the rates in Corollary 5.5 are generally slower than the ones of Theorem 4.1. For example, for VC-subgraph classes, the order in Corollary 5.5 is O(n^{−1/4}) and the order in Theorem 4.1 is O(n^{−1/2}). Item 3 in Corollary 5.5 is a double robustness result: it says that the estimator is consistent as long as w-realizability and some w-completeness or q-realizability and some q-completeness holds.

6 Finite Sample Analysis With Stabilizers under w- and qcompleteness

In this section, we show MIL with stabilizers (λ > 0, λ^′ > 0) attains fast rates under completeness. This gives the first result for a fast rate of estimating w-functions in a general function approximation setting. For q-functions, this allows us to obtain fast rates using MIL of the same order as FQI (see Appendix E regarding FQI). We then study implications for OPE and compare to results without stabilizers.

6.1 Fast Rates for w- and q-function Estimation

Theorem 6.1. Let η^′_{w,n} be an upper bound on the critical radii of G_{w1} and G_{w2}, where G_{w1} := {(s, a, s^′) → (q(s, a) − γq(s^′, π^e)) : q ∈ Q_1 }, G_{w2} := {(s, a, s^′) → (w(s, a) − w_πe (s, a))(−q(s, a) + γq(s^′, π^e)) : w ∈ W_1 , q ∈ Q_1 }. Suppose w_πe ∈ W_1 , C_ξT^′_γ (W_1 − w_πe ) ⊂ Q_1 (i.e., C_ξ(B^′ − I)W_1 ⊂ Q_1 ), and that Q_1 is star shaped. Then, ‖B^′ ^w_{mil} − ^w_{mil}‖_2 ≲_δ C^∗_{w,n}η_{w,n}, C^∗_{w,n} = 1 + C_mC_η + ( λ^2 + C^2_{W1} ) /λ + C_{W1} + γ √ C_mC_η C_{W1} + C^{−1}_ξ , η_{w,n} = η^′_{w,n}c_0 √ log(c_1/δ)/n.

Theorem 6.2. Let η^′_{q,n} be an upper bound on the critical radii of W_2 and G_q , where G_q := {(s, a, s^′) → (−q(s, a) + q_πe (s, a) + γq(s^′, π^e) − γq_πe (s^′, π^e))w(s, a) : q ∈ Q_2 , w ∈ W_2 }. Suppose q_πe ∈ Q_2 , C_ξ T_γ (Q_2 − q_πe ) ⊂ W_2 (i.e., C_ξ (B − I)Q_2 ⊂ W_2 ), and that W_2 is star shaped. Then, ‖B^q_{mil} − ^q_{mil}‖_2 ≲_δ C^∗_{q,n}η_{q,n}, C^∗_{q,n} = 1 + R_{max} + C_{Q2} + ( λ^{′2} + (R_{max} + C_{Q2} )^2 ) /λ^′ + C^{−1}_ξ , η_{q,n} = η^′_{q,n}c_0 √ log(c_1/δ)/n. These theorems state that MIL with stabilizers converge at fast rates when we assume realizability and completeness. Critical radii are commonly used to tightly derive the convergence rate of regression with general function approximation (Wainwright, 2019). For example, when we use VCsubgrah classes (parametric models), we can obtain a rate of ~O(n^{−1/2}) from Theorems 6.1 and 6.2 as we will see soon. Recall that the rate in Section 5 without stabilizers is O(n^{−1/4}) and the primary required assumptions are the same, i.e., realizability and completeness. The improved rate is owing to a localization technique based on localized Rademacher complexity (Bartlett et al., 2005). We emphasize the required analysis in our setting is significantly more challenging than in the standard nonparametric regression setting.

In Theorems 6.1 and 6.2, we bound Bellman residual errors under realizability and completeness conditions . Like Theorem 5.1, similar bounds can be obtained for L2-errors under corresponding realizability and adjoint completeness conditions, which we give in Appendix D.

We can also obtain bounds agnostic to realizability and completeness assumptions instead with some bias terms accounting for the approximation. For example, for w- or q-function estimation, we have the additional bias terms, respectively min w∈W_1 ‖T^′_γ (w_πe − w)‖_2 and max_{w∈W1} min_{q∈Q1} ‖q − T^′_γ (w − w_πe )‖_2, or (6)

min_{q∈Q2} ‖T_γ (q_πe − q)‖_2 and max_{q∈Q2} min_{w∈W2} ‖w − T_γ (q − q_πe )‖_2. (7)

The first term in each of Eqs. (6) and (7) corresponds to violations of realizability and the second to violations of completeness . Detail is given in Appendix C. We use this more general result for analyzing sieve estimators.

6.2 Analysis of critical radius

We next analyze η_{q,n} for several function classes, focusing on the rate with respect to n. In particular, all constant in O(·) notation below have polynomial dependence on both log(1/δ) and all problemdependent quantities. In each case we study, the rate of η_{w,n} can analogously be calculated. Example 6 (VC-subgraph classes). Assume V (W_2 ), V (Q_2 ) are finite.

Corollarry 6.3. With probability 1 − δ, η_{q,n} = O( √ max(V (W_2 ), V (Q_2 )) log n/n).

Example 7 (Nonparametric Models). As in Example 3, we consider nonparametric models that are characterized by covering numbers.

Corollarry 6.4. Assume log N (τ, W_2 , ‖ · ‖_∞) = O(1/τ^β ), log N (τ, Q_2 , ‖ · ‖_∞) = O(1/τ^β ) for some β > 0. Then, with probability 1 − δ, η_{q,n} = ~O(n^{−1/((2+β)∨(2β))}).

To gain intuition, compare to the much simpler problem of nonparametric regression, in which case the minimax optimal rate for L2-error for a function class with covering entropy O(1/τ^β ) is ~O(n−1/(2+β)) (Wainwright, 2019, Chapter 15). We match this rate for β ≤ 2. For β > 2 we can typically improve the rate with a more analysis depending on the particular function class. Example 8 (Linear Sieves). We consider linear sieves W , Q as in Example 4.

Corollarry 6.5. Suppose (5) holds. Assume q_πe ∈ Λ^p_K ([0, 1]^d), P_S′_{|S,A}(s^′|·) ∈ Λ^p_K ([0, 1]^d), and 2Q_2 + W^′_2 ⊂ W_2 . Then, for an appropriate choice of k_n, with probability 1 − δ, ‖B^q_{mil} − ^q_{mil}‖_2 = ~O(n−p/(2p+d)). Since the function classes Q_2 , W_2 grow with n, it is not suitable to directly assume realizability and completeness on Q_2 , W_2 . We instead assume sufficient conditions that ensure realizability and completeness on the Hölder balls and leverage a sieve approximation and an extension of Theorem 6.2 given in Appendix C that accounts for the approximation errors. In particular, P_S′_{|S,A}(s^′|·) ∈ Λ^p_K ([0, 1]^d) is sufficient to ensure completeness of Hölder balls. Notice that when d > 2p, the rate here is faster than what would be implied by Corollary 6.4 for Hölder balls (which have a covering entropy rate of β = d/p).

Example 9 (Neural Networks). As in Example 5, we consider using neural networks as sieves. Like the above example, we impose the realizability and completeness on the ball H^p_K ([0, 1]^d) in the Hölder space. Then, we have the following result.

Corollarry 6.6. Assume q_πe ∈ H^p_K ([0, 1]^d) and P_S′_{|S,A}(s^′|·) ∈ H^p_K ([0, 1]^d). Let Q_2 = F_{NN} , where F_{NN} is the set of functions given by neural networks with ReLU activation, L layers, and Ξ weight parameters in [−B, B]. Let W^′_2 be the same set and define W_2 as the (L + 1)-layer networks given by W_2 := F_{NN} + F_{NN} + F_{NN} . Then, by taking L = Θ(log n), Ξ = Θ(n^{d/(2p+d)}), with probability 1 − δ, we have ‖B^q_{mil} − ^q_{mil}‖_2 = ~O(n^{−p/(2p+d)})

As with Example 5, we can again extend the result to the overparametrized regime. Here, we can do so by noting that the squared critical radius is always upper-bounded by the (non-localized) Rademacher complexity, which is calculated in Corollary 4.6.

6.3 Application to Policy Value Estimation

We next translate the above analysis into the error bounds for policy value estimation.

Corollarry 6.7. (1) Under the conditions of Theorem 6.1, | ^J^{mil}_w − J| ≲_δ ‖q_πe ‖_2η_{w,n}C^∗_{w,n}Err^′_{mil,w}. (2) Under the conditions of Theorem 6.2, | ^J^{mil}_q − J| ≲_δ ‖w_πe ‖_2η_{q,n}C^∗_{q,n}. Let us compare Corollary 6.7 to Theorem 4.1 and Corollary 5.5 by focusing on the case of ^J^{mil}_q . For VC classes, both Theorem 4.1 and Corollary 6.7 give ~O(n^{−1/2}). and Corollary 5.5 gives O(n^{−1/4}). For nonparametric models with covering number entropy exponent β < 2, Theorem 4.1 gives O(n^{−1/2}), Corollary 5.5 gives O(n^{−1/4}), and Corollary 6.7 gives O(n^{−1/(2+β)}). For β ≥ 2, Theorem 4.1 gives O(n^{−1/β} ) and both Corollary 5.5 and 6.7 give O(n^{−1/(2β)}) (when β = 2, we have ~O). Therefore, the rate in Theorem 4.1 is fastest in each case and Corollary 5.5 the slowest, while Corollary 6.7 coincides with the best and worst in different cases. Under q-completeness and qrealizability , using no stabilizers yields faster rates than using stabilizers. On the other hand, under q-completeness and q-realizability , the order is flipped and using a stabilizer yields faster rates than using no stabilizers.

7 First-Order Efficiency Under w, q-realizability and w, q-completeness

We now study the constant term in the O(1/ √ n) rates. We show ^J^{mil}_{wq} (with sample splitting) can achieve the optimal constant under both realizability and completeness for w and q.

When we only assume w- and q-realizability as in Theorem 4.1, the dependence of the constant on problem dependent quantities may be poor. For example, when the classes W , Q are both finite, the first-order term of the error | ^J^{mil}_{wq} −J| in Theorem 4.1 wrt n can be upper-bounded by Bernstein’s inequality: with probability 1 − δ, | ^J^{mil}_{wq} − J| ≤ √ 32 sup_{w∈W,q∈Q} var[w(s, a){r − q(s, a) + γq(s^′, π^e)}] × log(|W ||Q |/δ) n + O ( log(|W ||Q |/δ) n ) . (8)

This first-order term (the 1/ √ n−term) might incur an error characterized by the worst variance term.

In this section, we prove that the first-order term is further improved under more conditions in that sup_{w∈W,q∈Q} var[w{r − q + q(s^′, π^e)}] is surprisingly replaced with var[w_πe {r − q_πe + γq_πe (s^′, π^e)}]. In addition, log(|W ||Q |/δ) is replaced with log(c/δ), where c is some universal constant. Our proof strategy is to localize around the true w_πe , q_πe by assuming both realizability and completeness. This is crucial as it means the first-order term matches the asymptotic efficiency bounds of (Kallus and Uehara, 2019), thus we obtain the first finite-sample bound with first-order efficiency in non-tabular environments.

We analyze a sample-splitting version of ^J^{mil}_{wq} as in (Kallus and Uehara, 2019, 2020a) but using MIL estimators for w and q. The sample-splitting procedure simplifies the analysis of the stochastic equicontinuity term in the error (Newey and Mcfadden, 1994; Chernozhukov et al., 2018). Letting ϕ(s, a, r, s^′; w, q) := w(s, a){r − q(s, a) + γq(s^′, π^e)} + E_{d0} [q(s_0, π^e)], the procedure is described as follows:

1. Split the whole sample into two halves D_0, D_1.

2. For j = 0, 1, construct estimators ^w^{mil}_j , ^q^{mil}_j by applying MIL only to the data in D_j .

3. Return ~J^{mil}_{wq} =^1_2 ∑ j=0,1 1 |D_j | ∑ i∈D_j ϕ(si, ai, ri, s ′ i; ^w^{mil}_{1−j} , ^q^{mil}_{1−j} ).

Theorem 7.1 (First-order efficiency). Assume the conditions in Theorems 6.1 and 6.2 hold. Suppose there exists C_{ι,n} s.t. ‖q − q_πe ‖_2 ≤ C_{ι,n}‖Bq − q‖_2, ∀q ∈ Q_2 and ‖w − w_πe ‖_2 ≤ C_{ι,n}‖B^′w − w‖_2, ∀w ∈ W_1 . Then, with probability 1 − (δ + 10δ^′), we have | | ~J^{mil}_{wq} − J | | ≤ √ 2E[w^2_πe (s, a){r − q_πe (s, a) + v_πe (s^′)}^2] log(1/δ) n + C_1C_{ι,n}η_{w,n}η_{q,n} + C_2C_{ι,n}(η_{w,n} + η_{q,n}) √ n + C_3 n , (9)

where C_1 := c_0C^∗_{w,n}C^∗_{q,n}, C_2 := c_0(C^∗_{w,n}+C^∗_{q,n} √ 1 + C_η C_m) √ log(1/δ^′), and C_3 := c_0C_{W1} C_{Q2} (log(1/δ) + log(1/δ^′)).

This theorem yields a first-order efficient bound provided that C_{ι,n}η_{w,n}η_{q,n} = o_p(1/ √ n) and assuming w- and q-realizability and w- and q-completeness, as well as ‖q − q_πe ‖_2 ≤ C_{ι,n}‖Bq − q‖_2 and ‖w − w_πe ‖_2 ≤ C_{ι,n}‖B^′w − w‖_2. We refer to the latter two conditions as the recovery assumption, which is related to a common condition used in the literature on nonparametric instrumental variable estimation (Chen and Pouzo, 2015; Blundell et al., 2003). Note C_{ι,n} can depend on n.

For example, consider the setting in Example 9 where we use neural networks for w- and qfunctions to approximate the Sobolev balls H^{β1}_{K1} ([0, 1]^{d1} ) and H^{β2}_{K2} ([0, 1]^{d2} ) respectively. Then, if we additionally assume C_{ι,n} = Ω(1), then Eq. (9) becomes √ 2E[w^2_πe (s, a){r − q_πe (s, a) + v_πe (s^′)}^2] log(1/δ) n + o_p(1/n (_{β1} 2β1+d1 + β2 2β2 +d2 ) ∧^1_2 )

This shows that even if one of the function classes is non-Donsker, i.e., d_j /β_j ≥ 2 for j = 1 or 2, we can still obtain a parametric rate O(n^{−1/2}) as long as^{β1}_{2β1+d1} +^{β2}_{2β2+d2} ≥^1_2 . On the other hand, when we only assume w- and q-realizability in Theorem 4.1, if one function class is non-Donsker, we cannot ensure the error bound is O(n^{−1/2}), per Example 3.

Whenever C_{ι,n}η_{w,n}η_{q,n} = o(n^{−1/2}) (e.g.,^{β1}_{2β1+d1} +^{β2}_{2β2 +d2} >^1_2 and C_{ι,n} = Ω(1) in the neural network example above), the first-order term with respect to n is just the first term in Eq. (9), which is much tighter than both Theorem 4.1 and Eq. (8). The first-order term exactly corresponds to a sub-Gaussian tail with sub-Gaussian variance parameter EB/n where

EB = E[w^2_πe (s, a){r − q_πe (s, a) + v_πe (s^′)}^2], (10)

which is precisely the asymptotic efficiency bound derived by (Kallus and Uehara, 2019, Theorem 5).^2 Although (Kallus and Uehara, 2019) showed this lower bound can be achieved asymptotically by a general meta-algorithm, their result is asymptotic and assumes estimators are given satisfying certain rates, where achieving these rates is nontrivial and requires realizability and/or completeness assumptions not discussed therein. In their asymptotic result, the higher-order terms may include terms with exponential dependence on problem dependent quantities such as the effective horizon, which is very problematic in RL as discussed in Section 2. Similarly, the result of (Liao et al., 2020) for the average reward setting (γ = 1) is also asymptotic and may have exponential dependence in higher-order terms. Ours is the first first-order finite-sample result in a general setting with polynomial dependence on problem dependent quantities, and we give explicit estimators.

When the MDP is deterministic, i.e., the transition and reward distributions are deterministic given state-action, our result implies that the rate can be faster than O(1/ √ n). This is because, in this case, EB = 0 in Eq. (10), so that in Eq. (9) the first term is 0. In turn, the error rate is controlled by the higher-order terms. For example, when η_{q,n} and η_{w,n} are parametric rates O(1/ √ n) and C_{ι,n} = O(1), the final rate is O(1/n). As far as we know, this type of result is the first in the non-tabular offline setting with general function approximation.

In Theorem 7.1, we need the aforementioned recovery assumption to translate Bellman residual errors into L^2-errors. As in Lemma 2.3, when γ √ C_mC_η < 1, we have C_{ι,n} = 1/(1 − γ √ C_mC_η ) for any function classes W_1 , W_2 , Q_1 , Q_2 . By utilizing the structure of function classes, however, the recovery assumption may hold even if γ √ C_mC_η ≥ 1 under mild assumptions. For example, when we use linear models, the recovery assumption is ensured by more tangible conditions.

Theorem 7.2 (Sufficient conditions for the recovery assumption). Consider linear models W_1 = W_2 = Q_1 = Q_2 = {β^⊤ϕ(s, a); β ∈ R^d }, and define X := E[ϕ(s, a)ϕ(s, a)^⊤ ].

(1) Suppose q_πe ∈ Q_2 , and there exists a matrix M_πe s.t. T (β^⊤ϕ) = (M^⊤_πe β)^⊤ϕ. If M̄_πe , X are non-singular, letting M̄_πe = γM^⊤_πe − I, the recovery assumption holds with

C_{ι,n} = {σ_{max}((M̄_πe XM̄^⊤_πe )^{−1/2}X(M̄_πe XM̄^⊤_πe )^{−1/2})}^{1/2}.

(2) Suppose w_πe ∈ W_1 and there exists a matrix M^′_πe such that T^′(β^⊤ϕ) = (M^′_πe β)^⊤ϕ. If M̄^′_πe , X are non-singular, letting M̄^′_πe := γM^{′⊤}_πe − I, the recovery assumption holds with

C_{ι,n} = {σ_{max}((M̄^′_πe X(M̄^′_πe )^⊤)^{−1/2}X(M̄^′_πe X(M̄^′_πe )^⊤)^{−1/2})}^{1/2}.

2The asymptotic efficiency bound has two meanings. First, it is the minimum limiting variance of √ n( ^J − J) among regular estimators ^J (van der Vaart, 1998, Theorem 25.20). Second, it is a locally minimax lower bound on √ nE[( ^J − J)^2] among all estimators (van der Vaart, 1998, Theorem 25.21). In parametric models, such as when the MDP is tabular, it coincides with the Cramér-Rao lower bound.

We explain the required assumptions in Theorem 7.2. The existence of M_πe , M^′_πe essentially implies completeness. Lemma 5.2 ensures the existence of M_πe in linear MDPs. Lemma 5.4 ensures the existence of M^′_πe in an MDPs where the posterior transition density is linear. As in Section 5, the non-singularity of M̄_π, M̄^′_π is ensured if the feature vectors are stochastic. Thus, the required assumptions are quite reasonable.

In particular, the recovery assumption holds in the tabular case.

Example 10 (First-order efficiency in a tabular case). In a tabular setting, all of the assumptions in Theorem 7.1 are satisfied from the following lemma. Thus, the first-order lower bound is achieved.

Lemma 7.3. If |S| < ∞, |A| < ∞, and P_{S,A}(s, a) > 0, ∀(s, a) ∈ S × A, then, M̄_πe , M̄^′_πe , X in Theorem 7.2 are non-singular by taking ϕ(s, a) as the standard basis vector in R^{|S||A|} .

Finally, we can also obtain the asymptotic statement. This clearly shows the first-order bound is achieved. This can be directly applied to hypothesis testing.

Corollarry 7.4. Assume the conditions in Theorem 7.1. Suppose η_{w,n}η_{q,n}C_{ι,n} = o(n^{−1/2}), C_{ι,n}η_{w,n} = o(1), C_{ι,n}η_{q,n} = o(1) with probability 1 − δ. Then, √ n( ~J^{mil}_{wq} − J) converges weakly to a Gaussian distribution with mean 0 and variance EB as defined in Eq. (10).

8 Extensions

So far, we studied the theoretical properties of state-action-based minimax estimators and their implications to policy evaluation. In this section, we consider some extensions that our analyses admit. First, we extend our results to state-only-based minimax methods. Then, we discuss how to apply these minimax estimators to policy optimization and study the theoretical properties of learned policies.

8.1 State-Based MIL

We now investigate an alternative approach to OPE based on estimating v_πe (s) and w_πe_{,S}(s), rather than q_πe (s, a) and w_πe (s, a) as discussed so far.

Analogously to Eq. (3), we have

J = E_{s0 ∼d0} [v_πe (s_0)] = E[w_πe_{,S} (s)η_πe (s, a)r].

Thus, when we know π^b(a | s) (so that η_πe is known), then we can also estimate J based on estimates of v_πe (s) and w_πe_{,S} (s). Motivated by the above equation, given function classes W_{S1} , W_{S2} , V_1, V_2 in [S → R], we can consider the state-based MIL estimators:

^J^{mil}_{w,S} = E_n [ ^w_{mil,S} (s)η_{πe} (s, a)r], ^J^{mil}_{v,S} = E_{d0} [^v_{mil,S} (s)],

^J^{mil}_{wv,S} = E_n [ ^w_{mil,S} (s)η_{πe} (s, a){r − ^v_{mil,S} (s) + γ^v_{mil,S} (s^′)}] + (1 − γ)E_{d0} [^v_{mil,S} (s_0)],

^w_{mil,S} = min_{w∈WS1} max_{v∈V1} E_n [w(s)η_πe (s, a){−v(s) + γv(s^′)}] + (1 − γ)E_{d0} [v(s_0)] − λ‖J v‖^2_{,n}, ^v_{mil,S} = min_{v′ ∈V2} max_{w′∈WS2} E_n [w(s)η_πe (s, a){r − v(s) + γv(s^′)}] − λ^′‖w‖^2_{,n}, where J v = −v(s) + γv(s^′). This recovers as special cases the estimators of (Liu et al., 2018; Feng et al., 2019; Tang et al., 2020) when we do not use stabilizers (λ = λ^′ = 0). Even for these special cases, our theoretical guarantees are novel. For simplicity, we assume each function class W_{S1} , W_{S2} , V_1, V_2 is symmetric. And, for the rest of the subsection, assume η_πe (s, a) is known (i.e., π^b is known).

We define the state-based Bellman and transition operators, respectively, as B_S : f → ( s → E_{a∼π}e_{(a|s),r∼p(r|s,a),s}′_{∼p(s}′_{|s,a)}[r + γf(s^′)] ) , T_S : f → ( s → E_{a∼π}e_{(a|s),r∼p(r|s,a),s}′_{∼p(s}′_{|s,a)}[f(s^′)] ) . We again define T^′_S as the adjoint operator of T_S s.t. ⟨f, T_S g⟩ = ⟨T^′_S f, g⟩ on L_2(S). And, we define the state-based backward Bellman operator as B^′_S : f → ( s → γT^′f(s) + (1 − γ) d_0(s) P_S (s) ) . Finally, we let T_{γ,S} = γT_S − I, T^′_{γ,S} = γT^′_S − I.

First we adapt Theorem 4.1 to state-based MIL estimators under w_S - and v-reazalibility.

Theorem 8.1 (Finite sample error bound of state-based MIL estimators under realizability ). Set λ = λ^′ = 0. Define G(W , V) := {w(s)η_πe (s, a)(−v(s) + γv(s^′)) : w ∈ W_S , v ∈ V}, Err_{mil,wS} := R_n(G(W_{S1} , V_1)) + C_{WS1} (R_{max} + C_{V1}) √ log(c_0/δ)n^{−1}, Err^′_{mil,wS} := R_{max}R_n(W_{S1} ) + R_{max}C_{WS1} √ log(c_0/δ)n^{−1}, Err_{mil,v} := R_{max}R_n(W_{S2} ) + R_n(G(W_{S2} , V_2)) + C_{WS2} (R_{max} + C_{V2}) √ log(c_0/δ)n^{−1}, Err_{mil,wv} := R_n(G(W_{S1} , V_2)) + C_{WS1} (R_{max} + C_{V2}) √ log(c_0/δ)n^{−1}.

1. If w_πe_{,S} ∈ W_{S1} , v_πe ∈ V_1, then | ^J^{mil}_{w,S} − J| ≲_δ Err_{mil,wS} + Err^′_{mil,wS} .

2. If w_πe_{,S} ∈ W_{S2} , v_πe ∈ V_2, then | ^J^{mil}_v − J| ≲_δ Err_{mil,v}.

3. If either w_πe_{,S} ∈ W_{S1} , v_πe − V_2 ⊂ V_1 or w_πe_{,S} − W_{S1} ⊂ W_{S2} , v_πe ∈ V_2 , then | ^J^{mil}_{wv} − J| ≲_δ max(Err_{mil,wS} , Err_{mil,v}) + Err_{mil,wv}.

Comparing to Theorem 4.1, the error bounds of state-based MIL methods are generally tighter since the complexities of W_S and V should be smaller than the ones of W and Q, as the former are marginalizations of the latter and have smaller input dimension. The caveat is that the knowledge of η_πe (s, a) plays a critical role in Theorem 8.1. When η_πe (s, a) is unknown (even if it is estimated and plugged in), Theorem 8.1 no longer holds.

Next, we consider the adaptation of Theorem 5.1 to state-based MIL estimators under realizability and completeness of w_S - or v-functions.

Theorem 8.2 (Convergence rates in state-based MIL estimators under completeness and realizability ). Set λ = λ^′ = 0. For a problem-dependent constant C_ξ,

1. If w_πe_{,S} ∈ W_{S1} , C_ξ (W_{S1} − w_πe_{,S} ) ⊂ T_{γ,S} V_1 then ‖ ^w_{mil,S} − w_πe_{,S} ‖_2 ≲_δ √ C^{−1}_ξ Err_{mil,wS} ,

2. If w_πe_{,S} ∈ W_{S1} , C_ξ T^′_{γ,S} (W_{S1} − w_πe_{,S} ) ⊂ V_1 then ‖ ^w_{mil,S} − B^′_S ^w_{mil,S} ‖_2 ≲_δ √ C^{−1}_ξ Err_{mil,wS} ,

3. If v_πe ∈ V_2, C_ξ T_{γ,S} (V_2 − v_πe ) ⊂ W_{S2} then ‖^v_{mil} − B_S ^v_{mil}‖_2 ≲_δ √ C^{−1}_ξ Err_{mil,v},

4. If v_πe ∈ V_2, C_ξ (V_2 − v_πe ) ⊂ T^′_{γ,S} W_{S2} , then ‖^v_{mil} − v_πe ‖_2 ≲_δ √ C^{−1}_ξ Err_{mil,v}.

For example, Item 2 in Theorem 8.2 says when we assume w_S -realizability and w_S -completeness, we have a convergence guarantee for ^w_{mil,S} . By a state-based analog of Lemma 2.2, w_S -completeness condition is also equivalent to C_ξ (B^′_S −I)W_{S1} ⊂ V_1. Similarly, the v-completeness condition (Item 3 in Theorem 8.2) is equivalent to C_ξ(B_S − I)V_2 ⊂ W_{S2} .

The aforementioned results are slow rates. As in Section 6, when we use stabilizers λ, λ^′ > 0, we can obtain fast rates for ‖B^′_S ^w_{mil,S} − ^w_{mil,S}‖_2 and ‖B_S ^v_{mil} − ^v_{mil}‖_2 by analogously modifying Theorems 6.1 and 6.2 to stated-based estimators as done in the above theorems. We omit the details for the sake of brevity. We note that by utilizing these fast-rate results along with sample splitting, an extension of Theorem 7.1 would yield that, under w_S -relizability, w_S -completeness , v-realizability, v-completeness , recovery assumption, and sufficiently fast rates to eliminate higher order terms, ^J^{mil}_{wv,S} has a finite sample guarantee of the form √ 2E[w^2_πe (s, a){r − v_πe (s) + γv_πe (s^′)}^2] log(1/δ)/n + o(1/ √ n). (11)

This, however, is not first-order efficient since the leading constant is generally larger than Eq. (10) (see also Remark 7 in (Kallus and Uehara, 2019)). In this specific sense, state-based methods can be inefficient. The leading constant does agree, however, with the asymptotic efficiency bound in (Kallus and Uehara, 2020b) for evaluating natural stochastic policies, where state-based method are efficient.

8.2 Policy Optimization

In (off-policy) policy optimization we seek to use off-policy data to find a new, well-performing policy. Our results can be directly extended to this task in two different ways.

The first way is a policy-based way (Athey and Wager, 2017; Kallus, 2018). In this case, given a policy class Π and an OPE estimator ^J(π) for the policy value of any one policy π, we can pick a policy by arg max_{π∈Π} ^J(π). We can, for example, use MIL for ^J(π). When Π is finite, we can simply take union bound over our results in order to immediately obtain a regret bound for this policy optimization method. When Π is infinite we need to take care to chain our results over successive approximations thereof, given for example a cover entropy condition on Π. We leave the details of this to future work.

An alternative to this is the value-based approach, where we seek to estimate q^∗, the (true) q-function of the (true) optimal policy, and then deploy the policy that is greedy with respect to our estimate. Define the Bellman optimality operator as B^∗ : f → ( (s, a) → E_{PS′ |S,A(s}′_{|s,a)}[r + γ max_a f(s^′, a)] ) , and note that q^∗ satisfies the fixed point equation q^∗ = B^∗q^∗. This, in turn, implies the following set of moment conditions: 0 = E[w(s, a){r − q^∗(s, a) + γ max_{a∈A} q^∗(s^′, a)}], ∀w(s, a). Similar to the MIL estimator ^q_{mil}, motivated by the above moment condition, we can consider the following estimator for q^∗ and the corresponding learned policy:

^q^∗_{mil} = arg min q∈Q_2 max w∈W_2 E_n [w(s, a){r − q(s, a) + γ max_{a∈A} q(s^′, a)}] − λ^′‖w‖^2_{,n}, ^π^∗_{mil}(^a^∗_{mil}(s)|s) = 1, for any choice ^a^∗_{mil}(s) ∈ arg max_{a∈A} ^q^∗_{mil}(s, a).

When λ^′ = 0, this is equivalent to MABO (Xie and Jiang, 2020) and when λ^′ = 0.5 to MBRM (Antos et al., 2008).

We can extend our results of MIL to the above value-based policy optimization method. First, we consider the case where λ^′ = 0. Let Π_Q = {s → arg max_a q(s, a); q ∈ Q} be the policy class induced by Q.

Theorem 8.3. Set λ^′ = 0. Suppose Assumption 1 holds for any π ∈ Π_Q. If w_π ∈ W for ∀π ∈ Π_Q and q^∗ ∈ Q, then max π∈Π_Q J(π) − J(^π^∗_{mil}) ≲ (1 − γ)^{−1}Err_{ope},

Err_{ope} := R_n(G) + √ C_W (R_{max} + C_Q) log(1/δ) n , G = {w(s, a){r − q(s, a) + γ max_a q(s, a)}; w ∈ W , q ∈ Q}. This is analogous to the second statement in Theorem 4.1. Note that assuming Assumption 1 holds for any π ∈ Π_Q subsumes the standard concentrability condition for policy optimization, sup_{π∈Π} ‖w_π‖_∞ ≤ C_w (Munos and Szepesvári, 2008). The rate of R_n(G) can calculated exactrly as in Section 4.1. Note (Xie and Jiang, 2020) bounds the regret of MABO (λ^′ = 0) only for a finite hypothesis class.

Next, we consider the case when λ^′ > 0, extending Theorem 6.2 to optimization.

Theorem 8.4. Let η^′_{q,n} be an upper bound on the critical radii of W_2 and G_q , where G_q := {(s, a, s^′) → (−q(s, a) + q^∗(s, a) + γ[max_{a∈A} q(s^′, a) − max_{a∈A} q^∗(s^′, a)])w(s, a) : q ∈ Q_2 , w ∈ W_2 }. Suppose q_πe ∈ Q_2 , C_ξ (B^∗ − I)Q_2 ⊂ W_2 , and that W_2 is star shaped. Then, ‖B^∗ ^q^∗_{mil} − ^q^∗_{mil}‖_2 ≲_δ C^∗_{q,n}η_{q,n}, C^∗_{q,n} = 1 + R_{max} + C_{Q2} + ( λ^{′2} + (R_{max} + C_{Q2} )^2 ) /λ^′ + 1 C_ξ , η_{q,n} = η^′_{q,n} + c_0 √ log(c_1/δ)/n. Corollarry 8.5. Under the conditions in Theorem 8.4, we have max π∈Π_Q J(π) − J(^π^∗_{mil}) ≤ sup_{π∈Π} ‖w_π‖_2C^∗_{q,n}η_{q,n}. The fast convergence rate for ‖B^∗^q^∗_{mil} −^q^∗_{mil}‖_2 is, to the best our knowledge, novel even for MBRM (λ^′ = 0.5). The rate of η_{q,n} for each model can calculated exactly as in Section 6.2.

9 Discussion of Related Work

FQI FQI is a method to estimate q-functions by iterating regression so that the one-step Bellman residual error is minimized (Ernst et al., 2005; Munos and Szepesvári, 2008; Chen and Jiang, 2019; Fan et al., 2020). FQI gives the same rate as ^q_{mil} with stabilizers wrt n under q-completeness and -realizability. Since most of the work on FQI focuses on policy optimization (Bellman optimality residual error), in Appendix E we modify the existing FQI analysis for policy evaluation for a direct comparison.

Modified BRM and DICE Modified BRM (Bellman Residual Minimization; (Antos et al., 2008)) is equivalent to ^q^{mil} with λ = 0.5. (Farahm et al., 2016) obtained a fast rate for modified RBM when W_2 , Q_2 are nonparametric classes by directly assuming smoothness of the transition operators instead of completeness. Comparing to (Farahm et al., 2016), our analysis can handle more general function classes such as neural networks. In addition, the analysis is substantially different since the assumptions are different. Similar comparisons applies to (Liao et al., 2021, 2020), which discuss the fast rate of modified RBM in the average-reward setting. A series of papers consider several minimax RL estimators with stabilizers under the generic name DICE (Zhang et al., 2020; Nachum et al., 2019). They typically obtain a rate O(1/ √ n) for the policy value assuming the function classes have finite VC dimensions. In our work, we show how the rate changes depending on the various assumptions on W , Q . To our knowledge, they do not discuss our main results: w-completeness, fast rates for q- and w-estimation, and first-order efficiency.

Finally, (Duan et al., 2021), whose preprint was posted shortly after ours, also obtained a fastrate result for modified BRM with general function approximation for policy optimization in a time-varying MDP, which corresponds to our result in Section 8.2. Comparing to (Duan et al., 2021), our setting is a time-homogeneous MDP (a.k.a infinite horizon setting). In addition, they do not discuss our main results: w-completeness, fast rates for w-estimation, and first-order efficiency.

Tabular and linear cases (Yin et al., 2020; Yin and Wang, 2020) analyzed the finite sample error bound of model-based estimators in a tabular time-varying MDP and showed that the the first-order lower bound is achieved. Our result is much more general since it allows general function approximation, covers both the non-tabular and tabular cases, and applies to the more common time-homogeneous case. (Duan et al., 2020; Hao et al., 2020; Wang et al., 2020) considered linear models and showed upper and lower bounds, but their results are specialized to the linear function approximation setting.

Non-dynamic (bandit) setting In the non-dynamic setting (γ = 0, also termed the logged bandit problem or cross-sectional causal inference), similar results to Theorem 7.1 are obtained by (Foster and Syrgkanis, 2019; Smucler et al., 2019; Chernozhukov et al., 2018; Narita et al., 2019; Benkeser et al., 2017). The RL setting is much more complicated in that we need to take dynamics and therefore completeness into account. The proof idea of Theorems 6.1 and 6.2 is inspired by (Dikkala et al., 2020), which studies the minimax estimation of nonparametric instrumental variable problems. The adaption to our setting is non-trivial since the problem for estimating w_πe is not characterized by a conditional moment equation.

Efficiency bounds in RL Efficiency bounds are commonly used in causal inference to discuss the optimality of estimators (Robins et al., 1994; Tsiatis, 2006; Kosorok, 2008). The efficiency bound in our setting (time-homogeneous MDPs) is derived by (Kallus and Uehara, 2019), which in turn was extended to the average reward setting by (Liao et al., 2020) and the non-stationary timehomogeneous MDP setting by (Bibaut et al., 2021). In all of these papers, the final results for OPE estimators are primarily asymptotic and a polynomial dependence on problem dependent quantities such as horizon is not shown. We focus on the more challenging non-asymptotic analysis. Our result can also be extended to the closely related time-varying MDP setting. In this setting, the efficiency bound in the tabular case is derived by (Jiang and Li, 2016) and in the general case by (Kallus and Uehara, 2020a).

Dynamic treatment regimes OPE is also often studied in the context of dynamic treatment regimes (Kosorok and Moodie, 2015; Tsiatis, 2020). The data generating process in this context is typically non-Markovian and time-inhomogeneous, which we call an NMDP. Though NMDPs are very general, methods for OPE in NMDPs have errors with exponential dependence on horizon (Thomas and Brunskill, 2016; Jiang and Li, 2016; Zhang et al., 2013b; Tsiatis, 2006). In fact, the efficiency bounds under NMDP is exponential in horizon so this is unavoidable (Kallus and Uehara, 2020a). In contrast, in MDPs, by leveraging the Markovian property, one can avoid exponential dependence, such as we have obtained here.

10 Summary and Future Work

We analyzed the rates of MIL estimators under four cases: (1) w- and q-realizability, (2) wrealizability and -completeness, (3) q-realizability and -completeness, (4) w- and q-realizability and w- and q-completeness. While our generic results for MIL with general function approximation are new in each setting, settings (2) and (4) are particularly novel, showing OPE is feasible in new cases not studied previously. And, in (4), together with a recovery assumption, we establish the first finite-sample bound with first-order efficiency in general settings. We further extended our results to state-based estimation and to policy optimization.

A few important questions remain. The first is a lower bound under each assumption. The firstorder efficiency bound is an asymptotic notion and only concerns the leading term in n. Crucially, our finite-sample bounds also establish full polynomial dependence on horizon and other parameters, not just in the 1/ √ n term. Corresponding non-asymptotic lower bounds for each setting, showing whether the dependence in all terms is optimal, is therefore interesting future work. Recent work (Wang et al., 2020; Amortila et al., 2020) has shown exponential-in-horizon lower bounds with only q-realizability. Our work shows that adding either w-realizability or q-completeness yields polynomial upper bounds.

Another important direction is to further explore policy optimization. We briefly discuss in Section 8.2 how to adapt our OPE results to policy optimization in a relatively straightforward way. Recent work empirically shows that some penalization is crucial to deal with the inevitable issue of weak overalp (Yu et al., 2020; Kidambi et al., 2020). Theoretically, such penalization may help avoid dependence on the worst-case overlap over the policy class, sup_{π∈Π} ‖w_π‖_∞ (Rashidinejad et al., 2021). How to incorporate this idea into the MIL framework is an interesting question.

References

Agarwal, A., N. Jiang, and S. M. Kakade (2019). Reinforcement learning: Theory and algorithms.

Technical report, Technical Report, Department of Computer Science, University of Washington.

Amortila, P., N. Jiang, and T. Xie (2020). A variant of the wang-foster-kakade lower bound for the discounted setting. arXiv preprint arXiv:2011.01075 .

Antos, A., C. Szepesvári, and R. Munos (2008). Learning near-optimal policies with bellman-residual minimization based fitted policy iteration and a single sample path. Machine Learning 71, 89–129.

Armstrong, T. B. and M. Kolesár (2017). Finite-sample optimal estimation and inference on average treatment effects under unconfoundedness. arXiv preprint arXiv:1712.04594 .

Athey, S. and S. Wager (2017). Efficient policy learning. arXiv preprint arXiv:1702.02896 .

Barreto, A. M. S., J. Pineau, and D. Precup (2014). Policy iteration based on stochastic factorization.

The Journal of artificial intelligence research 50, 763–803.

Bartlett, P. L., O. Bousquet, and S. Mendelson (2005, 08). Local rademacher complexities. Annals of Statistics 33 (4), 1497–1537.

Benkeser, D., M. Carone, M. J. V. D. Laan, and P. B. Gilbert (2017). Doubly robust nonparametric inference on the average treatment effect. Biometrika 104 (4), 863–880.

Bibaut, A., I. Malenica, N. Vlassis, and M. Van Der Laan (2019). More efficient off-policy evaluation through regularized targeted learning. In Proceedings of the 36th International Conference on Machine Learning, Volume 97, pp. 654–663. PMLR.

Bibaut, A., M. Petersen, N. Vlassis, M. Dimakopoulou, and M. van der Laan (2021). Sequential causal inference in a single world of connected units.

Blundell, R., X. Chen, and D. Kristensen (2003). Semi-nonparametric iv estimation of shapeinvariant engel curves. Econometrica 75 (6), 1613–1669.

Chakraborty, B. and E. Moodie (2013). Statistical methods for dynamic treatment regimes. Springer.

Chen, J. and N. Jiang (2019). Information-theoretic considerations in batch reinforcement learning.

In Proceedings of the 36th International Conference on Machine Learning, Volume 97, pp. 1042– 1051.

Chen, M., A. Beutel, P. Covington, S. Jain, F. Belletti, and E. Chi (2019). Top-k off-policy correction for a reinforce recommender system. In Proceedings of the Twelfth ACM International Conference on web search and data mining, WSDM ’19, pp. 456–464.

Chen, X. (2007). Chapter 76 large sample sieve estimation of semi-nonparametric models. Handbook of Econometrics 6, 5549–5632.

Chen, X. and D. Pouzo (2015). Sieve wald and qlr inferences on semi/nonparametric conditional moment models. Econometrica 83 (3), 1013–1079.

Chernozhukov, V., D. Chetverikov, M. Demirer, E. Duflo, C. Hansen, W. Newey, and J. Robins (2018). Double/debiased machine learning for treatment and structural parameters. Econometrics Journal 21, C1–C68.

Chernozhukov, V., W. Newey, and R. Singh (2018). De-biased machine learning of global and local parameters using regularized riesz representers. arXiv preprint arXiv:1802.08667 .

Debnath, L. (2005). Hilbert spaces with applications (3rd ed. ed.). Amsterdam ; Boston: Elsevier/Academic.

Dikkala, N., G. Lewis, L. Mackey, and V. Syrgkanis (2020). Minimax estimation of conditional moment models. arXiv preprint arXiv:2006.07201 .

Duan, Y., Z. Jia, and M. Wang (2020). Minimax-optimal off-policy evaluation with linear function approximation. In Proceedings of the 37th International Conference on Machine Learning, Volume 119 of Proceedings of Machine Learning Research, pp. 2701–2709.

Duan, Y., C. Jin, and Z. Li (2021). Risk bounds and rademacher complexity in batch reinforcement learning.

Ernst, D., P. Geurts, and L. Wehenkel (2005). Tree-based batch mode reinforcement learning.

Journal of Machine Learning Research 6, 503–556.

Ertefaie, A. and R. L. Strawderman (2018). Constructing dynamic treatment regimes over indefinite time horizons. Biometrika 105 (4), 963–977.

Fan, J., Z. Wang, Y. Xie, and Z. Yang (2020). A theoretical analysis of deep q-learning. In Proceedings of the 2nd Conference on Learning for Dynamics and Control, Volume 120 of Proceedings of Machine Learning Research, pp. 486–489.

Farahm, A., , M. Ghavamzadeh, C. Szepesvári, and S. Mannor (2016). Regularized policy iteration with nonparametric function spaces. Journal of Machine Learning Research 17 (139), 1–66.

Feng, Y., L. Li, and Q. Liu (2019). A kernel loss for solving the bellman equation. In Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, Volume 32, pp. 15456–15467.

Foster, D. J. and V. Syrgkanis (2019). Orthogonal statistical learning. arXiv preprint arXiv:1901.09036 .

Golowich, N., A. Rakhlin, and O. Shamir (2018). Size-independent sample complexity of neural networks. In Conference On Learning Theory, pp. 297–299. PMLR.

Hao, B., Y. Duan, T. Lattimore, C. Szepesvári, and M. Wang (2020). Sparse feature selection makes batch reinforcement learning more sample efficient. arXiv preprint arXiv:2011.04019 .

Hirshberg, D. and S. Wager (2019). Augmented minimax linear estimation. arXiv preprint arXiv:1712.00038 .

Imbens, G. (2015). Causal inference for statistics, social, and biomedical sciences : an introduction.

New York: Cambridge University Press.

Jiang, B., R. Song, J. Li, and D. Zeng (2019a). Entropy learning for dynamic treatment regimes.

Statistica Sinica 29 (4), 1633.

Jiang, B., R. Song, J. Li, and D. Zeng (2019b). Entropy learning for dynamic treatment regimes.

Statistica Sinica 29 (4), 1633–1710.

Jiang, B., R. Song, J. Li, D. Zeng, W. Lu, X. He, S. Xu, J. Wang, M. Qian, B. Cheng, H. Qiu, A. Luedtke, M. van der Laan, S. Wager, Y. Zhang, E. B. Laber, and N. Kallus (2019). Entropy learning for dynamic treatment regimes. STATISTICA SINICA 29 (4), 1633 – 1710.

Jiang, N. and L. Li (2016). Doubly robust off-policy value evaluation for reinforcement learning.

In Proceedings of the 33rd International Conference on International Conference on Machine Learning-Volume, 652–661.

Jin, C., Z. Yang, Z. Wang, and M. I. Jordan (2020). Provably efficient reinforcement learning with linear function approximation. In Proceedings of Thirty Third Conference on Learning Theory, Volume 125 of Proceedings of Machine Learning Research, pp. 2137–2143.

Kallus, N. (2018). Balanced policy evaluation and learning. In Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, pp. 8895–8906.

Kallus, N. and M. Uehara (2019). Efficiently breaking the curse of horizon: Double reinforcement learning in infinite-horizon processes. arXiv preprint arXiv:1909.05850 .

Kallus, N. and M. Uehara (2020a). Double reinforcement learning for efficient off-policy evaluation in markov decision processes. Journal of Machine Learning Research 21 (167), 1–63.

Kallus, N. and M. Uehara (2020b). Efficient evaluation of natural stochastic policies in offline reinforcement learning.

Kennedy, E. H. (2019). Nonparametric causal effects based on incremental propensity score interventions. Journal of the American Statistical Association 114, 645–656.

Kidambi, R., A. Rajeswaran, P. Netrapalli, and T. Joachims (2020). Morel: Model-based offline reinforcement learning. In Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, Volume 33, pp. 21810–21823. Curran Associates, Inc.

Korostelev, A. P. and O. Korosteleva (2011). Mathematical statistics: asymptotic Minimax theory, Volume 119. American Mathematical Soc.

Kosorok, M. R. (2008). Introduction to Empirical Processes and Semiparametric Inference. Springer Series in Statistics. New York, NY: Springer New York.

Kosorok, M. R. and E. B. Laber (2019). Precision medicine. 6, 263–286.

Kosorok, M. R. and E. E. Moodie (2015). Adaptive Treatment Strategies in Practice: Planning Trials and Analyzing Data for Personalized Medicine. USA: Society for Industrial and Applied Mathematics.

Lazaric, A., M. Ghavamzadeh, and R. Munos (2016). Analysis of classification-based policy iteration algorithms. Journal of machine learning research 17, 1–30.

Le, H., C. Voloshin, and Y. Yue (2019a). Batch policy learning under constraints. In International Conference on Machine Learning, pp. 3703–3712. PMLR.

Le, H., C. Voloshin, and Y. Yue (2019b). Batch policy learning under constraints. In Proceedings of the 36th International Conference on Machine Learning, pp. 3703–3712.

Levine, S., A. Kumar, G. Tucker, and J. Fu (2020). Offline reinforcement learning: Tutorial, review, and perspectives on open problems.

Liao, P., P. Klasnja, and S. Murphy (2021). Off-policy estimation of long-term average outcomes with applications to mobile health. Journal of the American Statistical Association 116 (533), 382–391.

Liao, P., Z. Qi, and S. Murphy (2020). Batch policy learning in average reward markov decision processes.

Liu, Q., L. Li, Z. Tang, and D. Zhou (2018). Breaking the curse of horizon: Infinite-horizon off-policy estimation. In Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems 31, pp. 5356–5366.

Luckett, D. J., E. B. Laber, A. R. Kahkoska, D. M. Maahs, E. Mayer-Davis, and M. R. Kosorok (2018). Estimating dynamic treatment regimes in mobile health using v-learning. Journal of the American Statistical Association, 1–34.

Ma, C., B. Zhu, J. Jiao, and M. J. Wainwright (2021). Minimax off-policy evaluation for multi-armed bandits.

Mandel, T., Y. Liu, S. Levine, E. Brunskill, and Z. Popovic (2014). Off-policy evaluation across representations with applications to educational games. In Proceedings of the 13th International Conference on Autonomous Agentsand Multi-agent Systems, 1077–1084.

Mendelson, S. (2002). Improving the sample complexity using global data. IEEE transactions on Information Theory 48 (7), 1977–1991.

Meyer, C. D. (2000). Matrix analysis and applied linear algebra, Volume 71. Siam.

Munos, R. and C. Szepesvári (2008). Finite-time bounds for fitted value iteration. Journal of Machine Learning Research 9, 815–857.

Murphy, S. A. (2003). Optimal dynamic treatment regimes. Journal of the Royal Statistical Society:

Series B (Statistical Methodology) 65, 331–355.

Nachum, O., Y. Chow, B. Dai, and L. Li (2019). Dualdice: Behavior-agnostic estimation of discounted stationary distribution corrections. Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems 2019 (To appear).

Nachum, O., B. Dai, I. Kostrikov, Y. Chow, L. Li, and D. Schuurmans (2019). Algaedice: Policy gradient from arbitrary experience. arXiv preprint arXiv:1912.02074 .

Nakada, R. and M. Imaizumi (2020). Adaptive approximation and generalization of deep neural network with intrinsic dimensionality. Journal of Machine Learning Research 21 (174), 1–38.

Namkoong, H., R. Keramati, S. Yadlowsky, and E. Brunskill (2020). Off-policy policy evaluation for sequential decisions under unobserved confounding.

Narita, Y., S. Yasui, and K. Yata (2019). Efficient counterfactual learning from bandit feedback.

AAAI .

Newey, W. K. and D. L. Mcfadden (1994). Large sample estimation and hypothesis testing. Handbook of Econometrics IV, 2113–2245.

Precup, D., R. Sutton, and S. Singh (2000). Eligibility traces for off-policy policy evaluation. In Proceedings of the 17th International Conference on Machine Learning, 759–766.

Rashidinejad, P., B. Zhu, C. Ma, J. Jiao, and S. Russell (2021). Bridging offline reinforcement learning and imitation learning: A tale of pessimism. arXiv preprint arXiv:2103.12021 .

Robins, J. M., A. Rotnitzky, and D. O. Scharfstein (1999). Sensitivity Analysis for Selection Bias and Unmeasured Confounding in Missing Data and Causal Inference Models, Volume 116 of Statistical Models in Epidemiology: The Environment and Clinical Trials. NY: Springer-Verlag.

Robins, J. M., A. Rotnitzky, and L. P. Zhao (1994). Estimation of regression coefficients when some regressors are not always observed. Journal of the American Statistical Association 89, 846–866.

Shi, C., R. Wan, V. Chernozhukov, and R. Song (2021). Deeply-debiased off-policy interval estimation.

Shi, C., S. Zhang, W. Lu, and R. Song (2020). Statistical inference of the value function for reinforcement learning in infinite horizon settings.

Smucler, E., A. Rotnitzky, and J. M. Robins (2019). A unifying approach for doubly-robust ℓ_1 regularized estimation of causal contrasts. arXiv preprint arXiv:1904.03737 .

Tang, Z., Y. Feng, L. Li, D. Zhou, and Q. Liu (2020). Harnessing infinite-horizon off-policy evaluation: Double robustness via duality. ICLR 2020 .

Thomas, P. and E. Brunskill (2016). Data-efficient off-policy policy evaluation for reinforcement learning. In Proceedings of the 33rd International Conference on Machine Learning, 2139–2148.

Thomas, P., G. Theocharous, and M. Ghavamzadeh (2015). High confidence policy improvement.

In F. Bach and D. Blei (Eds.), Proceedings of the 32nd International Conference on Machine Learning, Volume 37 of Proceedings of Machine Learning Research, pp. 2380–2388.

Tsiatis, A. A. (2006). Semiparametric Theory and Missing Data. Springer Series in Statistics. New York, NY: Springer New York.

Tsiatis, A. A. A. A. (2020). Dynamic treatment regimes : statistical methods for precision medicine.

Monographs on statistics and applied probability (Series) 164. Boca Raton: Chapman and Hall/CRC.

Uehara, M., J. Huang, and N. Jiang (2020). Minimax weight and q-function learning for off-policy evaluation. In Proceedings of the 37th International Conference on Machine Learning, pp. 9659– 9668.

van der Vaart, A. W. (1998). Asymptotic statistics. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.

Wainwright, M. J. (2019). High-Dimensional Statistics : A Non-Asymptotic Viewpoint. New York:

Cambridge University Press.

Wang, R., D. P. Foster, and S. M. Kakade (2020). What are the statistical limits of offline rl with linear function approximation?. arXiv preprint arXiv:2010.11895 .

Wong, R. K. W. and K. C. G. Chan (2018). Kernel-based covariate functional balancing for observational studies. Biometrika 105 (1), 199–213.

Xie, T. and N. Jiang (2020). Q* approximation schemes for batch reinforcement learning: A theoretical comparison. UAI2020 .

Yang, M., O. Nachum, B. Dai, L. Li, and D. Schuurmans (2020). Off-policy evaluation via the regularized lagrangian. arXiv preprint arXiv:2007.03438 .

Yarotsky, D. (2017). Error bounds for approximations with deep relu networks. Neural Networks 94, 103–114.

Yin, M., Y. Bai, and Y.-X. Wang (2020). Near optimal provable uniform convergence in off-policy evaluation for reinforcement learning. arXiv preprint arXiv:2007.03760 .

Yin, M. and Y.-X. Wang (2020). Asymptotically efficient off-policy evaluation for tabular reinforcement learning. In Proceedings of the Twenty Third International Conference on Artificial Intelligence and Statistics, pp. 3948–3958.

Yu, T., G. Thomas, L. Yu, S. Ermon, J. Y. Zou, S. Levine, C. Finn, and T. Ma (2020). Mopo:

Model-based offline policy optimization. In Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, Volume 33, pp. 14129–14142.

Zhang, B., A. A. Tsiatis, E. B. Laber, and M. Davidian (2013a). Robust estimation of optimal dynamic treatment regimes for sequential treatment decisions. Biometrika 100 (3), 681–694.

Zhang, B., A. A. Tsiatis, E. B. Laber, and M. Davidian (2013b). Robust estimation of optimal dynamic treatment regimes for sequential treatment decisions. Biometrika 100, 681–694.

Zhang, R., B. Dai, L. Li, and D. Schuurmans (2020). Gendice: Generalized offline estimation of stationary values. In International Conference on Learning Representations.

Zhang, R., M. Imaizumi, B. Schölkopf, and K. Muandet (2020). Maximum moment restriction for instrumental variable regression. arXiv preprint arXiv:2010.07684 .

A Notation

We summarize the notations in Table 2.

Table 2: Notation S, A, X State space, action space, S × A d_0(·) Initial state density γ Discounting factor P_{R|S,A}(r|s, a), P_S′_{|S,A}(s^′|s, a) Reward density, transition density J Policy value π^e, π^b Evaluation policy, Behavior policy d_πe_{,t} Distribution of (s_t, a_t) under policy π^e q_πe (s, a), v_πe (s) Q-function, value function (for evaluation policy) d_πe_{,γ} (s, a) Discounted occupancy measure P_{S,A,R,S}′ (s, a, r, s^′) Density for the batch data E[f(s, a, r, s^′ )] E_{dπb} [f(s, a, r, s^′)] ‖f‖_2 E[{f(s, a, r, s^′ )}^2]^{1/2} ‖f‖_∞ max_x |f(x)| w_πe (s, a) True weight function d_πe_{,γ} (s, a)/d_πb (s, a) η_πe (s, a) π^e(a|s)/π^b(a|s) C_w, C_η Constants s.t. ‖w_πe (·)‖_∞ ≤ C_w, ‖η(·)‖_∞ ≤ C_η W , Q , W_1 , Q_1 , W_2 , Q_2 Function classes V (Q) VC dimension C_W , C_Q Constant envelopes for the function classes C_ξ Values appearing in the closedness assumptions C_m ‖P_S′ (·)/P_S (·)‖_∞ ≤ C_m C_{ι,n} ‖^q − q_πe ‖_2 ≤ C_{ι,n}‖B^q − ^q‖_2 ≲ Inequality up to problem dependent values ≲_δ Inequality up to problem dependent values with probability 1 − δ μ Baseline measure T , T^′ Transition operator, adjoint operator of the transition operator T_γ , T^′_γ T_γ = γT − I, T^′_γ = γT^′ − I, B, B^′ Forward Bellman operator, backward Bellman operator J J q = −q(s, a) + γv(s^′) R_n(G) Rademacher complexity of the function class G R_n(η, G) Localized Rademacher complexity of the function class G N (τ, G, ‖ · ‖_∞) Covering number of G wrt ‖ · ‖_∞ λ, λ^′ Parameters wrt stabilizers c_0, · · · Universal constants H^α(I^d) Sobolev space Λ^α(I^d) Hölder space σ(A) Spectrum of a matrix A σ_{max}(A) Maximum singular value of A

B Adjoint Transition Operators

B.1 Specific form of adjoint operators

Lemma B.1. We have T^′ : f(s, a) → η(s, a) ∫ P_S′_{|S,A}(s|s^′, a^′)f(s^′, a^′)P_{S,A}(s^′, a^′) P_S (s) dμ(s^′, a^′). When P_S (s) = P_S′ (s), T^′ : f(s, a) → η(s, a) ∫ P_{S,A|S}′ (s^′, a^′|s)f(s^′, a^′)dμ(s^′, a^′). Proof. The first statement is proved by ⟨f, T g⟩ = ∫ f(s, a){ ∫ g(s^′, a^′)π^e(a^′|s^′)P_S′_{|S,A}(s^′|s, a)dμ(s^′, a^′)}P_{S,A}(s, a)dμ(s, a) = ∫ f(s, a)g(s^′, a^′)π^e(a^′|s^′)P_S′_{|S,A}(s^′|s, a)P_{S,A}(s, a)dμ(s, a, s^′, a^′) = ∫ f(s^′, a^′)g(s, a)π^e(a|s)P_S′_{|S,A}(s|s^′, a^′)P_{S,A}(s^′, a^′)dμ(s, a, s^′, a^′) = ∫ g(s, a)π^e(a|s)P_S′_{|S,A}(s|s^′, a^′)f(s^′, a^′)P_{S,A}(s^′, a^′)dμ(s, a, s^′, a^′) = ∫ g(s, a)^{πe(a|s)PS′|S,A(s|s′ ,a′)f (s′ ,a′)PS,A(s′ ,a′)} P_{S,A}(s,a) PS,A(s, a)dμ(s, a, s ′, a^′) = ∫ g(s, a)^{πe(a|s)PS′|S,A(s|s′ ,a′)f (s′ ,a′)pS,A(s′ ,a′)} P_S (s)π^b(a|s) PS,A(s, a)dμ(s, a, s ′, a^′) = ∫ g(s, a)η(s, a){ ∫_{PS′|S,A(s|s}^′_{,a}^′_{)f (s}^′_{,a}^′_{)PS,A(s}^′_{,a}^′_) P_S (s) dμ(s ′, a^′)}P_{S,A}(s, a)dμ(s, a) = ⟨T^′f, g⟩. Here, we use the assumption P_S′ (s)π^e(a|s)/P_{S,A}(s, a) ≤ C_mC_η for ∀(s, a) ∈ X in Assumption 1.

Next, we use the assumption P_S (s) = P_S′ (s). Then, the second statement is proved by P_S′_{|S,A}(s|s^′, a^′)P_{S,A}(s^′, a^′) P_S (s) = P_S′_{|S,A}(s|s^′, a^′)P_{S,A}(s^′, a^′) P_S′ (s) = P_{S,A|S}′ (s^′, a^′|s).

B.2 Examples

When we restrict L^2(X ) to more restricted finite dimensional classes, the operators T , T^′ are represented by matrices. We define a · b = a^⊤b.

Example 11 (Tabular model). We use a matrix formulation. Let X := S × A, and also P^π be an |S||A| × |S||A| matrix, where its P^π_s′_a′_{,sa} := Pr(s_{t+1} = s^′, a_{t+1} = a^′|s_t = s, a_t = a, a_{t+1} ∼ π(·|s_{t+1})). Given a function f(s, a) on X , we represents this f(s, a) as a |S||A| × 1 vector and denote it by [f] := (f(x_1), · · · , f(x_{|S||A|}))^⊤. In a tabular case, the feature vector ϕ(s, a) is given as (I((s, a) = x_1), · · · , I((s, a) = x_{|S||A|}))^⊤. Thus, f(s, a) = [f]^⊤ϕ. Note we often take Q_2 = W_2 = Q_1 = W_1 = {(s, a) → θ^⊤ϕ(s, a); θ ∈ R^{|S||A|} }. Then, we have [T f] = P^{πe} [f], [{(γT − I)f}] = (γP^{πe} − I)[f], T ϕ = (P^{πe} )^⊤ϕ, (γT − I)ϕ = (γP^{πe} − I)^⊤ϕ.

In addition, E[ϕϕ^⊤ ] is a diagonal matrix whose (i, i)-th entry corresponding x_i ∈ X , is E[I((s, a) = x_i)], i.e., P_{S,A}(x_i). This is non-singular when P_{S,A}(s, a) > 0 ∀(s, a) ∈ X . Then, ⟨f, g⟩ = E[fg] is ⟨f, g⟩ = [f]^⊤E[ϕϕ^⊤ ][g]. In addition, from ⟨T f, g⟩ = {P^{πe} [f]}^⊤E[ϕϕ^⊤ ][g] = [f]^⊤{P^{πe} }^⊤E[ϕϕ^⊤ ][g] = [f]^⊤E[ϕϕ^⊤ ]{E[ϕϕ^⊤ ]^{−1}{P^{πe} }^⊤E[ϕϕ^⊤ ]}[g], and ⟨T f, g⟩ = ⟨f, T^′g⟩, we have [T^′f] = (E[ϕϕ^⊤ ]^{−1}(P^{πe} )^⊤E[ϕϕ^⊤ ])[f], [(γT^′ − I)f] = (E[ϕϕ^⊤ ]^{−1}(γP^{πe} − I)^⊤E[ϕϕ^⊤ ])[f], T^′ϕ = (E[ϕϕ^⊤ ]^{−1}(P^{πe} )^⊤E[ϕϕ^⊤ ])^⊤ϕ = E[ϕϕ^⊤ ]P^{πe} E[ϕϕ^⊤ ]^{−1}ϕ.

Example 12 (Linear models -ver 1-). Consider a d-dimensional feature vector ϕ. For f_1(s, a) = θ^⊤_1 ϕ, f_2(s, a) = θ^⊤_2 ϕ, the inner product is defined as ⟨f_1, f_2⟩ = θ^⊤_1 E[ϕϕ^⊤ ]θ_2.

Then, suppose that we have a matrix s.t. T ϕ = M^⊤_πe ϕ, T (θ · ϕ) = M_πe θ · ϕ. This matrix M_πe is referred to as a matrix mean embedding of the conditional transition operator (Duan et al., 2020). In linear MDPs, M_πe is explicitly calculated. See Lemma 5.2. We consider an adjoint operator of this operator. For f_1(s, a) = θ^⊤_1 ϕ, f_2(s, a) = θ^⊤_2 ϕ, then,

⟨T f_1, f_2⟩ = (M_πe θ_1)^⊤E[ϕϕ^⊤ ]θ_2 = θ^⊤_1 M^⊤_πe E[ϕϕ^⊤ ]θ_2 = θ^⊤_1 E[ϕϕ^⊤ ]{E[ϕϕ^⊤ ]}^{−1}M^⊤_πe E[ϕϕ^⊤ ]θ_2 when E[ϕϕ^⊤ ] is non-singular. From ⟨T f_1, f_2⟩ = ⟨f_1, T^′f_2⟩, T^′ : f_2 → {E[ϕϕ^⊤ ]}^{−1}M^⊤_πe E[ϕϕ^⊤ ]θ_2 · ϕ. (12) Therefore, T^′ϕ = {{E[ϕϕ^⊤ ]}^{−1}M^⊤_πe E[ϕϕ^⊤ ]}^⊤ϕ = E[ϕϕ^⊤ ]M_πe E[ϕϕ^⊤ ]^{−1}ϕ Example 13 (Linear models -ver 2-). Consider a d-dimensional feature vector ϕ. For f_1(s, a) = θ^⊤_1 ϕ, f_2(s, a) = θ^⊤_2 ϕ, the inner product is defined as ⟨f_1, f_2⟩ = θ^⊤_1 E[ϕϕ^⊤ ]θ_2.

Then, suppose that we have a matrix s.t. T^′ϕ = M^{′⊤}_πe ϕ, T^′(θ · ϕ) = M^′_πe θ · ϕ In the case of Lemma 5.4, M^′_πe is explicitly calculated. See Lemma 5.4. We consider an adjoint operator of this operator. For f_1(s, a) = θ^⊤_1 ϕ, f_2(s, a) = θ^⊤_2 ϕ, then,

⟨T^′f_1, f_2⟩ = (M^′_πe θ_1)^⊤E[ϕϕ^⊤ ]θ_2 = θ^⊤_1 M^′_πe^⊤E[ϕϕ^⊤ ]θ_2 = θ^⊤_1 E[ϕϕ^⊤ ]{E[ϕϕ^⊤ ]}^{−1}M^′_πe^⊤E[ϕϕ^⊤ ]θ_2 when E[ϕϕ^⊤ ] is non-singular. From ⟨T^′f_1, f_2⟩ = ⟨f_1, T f_2⟩, T : f_2 → {E[ϕϕ^⊤ ]}^{−1}M^′_πe^⊤E[ϕϕ^⊤ ]θ_2 · ϕ. (13) Therefore, T ϕ = {{E[ϕϕ^⊤ ]}^{−1}M^′_πe^⊤E[ϕϕ^⊤ ]}^⊤ϕ = E[ϕϕ^⊤ ]M^′_πe E[ϕϕ^⊤ ]^{−1}ϕ.

C Theorems Agnostic to Realizability and Completeness

We present the theorems agnostic to realizability and completeness . These theorems are useful to analyze sieve estimators and neural networks when Q and W grow with n.

First, we discuss the extension of Theorem 4.1, which takes the bias terms into account. We only present the result of ^J^{mdl}_{w1} and ^J^{mil}_q , ^J^{mil}_w , ^J^{mil}_{wq} . Theorem C.1. When λ = λ^′ = 0, | ^J^{mil}_q − J| ≤ c_0Err_{mil,q} + min_{w∈W2} max_{q∈Q2} E[(w − w_πe )T_γ (q − q_πe )] + min_{q∈Q2} max_{w∈W2} E[wT_γ (q − q_πe )],

| ^J^{mil}_w − J| ≤ c_0Err_{mil,w} + min_{w∈W1} max_{q∈Q1} E[(w − w_πe )T_γ q] + min_{q∈Q1} max_{w∈W1} E[(w − w_πe )T_γ (q − q_πe )],

| ^J^{mil}_{wq} − J| ≤ c_0Err_{mil,wq} + min_{w∈W2} max_{q∈Q2,w′∈W1} E[(w − w^′ − w_πe )T_γ (q − q_πe )] + min_{q∈Q2} max_{w∈W2} E[wT_γ (q − q_πe )],

| ^J^{mil}_{wq} − J| ≤ c_0Err_{mil,wq} + min_{w∈W1} max_{q∈Q1} E[(w − w_πe )T_γ q] + min_{q∈Q1} max_{w∈W1 ,q∈Q2} E[(w − w_πe )T_γ (q − q^′ − q_πe )].

In Theorem C.1, the term min_{q∈Q2} max_{w∈W2} E[(w − w_πe )T_γ (q − q_πe )] represents the discrepancy from the assumption q_πe ∈ Q_2 . The term min_{w∈W2} max_{q∈Q2} E[(w − w_πe )T_γ (q − q_πe ) represents the discrepancy from the assumption w_πe ∈ W_2 . A similar observation is made in Theorem C.1 for the other estimators.

Next, we present the extension of Theorem 6.2, which takes the bias terms into account. We can similarly extend Theorem 6.1.

Theorem C.2. Let η^′_{q,n} be an upper bound on the critical radius of W and G_q , where G_q := {(s, a, s^′) → {−q(s, a) + q_πe (s, a) + γq(s^′, π^e) − γq_πe (s^′, π^e)}w(s, a); q ∈ Q_2 , w ∈ W_2 }. Assume W_2 is symmetric and star-shaped. By defining ϵ_n := max_{q∈Q2} min_{w∈W2} ‖w − T_γ (q − q_πe )‖_2, for any q_0 ∈ Q_2 , with probability 1 − δ,

‖T_γ (^q − q_πe )‖_2 ≲ (1 + C_1 + λ + C^2_1 /λ)η_{q,n} + ϵ_n +

‖T_γ (q_πe − q_0)‖^2 λη_{q,n} + ‖T_γ (q_πe − q_0)‖_2,

where η_{q,n} = η^′_{q,n} + c_0

√_{log(c1/δ)} n for universal constants c_0, c_1.

When q_0 = q_πe and ϵ_n = 0, this result is reduced to Theorem 6.2. In Theorem C.2, ‖T_γ (q_πe −q_0)‖_2 represents the discrepancy from the condition q_πe ∈ Q_2 . The term ϵ_n represents the discrepancy from the condition T_γ (Q_2 − q_πe ) ⊂ W_2 .

D Fast Rates for L^2-errors

In the main text, we show how to derive the fast rates in terms of Bellman residual errors. We show how to obtain the fast rates in terms of L^2-errors.

Theorem D.1. Let η^′_{q,n} be an upper bound on the critical radius of W_2 and G_q , where G_q := {(s, a, s^′) → {−q(s, a) + q_πe (s, a) + γq(s^′, π^e) − γq_πe (s^′, π^e)}w(s, a); q ∈ Q_2 , w ∈ W_2 }. Assume q_πe ∈ Q_2 , C_ξ(Q_2 − q_πe ) ⊂ T^′_γ W_2 , sup_{w∈W2} ‖w‖/‖T^′_γ w‖ ≤ C_ι, W_2 is symmetric and starshaped. Then, with probability 1 − δ,

‖^q_{mil} − q_πe ‖_2 ≲ (1 + C_1 + C^2_1 /λ^′ + C_{W2} (1 + γ √ C_mC_η ) + 1/C_ξ + λ^′{1 + C^2_ι })η_{q,n} C_1 = C_{Q2} + (1 − γ)^{−1}R_{max},

where η_{q,n} = η^′_{q,n} + c_0

√_{log(c1/δ)} n for universal constants c_0, c_1.

Theorem D.2. Let η^′_{w,n} be an upper bound on the critical radius of G_{w1}, G_{w2}, where G_{w1} : = {(s, a, s^′) → {q(s, a) − γq(s^′, π^e)}; q ∈ Q_1 }, G_{w2} : = {(s, a, s^′) → {w(s, a) − w_πe (s, a)}{−q(s, a) + γq(s^′, π^e)}; w ∈ W_1 , q ∈ Q_1 }. Suppose w_πe ∈ W_1 , C_ξ (W_1 − w_πe ) ⊂ T_γ Q_1 , sup_{q∈Q1} ‖q‖/‖T_γq‖ ≤ C_ι, Q_1 is symmetric and starshaped. Then, with probability 1 − δ,

‖ ^w_{mil} − w_πe ‖_2 ≲ { 1 + C^2_{W1} /λ + C_{W1} + C_{Q1} + 1/C_ξ + λ{1 + C^2_ι (1 + C_mC_η )} } η_{w,n} where η_{w,n} = η^′_{w,n} + c_0

√_{log(c1/δ)}

n for universal constants c_0, c_1.

E Complete Analysis of FQI for Policy Evaluation

The FQI has been analyzed in detail (Munos and Szepesvári, 2008; Chen and Jiang, 2019) for policy optimization. For policy evaluation, (Le et al., 2019b) analyzes FQI in detail when the hypothesis classes are VC-classes. For the sake of completeness, we show the analysis when using general function classes. To make the analysis easier, we consider the sample splitting version of FQI:

1. Set the number of iterations T , and split the whole n sample into T bins. We denote the t th bin by ζ_t(t ∈ [1, · · · , T ]).

2. At the initial stage t = 0, take some function f_0. 3. Repeat the following from t = 1, · · · , T

f_t = arg min_{q∈Q} ∑ j∈ζ_t {f_{t−1}(s^{′j} , π^e) + r^j − q(s^j , a^j )}^2.

4. Define the estimator E_{d0} [f_T (s_0, π^e)].

Theorem E.1. We set the critical radius of star(Q − q_πe ) as η_t at t-th stage, i.e., a solution to R_{ζt} (η; Q) ≤ η^2/C_Q. where R_{ζt} (η; Q) is an empirical localized Rademacher complexity of Q based on the data ζ_t. Suppose q_πe ∈ Q, BQ ⊂ Q. With probability 1 − δ, |E_{s∼d0} [f_T (s, π^e)] − J| ≲ (1 − γ^{T /2}) √ 1 − γ ‖w_πe ‖_2C_Qη_q + γ^{T /2}C_Q,

where η_q = max_{t∈[1,··· ,T ]}(η_t + √ c_0 log(c_1T/δ)/n_t) for some universal constants c_0, c_1.

Proof. We directly combine the two lemmas, Lemma E.2 and Lemma E.3. The statement is immediately concluded.

The critical radius η_q is similarly calculated as in Section 6. For example, when Q belongs to VC classes, and the VC dimension is V (Q), then,

η_q = O( max t∈[1,··· ,T ] ( √ V (Q)/n_t + √ c_0 log(c_1T/δ)/n_t)).

The above theorem concludes that the error of FQI is roughly η_q when we only focus on the sample size. This result is equivalent to the analysis of ^J^{mil}_q with stabilizers as in Corollary 6.7. Note that the dependence of ‖w_πe ‖_2 is the same.

Lemma E.2. We set the critical radius of star(Q − q_πe ) as η_t at t-th stage, i.e., a solution to R_{ζt} (η; Q) ≤ η^2/C_Q. Suppose BQ ⊂ Q. Then, with probability 1−δ, ‖f_t −Bf_{t−1}‖_2 ≲ C_Qη where η = η_t + √ c_0 log(c_1/δ)/n_t for some universal constants c_0, c_1.

Lemma E.3. If we have ‖f_t − Bf_{t−1}‖_2 ≤ ε for any T ≥ t ≥ 1, then |E_{s∼d0} [(1 − γ)f_T (s, π^e)] − J]| ≤ {1 − γ^{T /2}}(1 + γ^{1/2}) √ 1 − γ ‖w_πe ‖_2ε + 2γ^{T /2}(1 − γ)C_Q.

F Proofs

F.1 Proof of Section 2

Proof of Lemma 2.1. We show the operator T is bounded: ‖T ‖ = sup_{u∈L2(X )} ‖T u‖_2/‖u‖_2 ≤ √ C_mC_η .

‖T u‖^2 = ‖E_s′_{∼PS′ |S,A(s}′_{|s,a),a}′_{∼π}e_{(a}′_{|s}′_)[u(s^′, a^′)]‖^2 ≤ E_s′_{∼PS′|S,A(s}′_{|s,a),a}′_{∼π}e_{(a}′_{|s}′_{),(s,a)∼PS,A} [u(s^′, a^′)^2] (Jensen) = E_{(s,a)∼PS,A} [ P_S′ (s)π^e(a|s) P_S (s)π^b(a|s) u(s, a)^2 ] ≤ C_mC_η‖u‖^2. Them, the adjoint operator is uniquely defined following standard theory of Hilbert spaces (Debnath, 2005, Theorem 4.3.13). In addition, note that the adjoint operator is also bounded: ‖T^′‖ = ‖T ‖ ≤ √ C_mC_η .

Proof of Lemma 2.2.

Statement (B − I)q = T_γ (q − q_πe )

(B − I)q = E_{PS′ |S,A(s}′_{|s,a),PR|S,A(r|s,a)}[r + γq(s^′, π^e) − q(s, a)] = E_{PS′ |S,A(s}′_{|s,a)}[γq(s^′, π^e) − γq_πe (s^′, π^e) − q(s, a) + q_πe (s, a)] = (γT − I)(q − q_πe ) = T_γ (q − q_πe ).

Statement Bq_πe = q_πe This is proved by Bq_πe = T_γ (q_πe − q_πe ) + q_πe = q_πe .

Statement (B^′ − I)w = T^′_γ (w − w_πe )

We check −^{(1−γ)d0(s)πe (a|s)} P_{S,A}(s,a) = (γT ′ − I)w_πe .

This is proved as (γT^′ − I)^{dπe,γ (s,a)} P_{S,A}(s,a) = γηπ^e (s, a) ∫_{PS′ |S,A(s|s}^′_{,a}^′_{)dπe,γ (s}^′_{,a}^′_) P_S (s) dμ(s ′, a^′) −^{dπe,γ (s,a)} P_{S,A}(s,a) = γπ^e(a|s) ∫_{PS′|S,A(s|s}′_{,a}′_{)dπe,γ (s}′_{,a}′_) P_{S,A}(s,a) dμ(s ′, a^′) −^{dπe ,γ (s,a)} P_{S,A} (s,a) = −^{(1−γ)d0(s)πe(a|s)} P_{S,A}(s,a) . We use Lemma 11 (Uehara et al., 2020): γπ^e(a|s) ∫ P_S′_{|S,A}(s|s^′, a^′)d_πe_{,γ} (s^′, a^′)dμ(s^′, a^′) − d_πe_{,γ} (s, a) = −(1 − γ)d_0(s)π^e(a|s). Thus, We have (B^′ − I)w = γT^′w + (1 − γ)d_0(s)π^e(a|s) P_{S,A}(s, a) − w = (γT^′ − I)(w − w_πe ) = T^′_γ (w − w_πe ).

Statement B^′w_πe = w_πe This is proved by B^′w_πe = T^′_γ (w_πe − w_πe ) + w_πe = w_πe . Proof of Lemma 2.3.

Statement: ‖q − q_πe ‖_2 and ‖q − Bq‖_2 are equivalent We prove (1 − γ √ C_mC_η )‖q − q_πe ‖_2 ≤ ‖Bq − q‖_2 ≤ (1 + γ √ C_mC_η )‖q − q_πe ‖_2.

First, ‖Bq − q‖_2 = ‖(γT − I)(q − q_πe )‖_2 ≤ γ‖T (q − q_πe )‖_2 + ‖q − q_πe ‖_2 ≤ γ √ C_mC_η ‖q − q_πe ‖_2 + ‖q − q_πe ‖_2. (From the proof of Lemma 2.1) In addition, ‖q − q_πe ‖_2 ≤ ‖q − Bq‖_2 + ‖Bq − q_πe ‖_2 = ‖q − Bq‖_2 + ‖Bq − Bq_πe ‖_2 = ‖q − Bq‖_2 + γ‖T (q − q_πe )]‖_2 = ‖q − Bq‖_2 + γ √ C_mC_η ‖q − q_πe ‖_2. This shows ‖q − q_πe ‖_2{1 − γ √ C_mC_η } ≤ ‖q − Bq‖_2. Statement: ‖w − w_πe ‖_2 and ‖w − B^′w‖_2 are equivalent We prove (1 − γ √ C_mC_η)‖w − w_πe ‖_2 ≤ ‖B^′w − w‖_2 ≤ (1 + γ √ C_mC_η )‖w − w_πe ‖_2.

First, ‖B^′w − w‖_2 ≤ ‖(γT^′ − I)(w − w_πe )‖_2 ≤ γ‖T^′w − T^′w_πe ‖_2 + ‖w − w_πe ‖_2 ≤ (1 + γ √ C_mC_η )‖w − w_πe ‖_2. (From the proof of Lemma 2.1) Besides, ‖w − w_πe ‖_2 ≤ ‖w − B^′w‖_2 + ‖B^′w − B^′w_πe ‖_2 ≤ ‖w − B^′w‖_2 + γ‖T^′w − T^′w_πe ‖_2 ≤ ‖w − B^′w‖_2 + γ √ C_mC_η ‖w − w_πe ‖_2. Thus, (1 − γ √ C_mC_η)‖w − w_πe ‖_2 ≤ ‖w − B^′w‖_2.

F.2 Proof of Section 4

Proof of Theorem 4.1.

Proof for ^J^{mil}_w Estimators for the weight functions in MIL are defined as ^w = arg min w∈W_1 max_{q∈Q1} |E_n [f_{mil1} (s, a, r, s^′; w, q)]|, f_{mil1} (s, a, r, s^′; w, q) = w(s, a){q(s, a) − γq(s^′, π^e)} − (1 − γ)E_{d0} [q(s_0, π^e)]. We write this solution to the above minimax optimization as ( ^w, ^q^†). Thus, ^q^† := arg max q∈Q_1 |E_n [f_{mil1} (s, a, r, s^′; ^w, q)]|. We define J^{mil}_w = E[ ^w(s, a)r]. Then, we have |J^{mil}_w − J| ≤ max_{q∈Q1} |E[{ ^w − w_πe )}T_γ q]| + min_{q∈Q1} |E[{ ^w − w_πe )}{T_γ (q − q_πe )}]|. The following is the proof. We have for any q ∈ Q_1 : |J^{mil}_w − J| = E[ ^w(s, a)r] − J| = |E[ ^w(s, a){q_πe (s, a) − γv_πe (s^′)}] − (1 − γ)E_{d0} [q_πe (s_0, π^e)]| ≤ |E[ ^w(s, a){q(s, a) − γv(s^′)}] − (1 − γ)E_{d0} [v(s_0)]| + |E[ ^w(s, a){−q(s, a) + q_πe (s, a) + γv(s^′) − γv_πe (s^′)}] − (1 − γ)E_{d0} [q_πe (s_0, π^e) − v(s_0)]| = |E[ ^w(s, a){q(s, a) − γv(s^′)}] − (1 − γ)E_{d0} [v(s_0)]|| + |E[{ ^w(s, a) − w_πe (s, a)}{−q(s, a) + q_πe (s, a) + γv(s^′) − γv_πe (s^′)}]|. Then, by defining

q^⋄ = arg min q∈Q_1 |E[{ ^w(s, a) − w_πe (s, a)}{−q(s, a) + q_πe (s, a) + γv(s^′) − γv_πe (s^′)}]|. we have |J^{mil}_w − J| ≤ |E[ ^w(s, a){q^⋄(s, a) − γv^⋄(s^′)}] − (1 − γ)E_{d0} [v^⋄(s_0)]| (14) + |E[{ ^w(s, a) − w_πe (s, a)}{−q^⋄(s, a) + q_πe (s, a) + γv^⋄(s^′) − γv_πe (s^′)}]| (15) ≤ max_{q∈Q1} |E[ ^w(s, a){q(s, a) − γv(s^′)}] − (1 − γ)E_{d0} [v(s_0)]| + min_{q∈Q1} |E[{ ^w(s, a) − w_πe (s, a)}{−q(s, a) + q_πe (s, a) + γv(s^′) − γv_πe (s^′)}]| ≤ max_{q∈Q1} |E[{ ^w − w_πe }T_γ q]| + min_{q∈Q1} |E[{ ^w − w_πe }{T_γ(q − q_πe )}]|. (16) Here, we use E[w_πe (s, a){q(s, a) − γv(s^′)}] − (1 − γ)E_{d0} [v(s_0)] = 0 from (Uehara et al., 2020). Since the second term is zero under q ∈ Q_1 , we further analyze the first term: max_{q∈Q1} |E[{ ^w − w_πe }T_γ q]|. Recall we have E[f_{mil 1} (w, q)] = E[−(w − w_πe )T_γ q].

Then, using w_πe ∈ W_1 , q_πe ∈ Q_1 , from Eq. (16), |J^{mil}_w − J| ≤ max_{q∈Q1} |E[( ^w − w_πe )T_γ q]| = |E[( ^w − w_πe )T_γ ~q]|, where ~q = arg max q∈Q_1 |E[( ^w − w_πe )T_γ q]|. As a first step, we bound |E[( ^w − w_πe )T_γ ^q^†]|:

|E[( ^w − w_πe ) ^T_γ ^q^†]| = |E[f_{mil 1} ( ^w, ^q^†)]| = |E[f_{mil 1} ( ^w, ^q^†)]| − |E[f_{mil 1} (w_πe , ^q^†)]| = |E[f_{mil1} ( ^w, ^q^†)]| − |E_n [f_{mil1} ( ^w, ^q^†)]| + |E_n [f_{mil1} ( ^w, ^q^†)]| − |E_n [f_{mil1} (w_πe , ^q^†)]| + |E_n [f_{mil1} (w_πe , ^q^†)]| − |E[f_{mil 1} (w_πe , ^q^†)]| ≤ |E[f_{mil1} ( ^w, ^q^†)]| − |E_n [f_{mil1} ( ^w, ^q^†)]| + |E_n [f_{mil1} (w_πe , ^q^†)]| − |E[f_{mil 1} (w_πe , ^q^†)]| ≤ 2 sup w∈W_1 ,q∈Q_1 |(E − E_n )[f_{mil1} (w, q)]|.

Here, we use |E_n [f_{mil1} ( ^w, ^q^†)]| ≤ |E_n [f_{mil1} (w_πe , ^q^†)]| and |E[f_{mil 1} (w_πe , ^q^†)]| = 0.

Second, we calculate the difference of |E[( ^w − w_πe )T_γ ^q^†]| and |E[( ^w − w_πe )T_γ ~q]|. |E[( ^w − w_πe )T_γ ~q]| − |E[( ^w − w_πe )T_γ ^q^†]| = |E[f_{mil 1} ( ^w, ~q)]| − |E[f_{mil 1} ( ^w, ^q^†)]| = |E[f_{mil 1} ( ^w, ~q)]| − |E_n [f_{mil1} ( ^w, ~q)]| + |E_n [f_{mil1} ( ^w, ~q)]| − |E_n [f_{mil1} ( ^w, ^q^†)]| + |E_n [f_{mil1} ( ^w, ^q^†)]| − |E[f_{mil1} ( ^w, ^q^†)]| ≤ |E[f_{mil 1} ( ^w, ~q)]| − |E_n [f_{mil1} ( ^w, ~q)]| + |E_n [f_{mil1} ( ^w, ^q^†)]| − |E[f_{mil 1} ( ^w, ^q^†)]| ≤ 2 sup w∈W_1 ,q∈Q_1 |(E − E_n )[f_{mil1} (w, q)]|.

Here, we use |E_n [f_{mil1} ( ^w, ~q)]| ≤ |E_n [f_{mil1} ( ^w, ^q^†)]|. Thus, |E[( ^w − w_πe )T_γ ~q]| = |E[( ^w − w_πe )T_γ ~q]| − |E[( ^w − w_πe )T_γ ^q^†]| + |E[( ^w − w_πe )T_γ ^q^†]| ≤ 4| sup w∈W_1 ,q∈Q_1 (E − E_n )[f_{mil1} (w, q)]|.

In addition, with probability 1 − δ, | ^J^{mil}_w − J^{mil}_w | ≤ sup_{w∈W1} |(E_n − E)[w(s, a)r]|.

Combining all results together and using the uniform law of large numbers, with probability 1 − δ, | ^J^{mil}_w − J| ≤ sup_{w∈W1} |(E_n − E)[w(s, a)r]| + 4| sup_{w∈W1 ,q∈Q1}(E − E_n )[f_{mil1} (w, q)]| ≲ R_{max}R_n(W_1 ) + R_{max} √ log(4/δ)/n + R_n(G(W_1 , Q_1 )) + C_{W1} (C_{Q1} + R_{max}) √ log(4/δ)/n. Proof for ^J^{mil}_q Estimators for q-functions in MIL are defined as ^q = arg min q∈Q_2 max w∈W_2 |E_n [f_{mil2} (s, a, r, s^′; w, q)]|, f_{mil2} (s, a, r, s^′; w, q) = w(s, a){r − q(s, a) + γv(s^′)} We write this solution as (^q, ^w^†), i.e., ^w^† = arg max w∈W_2 |E_n [f_{mil2} (s, a, r, s^′; w, ^q)]|.

We have | ^J^{mil}_q − J| ≤ max_{w∈W2} |E[w(s, a)T_γ (^q − q_πe )]| + min_{w∈W2} |E[(w − w_πe )T_γ (^q − q_πe )]|. (17)

This is proved as follows. We have for any w ∈ W_2 :

| ^J^{mil}_q − J| = |(1 − γ)E_{d0} [^q(s_0, π^e)] − E[w_πe (s, a)r]| = |E[w_πe (s, a){−^q(s, a) + γ^v(s^′)}] − E[w_πe (s, a)r]| = |E[w_πe (s, a){r − ^q(s, a) + γ^v(s^′)}]| ≤ |E[w(s, a){r − ^q(s, a) + γ^v(s^′)}]| + |E[(w − w_πe ){r − ^q(s, a) + γ^v(s^′)}]| = |E[wT_γ (^q − q_πe )]| + |E[(w − w_πe )T_γ (^q − q_πe )]|. This concludes the proof of Eq. (17).

Then, recall E[f_{mil 2} (s, a, r, s^′; w, q)] = E[wT_γ (^q − q_πe )]. Then, from the assumption and (17), we have | ^J^{mil}_q − J| ≤ max_{w∈W2} |E[w(s, a)T_γ (^q − q_πe )]| = |E[ ~wT_γ (^q − q_πe )]|, where ~w = arg max w∈W_2 |E[wT_γ (^q − q_πe )]|. As a first step, we bound |E[ ^w^† T_γ (^q − q_πe )]|:

|E[ ^w^† T_γ (^q − q_πe )]| = |E[f_{mil 2} ( ^w^†, ^q)]| = |E[f_{mil 2} ( ^w^†, ^q)]| − |E[f_{mil 2} ( ^w^†, q_πe )]| = |E[f_{mil 2} ( ^w^†, ^q)]| − |E_n [f_{mil2} ( ^w^†, ^q)]| + |E_n [f_{mil2} ( ^w^†, ^q)]| − |E_n [f_{mil2} ( ^w^†, q_πe )]| + |E_n [f_{mil2} ( ^w^†, q_πe )]| − |E[f_{mil 2} ( ^w^†, q_πe )]| ≤ |E[f_{mil 2} ( ^w^†, ^q)]| − |E_n [f_{mil2} ( ^w^†, ^q)]| + |E_n [f_{mil2} ( ^w^†, q_πe )]| − |E[f_{mil 2} ( ^w^†, q_πe )]| ≤ 2| sup w∈W_2 ,q∈Q_2 (E − E_n )[f_{mil2} (q, w)]|

Here, we use |E_n [f_{mil2} ( ^w^†, ^q)]| ≤ |E_n [f_{mil2} ( ^w^†, q_πe )]| and |E[f_{mil 2} ( ^w^†, q_πe )]| = 0.

Second, we bound the difference of |E[ ^w^† T_γ (^q − q_πe )]| and |E[ ~wT_γ (^q − q_πe )]|: |E[ ~wT_γ (^q − q_πe )]| − |E[ ^w^† T_γ (^q − q_πe )]| = |E[f_{mil 2} ( ~w, ^q)]| − |E[f_{mil 2} ( ^w^†, ^q)]| = |E[f_{mil 2} ( ~w, ^q)]| − |E_n [f_{mil2} ( ~w, ^q)]| + |E_n [f_{mil2} ( ~w, ^q)]| − |E_n [f_{mil2} ( ^w^†, ^q)]| + |E_n [f_{mil2} ( ^w^†, ^q)]| − |E[f_{mil 2} ( ^w^†, ^q)]| ≤ |E[f_{mil 2} ( ~w, ^q)]| − |E_n [f_{mil2} ( ~w, ^q)]| + |E_n [f_{mil2} ( ^w^†, ^q)]| − |E[f_{mil 2} ( ^w^†, ^q)]| ≤ 2| sup w∈W_2 ,q∈Q_2 (E − E_n )[f_{mil2} (q, w)]|.

Here, we use |E_n [f_{mil2} ( ~w, ^q)]| ≤ |E_n [f_{mil2} ( ^w^†, ^q)]|. In the end, E[ ~wT_γ (^q − q_πe )]| ≤ |E[ ~wT_γ (^q − q_πe )]| − |E[ ^w^† T_γ (^q − q_πe )]| + |E[ ^w^† T_γ (^q − q_πe )]| ≤ 4| sup w∈W_2 ,q∈Q_2 (E − E_n )[f_{mil2} (q, w)]|.

This term is upper-bounded by R_n(G(W_2 , Q_2 )) + C_{W2} C_{Q2} √ log(2/δ)/n up to universal constants.

Proof for ^J^{mil}_{wq} Letting f(s, a, r, s^′; w, q) = w(s, a){r − q(s, a) + γq(s^′, π^e)} + (1 − γ)E_{d0} [q(s_0, π^e)], we define J^{mil}_{wq} = E[f(s, a, r, s^′ ; ^w, ^q)]. Here, we have | ^J^{mil}_{wq} − J^{mil}_{wq} | ≤ sup_{w∈W1 ,q∈Q2} |(E − E_n )[f(w, q)]|. Besides, E[f(s, a, r, s^′ ; ^w, ^q)] − J = |E[{ ^w − w_πe }{T_γ (^q − q_πe }]|. Case 1: when q_πe ∈ Q_2 , w_πe − W_1 ⊂ W_2 Thus, from a similar calculation as the above, |E[f(s, a, r, s^′ ; ^w, ^q)] − J| ≤ max_{w∈W2} |E[w(s, a)T_γ (^q − q_πe )]| + min_{w∈W2} |E[{w − w_πe + ^w}T_γ (^q − q_πe )]|. The second term is 0 from the assumption. The first term is calculated as before.

Case 2: when w_πe ∈ W_1 , q_πe − Q_2 ⊂ Q_1 Thus, from a similar calculation as the above, |E[f(s, a, r, s^′ ; ^w, ^q)] − J| ≤ max_{q∈Q1} |E[( ^w − w_πe )T_γ q]| + min_{q∈Q1} |E[( ^w − w_πe )T_γ {q − q_πe + ^q}]|. The second term is 0 from the assumption. The first term is calculated as before.

Combining all things, with 1 − δ, | ^J^{mil}_{wq} − J| ≤ sup w∈W_1 ,q∈Q_2 |(E − E_n )[f(w, q)]| + max(4 sup w∈W_1 ,q∈Q_1 |(E − E_n )[f_{mil1} (q, w)]|, 4 sup_{w∈W2 ,q∈Q2} |(E − E_n )[f_{mil2} (q, w)]|) ≲ Err_{mil,wq} + max(Err_{mil,w}, Err_{mil,q} ).

Proof of Corollary 4.2. First part First, we prove that the VC dimension of V := {q(s, π^e); q ∈ Q} is upper-bounded by V (Q). Consider the set of subgraphs of V as V. Then, we take n points s_1, · · · , s_n shattered by V. This states for any binary sequence {b_1, · · · , b_n}, there exists v^′ ∈ V and t^′ ∈ R s.t. I(q_v′ (s_1, π^e) − t^′ > 0) = b_1, · · · , I(q_v′ (s_n, π^e) − t^′ > 0) = b_n, where q_v′ ∈ Q is a corresponding function such as v^′(s) = q_v′ (s, π^e). We, then, consider the set of subgraphs of Q as Q, and show that Q can shatter (s_1, a_1), ..., (s_n, a_n) associated with s_1, ..., s_n. To bound the VC dimension of V, it is sufficient to show ∃a, sign(q_v′ (s, π^e) − t^′) = sign(q_v′ (s, a) − t^′), (18) holds for any s. To show (18), without loss of generality, we assume q_v′ (s, π^e) ≥ t^′, which is equivalent to ∫ q_v′ (s, a)π^e(a|s)d(a) > t^′. (19)

We use the contradiction argument. Suppose there is no a ∈ A s.t. q_v′ (s, a) > t^′, then ∫ q_v′ (s, a)π^e(a|s)d(a) ≤ t^′, holds. This contradicts Eq. (19), hence there exists a ∈ A s.t. q_v′ (s, a) > t^′. Hence, we can take {a_1, · · · , a_n} as satisfying (18) for each s_1, ..., s_n and obtain

I(q_v′ (s_1, a_1) − t^′ > 0) = b_1, · · · , I(q_v′ (s_n, a_n) − t^′ > 0) = b_n.

This concludes that V (V) ≤ V (Q).

Second part

R_n(G(W , Q )) = R_n(W Q ) + γR_n(W V) ≤ 0.25{R_n((W + Q)^2 − (W − Q)^2 ) + γR_n((W + V)^2 − (W − V)^2 )} ≤ {C_W C_QR_n(W + Q)) + γC_W C_QR_n(W + V)} (Contraction property (Mendelson, 2002))

Here, we have

R_n(W ) = ∫_{CW} 0 √ log N (t, W , ‖ · ‖_n)/nd(t) = O {∫_{CW} 0 √ V (W ) log(1/t)/nd(t) } = O( √ V (W )/n). The covering number is calculated using (van der Vaart, 1998, Lemma 19.15), that is, for a VC class of functions F with measurable envelope function F and r ≥ 1, one has for any probability measure Q with ‖F ‖_{Q,r} > 0, N (ϵ‖F ‖_{Q,r}, F, L_r(Q)) ≲ V (F)(4e)^{V (F)} ( 2 ϵ )_{rV (F)} . Thus,

R_{max}R_n(W ) + R_n(G(W , Q )) = O( √ (V (W ) + V (Q))/n). This concludes that with probability 1 − δ,

| ^J^{mil} − J| = O( √ (V (W ) + V (Q))/n).

Proof of Corollary 4.3. WLOG, we prove the case for ^J^{mil}_q . From Lemma F.6, we have √ log N (τ, G(W , Q ), ‖ · ‖_∞) ≤ √ log(0.5τ/((1 + γ)C_Q), W , ‖ · ‖_∞) + log N (0.5τ/((1 + γ)C_W ), Q, ‖ · ‖_∞) ≤ √ log(0.5τ/((1 + γ)C_Q), W , ‖ · ‖_∞) + √ log N (0.5τ/((1 + γ)C_W ), Q, ‖ · ‖_∞). First, we consider the case when β < 2, from Lemma F.4, the final error is O ( n^{−1/2} { 1 − { 1 τ }_{0.5β−1}} + τ ) .

By taking τ = Θ(1/n), the final error is O(n^{−1/2}).

Next, we consider the case when β = 2. From Lemma F.4, the final error is O ( n^{−1/2}{1 − log(τ)} + τ ) . By taking τ = Θ(log(n)/ √ n), the final error is O(n^{−1/2} log n).

Finally, consider the case when β ≥ 2. From Lemma F.4, the final error is O ( n^{−1/2} {{ 1 τ }_{0.5β−1} − 1 } + τ ) .

Here, by taking τ = Θ(n^{−1/β}), the final error is ~O(n^{−1/β} ).

Proof of Corollary 4.4. WLOS, we prove the case for ^J^{mil}_q . From Theorem C.1,

| ^J^{mil}_q − J| = O(R_{max}R_n(W ) + R_n(G(W , Q ))) + min_{w∈W} max_{q∈Q} E[(w − w_πe )T_γ (q − q_πe )] + min_{q∈Q} max_{w∈W} E[wT_γ (q − q_πe )]).

Then, from the assumption of sieve space W , we have

min_{w∈W} max_{q∈Q} E[(w − w_πe )T_γ (q − q_πe )] ≲ min_{w∈W} ‖w − w_πe ‖_∞(C_Q + R_{max}(1 − γ)^{−1}) (from ‖T_γ (q − q_πe )‖_1 ≲ C_Q + R_{max}(1 − γ)^{−1})) = O(k^{−p/d}_n ). Similarly, from the assumption of sieve space Q, we have min_{q∈Q} max_{w∈W} E[wT_γ (q − q_πe )] ≤ (1 + γ)C_W min_{q∈Q} ‖q − q_πe ‖_∞ = O(k^{−p/d}_n ).

In addition, we have R_{max}R_n(W ) + R_n(G(W , Q )) = O( √ k_n/n) from Corollary 4.2. In the end, the final error becomes O( √ k_n/n + k^{−p/d}_n ). Balancing these two terms, the final error is O(n^{− p2p+d} ).

Proof of Corollary 4.5. WLOS, we prove the case for ^J^{mil}_q . As a similar discussion as the proof of Corollary 4.4, | ^J^{mil} − J| is upper-bounded by

O(R_{max}R_n(W )) + R_n(G(W , Q )) + min_{w∈W} max_{q∈Q} E[(w − w_πe )T_γ (q − q_πe )] + min_{q∈Q} max_{w∈W} E[wT_γ (q − q_πe )] ( Theorem C.1) = O(R_{max}R_n(W )) + R_n(G(W , Q )) + ~O(Ξ^{−p/d}) (Lemma F.8) = O(R_n(F_{NN} )) + ~O(Ξ^{−p/d}) ( Contraction property) = O ( √ ΞL/n ∫_{CN N} 0 √ log(LB(Ξ + 1)/t)dμ(t) ) + ~O(Ξ^{−p/d}), (Lemma F.7 and Dudley integral)

where F_{NN} ≤ C_{NN} = max{C_W , C_Q}. Then, by taking L = Θ(log n), Ξ = Θ(n^{d/(2p+d)}), the statement is concluded.

Proof of Corollary 4.6. WLOS, we prove the case for ^J^{mil}_q . We define C_{NN} := max{C_W , C_Q} which is finite by the boundedness of A_ℓ for F_{NN} . As a similar discussion as the proof of Corollary 4.4, | ^J^{mil} − J| is upper-bounded by

O(R_{max}R_n(W )) + R_n(G(W , Q )) + min_{w∈W} max_{q∈Q} E[(w − w_πe )T_γ (q − q_πe )] + min_{q∈Q} max_{w∈W} E[wT_γ (q − q_πe )] ( Theorem C.1) = O(R_n(F_{NN} ) + ϵ). ( Contraction property and the assumption for the approximation error) We apply Lemma F.9 and obtain the statement. Proof of Theorem 5.1.

Convergence rate of w-functions regarding ‖ ^w − w_πe ‖_2

Estimators for the weight functions in MIL are defined as

^w = arg min w∈W_1 max_{q∈Q1} |E_n [f_{mil1} (s, a, r, s^′; w, q)]|, f_{mil1} (s, a, r, s^′; w, q) = w(s, a){q(s, a) − γq(s^′, π^e)} − (1 − γ)E_{d0} [q(s_0, π^e)]. We write this solution to the above minimax optimization as ^w. In addition, we have E[f_{mil 1} (s, a, r, s^′; w, q)] = −E[T^′_γ (w − w_πe )q]. What we want to bound is E[( ^w − w_πe )^2]:

E[( ^w − w_πe )^2] ≤ max_{q∈Q1} |E[C^{−1}_ξ ( ^w − w_πe )T_γ q]| = |E[C^{−1}_ξ {( ^w − w_πe )}T_γ ~q]|, where ~q = arg max q∈Q_1 |E[( ^w − w_πe )T_γ q]|. Here, we use C_ξ (W_1 − w_πe ) ⊂ T_γ Q_1 . Therefore, if we can bound |E[T^′_γ ( ^w − w_πe )~q]|, the convergence rate is obtained. This is bounded as in the proof of Theorem 4.1. Thus, with probability 1 − δ, E[{( ^w − w_πe )}^2] ≤ C^{−1}_ξ Err_{mil,w}.

Convergence rate of w-functions regarding ‖B^′ ^w − ^w‖_2 What we want to bound is E[(B^′ ^w − ^w)^2]. Since B^′w − w = T^′_γ (w − w_πe ), we bound E[{T^′_γ ( ^w − w_πe )}^2]: E[{T^′_γ ( ^w − w_πe )}^2] ≤ max_{q∈Q1} |E[{T^′_γ ( ^w − w_πe )}C^{−1}_ξ q]| = |E[C^{−1}_ξ {T^′_γ ( ^w − w_πe )}~q]|, where ~q = arg max q∈Q_1 |E[T^′_γ ( ^w − w_πe )q]|. Here, we use C_ξ T^′_γ (W_1 − w_πe ) ⊂ Q_1 . Therefore, if we can bound |E[C^{−1}_ξ T^′_γ ( ^w − w_πe )~q]|, the convergence rate is obtained. This is bounded as in the proof of Theorem 4.1. Thus, with probability 1 − δ, E[{T^′_γ ( ^w − w_πe )}^2] = E[{B^′ ^w − ^w}^2] ≤ C^{−1}_ξ Err_{mil,w}.

Convergence rate of q-functions regarding ‖B^q − ^q‖_2

Recall that estimators for q-functions in MIL are defined as ^q = arg min q∈Q_2 max w∈W_2 |E_n [f_{mil2} (s, a, r, s^′; w, q)]|, f_{mil2} (s, a, r, s^′; w, q) = w(s, a){r − q(s, a) + γv(s^′)} We write this solution to ^q. In addition, we have E[f_{mil 2} (s, a, r, s^′; w, ^q)] = E[wT_γ (^q − q_πe )]. What we want to bound is E[{B^q − ^q})^2]. Since Bq −q = T_γ (q −q_πe ), we bound E[{T_γ (^q −q_πe )}^2]: E[{T_γ (^q − q_πe )}^2] ≤ C^{−1}_ξ max_{w∈W2} |E[wT_γ (^q − q_πe )]| = C^{−1}_ξ |E[ ~wT_γ (^q − q_πe )]|, where ~w = arg max w∈W_2 |E[wT_γ (^q − q_πe )]|. Here, we use C_ξ T_γ (Q_2 − q_πe ) ⊂ W_2 . Therefore, if we can bound |E[ ~wT_γ (^q − q_πe )]|, the convergence rate is obtained. This is bounded as in the proof of Theorem 4.1. Thus, with probability 1 − δ, E[{B^q − ^q}^2] ≤ C^{−1}_ξ Err_{mil,q}. Convergence rate of q-functions regarding ‖^q − q_πe ‖_2 We have E[{^q − q_πe }^2] ≤ max_{w∈W2} C^{−1}_ξ |E[T^′_γ w(^q − q_πe )]| = C^{−1}_ξ |E[ ~wT_γ (^q − q_πe )]|, where ~w = arg max w∈W_2 |E[wT_γ (^q − q_πe )]|. Here, we use C_ξ (Q_2 − q_πe ) ⊂ T^′_γ W_2 . Therefore, if we can bound |E[ ~wT_γ (^q − q_πe )]|, the convergence rate is obtained. This is bounded as in the proof of Theorem 4.1. Thus, with probability 1 − δ, E[{^q − q_πe }^2] ≤ C^{−1}_ξ Err_{mil,q}.

Proof of Lemma 5.2. Statement I: q_πe ∈ Q Recall T f(s, a) = ∫ f(s^′, π^e)P_S′_{|S,A}(s^′|s, a)dμ(s^′). Thus, for any q ∈ Q, Bq belongs to Q. Noting Bq_πe = q_πe , q_πe also belongs to Q. We write q_πe = {θ^∗}^⊤ϕ.

Statement II: T_γ (Q − q_πe ) ⊂ Q We show there exists M_πe s.t. T (β^⊤ϕ) = (M_πe β)^⊤ϕ. This is proved by T (β^⊤ϕ) = β^⊤{ ∫ ϕ(s^′, π^e)ϑ(s^′)^⊤dμ(s^′)}ϕ. Thus, for any θ ∈ R^d , (γT − I){(θ − θ^∗)^⊤ϕ} = γ(θ − θ^∗)^⊤M^⊤_πe ϕ − (θ − θ^∗)^⊤ϕ = {(γM_πe − I)(θ − θ^∗)}^⊤ϕ.

This implies T_γ (Q − q_πe ) ⊂ Q. Recall Q = {(s, a) → θ^⊤ϕ(s, a); θ ∈ R^d }.

Statement III: Q − q_πe ⊂ T^′_γ Q From Example 12 and (12), given f_2 = θ · ϕ, we have T^′_γ f_2 = {E[ϕϕ^⊤ ]^{−1}(γM^⊤_πe − I)E[ϕϕ^⊤ ]}θ · ϕ. Since I −γM^⊤_πe is invertible from the assumption 1/γ /∈ σ(M_πe ), for any q−q_πe = (θ−θ^∗)·ϕ ∈ Q−q_πe , we can take

q^′ = {E[ϕϕ^⊤ ]^{−1}(γM^⊤_πe − I)E[ϕϕ^⊤ ]}^{−1}(θ − θ^∗) · ϕ

s.t. T^′_γ q^′ = q − q_πe This implies Q − q_πe ⊂ T^′_γ Q

Statement IV: Tabular case We use a matrix formulation following Example 11. In a tabular case, M_πe = P_πe . The spectrum of P_πe is less than or equal to 1. Thus, Q − q_πe ⊂ T^′_γ Q holds from the statement III. Besides, Q = {θ^⊤ϕ; θ ∈ R^d } from the statement II.

Proof of Lemma 5.4. From Lemma B.1, recall T^′f(s, a) = η_πe (s, a) ∫ f(s^′, a^′)P_{S,A|S}′ (s^′, a^′|s)dμ(s^′, a^′). First, by using the assumption P_{S,A|S}′ (s^′, a^′|·) = ψ(·) · ϑ(s^′, a^′), T^′f belongs to W = {(s, a) → η_πe (s, a) × (ψ(s) · β); β ∈ R^d }. Especially, T^′{β^⊤ηψ} = (M^′_πe β)^⊤ηψ holds by taking M^{′⊤}_πe s.t. ∫ η_πe (s^′, a^′)ψ(s^′)ϑ^⊤(s^′, a^′)dμ(s^′, a^′).

Statement I : w_πe ∈ W Noting B^′w = γT^′w+(1−γ)^{d0(s)πe(a|s)}

π^b (a|s)p_S (s) and the assumption d0(s)/pS (s) belongs to {ψ(s)·β); β ∈

R^d }, for any w, B^′w belongs to W . Since B^′w_πe = w_πe , w_πe also belongs to W . We define θ^∗ s.t. w_πe = η{θ^∗}^⊤ψ. Statement II: T^′_γ (W − w_πe ) ⊂ W For any θ ∈ R^d , (γT^′ − I){ηθ^⊤ψ − η{θ^∗}^⊤ψ} = (γM^′_πe − I)(θ − θ^∗) · ηψ. Thus, T^′_γ (W − w_πe ) ⊂ W is concluded.

Statement III: (W − w_πe ) ⊂ T_γ W From Example 13 and (13), for f_2 = θ · ηψ we have T_γ f_2 = {E[ψψ^⊤ ]^{−1}(γM^{′⊤}_πe − I)E[ψψ^⊤ ]}θ · ηψ Since (I −γM^{′⊤}_πe ) is non-singular from the assumption 1/γ /∈ σ(M_πe ), for any w −w_πe = (θ −θ^∗)·ηψ, we can take w^′ w^′ = {E[ψψ^⊤ ]^{−1}(γM^{′⊤}_πe − I)E[ψψ^⊤ ]}^{−1}(θ − θ^∗) · ηψ s.t. w − w_πe = T_γ w^′. This implies (W − w_πe ) ⊂ T_γ W .

Statement IV: Tabular case We use a matrix formulation following Example 11. Wcompleteness , T_γ (W − w_πe ) ⊂ W , obviously holds. Thus, we prove adjoint w-completeness . Recall E[ψψ^⊤ ] is non-singular, and we have [T^′f] = (E[ψψ^⊤ ]^{−1}(P^{πe} )^⊤E[ψψ^⊤ ])[f] and [T_γ f] = [(γT^′ − I)f] = (E[ψψ^⊤ ]^{−1}(γP^{πe} − I)^⊤E[ψψ^⊤ ])[f].

Thus, for given any f ∈ W − w_πe , we can take a vector f^′ := {(E[ψψ^⊤ ]^{−1}(γP^{πe} − I)^⊤E[ψψ^⊤ ])^{−1}[f]} · ψ s.t. (γT^′ − I)f^′ = f. Note γP^{πe} − I is non-singular. Therefore, the adjoint w-completeness , (W − w_πe ) ⊂ T_γ W holds.

Proof of Corollary 5.5.

First Statement Define J^{mil}_w := E[ ^wr]. Then,

|J^{mil}_w − J| = |E[( ^w − w_πe )T_γ q_πe ]| = |E[T^′_γ ( ^w − w_πe )q_πe ]| ≤ ‖T^′_γ ( ^w − w_πe )‖_2‖‖q_πe ‖_2, |J^{mil}_w − J| = |E[( ^w − w_πe )T_γ q_πe ]| ≤ ‖( ^w − w_πe )‖_2‖‖T_γ q_πe ‖_2.

Thus, when w_πe ∈ W_1 , C_ξT^′_γ (W_1 − w_πe ) ⊂ Q_1 , with 1 − δ, | ^J^{mil}_w − J| ≤ | ^J^{mil}_w − J^{mil}_w | + |J^{mil}_w − J| ≤ | ^J^{mil}_w − J^{mil}_w | + ‖T^′_γ ( ^w − w_πe )‖_2‖‖q_πe ‖_2 = Err^′_{mil,w} + √ C^{−1}_ξ Err_{mil,w}‖q_πe ‖_2.

Similarly, when q_πe ∈ Q_2 , C_ξ(W_1 − w_πe ) ⊂ T_γ Q_1 , with 1 − δ, we have | ^J^{mil}_w − J| ≤ Err^′_{mil,w} + √ C^{−1}_ξ Err_{mil,w}‖T_γ q_πe ‖_2.

Second Statement When q_πe ∈ Q_2 , C_ξT_γ (Q_2 − q_πe ) ⊂ W_2 , with 1 − δ, we have | ^J^{mil}_q − J| = |E[w_πe T_γ (^q − q_πe )]| ≤ ‖w_πe ‖_2‖‖T_γ (^q − q_πe )‖_2 ≤ ‖w_πe ‖_2 √ C^{−1}_ξ Err_{mil,q}.

When q_πe ∈ Q_2 , C_ξ(Q_2 − q_πe ) ⊂ T^′_γ W_2 , with 1 − δ, we have | ^J^{mil}_q − J| = |E[T^′_γ w_πe (^q − q_πe )]| ≤ ‖T^′_γ w_πe ‖_2‖‖(^q − q_πe )‖_2 ≤ ‖T^′_γ w_πe ‖_2 √ C^{−1}_ξ Err_{mil,q}.

Third Statement

We define J^{mil}_{wq} := E[ ^w{r − ^q(s, a) + γ^q(s^′, π^e)} + (1 − γ)E_{d0} [^q(s_0, π^e)].

When we have q_πe ∈ Q_2 , C_ξT_γ (Q_2 − q_πe ) ⊂ W_2 , with 1 − δ, |J^{mil}_{wq} − J| = |E[{w_πe − w}T_γ (^q − q_πe )]| ≤ ‖w_πe − ^w‖_2‖‖T_γ(^q − q_πe )‖_2 ≤ sup_{w∈W1} ‖w − w_πe ‖_2‖T_γ (^q − q_πe )‖_2 ≲ sup_{w∈W1} ‖w − w_πe ‖_2 √ C^{−1}_ξ Err_{mil,q}

When we have w_πe ∈ W_1 , C_ξ T^′_γ (W_1 − w_πe ) ⊂ Q_1 , with 1 − δ, |J^{mil}_{wq} − J| = |E[T^′_γ ( ^w − w_πe )(^q − q_πe )]| ≤ ‖T^′_γ (w_πe − ^w)‖_2‖‖^q − q_πe ‖_2 ≤ sup_{q∈Q1} ‖q − q_πe ‖_2‖T^′_γ ( ^w − w_πe )‖_2 ≲ sup_{q∈Q2} ‖q − q_πe ‖_2 √ C^{−1}_ξ Err_{mil,w}

Noting | ^J^{mil}_{wq} − J^{mil}_{wq} | ≲ Err_{mil,wq}, the statement is proved as

| ^J^{mil}_{wq} − J| ≤ Err_{mil,wq} + C^{−1/2}_ξ max( sup_{w∈W1} ‖w − w_πe ‖_2 √ Err_{mil,q}, sup_{q∈Q2} ‖q − q_πe ‖_2 √ Err_{mil,w}).

This immediately implies | ^J^{mil}_{wq} − J| ≤ Err_{mil,wq} + C^{−1/2}_ξ max(C_W √ Err_{mil,q} , C_Q √ Err_{mil,w}).

Regarding the statement related to adjoint completeness, the statement similarly holds.

F.3 Proof of Section 6

In the following we will frequently invoke two key lemmas. First, recall that the empirical localized Rademacher complexity of the function class is G : V → [−c, c] for a given set of samples S = {v_i} is defined as

R_n(η; G) = E_ϵ [ sup g∈G:‖g‖_n ≤η 1 n ∑ i ϵ_ig(v_i) ] . The critical radius of G is defined as a solution to R_n(η; G) ≤ η^2/c.

Lemma F.1 (Theorem 14.1, Wainwright (2019) ). Given a star-shaped and b-uniformly bounded function class G, let η_n be any positive solution of the inequality R_s(η; G) ≤ η^2/b. Then, for any t ≥ η_n, we have |‖g‖^2_n − ‖g‖^2| ≤ 0.5‖g‖^2 + 0.5t^2, ∀g ∈ G. Consider a function class F : X → R with loss l : R × Z → R.

Lemma F.2 (Lemma 11 (Foster and Syrgkanis, 2019)). Assume sup_{f ∈F} ‖f‖_∞ ≤ c and pick any f^∗ ∈ F. We define η be a solution to R_n(η; star(F − f^∗)) ≤ η^2/c.

Moreover, assume that the loss l(·, ·) is L-Lipschitz in the first argument. Then, with 1 − δ, |(E_n [l(f(x), z)] − E_n [l(f^∗(x), z)]) − (E[l(f(x), z)] − E[l(f^∗ (x), z)])| ≤ Lη_n(‖f − f^∗‖_2 + η_n), ∀f ∈ F, where η_n = η + c_0 √ log(c_1/δ)/n for some universal constants c_0, c_1.

Proof of Theorem 6.1. Preliminary Define Ξ(w, q) = E[w(s, a){−q(s, a) + γq(s^′, π^e)} + (1 − γ)E_{d0} [q(s_0, π^e)]], Ξ_n(w, q) = E_n [w(s, a){−q(s, a) + γq(s^′, π^e)} + (1 − γ)E_{d0} [q(s_0, π^e)]], Ξ^λ(w, q) = Ξ^λ(w, q) − λ‖q(s, a) − γq(s^′, π^e)‖^2, Ξ^λ_n(w, q) = Ξ^λ_n(w, q) − λ‖q(s, a) − γq(s^′, π^e)‖^2_{,n}. From Lemma F.1, we have ∀q ∈ Q, |‖ − q(s, a) + γq(s^′, π^e)‖^2_{,n} − ‖ − q(s, a) + γq(s^′, π^e)‖^2| ≤ 0.5‖ − q(s, a) + γq(s^′, π^e)‖^2 + 0.5η^2, (20) for our choice of η := η_n + c_0 √ log(c_1/δ)/n noting η_n upper bounds the critical of G_{w1}.

First Step By definition of ^w_{mil} and w_πe ∈ W , we have sup_{q∈Q} Ξ^λ_n( ^w_{mil}; q) ≤ sup_{q∈Q} Ξ^λ_n(w_πe ; q). (21) From Lemma F.2, with probability 1 − δ, we have ∀q ∈ Q : |Ξ_n(w_πe ; q) − Ξ(w_πe ; q)| ≲ C_W {η‖q(s, a) − γq(s^′, π^e)‖_2 + η^2}. noting η upper-bounds the critical radius of G_{w1}. Here, we use l(a_1, a_2)(a_1 = −q^′(s, a)+γq(s^′, π^e), a_2 = w(s, a)) is C_W -Lipschitz with respect to a_1 noting w(s, a) is in [−C_W , C_W ]. More specifically, |l(a_1, a_2) − l(a^′_1, a_2)| ≤ |a_1 − a^′_1|C_W .

Thus, sup_{q∈Q} Ξ^λ_n(wπe , q) = sup_{q∈Q}{Ξn(wπe , q) − λ‖ − q(s, a) + γq(s^′, π^e)‖^2_{,n} } ≤ sup_{q∈Q}{Ξ(wπe , q) + C_W{η‖ − q(s, a) + γq(s^′, π^e)‖2 + η^2} − λ‖ − q(s, a) + γq(s^′, π^e)‖^2_{,n}} ≤ sup_{q∈Q}{Ξ(wπe , q) + C_W{η‖ − q(s, a) + γq(s^′, π^e)‖2 + η^2} − 0.5λ‖ − q(s, a) + γq(s^′, π^e)‖^2 + λη^2} ≲ sup_{q∈Q}{Ξ(wπe , q) + (λ + C^2_W/λ + C_W )η^2}.

In the last line, we use a general inequality a, b ≥ 0, sup_{f ∈F}(a‖f‖ − b‖f‖^2) ≤ a^2/4b. Moreover, sup_{q∈Q} Ξ^λ_n( ^w_{mil}, q) = sup_{q∈Q}{Ξn( ^w_{mil}, q) − Ξn(wπe , q) + Ξn(wπe , q) − λ‖ − q(s, a) + γq(s^′, π^e)‖^2_{,n}} ≥ sup_{q∈Q}{Ξn( ^w_{mil}, q) − Ξn(wπe , q) − 2λ‖ − q(s, a) + γq(s^′, π^e)‖^2_{,n}} + inf_{q∈Q}{Ξn (wπe , q) + λ‖q(s, a) + γq(s^′, π^e)‖^2_{,n} } = sup_{q∈Q}{Ξn( ^w_{mil}, q) − Ξn(wπe , q) − 2λ‖ − q(s, a) + γq(s^′, π^e)‖^2_{,n}} + inf_{−q∈Q}{Ξ(wπe , −q) + λ‖ − q(s, a) + γq(s^′, π^e)‖^2_{,n} } = sup_{q∈Q}{Ξn( ^w_{mil}, q) − Ξn(wπe , q) − 2λ‖ − q(s, a) + γq(s^′, π^e)‖^2_{,n}} + inf_{−q∈Q}{−Ξn(wπe , q) + λ‖ − q(s, a) + γq(s^′, π^e)‖^2_{,n}} = sup_{q∈Q}{Ξn( ^w_{mil}, q) − Ξn(wπe , q) − 2λ‖ − q(s, a) + γq(s^′, π^e)‖^2_{,n}} − sup_{−q∈Q}{Ξn (wπe , q) − λ‖ − q(s, a) + γq(s^′, π^e)‖^2_{,n}} = sup_{q∈Q}{Ξn( ^w_{mil}, q) − Ξn(wπe , q) − 2λ‖ − q(s, a) + γq(s^′, π^e)‖^2_{,n}} − sup_{q∈Q}{Ξ^λ_n(wπe , q)}.

Here, we use Q is symmetric. Therefore, sup_{q∈Q}{Ξ_n( ^w_{mil}; q) − Ξ(w_πe ; q) − 2λ‖ − q(s, a) + γq(s^′, π^e)‖^2_{,n}} ≤ {sup_{q∈Q} Ξ^λ_n( ^w_{mil}, q)} + sup_{q∈Q}{Ξ^λ_n(w_πe , q)} ≤ 2 sup_{q∈Q}{Ξ^λ_n(w_πe , q)} ≤ 2 sup_{q∈Q}{Ξ(w_πe , q) + (λ + C^2_W /λ + C_W )η^2)} = (λ + C^2_W /λ + C_W )η^2.

Second Step Define q_w = C_ξ T^′_γ (w − w_πe ). Suppose ‖q_{^wmil} ‖ ≥ η, and let κ = η/{2‖q_{^wmil} ‖_2} ∈ [0, 0.5]. Then, noting Q is star-convex and C_ξ T^′_γ (W − w_πe ) ⊂ Q, sup_{q∈Q}{Ξ_n( ^w_{mil}; q) − Ξ(w_πe ; q) − 2λ‖q(s, a) − γq(s^′, π^e)‖^2_{,n}} ≥ κ{Ξ_n( ^w_{mil}; q_{^wmil} ) − Ξ(w_πe ; q_{^wmil} )} − 2κ^2λ‖q_{^wmil} (s, a) − γq_{^wmil} (s^′, π^e)‖^2_{,n}.

Here, we use κq_{^wmil} ∈ Q. Then, from Eq. (20),

κ^2‖ − q_{^wmil} (s, a) + γq_{^wmil} (s^′, π^e)‖^2_{,n} ≲ κ^2{1.5‖ − q_{^wmil} (s, a) + γq_{^wmil} (s^′, π^e)‖^2 + η^2} ≲ (1 + γC_mC_η )η^2.

Here, we use ‖ − q_{^wmil} (s, a) + γq_{^wmil} (s^′, π^e)‖^2 ≤ (1 + C_mC_η )‖q_{^wmil} ‖^2, which will be explained soon. Therefore, sup_{q∈Q}{Ξn( ^w_{mil}; q) − Ξ(wπe ; q) − 2λ{‖ − q(s, a) + γq(s^′, π^e)‖^2_{,n}}} ≥ κ{Ξn( ^w_{mil}; q_{^wmil} ) − Ξ(wπe ; q_{^wmil} )} − 2λ(1 + γCmCη )η^2.

Observe that

Ξ_n(w; q_w) − Ξ(w_πe ; q_w) = E_n [(w(s, a) − w_πe (s, a))(−q_w(s, a) + γq_w(s^′, π^e))]. Therefore, from Lemma F.2, noting η upper bounds the critical radius of G_{w2}, regarding l(a_1, a_2) = a_1, a_1 = (w(s, a) − w_πe (s, a))(q_w(s, a) − γq_w(s^′, π^e)), for any w ∈ W , we have

|Ξ_n(w; q) − Ξ_n(w_πe ; q) − {Ξ(w; q) − Ξ(w_πe ; q)}| ≤ (ηE[{(w(s, a) − w_πe (s, a))(q_w(s, a) − γq_w(s^′, π^e))}^2]^{1/2} + η^2) ≲ (ηE[{q_w (s, a) − γq_w(s^′, π^e)}^2]^{1/2}C_W + η^2) = (η‖{q_w(s, a) − γq_w(s^′, π^e)}‖_2C_W + η^2) ≤ (η{‖q_w(s, a)‖_2 + γ‖q_w(s^′, π^e)‖_2}C_W + η^2) = (η{‖q_w(s, a)‖_2 + γ √ C_mC_η ‖q_w(s, a)‖_2}C_W + η^2).

We use

E[q^2_w (s^′, π^e)] = E[E_a′_{∼π}e_{(a}′_{|s}′_)[q_w(s^′, a^′)]^2] ≤ E[E_a′_{∼π}e_{(a}′_{|s}′_)[q^2_w(s^′, a^′)]] (Jensen) = E_s′_{∼pS′ (s),a}′_{∼π}e_{(a}′_{|s}′_)[q^2_w(s^′, a^′)]] = E_{s∼pS (s),a∼π}b_{(a|s)}[q^2_w(s^′, a^′)]]C_mC_η = ‖q_w(s, a)‖^2C_mC_η . ( P_S′ (s)/P_S (s) ≤ C_m, π^e(a|s)/π^b(a|s) ≤ C_η )

Thus, κ{Ξ_n( ^w_{mil}; q_{^wmil} ) − Ξ_n(w_πe ; q_{^wmil} )} ≥ κ{Ξ( ^w_{mil}; q_{^wmil} ) − Ξ(w_πe ; q_{^wmil} )} − κ(η‖q_{^wmil} ‖_2(1 + γ √ C_mC_η )C_W + η^2) ≥ κ{Ξ( ^w_{mil}; q_{^wmil} ) − Ξ(w_πe ; q_{^wmil} )} − κη‖q_{^wmil} ‖_2(1 + γ √ C_mC_η )C_W − 0.5η^2 Use κ ≤ 0.5 (a) = κC^{−1}_ξ ‖q_{^wmil} ‖^2 − κη‖q_{^wmil} ‖_2(1 + γ √ C_mC_η )C_W ) − 0.5η^2 = η 2‖q_{^wmil} ‖_2

{C^{−1}_ξ ‖q_{^wmil} ‖^2 − (1 + γ √ C_mC_η)C_W η‖q_{^wmil} ‖_2} − 0.5η^2

= 0.5ηC^{−1}_ξ ‖q_{^wmil} ‖_2 − {(0.5 + 0.5γ √ C_mC_η )C_W + 0.5}η^2.

Regarding (a), we use Ξ(w; q_w ) − Ξ(w_πe ; q_w) = E[(w(s, a) − w_πe (s, a))(−q_w(s, a) + γq_w(s^′, π^e))] = E[(w(s, a) − w_πe (s, a))T_γ q_w] = E[T^′_γ (w(s, a) − w_πe (s, a))q_w] = C^{−1}_ξ ‖q_w‖^2.

Therefore, sup_{q∈Q}{Ξ_n( ^w_{mil}; q) − Ξ(w_πe ; q) − 2λ‖q(s, a) − γq(s^′, π^e)‖^2_{,n}}

≥ κ{Ξ_n( ^w_{mil}; q_{^wmil} ) − Ξ(w_πe ; q_{^wmil} )} − λ(1 + γC_mC_η)η^2 ≥ 0.5ηC^{−1}_ξ ‖q_{^wmil} ‖_2 − {(0.5 + 0.5γ √ C_mC_η )C_W + 0.5}η^2 − λ(1 + γC_mC_η )η^2.

Combining all results Thus, C_ξ ‖T^′_γ ( ^w_{mil} − w_πe )‖_2 = ‖q_{^wmil} ‖_2 ≤ η or

C_ξη‖T^′_γ ( ^w_{mil} − w_πe )‖_2 − {(1 + γ √ C_mC_η )C_W + 1}η^2 ≲ (λ + C^2_W /λ + C_W )η^2.

Therefore,

‖T^′_γ ( ^w_{mil} − w_πe )‖_2 ≤ { 1 + λ(1 + γC_mC_η ) + C^2_W /λ + C_W + γ √ C_mC_ηC_W + 1/C_ξ } η.

Proof of Theorem 6.2.

Preliminary Define Φ(q; w) = E[{r − q(s, a) + γq(s^′, π^e)}w(s, a)], Φ_n(q; w) = E_n [{r − q(s, a) + γq(s^′, π^e)}w(s, a)], Φ^λ_n(q; w) = Φ_n(q; w) − λ‖w‖^2_{,n}, Φ^λ(q; w) = Φ(q; w) − λ‖w‖^2.

From Lemma F.1, we have ∀w ∈ W , |‖w‖^2_n − ‖w‖^2| ≤ 0.5‖w‖^2 + η^2 (22)

for our choice of η := η_n + √ c_0 log(c_1/δ)/n noting η_n upper bounds the critical radius of W .

First Step

By definition of ^q_{mil} and q_πe ∈ Q, we have sup_{w∈W} Φ^λ_n(^q_{mil}; w) ≤ sup_{w∈W} Φ^λ_n(q_πe ; w) (23) From Lemma F.2, with probability 1 − δ, we have ∀w ∈ W : |Φ_n(q_πe ; w) − Φ(q_πe ; w)| ≲ C_1{η‖w‖_2 + η^2}. (24) Here, we use l(a_1, a_2) := a_1a_2, a_1 = w(s, a), a_2 = r − q(s, a) + γq(s^′, π^e) is C_1-Lipschitz with respect to a_1 by defining C_1 = R_{max} + (1 + γ)C_Q. More specifically, |l(a_1, a_2) − l(a^′_1, a_2)| ≲ C_1|a_1 − a^′_1|.

Thus, sup_{w∈W} Φ^λ_n(q_πe ; w) = sup_{w∈W} { Φ_n(q_πe ; w) − λ‖w‖^2_{,n} } Definition ≤ sup_{w∈W} { Φ(q_πe ; w) + C_1η‖w‖_2 + C_1η^2 − λ‖w‖^2_{,n} } From Eq. (24) ≤ sup_{w∈W} { Φ(q_πe ; w) + C_1η‖w‖_2 + C_1η^2 − 0.5λ‖w‖^2 + λη^2 } From Eq. (22) ≲ sup_{w∈W} { Φ(q_πe ; w) + (C^2_1 /λ + C_1 + λ)η^2 } . (25) In the last line, we use a general inequality, a, b > 0: sup_{f ∈F} (a‖f‖ − b‖f‖^2) ≤ a^2/4b. Moreover,

sup_{w∈W}{Φ^λ_n(^q_{mil}; w)} = sup_{w∈W}{Φn (^q_{mil}; w) − Φn(qπe ; w) + Φn(qπe ; w) − λ‖w‖^2_{,n} } ≥ sup_{w∈W}{Φn (^q_{mil}; w) − Φn(qπe ; w) − 2λ‖w‖^2_{,n} } + inf_{w∈W}{Φn(qπe ; w) + λ‖w‖^2_{,n}} = sup_{w∈W}{Φn (^q_{mil}; w) − Φn(qπe ; w) − 2λ‖w‖^2_{,n} } + inf_{−w∈W}{Φn(qπe ; −w) + λ‖w‖^2_{,n}} = sup_{w∈W}{Φn (^q_{mil}; w) − Φn(qπe ; w) − 2λ‖w‖^2_{,n} } + inf_{−w∈W}{−Φn(qπe ; w) + λ‖w‖^2_{,n}} = sup_{w∈W}{Φn (^q_{mil}; w) − Φn(qπe ; w) − 2λ‖w‖^2_{,n} } − sup_{−w∈W}{Φn(qπe ; w) − λ‖w‖^2_{,n}} = sup_{w∈W}{Φn (^q_{mil}; w) − Φn(qπe ; w) − 2λ‖w‖^2_{,n} } − sup_{w∈W} Φ^λ_n(qπe ; w).

Here, we use W is symmetric. Therefore,

sup_{w∈W}{Φ_n(^q_{mil}; w) − Φ_n(q_πe ; w) − 2λ‖w‖^2_{,n}} ≤ sup_{w∈W} { Φ^λ_n(q_πe ; w) } + sup_{w∈W}{Φ^λ_n(^q_{mil}; w)} ≤ 2 sup_{w∈W} Φ^λ_n(q_πe ; w) ≲ sup_{w∈W} { Φ(q_πe ; w) + (C^2_1 /λ + C_1 + λ)η^2 } = (C^2_1 /λ + C_1 + λ)η^2.

Second Step Define w_q = C_ξ T_γ (q − q_πe ).

Suppose ‖w_{^qmil} ‖_2 ≥ η, and let κ := η/{2‖w_{^qmil} ‖_2} ∈ [0, 0.5]. Then, noting W is star-convex, sup_{w∈W}{Φ_n(^q_{mil}; w) − Φ_n(q_πe ; w) − 2λ‖w‖^2_{,n}} ≥ κ{Φ_n(^q_{mil}, w_{^qmil} ) − Φ_n(q_πe , w_{^qmil} )} − 2κ^2λ‖w_{^qmil} ‖^2_{,n}. Here, we use κw_{^qmil} ∈ W . Then, κ^2‖w_{^qmil} ‖^2_{,n} ≲ κ^2{1.5‖w_{^qmil} ‖^2 + 0.5η^2} ( Eq. (22)) ≲ η^2. (Definition of κ) Therefore,

sup_{w∈W}{Φ_n(^q_{mil}; w) − Φ_n(q_πe ; w) − 2‖w‖^2_{,n}} ≥ κ{Φ_n(^q_{mil}, w_{^qmil} ) − Φ_n(q_πe , w_{^qmil} )} − 2λη^2. Observe that

Φ_n(q, w_q ) − Φ_n(q_πe , w_q ) = −E_n [{q(s, a) − q_πe (s, a) − γq(s^′, π^e) + γq_πe (s^′, π^e)}w_q (s, a)]. Therefore, from Lemma F.2 noting η upper-bounds the critical radius of G_q , for any q ∈ Q, |Φ_n(q, w_q ) − Φ_n(q_πe , w_q ) − {Φ(q, w_q) − Φ(q_πe , w_q )}| = |E_n [{−q(s, a) + q_πe (s, a) + γq(s^′, π^e) − γq_πe (s^′, π^e)}w_q (s, a)] − E[{−q(s, a) + q_πe (s, a) + γq(s^′, π^e) − γq_πe (s^′, π^e)}w_q (s, a))]| ≤ (ηE[{−q(s, a) + q_πe (s, a) + γq(s^′, π^e) − γq_πe (s^′, π^e)}^2w^2_q (s, a)]^{1/2} + η^2) ≲ (ηC_1‖w_q ‖_2 + η^2).

Here, we invoke Lemma F.2 by treating l(a_1, a_2) = a_1, a_1 = {q(s, a) − q_πe (s, a) − γq(s^′, π^e) + γq_πe (s^′, π^e)}w_q (s, a)}. Thus, κ{Φ_n(^q_{mil}, w_{^qmil} ) − Φ_n(q_πe , w_{^qmil} )} ≥ κ{Φ(^q_{mil}, w_{^qmil} ) − Φ(q_πe , w_{^qmil} )} − κ(C_1η‖w_{^qmil} ‖_2 + η^2). (κ ≤ 0.5) ≥ κ{Φ(^q_{mil}, w_{^qmil} ) − Φ(q_πe , w_{^qmil} )} − κ(C_1η‖w_{^qmil} ‖_2) − 0.5η^2 (a) = κE[w_{^qmil} (s, a)T_γ (^q_{mil} − q_πe )(s, a)] − κ(C_1η‖w_{^qmil} ‖_2) − 0.5η^2 = η 2‖w_{^qmil} ‖ {C^{−1}_ξ ‖w_{^qmil} ‖^2 − C_1η‖w_{^qmil} ‖_2} − 0.5η^2 ≥ 0.5η‖T_γ (^q_{mil} − q_πe )‖_2 − (0.5 + C_1)η^2.

For (a), we use Φ(^q_{mil}, w_{^qmil} ) − Φ(q_πe , w_{^qmil} ) = E[w_{^qmil} (s, a){−^q_{mil}(s, a) + q_πe (s, a) + γ^q_{mil}(s^′, π^e) − γq_πe (s^′, π^e)}] = E[w_{^qmil} (s, a)T_γ (^q_{mil} − q_πe )(s, a)].

Finally,

sup_{w∈W}{Φ_n(^q_{mil}; w) − Φ_n(q_πe ; w) − 2‖w‖^2_{,n}} ≥ κ{Φ_n(^q_{mil}, w_{^qmil} ) − Φ_n(q_πe , w_{^qmil} )} − 2λη^2 ≥ 0.5η‖T_γ (^q_{mil} − q_πe )‖_2 − (0.5 + C_1)η^2 − 2λη^2.

Combining all results

Thus, ‖w_{^qmil} ‖ ≤ η or

η‖T_γ (^q_{mil} − q_πe )‖_2 − (1 + C_1 + λ)η^2 ≲ (C_1 + C^2_1 /λ + λ)η^2.

Therefore, we have

‖T_γ (^q_{mil} − q_πe )‖_2 ≤ C^{−1}_ζ η or ‖T_γ (^q_{mil} − q_πe )‖_2 ≲ (1 + C_1 + λ + C^2_1 /λ)η.

This concludes

‖T_γ (^q_{mil} − q_πe )‖_2 ≲ ( 1 + C_1 + λ + C^2_1 /λ + C^{−1}_ξ ) η.

Proof of Corollary 6.3. We use Lemma F.4 (Dudley integral). In order to show this, we calculate 1 √ n ∫_η 0 √ log N (t; G_q ), ‖ · ‖_n)dt.

This is upper-bounded by O ( log(n) √ n ∫_η 0 √ max(V (W ), V (Q)) log(1/t)dt ) . To prove this, we calculate 1 √ n ∫_η 0 √ log N (t; G(W , Q )), ‖ · ‖_n)dt. Recall the empirical L^2-norm as ‖f(·)‖_n = {1/n ∑ i f(s^i, a^i)^2}^{1/2}, L^∞-norm as ‖ · ‖_{n,∞} = max_i |f(s^i, a^i)|. In addition, we define ‖f(·)‖^′_{n,∞} := max_i |f(s^{′i})|, ‖f(·)‖^′_n := {1/n ∑ i f(s^{′i})^2}^{1/2}.

Then, ∫_η 0 √_{log N (t,G(W,Q),‖·‖n )} n dμ(t) ≤ ∫_η 0 √_{log N (t,G(W,Q),‖·‖n,∞ )} n dμ(t) ≤ ∫_η 0 √_{log N (t/{(3(1+γ)CQ},W,‖·‖n,∞ )} n + √_{log N (t/{3CW},Q,‖·‖n,∞)} n + √_{log N (t/{3γCW},V,‖·‖′n,∞)} n dμ(t) ≤ ∫_η 0 √_{log N (t/{3(1+γ)CQ},W,√n‖·‖n)} n + √_{log N (t/{(3CW},Q,√n‖·‖n)} n + √_{log N (t/{3γCW},V,√n‖·‖′n)} n dμ(t). Here, V = {q(s, π^e); q ∈ Q}. From the second line to the third line, we use the same argument as the proof of Lemma F.6: log N (t, G(W , Q ), ‖ · ‖_{n,∞}) ≤ log N (t/{3(1 + γ)C_Q}, W , ‖ · ‖_{n,∞}) + log N (t/{3C_W }, Q, ‖ · ‖_{n,∞}) + log N (t/{3γC_W }, V, ‖ · ‖^′_{n,∞}), and √ a + b + c ≤ √ a + √ b + √ c. From the third line to the fourth line, we use ‖ · ‖_{n,∞} ≤ √ n‖ · ‖_n. Then, 1 √ n ∫_η 0 √ log N (t; G(W , Q )), ‖ · ‖_n)dt O (_{log(n)√} n ∫_η 0 √ max(V (W ), V (Q)) log(1/t)dt )

= O (√ max(V (W ), V (Q)) log(n) √ n η log(1/η) ) . Thus, 1√ n ∫_η 0 √ log N (t; G_q ), ‖ · ‖_n)dt.

is similarly upper-bounded.

Finally, from Lemma F.5, the critical inequality becomes √ max(V (W ), V (Q)) log(n) √ n η log(1/η) ≤ η^2.

This inequality is satisfied with η = ~O( √ max(V (W ), V (Q))/n).

Proof of Corollary 6.4. We use Lemma F.5. We consider the critical radius of F s.t.

log N (τ; F, ‖ · ‖_∞) = (1/τ)^α.

When α ≤ 2, the critical inequality becomes 2 2 − α n^{−1/2}η^{1−0.5α} ≤ η^2. When η = Θ(n^{−1/(2+α)}), this is satisfied.

When α = 2, the critical inequality becomes 1 √ n {log(η) − log(η^2/2‖F‖_∞)} ≤ η^2.

This is satisfied when η = Θ(n^{−1/4} log n).

When α ≥ 2, the critical inequality becomes 2 α − 2 n^{−1/2}η^{−α+2} ≤ η^2.

This is satisfied when η = Θ(n^{−1/(2α)}).

We apply the above analysis to our situation using the fact that the covering number of G_q is upper-bounded as in the Lemma F.6. Then, the proof is immediately concluded.

Proof of Corollary 6.5. We consider q_0 ∈ Q which will be specified later. From Theorem C.2, we obtain ‖T_γ (^q − q_πe )‖_2 = O ( η + ϵ_n +

‖T_γ (q_πe − q_0)‖^2 η + ‖T_γ (q_πe − q_0)‖_2 ) , (26)

where η is the maximum of critical radiuses of W and G_q , and ϵ_n = sup_{q∈Q} inf_{w∈W} ‖w − T_γ (q − q_0)‖_2. We will bound each term in the right hand side of (26).

First, from Corollary 6.3, η = ~O( √ k_n/n). Next, we take q_0 s.t.

‖T_γ (q_πe − q_0)‖_2 ≤ (1 + γ)‖q_πe − q_0‖_∞) = O(k^{−p/d}_n ).

from the assumption.

Next, we show ϵ_n = O(k^{−p/d}_n ). To do that, we check γE_s′_{∼PS′|S,A(s}′_{|·)}[−q(s^′, π^e) + q_0(s^′, π^e)] ∈ Λ^α_{2γCQK} (I^d). Let ‖ · ‖_b be a Hölder norm. By the assumption on the density P_S′_{|S,A}(s^′|·), we can bound the Hölder norm of E_s′_{∼PS′|S,A(s}′_{|·)}[q(s^′, π^e)]

‖E_s′_{∼PS′|S,A(s}′_{|·)}[q(s^′, π^e)]‖_b = ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ∫ [0,1]^d q(s^′, π^e)P_S′_{|S,A}(s^′|·)ds^′ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖_b ≤ C_Q ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ∫ [0,1]^d P_S′_{|S,A}(s^′|·)ds^′ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ b ≤ C_Q ∫ [0,1]^d ‖P_S′_{|S,A}(s^′|·)‖_bds^′ ≤ C_Q ∫ [0,1]^d Kds^′ = C_QK. Then, for any q ∈ Q, we can take w^′ ∈ W^′ s.t. ‖w^{′′} − γE_s′_{∼PS′|S,A} [−q(s^′, π^e) + q_0(s^′, π^e)]‖_∞ = O(k^{−p/d}_n ). Thus, by defining w^′ = w^{′′} − (q − q_0), we can take w^′ ∈ W s.t.

‖w^′ − T_γ (q − q_0)‖_2 ≤ ‖w^′ − T^′_γ (q − q_0)‖_∞ = O(k^{−p/d}_n ).

We use 2Q_2 + W^′_2 ⊂ W_2 . Finally, the error is ‖T_γ (^q − q_πe )‖_2 = O ( √ k_n/n + k^{−p/d}_n + k^{−2p/d} n√ k_n/n )

= ~O(n^{−p/(2p+d)}). (Taking balance of both terms)

Proof of Theorem 6.6. We consider q_0 ∈ Q which will be specified later. From Theorem C.2, we obtain ‖T_γ (^q − q_πe )‖_2 = O ( η + ϵ_n +

‖T_γ (q_πe − q_0)‖^2 η + ‖T_γ (q_πe − q_0)‖_2 ) , (27)

where η is the maximum of critical radiuses of W and G_q , and ϵ_n = sup_{q∈Q} inf_{w∈W} ‖w − T_γ (q − q_0)‖_2. We will bound each term in the right hand side of (27).

For the third and fourth terms, we consider an approximation power by fixing q_0. We set q_0 = arg min_{q∈Q} ‖q − q_πe ‖_∞. By Lemma F.8 and boundedness of T_γ , we obtain

‖T_γ (q_πe − q_0)‖_2 ≤ (1 + γ)‖q_πe − q_0‖_∞ = ~O(Ξ^{−α/d}).

By this result, we bound the third and fourth terms in (27) by ~O(η^{−1}Ξ^{−2α/d} + Ξ^{−α/d}).

About the second term ϵ_n in (27), we fix q ∈ Q arbitrary and consider an explicit form of T_γ (q − q_0) as T_γ (q − q_0) = γE_s′_{∼PS′|S,A(s}′_{|·)}[q(s^′, π^e) − q_0(s^′, π^e)] − (q − q_0). We define W^′ as a set of neural network with L layers and W parameters. By the assumption, W^′ ⊇ Q holds, hence q, q_0 ∈ W^′ is satisfied. Let ‖ · ‖_b be a Sobolev norm. By the assumption on the density P_S′_{|S,A}(s^′|·), we can bound the Sobolev norm of E_s′_{∼PS′ |S,A(s}′_{|·)}[q(s^′, π^e)] as ‖E_s′_{∼PS′|S,A(s}′_{|·)}[q(s^′, π^e)]‖_b = ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ∫ [0,1]^d q(s^′, π^e)P_S′_{|S,A}(s^′|·)ds^′ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖_b ≤ C_Q ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ∫ [0,1]^d P_S′_{|S,A}(s^′|·)ds^′ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖_b ≤ C_Q ∫ [0,1]^d ‖P_S′_{|S,A}(s^′|·)‖_bds^′ ≤ C_Q ∫ [0,1]^d Kds^′ = C_QK. Thus, γE_s′_{∼PS′|S,A(s}′_{|·)}[q(s^′, π^e) − q_0(s^′, π^e)] ∈ W^α_{2γCQK} (I_d) Hence, we pick w^′ ∈ W^′ as ‖w^′ − γE_s′_{∼PS′|S,A(s}′_{|·)}[q(s^′, π^e) − q_0(s^′, π^e)]‖_∞ = ~O(Ξ^{−α/d}), by Lemma F.8. We set w ∈ W as w = w^′ − q − q_0 and obtain ‖w − T_γ (q − q_0)‖_2 = ‖w^′ − γE_s′_{∼PS′|S,A(s}′_{|·)}[q(s^′, π^e) − q_0(s^′, π^e)]‖_2 ≤ ‖w^′ − γE_s′_{∼PS′|S,A(s}′_{|·)}[q(s^′, π^e) − q_0(s^′, π^e)]‖_∞ = ~O(Ξ^{−α/d}). Hence, we have ϵ_n = ~O(Ξ^{−α/d}). Combining the results with (27), we obtain

‖T_γ (^q − q_πe )‖_2 ≲ (1 + C_1)^2η + ~O(η^{−1}Ξ^{−2α/d} + Ξ^{−α/d}). (28)

Next, We derive an explicit order of η by deriving a critical radius of W . By Lemma F.7, we have

log N (ε, W , ‖ · ‖_∞) ≤ Ξ log ( 2(L + 1)B^{(L+1)}(3W + 1)^{(L+1)} ε ) ≲ ΞL log ( LBΞ ε ) . To the end, we derive the following local Rademacher complexity of the star-hull of W as Lemma F.2, 1 √ n ∫_δ 0 √ log N (t, star(W ), ‖ · ‖_n)dt ≲ 1 √ n ∫_δ 0 √ log N (t, star(W ), ‖ · ‖_∞)dt ≤ 1 √ n ∫_δ 0 √ log(1/t) + log N (t/2, W , ‖ · ‖_∞)dt ≲ 1 √ n ∫_δ 0 √ log(1/t)dt + √ ΞL n ∫_δ 0 √ log(LBΞ/t)dt = O (√ ΞL n δ log(LBΞ/δ)) ) , for any δ > 0. The second inequality follows Lemma 4.5 in Mendelson (2002) for a covering number of a star-hull of sets. We note that the lemma in Mendelson (2002) holds regardless of the choice of norms. By setting η = ~O (√ ΞL n ) , the critical inequality of W is satisfied. Similarly, the critical inequality of G_q is satisfied for this η utilizing Lemma F.6.

We substitute η into (28) and achieve ‖T_γ (^q − q_πe )‖_2 ≲ ~O (√ ΞL n ) + ~O(n^{1/2}L^{1/2}Ξ^{−2α/d−1/2} + Ξ^{−α/d}) Then, by setting L = Θ(log n) and W = Θ(n^{d/(2α+d)}), the statement is concluded. Proof of Corollary 6.7. The proof is done as in the proof of Corollary 5.5.

F.4 Proof of Section 7

Proof of Theorem 7.1. Recall we use sample splitting. The estimator is defined as E_{n1} [ϕ( ^w^{mil}_0 , ^q^{mil}_0 )] + E_{n0} [ϕ( ^w^{mil}_1 , ^q^{mil}_1 )], where E_{n1} is the empirical average over D_1 and E_{n0} is the empirical average over D_0. We define ϕ(s, a, r, s^′; w, q) = w(s, a)(r − q(s, a) + γq(s^′, π^e)) + E_{d0} [q(s_0, π^e)]. Then, we have |E_{n1} [ϕ( ^w^{mil}_0 , ^q^{mil}_0 )] − J| ≤ |(E_{n1} − E)[ϕ( ^w^{mil}_0 , ^q^{mil}_0 )|D_0] − (E_{n1} − E)[ϕ(w_πe , q_πe )|D_0]| (29) + |E[ϕ( ^w^{mil}_0 , ^q^{mil}_0 ) − ϕ(w_πe , q_πe )|D_0]| (30) + |E_{n1} [ϕ(w_πe , q_πe )] − J|. (31) Recall with probability 1 − 2δ^′, we have ‖ ^w^{mil}_0 − w_πe ‖_2 ≲ η_{w,n} × C_{ι,n}C^∗_{w,n}, ‖T^′_γ ( ^w^{mil}_0 − w_πe )‖_2 ≲ η_{w,n} × C^∗_{w,n}, ‖^q^{mil}_0 − q_πe ‖_2 ≲ η_{q,n} × C_{ι,n}C^∗_{q,n}, ‖T_γ (^q^{mil}_0 − q_πe )‖_2 ≲ η_{q,n} × C^∗_{q,n}. First Term We analyze the first term (29). For simplicity, we write ^w^{mil}_0 , ^q^{mil}_0 as ^w, ^q. (E_{n1} − E)[ϕ( ^w, ^q) − ϕ(w_πe , q_πe )|D_0] = (E_{n1} − E)[( ^w(s, a) − w_πe (s, a))(−^q(s, a) + γ^v(s^′) + q_πe (s, a) − γv_πe (s^′))|D_0] (32) + (E_{n1} − E)[( ^w(s, a) − w_πe (s, a))(r − q_πe (s, a) + γv_πe (s^′))|D_0] (33) + (E_{n1} − E)[w_πe (s, a){−^q(s, a) + q_πe (s, a) + γ^v(s^′) − γv_πe (s^′)}|D_0]. (34) From Berstein’s inequality, with probability 1 − δ^′, regarding the term Eq. (32) (we can do since ^w only depend on D_0), we have (E_{n1} − E)[( ^w(s, a) − w_πe (s, a))(−^q(s, a) + γ^v(s^′) + q_πe (s, a) − γv_πe (s^′))|D_0] ≤ √ 2 var[( ^w(s, a) − w_πe (s, a))(−^q(s, a) + γ^v(s^′) + q_πe (s, a) − γv_πe (s^′))] log(1/δ^′) n_1 + 2C_{W1} C_{Q2} log(1/δ^′) 3n_1 ≲ √ 2 ‖ ^w − w_πe ‖^2{C_{Q2} }^2 log(1/δ^′) n_1 + 2C_{W1} C_{Q2} log(1/δ^′) 3n_1 .

The second term (33) is similarly upper-bounded. With probability 1 − δ^′, The third term (34) is upper-bounded as follows: (E_{n1} − E)[w_πe (s, a){−^q(s, a) + q_πe (s, a) + γ^v(s^′) − γv_πe (s^′)}|D_0] ≤ √ 2var[w_πe (s, a){−^q(s, a) + q_πe (s, a) + γ^v(s^′) − γv_πe (s^′)}] log(1/δ^′) n_1 + 2C_{W1} C_{Q2} log(1/δ^′) 3n_1 ≤ √ 2‖^q − q_πe ‖^2C^2_{W1} (1 + C_η C_m) log(1/δ^′) n_1 + 2C_{W1} C_{Q2} log(1/δ^′) 3n_1 . We use var[w_πe (s, a){−^q(s, a) + q_πe (s, a) + γ^v(s^′) − γv_πe (s^′)}|D_0] ≲ C^2_{W1} {var[−^q(s, a) + q_πe (s, a)] + var[γ^v(s^′) − γv_πe (s^′)]} ≲ C^2_{W1} {var[−^q(s, a) + q_πe (s, a)] + C_η C_mvar[−^q(s, a) + q_πe (s, a)]}. Finally, by combining the all arguments, with probability 1 − 3δ^′, |(E_{n1} − E)[ϕ( ^w, ^q) − ϕ(w_πe , q_πe )|D_0]| ≲ √ {‖ ^w − w_πe ‖^2{C_{Q2} }^2 + ‖^q − q_πe ‖^2C^2_{W1} (1 + C_η C_m)} log(1/δ^′) n_1 + 2C_{W1} C_{Q2} log(1/δ^′) 3n_1 ≲ (C^∗_{w,n}C_{Q2} C_{ι,n}η_w + C^∗_{q,n}C_{W1} C_{ι,n}η_{q,n} √ 1 + C_η C_m) √ log(1/δ^′) n_1 + C_{W1} C_{Q2} log(1/δ^′) n_1 Second Term We analyze the second term (30). For simplicity, we write ^w^{mil}_0 , ^q^{mil}_0 as ^w, ^q. Then, |E[ϕ( ^w, ^q) − ϕ(w_πe , q_πe )]| = |E[( ^w − w_πe )T_γ (^q − q_πe )]| ≤ ‖ ^w − w_πe ‖_2‖T_γ (^q − q_πe )‖_2 ≤ η_{w,n}η_{q,n}C^∗_{w,n}C^∗_{q,n}C_{ι,n}. Here, we use E[ϕ( ^w, ^q) − ϕ(w_πe , q_πe )] = E[ ^w(s, a){r − ^q(s, a) + γ^q(s^′, π^e)} + (1 − γ)E_{d0} [^q(s_0, π^e)]] − E[w_πe (s, a){r − q_πe (s, a) + γ^q(s^′, π^e)} + (1 − γ)E_{d0} [q_πe (s_0, π^e)]] = E[( ^w − w_πe )T_γ (^q − q_πe )].

Combining All terms With probability 1 − (δ + 10δ^′) (From 2 × 2δ^′ + 2 × 3δ^′ + δ), E_{n1} [ϕ( ^w^{mil}_0 , ^q^{mil}_0 )] + E_{n0} [ϕ( ^w^{mil}_1 , ^q^{mil}_1 )] ≤ E_n [ϕ(w_πe , q_πe )] − E[ϕ(w_πe , q_πe )]

+ c_0 { η_{w,n}η_{q,n}C^∗_{w,n}C^∗_{q,n}C_{ι,n} + (C^∗_{w,n}η_w + C^∗_{q,n}η_{q,n} √ 1 + C_ηC_m)C_{ι,n} √ log(1/δ^′) n + C_{W1} C_{Q2} log(1/δ^′) n }

≤ √ 2 var[ϕ(w_πe , q_πe )] log(1/δ) n + c_0{η_{w,n}η_{q,n}C^∗_{w,n}C^∗_{q,n}C_{ι,n} + (C^∗_{w,n}η_w + C^∗_{q,n}η_{q,n} √ 1 + C_η C_m)C_{ι,n} √ log(1/δ^′) n + C_{W1} C_{Q2} (log(1/δ^′) + log(1/δ)) n }.

for some universal constant c_0.

Proof of Theorem 7.2.

Q-functions Since q_πe ∈ Q_2 , for any q ∈ Q_2 , there exists θ s.t. q − q_πe = θ^⊤ϕ. Then, Bq − q = T_γ (q − q_πe ) = θ^⊤(γT − I)ϕ = θ^⊤(γM^⊤_πe − I)ϕ. Thus, ‖q − q_πe ‖^2 ‖Bq − q‖^2 ≤ sup_{θ∈Rd} θ^⊤E[ϕ(s, a)ϕ^⊤ (s, a)]θ θ^⊤(γM^⊤_πe − I)E[ϕ(s, a)ϕ^⊤ (s, a)](γM^⊤_πe − I)^⊤θ = sup_{θ∈Rd} θ^⊤Xθ θ^⊤(γM_πe − I)X(γM_πe − I)^⊤θ = sup_{θ∈Rd} θ^⊤Xθ θ^⊤M̄_πe X(M̄_πe )^⊤θ ≤ σ_{max}({M̄_πe X(M̄_πe )^⊤}^{−1/2}X{M_πe X(M̄_πe )^⊤}^{−1/2}).

W-functions Since w_πe ∈ W_1 , for any w ∈ W_1 , there exists θ s.t. w − w_πe = θ^⊤ϕ. Then, B^′w − w = T^′_γ (w − w_πe ) = θ^⊤(γT^′ − I)ϕ = θ^⊤(γM^{′⊤}_πe − I)ϕ. Thus, ‖w − w_πe ‖^2 ‖Bw − w‖^2 ≤ sup_{θ∈Rd} θ^⊤Xθ θ^⊤(γM^{′⊤}_πe − I)X(γM^{′⊤}_πe − I)^⊤θ = sup_{θ∈Rd} θ^⊤Xθ θ^⊤M̄^′_πe X(M̄^′_πe )^⊤θ ≤ σ_{max}({M̄^′_πe X(M̄^′_πe )^⊤}^{−1/2}X{M̄^′_πe X(M̄^′_πe )^⊤}^{−1/2}).

Proof of Corollary 7.3. Recall Example 11. The matrix E[ϕϕ^⊤ ], i.e., X, is defined as a matrix, whose (i, i)-th entry corresponding x_i ∈ X , is E[I((s, a) = x_i)], i.e., d_πb (x_i). Besides, M̄_{πe} = (γP^{πe} − I)^⊤, M̄^′_{πe} = E[ϕϕ^⊤ ](γP^{πe} − I)E[ϕϕ^⊤ ]^{−1}.

All of matrices are non-singular. Thus, the assumptions in Theorem 7.2 are satisfied.

Proof of Corollary 7.4. Recall we use sample splitting. The estimator is defined as E_{n1} [ϕ( ^w, ^q)] + E_{n0} [ϕ( ^w, ^q)]. We define ϕ(s, a, r, s^′; w, q) = w(r − q(s, a) + γq(s^′, π^e)) + E_{d0} [q(s_0, π^e)]. Then, we have |E_{n1} [ϕ( ^w, ^q)] − J| ≤ |(E_{n1} − E)[ϕ( ^w, ^q)|D_0] − (E_{n1} − E)[ϕ(w_πe , q_πe )|D_0]| (35) + |E[ϕ( ^w, ^q) − ϕ(w_πe , q_πe )|D_0]| (36) + |E_{n1} [ϕ(w_πe , q_πe )] − J|. (37) As in the proof of Theorem 7.1, it is proved that Eqs. (35) and (36) are o_p(1). From CLT, the third term weakly converges to a normal distribution N (0, E[w^2_πe (s, a){r − q(s, a) + q(s^′, π^e)}^2]). From Slutsky’s theorem, the final statement is concluded.

F.5 Proof of Section 8

Proof of Theorem 8.1. The proof is similarly done as the proof of Theorem 4.1.Thus, we omit the proof.

Proof of Theorem 8.2. The proof is similarly done as the proof of Theorem 5.1. Thus, we omit the proof.

Proof of Theorem 8.3. The main part is already proved in (Xie and Jiang, 2020). For completeness , we prove the main part again.

Preliminary Note that estimators for q-functions in MIL are defined as ^q = arg min q^′ ∈Q max w^′ ∈W |E_n [f^∗_q (s, a, r, s; w^′, q^′)]|, f^∗_q (s, a, r, s; w^′, q^′) = w^′(s, a){r − q^′(s, a) + arg max_a q^′(s^′, a)} We write this solution as (^q, ^w), i.e., ^w = arg max w^′∈W |E_n [f^∗_q (s, a, r, s; w^′, ^q)]|. In addition, we have E[f^∗_q (s, a, r, s; w^′, q^′)] = E[w^′ T^∗_γ (^q − q^∗)], where T^∗_γ : q → γE[arg max_a q(s^′, a)|a] − q.

Let π^∗ = arg max_{π∈Πq} J(π). Then, from (Xie and Jiang, 2020, Theorem 8), max π∈Π_q J(π) − J(π_{^q} ) ≤ 2(1 − γ)^{−1} max_{π∈ΠQ} |E[w_π {r + γ max_a ^q(s^′, a) − ^q(s, a)}]|. Thus, |E[w_π {r + γ max_a ^q(s^′, a) − ^q(s, a)}]| ≤ ( max_{w′∈W} |E[w{r + γ max_a ^q(s^′, a) − ^q(s, a)}]|) + min_{w′∈W} |E[(w_π − w^′){r + γ max_a ^q(s^′, a) − ^q(s, a)}]| ≤ ( max_{w′∈W} |E[w{r + γ max_a ^q(s^′, a) − ^q(s, a)}]|) + max_{q′ ∈Q} min_{w′∈W} |E[(w_π − w^′){r + γ max_a q^′(s^′, a) − q^′(s, a)}]|

Here, the second term is 0 as follows since w_π ∈ W . Thus, |E[w_π {r + γ max_a ^q(s^′, a) − ^q(s, a)}]| ≤ max_{w′∈W} |E[w^′ T^∗_γ (^q − q^∗)]| = E[ ~wT^∗_γ (^q − q^∗)]|, where ~w = arg max w^′∈W |E[wT^∗_γ (^q − q^∗)]|. As a first step, we calculate |E[ ^wT^∗_γ (^q − q^∗)]|: |E[ ^wT^∗_γ (^q − q^∗)]| = |E[f^∗_q ( ^w, ^q)]| = |E[f^∗_q ( ^w, ^q)]| − |E[f^∗_q ( ^w, q^∗)]| = |E[f^∗_q ( ^w, ^q)]| − |E_n [f^∗_q ( ^w, ^q)]| + |E_n [f^∗_q ( ^w, ^q)]| − |E_n [f^∗_q ( ^w, q^∗)]| + |E_n [f^∗_q ( ^w, q^∗)]| − |E[f^∗_q ( ^w, q^∗)]| = |E[f^∗_q ( ^w, ^q)]| − |E_n [f^∗_q ( ^w, ^q)]| + |E_n [f^∗_q ( ^w, q^∗)]| − |E[f^∗_q ( ^w, q^∗)]| ≤ 2 sup w^′∈W,q^′ ∈Q (E − E_n )[|f^∗_q (q^′, w^′)|]

Here, we use |E_n [f^∗_q ( ^w, ^q)]| ≤ |E_n [f^∗_q ( ^w, q^∗)]| and |E[f^∗_q ( ^w, q^∗)]|=0

Second, we bound the difference of |E[ ^wT^∗_γ (^q − q^∗)]| and |E[ ~wT^∗_γ (^q − q^∗)]| |E[ ~wT_γ (^q − q^∗)]| − |E[ ^wT_γ (^q − q^∗)]| = |E[f^∗_q ( ~w, ^q)]| − |E[f^∗_q ( ^w, ^q)]| = |E[f^∗_q ( ~w, ^q)]| − |E_n [f^∗_q ( ~w, ^q)]| + |E_n [f^∗_q ( ~w, ^q)]| − |E_n [f^∗_q ( ^w, ^q)]| + |E_n [f^∗_q ( ^w, ^q)]| − |E[f^∗_q ( ^w, ^q)]| ≤ |E[f^∗_q ( ~w, ^q)]| − |E_n [f^∗_q ( ~w, ^q)]| + |E_n [f^∗_q ( ^w, ^q)]| − |E[f^∗_q ( ^w, ^q)]| ≤ 2 sup w^′∈W,q^′ ∈Q (E − E_n )[|f^∗_q (q^′, w^′)|].

Here, we use |E_n [f^∗_q ( ~w, ^q)]| ≤ |E_n [f^∗_q ( ^w, ^q)]|. In the end, |E[ ~wT^∗_γ (^q − q^∗)]|| ≤ 4 sup_{w′∈W,q′ ∈Q}(E − E_n )[|f^∗_q (q^′, w^′)|]. Proof of Theorem 8.4. The proof is similarly conducted as Theorem 6.2. Thus, we omit the proof.

Proof of Corollary 8.5. From (Xie and Jiang, 2020, Theorem 8), max π∈Π_q J(π) − J(π_{^q} ) ≤ 2(1 − γ)^{−1} max_{π∈ΠQ} |E[w_π {r + γ max_a ^q(s^′, a) − ^q(s, a)}]|. Then, this implies max π∈Π_q J(π) − J(π_{^q} ) ≤ 2(1 − γ)^{−1} max_{π∈ΠQ} |E[w_π (B^∗ ^q − ^q)]| ≤ 2(1 − γ)^{−1} max_{π∈ΠQ} ‖w_π‖_2‖B^∗ ^q − ^q‖_2. (CS inequality) By the combining the statement in Theorem 8.3, the statement is proved.

F.6 Proof of Appendix C

Proof of Theorem C.1. We prove the case of ^J^{mil}_q . The other case is similarly proved. We use the notation in Theorem 6.2. Recall the proof of Theorem 6.2. We have | ^J^{mil}_q − J| ≤ max_{w∈W2} |E[w(s, a)T_γ (^q − q_πe )]| + min_{w∈W2} |E[(w − w_πe )T_γ (^q − q_πe )]| ≤ max_{w∈W2} |E[w(s, a)T_γ (^q − q_πe )]| + min_{w∈W2} max_{q∈Q2} |E[(w − w_πe )T_γ (q − q_πe )]|. and E[f_q (s, a, r, s^′; w, q)] = E[wT_γ (q − q_πe )]. Thus, | ^J^{mil}_q − J| ≤ E[ ~wT_γ (^q − q_πe )]| + min_{w∈W2} max_{q∈Q2} |E[(w − w_πe )T_γ (q − q_πe )]|, where ~w = arg max_{w∈W2} |E[wT_γ (^q − q_πe )]|.

Next, we define q^† = arg min q∈Q_2 max w∈W_2 |E[wT_γ (q − q_πe )]|. As a first step, we bound |E[ ^wT_γ (^q − q^†)]| − |E[f_q ( ^w, q^†)]|: |E[ ^wT_γ (^q − q_πe )]| − |E[f_q ( ^w, q^†)]| = |E[f_q ( ^w, ^q)]| − |E[f_q ( ^w, q^†)]| = |E[f_q ( ^w, ^q)]| − |E[f_q ( ^w, q^†)]| = |E[f_q ( ^w, ^q)]| − |E_n [f_q ( ^w, ^q)]| + |E_n [f_q( ^w, ^q)]| − |E_n [f_q( ^w, q^†)]| + |E_n [f_q ( ^w, q^†)]| − |E[f_q ( ^w, q^†)]| = |E[f_q ( ^w, ^q)]| − |E_n [f_q ( ^w, ^q)]| + |E_n [f_q( ^w, q^†)]| − |E[f_q ( ^w, q^†)]| ≤ 2| sup w∈W_2 ,q∈Q_2 (E − E_n )[f_q(q, w)]| Here, we use |E_n [f_q ( ^w, ^q)]| ≤ |E_n [f_q ( ^w, q^†)]|.

Second, we bound the difference of |E[ ^wT_γ (^q − q_πe )]| and |E[ ~wT_γ (^q − q_πe )]|: |E[ ~wT_γ (^q − q_πe )]| − |E[ ^wT_γ (^q − q_πe )]| = |E[f_q ( ~w, ^q)]| − |E[f_q ( ^w, ^q)]| = |E[f_q ( ~w, ^q)]| − |E_n [f_q ( ~w, ^q)]| + |E_n [f_q( ~w, ^q)]| − |E_n [f_q( ^w, ^q)]| + |E_n [f_q ( ^w, ^q)]| − |E[f_q ( ^w, ^q)]| ≤ |E[f_q ( ~w, ^q)]| − |E_n [f_q ( ~w, ^q)]| + |E_n [f_q( ^w, ^q)]| − |E[f_q ( ^w, ^q)]| ≤ sup w∈W_2 ,q∈Q_2 2|(E − E_n )[f_q (q, w)]|. Here, we use |E_n [f_q ( ~w, ^q)]| ≤ |E_n [f_q ( ^w, ^q)]|. In the end, E[ ~wT_γ (^q − q_πe )]| ≤ |E[ ~wT_γ (^q − q_πe )]| − |E[ ^wT_γ (^q − q_πe )]| + |E[ ^wT_γ (^q − q_πe )]| − |E[f_q ( ^w, q^†)]| + |E[f_q ( ^w, q^†)]| ≤ sup w∈W_2 ,q∈Q_2 4|(E − E_n )[f_q (q, w)]| + min_{q∈Q2} max_{w∈W2} |E[(w − w_πe )T_γ (q − q_πe )]|.

Noting the first term is upper-bounded by R_n(W_2 )R_{max}+R_n(G(W_2 , Q_2 ))+C_{W2} {R_{max}+C_{Q2} } √ log(2/δ)/n, the error is upper-bounded by | ^J^{mil}_q − J| ≤ 4 sup_{w∈W2 ,q∈Q2} |(E − E_n )[f_q (q, w)]| + |E[f_q ( ^w, q^†)]| + min_{w∈W2} max_{q∈Q2} |E[(w − w_πe )T_γ (q − q_πe )]|

≲ R_n(W_2 )R_{max} + R_n(G(W_2 , Q_2 )) + C_{W2} {R_{max} + C_{Q2} } √ log(2/δ)/n+ + min_{q∈Q2} max_{w∈W2} |E[wT_γ (q − q_πe )]| + min_{w∈W2} max_{q∈Q2} |E[(w − w_πe )T_γ (q − q_πe )]|.

Proof of Theorem C.2. Preliminary

Define Φ(q; w) = E[{r − q(s, a) + γq(s^′, π^e)}w(s, a)], Φ_n(q; w) = E_n [{r − q(s, a) + γq(s^′, π^e)}w(s, a)], Φ^λ_n(q; w) = Φ_n(q; w) − λ‖w‖^2_n, Φ^λ(q; w) = Φ(q; w) − λ‖w‖^2.

From Lemma F.1, we have ∀w ∈ W , |‖w‖^2_n − ‖w‖^2| ≤ 0.5‖w‖^2 + η^2 (38) for our choice of η := η_n + √ c_0 log(c_1/δ)/n noting η_n upper bounds the critical radius of W.

First Step By definition of ^q and q_0 ∈ Q, we have sup_{w∈W} Φ^λ_n(^q; w) ≤ sup_{w∈W} Φ^λ_n(q_0; w) (39) From Lemma F.2, with probability 1 − δ, we have ∀w ∈ W : |Φ_n(q_0; w) − Φ(q_0; w)| ≲ (C_1 + 1){η‖w‖_2 + η^2}. (40) Here, we use l(a_1, a_2) := a_1a_2, a_1 = w(s, a), a_2 = r − q(s, a) + γq(s^′, π^e) is C_1-Lipschitz with respect to a_1 by defining C_1 = R_{max} + (1 + γ)C_Q. More specifically, |l(a_1, a_2) − l(a^′_1, a_2)| ≲ C_1|a_1 − a^′_1|.

Thus,

sup_{w∈W} Φ^λ_n(q_0; w) = sup_{w∈W} { Φ_n(q_0; w) − λ‖w‖^2_n } definition ≤ sup_{w∈W} { Φ(q_0; w) + C_1η‖w‖_2 + C_1η^2 − λ‖w‖^2_n } From Eq. (40) ≤ sup_{w∈W} { Φ(q_0; w) + C_1η‖w‖_2 + C_1η^2 − 0.5λ‖w‖^2 + λη^2 } From Eq. (42) ≲ sup_{w∈W} { Φ(q_0; w) − 0.25λ‖w‖^2 + (C^2_1 /λ + C_1 + λ)η^2 } . (41) In the last line, we use a general inequality, a, b > 0: sup_{f ∈F} (a‖f‖ − b‖f‖^2) ≤ a^2/4b. Moreover,

sup_{w∈W}{Φ^λ_n(^q; w)} = sup_{w∈W}{Φ_n(^q; w) − Φ_n(q_0; w) + Φ_n(q_0; w) − λ‖w‖^2_n} ≥ sup_{w∈W}{Φ_n(^q; w) − Φ_n(q_0; w) − 2λ‖w‖^2_n} + inf_{w∈W}{Φ_n(q_0; w) + λ‖w‖^2_n} = sup_{w∈W}{Φ_n(^q; w) − Φ_n(q_0; w) − 2λ‖w‖^2_n} + inf_{−w∈W}{Φ_n(q_0; −w) + λ‖w‖^2_n} = sup_{w∈W}{Φ_n(^q; w) − Φ_n(q_0; w) − 2λ‖w‖^2_n} + inf_{−w∈W}{−Φ_n(q_0; w) + λ‖w‖^2_n} = sup_{w∈W}{Φ_n(^q; w) − Φ_n(q_0; w) − 2λ‖w‖^2_n} − sup_{−w∈W}{Φ_n(q_0; w) − λ‖w‖^2_n} = sup_{w∈W}{Φ_n(^q; w) − Φ_n(q_0; w) − 2λ‖w‖^2_n} − sup_{w∈W} Φ^λ_n(q_0; w).

Here, we use W is symmetric.

Therefore, sup_{w∈W}{Φ_n(^q; w) − Φ_n(q_0; w) − 2λ‖w‖^2_n} ≤ sup_{w∈W} { Φ^λ_n(q_0; w) } + sup_{w∈W}{Φ^λ_n(^q; w)} ≤ 2 sup_{w∈W} Φ^λ_n(q_0; w) (Eq. (39)) ≲ sup_{w∈W} { Φ(q_0; w) − 0.25λ‖w‖^2 + (C^2_1 /λ + C_1 + λ)η^2 } ( Eq. (41)) ≲ sup_{w∈W} { ‖T_γ (q_πe − q_0)‖_2‖w‖_2 − 0.25λ‖w‖^2 + (C^2_1 /λ + C_1 + λ)η^2 } (a) ≲ ‖T_γ (q_πe − q_0)‖^2/λ + (C^2_1 /λ + C_1 + λ)η^2.

For (a), we use Φ(q_0; w) = |E[T_γ (q_πe − q_0)w]| ≤ ‖T_γ (q_πe − q_0)‖_2C_W .

Second Step

w_q = arg min w∈W ‖w − T_γ (q − q_0)‖^2.

Suppose ‖w_{^q}‖_2 ≥ η, and let κ := η/{2‖w_{^q}‖_2} ∈ [0, 0.5]. Then, noting W is star-convex, sup_{w∈W}{Φ_n(^q; w) − Φ_n(q_0; w) − 2λ‖w‖^2_n} ≥ κ{Φ_n(^q, w_{^q} ) − Φ_n(q_0, w_{^q} )} − 2κ^2λ‖w_{^q} ‖^2_n.

Here, we use κw_{^q} ∈ W . Then, κ^2‖w_{^q} ‖^2_n ≲ κ^2{1.5‖w_{^q}‖^2 + 0.5η^2} From Eq. (42) ≲ η^2. From definition of κ Therefore, sup_{w∈W}{Φ_n(^q; w) − Φ_n(q_0; w) − 2‖w‖^2_n} ≥ κ{Φ_n(^q, w_{^q} ) − Φ_n(q_0, w_{^q} )} − 2λη^2.

Observe that

Φ_n(q, w_q ) − Φ_n(q_0, w_q ) = −E_n [{q(s, a) − q_0(s, a) − γq(s^′, π^e) + γq_0(s^′, π^e)}w_q (s, a)]. Therefore, from Lemma F.2 noting η upper-bounds the critical radius of G_q , for any q ∈ Q, |Φ_n(q, w_q ) − Φ_n(q_0, w_q ) − {Φ(q, w_q) − Φ(q_0, w_q )}| = |E_n [{−q(s, a) + q_0(s, a) + γq(s^′, π^e) − γq_0(s^′, π^e)}w_q (s, a)] − E[{−q(s, a) + q_0(s, a) + γq(s^′, π^e) − γq_0(s^′, π^e)}w_q (s, a))]| ≤ (ηE[{−q(s, a) + q_0(s, a) + γq(s^′, π^e) − γq_0(s^′, π^e)}^2w^2_q (s, a)]^{1/2} + η^2) ≲ (ηC_1‖w_q‖_2 + η^2).

Here, we invoke Lemma F.2 by treating l(a_1, a_2) = a_1, a_1 = {q(s, a) − q_0(s, a) − γq(s^′, π^e) + γq_0(s^′, π^e)}{T_γ (q − q_0)(s, a)}.

Thus, κ{Φ_n(^q, w_{^q} ) − Φ_n(q_0, w_{^q} )} ≥ κ{Φ(^q, w_{^q} ) − Φ(q_0, w_{^q} )} − κ(C_1η‖w_{^q}‖_2 + η^2). ≥ κ{Φ(^q, w_{^q} ) − Φ(q_0, w_{^q} )} − κ(C_1η‖w_{^q}‖_2) − 0.5η^2 (a) = κE[w_{^q} (s, a)T_γ (^q − q_0)(s, a)] − κ(C_1η‖w_{^q} ‖_2) − 0.5η^2 = η 2‖w_{^q}‖ {E[w_{^q} (s, a)T_γ (^q − q_0)(s, a)] − C_1η‖w_{^q} ‖_2} − 0.5η^2 (b) ≥ 0.5η{‖T_γ(^q − q_0)‖_2 − 2ϵ_n} − (0.5 + C_1)η^2.

For (a), we use Φ(^q, w_{^q} ) − Φ(q_0, w_{^q} ) = E[w_{^q} (s, a){−^q(s, a) + q_0(s, a) + γ^q(s^′, π^e) − γq_0(s^′, π^e)}] = E[w_{^q} (s, a)T_γ (^q − q_0)(s, a)]. For (b), we use E[w_{^q} (s, a)T_γ (^q − q_0)(s, a)] ‖w_{^q}‖_2 = E[w_{^q} (s, a){−w_{^q} + w_{^q} + T_γ (^q − q_0)}(s, a)] ‖w_{^q} ‖_2 ≥ ‖w_{^q}‖^2 − ‖w_{^q}‖_2‖w_{^q} − T_γ (^q − q_0)‖_2 ‖w_{^q}‖_2 = ‖w_{^q}‖_2 − ‖w_{^q} − T_γ (^q − q_0)‖_2 = ‖w_{^q}‖_2 − ϵ_n ≥ ‖w_{^q} − T_γ (^q − q_0) + T_γ (^q − q_0)‖_2 − ϵ_n ≥ ‖T_γ (^q − q_0)‖_2 − 2ϵ_n.

Combining all results Thus, ‖w_{^q}‖ ≤ η or

η{‖T_γ (^q − q_0)‖_2 − ϵ_n} − (1 + C_1 + λ)η^2 ≲

‖T_γ (q_πe − q_0)‖^2 λ + (C_1 + C^2_1 /λ + λ)η^2.

Therefore, we have ‖T_γ (^q − q_0)‖_2 ≤ ‖w_{^q} − T_γ (^q − q_0)‖_2 + ‖w_{^q}‖ ≤ η + ϵ_n. or ‖T_γ (^q − q_0)‖_2 ≲ (1 + C_1 + λ + C^2_1 /λ)η + ϵ_n +

‖T_γ (q_πe − q_0)‖^2 λη . In the end, from a triangle inequality,

‖T_γ (^q − q_πe )‖_2 ≲ (1 + C_1 + λ + C^2_1 /λ)η + ϵ_n +

‖T_γ (q_πe − q_0)‖^2 λη + ‖T_γ (q_πe − q_0)‖_2.

F.7 Proof of Appendix D

Proof of Theorem D.1. Preliminary Define Φ(q; w) = E[{r − q(s, a) + γq(s^′, π^e)}w(s, a)], Φ_n(q; w) = E_n [{r − q(s, a) + γq(s^′, π^e)}w(s, a)], Φ^λ_n(q; w) = Φ_n(q; w) − λ‖w‖^2_n, Φ^λ(q; w) = Φ(q; w) − λ‖w‖^2.

From Lemma F.1, we have ∀w ∈ W , |‖w‖^2_n − ‖w‖^2| ≤ 0.5‖w‖^2 + η^2 (42) for our choice of η := η_n + √ c_0 log(c_1/δ)/n noting η_n upper bounds the critical radius of W .

First Step First step is conducted as in the proof of Theorem 6.2. Therefore, sup_{w∈W}{Φ_n(^q; w) − Φ_n(q_πe ; w) − 2λ‖w‖^2_n} ≲ (C^2_1 /λ + C_1 + λ)η^2.

Second Step Given q,we define w_q s.t. T^′_γ w_q = C_ξ (q − q_πe ).

Suppose ‖^q − q_πe ‖_2 ≥ C_ξ η, and let κ := η/{2C_ξ‖^q − q_πe ‖_2} ∈ [0, 0.5]. Then, noting W is star-convex, sup_{w∈W}{Φ_n(^q; w) − Φ_n(q_πe ; w) − 2λ‖w‖^2_n} ≥ κ{Φ_n(^q, w_{^q} ) − Φ_n(q_πe , w_{^q} )} − 2κ^2λ‖w_{^q} ‖^2_n.

Here, we use κw_{^q} ∈ W . Then, κ^2‖w_{^q} ‖^2_n ≲ κ^2{1.5‖w_{^q}‖^2 + 0.5η^2} (Eq. (42)) ≲ η^2 ‖w_{^q} ‖^2 ‖T^′_γ w_{^q} ‖^2

+ η^2. (Definition of κ) ≲ η^2C^2_ι + η^2. (Definition of C_ι) Therefore,

sup_{w∈W}{Φ_n(^q; w) − Φ_n(q_πe ; w) − 2‖w‖^2_n} ≥ κ{Φ_n(^q, w_{^q} ) − Φ_n(q_πe , w_{^q} )} − 2λ{1 + C^2_ι }η^2. Observe that

Φ_n(q, w_q ) − Φ_n(q_πe , w_q ) = −E_n [{q(s, a) − q_πe (s, a) − γq(s^′, π^e) + γq_πe (s^′, π^e)}w_q (s, a)]. Therefore, from Lemma F.2 noting η upper-bounds the critical radius of G_q , for any q ∈ Q, |Φ_n(q, w_q ) − Φ_n(q_πe , w_q ) − {Φ(q, w_q) − Φ(q_πe , w_q )}| = |E_n [{−q(s, a) + q_πe (s, a) + γq(s^′, π^e) − γq_πe (s^′, π^e)}w_q (s, a)] − E[{−q(s, a) + q_πe (s, a) + γq(s^′, π^e) − γq_πe (s^′, π^e)}w_q (s, a))]| ≤ (ηE[{−q(s, a) + q_πe (s, a) + γq(s^′, π^e) − γq_πe (s^′, π^e)}^2w^2_q (s, a)]^{1/2} + η^2) ≲ ηC_W (1 + γ √ C_mC_η )‖q − q_πe ‖_2 + η^2.

Here, we invoke Lemma F.2 by treating l(a_1, a_2) = a_1, a_1 = {q(s, a) − q_πe (s, a) − γq(s^′, π^e) + γq_πe (s^′, π^e)}w_q (s, a)}. Thus, κ{Φ_n(^q, w_{^q} ) − Φ_n(q_πe , w_{^q} )} ≥ κ{Φ(^q, w_{^q} ) − Φ(q_πe , w_{^q} )} − κ(ηC_W (1 + γ √ C_mC_η )‖q − q_πe ‖_2 + η^2). ≥ κ{Φ(^q, w_{^q} ) − Φ(q_πe , w_{^q} )} − κηC_W (1 + γ √ C_mC_η)‖q − q_πe ‖_2 − 0.5η^2 = κE[w_{^q} (s, a)T_γ (^q − q_πe )(s, a)] − κηC_W (1 + γ √ C_mC_η )‖q − q_πe ‖_2 − 0.5η^2 = η 2C_ξ‖(^q − q_πe )‖_2 {C_ξ‖(^q − q_πe )‖^2 − ηC_W (1 + γ √ C_mC_η )‖q − q_πe ‖_2} − 0.5η^2

≥ 0.5η‖(^q − q_πe )‖_2 − (0.5 + C_W (1 + γ √ C_mC_η))η^2.

From the second line to the third line, we use Φ(^q, w_{^q} ) − Φ(q_πe , w_{^q} ) = E[w_{^q} (s, a){−^q(s, a) + q_πe (s, a) + γ^q(s^′, π^e) − γq_πe (s^′, π^e)}] = E[w_{^q} (s, a)T_γ (^q − q_πe )(s, a)] = E[T^′_γ w_{^q} (s, a)(^q − q_πe )(s, a)] = C_ξ ‖^q − q_πe ‖^2. Combining all results

Thus, C_ξ ‖^q − q_πe ‖_2 ≤ η or

η‖^q − q_πe ‖_2 − (1 + C_W (1 + γ √ C_mC_η ))η^2 − λ(1 + C^2_ι )η^2 ≲ (C_1 + C^2_1 /λ + λ)η^2.

In the end, ‖^q − q_πe ‖_2 ≲ (1 + C_1 + C^2_1 /λ + λ{1 + C^2_ι } + C_W (1 + γ √ C_mC_η) + 1/C_ξ)η C_1 = C_Q + (1 − γ^{−1})R_{max}.

Proof of Theorem D.2. Preliminary

Define Ξ(w, q) = E[w(s, a){−q(s, a) + γq(s^′, π^e)} + (1 − γ)E_{d0} [q(s_0, π^e)]], Ξ_n(w, q) = E_n [w(s, a){−q(s, a) + γq(s^′, π^e)} + (1 − γ)E_{d0} [q(s_0, π^e)]], Ξ^λ(w, q) = Ξ^λ(w, q) − λ‖q(s, a) − γq(s^′, π^e)‖^2, Ξ^λ_n(w, q) = Ξ^λ_n(w, q) − λ‖q(s, a) − γq(s^′, π^e)‖^2_n. From Lemma F.1, we have ∀q ∈ Q, |‖ − q(s, a) + γq(s^′, π^e)‖^2_n − ‖ − q(s, a) + γq(s^′, π^e)‖^2| ≤ 0.5‖ − q(s, a) + γq(s^′, π^e)‖^2 + 0.5η^2. (43)

for our choice of η := η_n + c_0 √ log(c_1/δ)/n noting η_n upper bounds the critical of G_{w1}.

First Step

As in the proof of Theorem 6.1, we have sup_{q∈Q}{Ξ_n( ^w; q) − Ξ(w_πe ; q) − 2‖ − q(s, a) + γq(s^′, π^e)‖^2_n} ≤ (λ + C^2_W /λ + C_W )η^2.

Second Step Given w, we define q_w ∈ Q s.t. T_γ q_w := C_ξ(w − w_πe ) noting C_ξ{W − w_πe } ⊂ T_γ Q. Suppose C_ξ ‖ ^w − w_πe ‖_2 ≥ η, and let κ := η/{2C_ξ‖ ^w − w_πe ‖_2} ∈ [0, 0.5]. Then, noting Q is star-convex, sup_{q∈Q}{Ξ_n( ^w; q) − Ξ(w_πe ; q) − 2λ‖q(s, a) − γq(s^′, π^e)‖^2_n} ≥ κ{Ξ_n( ^w; q_{^w}) − Ξ(w_πe ; q_{^w})} − 2κ^2λ‖q_{^w}(s, a) − γq_{^w}(s^′, π^e)‖^2_n. Here, we use κq_{^w} ∈ Q, and take the value of κq_{^w}. Then, from Eq. (43), κ^2‖ − q_{^w}(s, a) + γq_{^w}(s^′, π^e)‖^2_n ≲ κ^2{1.5‖ − q_{^w}(s, a) + γq_{^w}(s^′, π^e)‖^2 + η^2} ≲ κ^2(1 + C_mC_η )‖q_{^w}‖^2 + η^2 ≲ η^2 ‖T_γ q_{^w}‖^2

(1 + C_mC_η )‖q_{^w}‖^2 + η^2 ≲ η^2(1 + C_mC_η )C^2_ι + η^2 (Definition of C_ι)

Therefore,

sup_{q∈Q}{Ξ_n( ^w; q) − Ξ(w_πe ; q) − 2λ‖ − q(s, a) + γq(s^′, π^e)‖^2_n} ≥ κ(Ξ_n( ^w; q_{^w}) − Ξ(w_πe ; q_{^w})) − 2λη^2. Observe that

Ξ_n(w; q_w ) − Ξ_n(w_πe ; q_w) = E_n [(w(s, a) − w_πe (s, a))(−q_w(s, a) + γq_w(s^′, π^e))]. Therefore, from Lemma F.2, noting η upper bounds the critical radius of G_{w2}, regarding l(a_1, a_2) = a_1, a_1 = (w(s, a) − w_πe (s, a))(q_w(s, a) − γq_w(s^′, π^e)), ∀w ∈ W , |Ξ_n(w; q) − Ξ_n(w_πe ; q) − {Ξ(w; q) − Ξ(w_πe ; q)}| ≤ (ηE[{(w(s, a) − w_πe (s, a))(q_w (s, a) − γq_w(s^′, π^e))}^2]^{1/2} + η^2) ≤ (ηE[(w(s, a) − w_πe (s, a))^2]^{1/2}C_Q + η^2).

Here, we use ‖q_w(s, a) − γq_w(s^′, π^e))‖_∞ ≲ C_Q.

Thus,

κ{Ξ_n( ^w; q_{^w}) − Ξ_n(w_πe ; q_{^w})} ≥ κ{Ξ( ^w; q_{^w}) − Ξ(w_πe ; q_{^w})} − κ(η‖ ^w − w_πe ‖_2C_Q + η^2) ≥ κ{Ξ( ^w; q_{^w}) − Ξ(w_πe ; q_{^w})} − κ(η‖ ^w − w_πe ‖_2C_Q) − 0.5η^2 Use κ ≤ 0.5 = rC_ξ ‖ ^w − w_πe ‖^2 − κ(η‖ ^w − w_πe ‖_2C_Q) − 0.5η^2 = η 2C_ξ‖ ^w − w_πe ‖_2 {C_ξ ‖ ^w − w_πe ‖^2 − C_Qη‖ ^w − w_πe ‖_2} − 0.5η^2 = 0.5η‖ ^w − w_πe ‖_2 − (0.5 + 0.5C_Q)η^2.

From the third line to the fourth line, we use

Ξ(w; q_w ) − Ξ(w_πe ; q_w) = E[(w(s, a) − w_πe (s, a))(−q_w (s, a) + γq_w(s^′, π^e))] = E[(w(s, a) − w_πe (s, a))T_γ q_w] = C_ξ E[(w(s, a) − w_πe (s, a))(w(s, a) − w_πe (s, a))] = C_ξ‖w − w_πe ‖^2.

Combining all results Thus, C_ξ ‖ ^w − w_πe ‖_2 ≤ η or η‖ ^w − w_πe ‖_2 − (1 + C_Q)η^2 − λη^2C^2_ι (1 + C_mC_η ) ≲ (λ + C^2_W /λ + C_W )η^2.

Therefore, ‖ ^w − w_πe ‖_2 ≤ { 1 + C^2_W /λ + C_W + λ{1 + C^2_ι (1 + C_mC_η)} + C_Q + 1/C_ξ } η.

F.8 Proof of Appendix E

Proof of Lemma E.2. We define Φ_n(q) = E_{ζk} [{r + γf_{k−1}(s^′) − q(s, a)}^2 − {r + γf_{k−1}(s^′) − Bf_{k−1}(s, a)}^2]. From the definition of the estimator and the assumption Bf_{k−1} ∈ Q using BQ ⊂ Q, Φ_n(f_k) ≤ 0.

Note E_{ζk} [{r + γf_{k−1}(s^′) − q(s, a)}^2 − {r + γf_{k−1}(s^′) − Bf_{k−1}(s, a)}^2] = E_{ζk} [{−q(s, a) + Bf_{k−1}(s, a)}{2r + 2γf_{k−1}(s^′) − Bf_{k−1}(s, a) − q(s, a)}]. By Lemma F.2, ∀q ∈ Q, |Φ_n(q) − Φ(q)} ≲ η({E[{−q(s, a) + Bf_{k−1}(s, a)}^2{2r + 2γf_{k−1}(s^′) − Bf_{k−1}(s, a) − q(s, a)}^2]}^{1/2} + η) ≲ η({R_{max} + C_Q}‖q − Bf_{k−1}‖_2 + η). We have 0 ≥ Φ_n(f_k) = Φ_n(f_k) − Φ(f_k) + Φ(f_k) ≥ Φ(f_k) − η({R_{max} + C_Q}‖f_k − Bf_{k−1}‖_2 + η) = ‖f_k − Bf_{k−1}‖^2 − η({R_{max} + C_Q}‖f_k − Bf_{k−1}‖_2 + η).

This implies ‖f_k − Bf_{k−1}‖_2 ≲ (R_{max} + C_Q)η. Proof of Lemma E.3. We define {E_μ [f(·)^q]}^{1/q} = ‖ · ‖_{q,μ}.

|E_{s∼d0} [f_K (s, π^e)] − E_{s∼d0} [q_πe (s, π^e)]| = ‖f_K − q_πe ‖_{1,dπe,1} (d_πe_{,1} := d_0 × π^e) ≤ ‖f_K − q_πe ‖_{2,dπe,1} (Jensen) ≤ ‖f_K − Bf_{K−1}‖_{2,dπe,1} + ‖Bf_{K−1} − q_πe ‖_{2,dπe,1} = ‖f_K − Bf_{K−1}‖_{2,dπe,1} + ‖Bf_{K−1} − Bq_πe ‖_{2,dπe,1} (a) ≤ ‖f_K − Bf_{K−1}‖_{2,dπe,1} + γ‖f_{K−1} − q_πe ‖_{2,dπe,2} (b) ≤ ‖f_K − Bf_{K−1}‖_{2,dπe,1} + √ γ‖f_{K−1} − q_πe ‖_{2,γdπe,2} , (⋆) where (a) is from the following argument and (b) follows from the first part of (Agarwal et al., 2019, Fact 5.1), ‖Bf_{K−1} − Bq_πe ‖^2_{,dπe,1} = E_{(s,a)∼dπe ,1} [( (Bf_{K−1})(s, a) − (Bq_πe )(s, a) )_2] = γ^2E_{(s,a)∼dπe ,1} [( E_{(s}′_{,a}′_{)∼Pr(·,·|s,a,π}e_)[f_{K−1}(s^′, a^′) − q_πe (s^′, a^′)] )_2] ≤ γ^2E_{(s,a)∼dπe ,1} [ E_{(s}′_{,a}′_{)∼Pr(·,·|s,a,π}e_) [ (f_{K−1}(s^′, a^′) − q_πe (s^′, a^′))^2 ]] (Jensen)

= γ^2E_{(s}′_{,a}′_{)∼dπe,2} [ (f_{K−1}(s^′, a^′) − q_πe (s^′, a^′))^2 ] = γ^2‖f_{K−1} − q_πe ‖^2_{,dπe,2} ,

where Pr(·, ·|s, a, π^e) denotes the distribution of next the state-action pair from (s, a) when following policy π^e.

By applying (⋆) inductively, we have

|E_{s∼d0} [f_K (s, π^e)] − E_{s∼d0} [q_πe (s, π^e)]| (44) = ‖f_K − q_πe ‖_{1,dπe,1} ≤ ‖f_K − Bf_{K−1}‖_{2,dπe,1} + √ γ‖f_{K−1} − q_πe ‖_{2,γdπe,2} ≤ ‖f_K − Bf_{K−1}‖_{2,dπe,1} + √ γ‖f_{K−1} − Bf_{K−2}‖_{2,γdπe,2} + γ‖f_{K−2} − q_πe ‖_{2,γ}2_dπ^e_3 . . ≤ K−1∑ k=0 γ^{k/2}‖f_{K−k} − Bf_{K−1−k}‖_{2,γ}k_dπ^e_{k+1} + γ^{K/2}‖f_0 − q_πe ‖_{2,dπe,K+1} .

By the definition of d_πe , we know γ^kd_πe_{,k+1} ≤^{dπe,γ}_{1−γ} for any k ≥ 1. Therefore, using the second part of (Agarwal et al., 2019, Fact 5.1), we obtain

|E_{s∼d0} [f_K (s, π^e)] − E_{s∼d0} [q_πe (s, π^e)]| ≤ K−1∑ k=0 1 √ 1 − γ γ^{k/2}‖f_{K−k} − Bf_{K−1−k}‖_{2,dπe,γ} + γ^{K/2}(C_Q + (1 − γ)^{−1}R_{max})

≤ K−1∑ k=0 1 √ 1 − γ γ^{k/2}‖w_πe ‖_2‖f_{K−k} − Bf_{K−1−k}‖_2 + γ^{K/2}(C_Q + (1 − γ)^{−1}R_{max})

≤ ‖w_πe ‖_2 1 √ 1 − γ ε K−1∑ k=0 γ^{k/2} + γ^{K/2}(C_Q + (1 − γ)^{−1}R_{max})

≤ 1 − γ^{K/2} √ 1 − γ(1 − γ^{1/2})

‖w_πe ‖_2ε + γ^{K/2}(C_Q + (1 − γ)^{−1}R_{max}).

F.9 Proof of auxiliary lemmas

Lemma F.3.

E[w(s, a)(r − q(s, a) + γq(s^′, π^e)) + (1 − γ)E_{d0} [q(s_0, π^e)]] = E[{w(s, a) − w_πe (s, a)}{−q(s, a) + q_πe (s, a) + γv(s^′) − γv_πe (s)}] + J(π^e).

Proof of Lemma F.3.

E[w(s, a){r − q(s, a) + γv(s^′)}] + (1 − γ)E_{d0} [v(s_0)] − J(π^e) + J(π^e) = E[w(s, a){r − q(s, a) + γv(s^′)}] + (1 − γ)E_{d0} [v(s_0)] − {E[w_πe (s, a){r − q(s, a) + γv(s^′)}] + (1 − γ)E_{d0} [v(s_0)]} + J(π^e) = E[w(s, a){r − q(s, a) + γv(s^′)}] − E[w_πe (s, a){r − q(s, a) + γv(s^′)}] + J(π^e) = E[{w(s, a) − w_πe (s, a)}{−q(s, a) + q_πe (s, a) + γv(s^′) − γv_πe (s^′)}] + J(π^e).

Lemma F.4 (Dudley integral).

R_n(F) ≲ inf_{τ ≥0} { τ + ∫_{supf ∈F} √_{En [f} 2_] τ √ log N (τ, F, ‖ · ‖_n) n } . Note sup_{f ∈F} √ P_n[f^2] is upper bounded by the envelope ‖F‖_∞.

Lemma F.5. (Wainwright, 2019, Corollary 14.3) Let N (τ; B (δ; F), ‖ · ‖_n) denote the τ-covering number of B_n (δ; F) := {f|‖f‖_n ≤ δ}. Then, the critical inequality of the empirical version is satisfied for any δ > 0 s.t. 1 √ n ∫_δ δ^2/(2‖F‖_∞) √ log N (t, B_n (δ; F), ‖ · ‖_n)dt ≤ δ^2 ‖F‖_∞ . We analyze the main error terms in MDL and MIL. We assume W_2 = Q_2 = W_1 = W_2 for simplicity. We consider a joint hypothesis set and investigate its covering number: G(W , Q ) = {(s, a, s^′) → w(s, a){−q(s, a) + γq(s^′, π^e)}; w ∈ W , q ∈ Q}. To analyze above, we often use the following lemma. Lemma F.6 (Joint covering number). log N (τ, G(W , Q ), ‖ · ‖_∞) ≤ log N (0.5τ/((1 + γ)C_Q), W , ‖ · ‖_∞) + log N (0.5τ/(C_W (1 + γ)), Q, ‖ · ‖_∞).

Proof of Lemma F.6. Fix ε_1 > 0 and ε_2 > 0 and set N_Q = N (ε_1, Q, ‖ · ‖_∞) and N_W = N (ε_2, W , ‖ · ‖_∞). We pick an ε_1-covering set {q_i}^{NQ}_{i=1} ⊂ Q, that is, for any q ∈ Q, there exists q_i ∈ {q_i}^{NQ}_{i=1} such as ‖q − q_i‖_∞ ≤ ε_1. Similarly, we pick an ε_2-covering set {w_j }^{NW}_{j=1} ⊂ W .

We consider a functional G : W × Q → G such as G[w, q](s, a, r, s^′) := w(s, a){−q(s, a) + γE_a′_{∼πe(a}′_{|s}′_)[q(s^′, a^′)]}. Simply, we have G = {G[w, q]; w ∈ W , q ∈ Q}. Using the picked covering set, we consider a finite set ~G := {G[w_j , q_i]; i = 1, ..., N_Q, j = 1, ..., N_W } ⊂ G. Obviously, we have | ~G| ≤ N_W N_Q. We will show that ~G is a covering set of G. Pick G[w, q] ∈ G arbitrary, then we can pick w_j and q_i such as ‖q−q_i‖_∞ ≤ ε_1 and ‖w−w_j ‖_∞ ≤ ε_2. Then, we evaluate G[w_j , q_i](s, a, r, s^′)−G[w, q](s, a, r, s^′) as |G[w_j , q_i](s, a, r, s^′) − G[w, q](s, a, r, s^′)| = |w_j (s, a){−q_i(s, a) + γE_a′_{∼πe(a}′_{|s}′_)[q_i(s^′, a^′)]} − w(s, a){q(s, a) + γE_a′_{∼πe(a}′_{|s}′_)[q(s^′, a^′)]}| = |(w_j (s, a) − w(s, a)){−q_i(s, a) + γE_a′_{∼πe(a}′_{|s}′_)[q_i(s^′, a^′)]} + w(s, a)[−(q(s, a) − q_i(s, a)) + γ(E_a′_{∼πe(a}′_{|s}′_)[q_i(s^′, a^′)] − E_a′_{∼πe(a}′_{|s}′_)[q(s^′, a^′)])]| ≤ |w_j (s, a) − w(s, a)|| − q_i(s, a) + γE_a′_{∼πe(a}′_{|s}′_)[q_i(s^′, a^′)]| + |w(s, a)|| − (q(s, a) − q_i(s, a)) + γ(E_a′_{∼πe(a}′_{|s}′_)[q_i(s^′, a^′) − q(s^′, a^′)])| =: I + II.

We bound the terms I and II separately. For the first term I, we have I ≤ |w_j (s, a) − w(s, a)|(|q_i(s, a)| + |γE_a′_{∼πe(a}′_{|s}′_)[q_i(s^′, a^′)]||) ≤ ‖w_j − w‖_∞(‖q_i‖_∞ + γ‖q_i‖_∞) ≤ ε_2(1 + γ)C_Q. For the second term II, we have II ≤ ‖w‖_∞(|q(s, a) − q_i(s, a)| + γ|E_a′_{∼πe(a}′_{|s}′_)[q_i(s^′, a^′) − q(s^′, a^′)]|) ≤ C_W (‖q − q_i‖_∞ + γ‖q − q_i‖_∞) ≤ C_W (1 + γ)ε_1.

Combining the bound, we find that ~G is a (ε_2(1 + γ)C_Q + C_W (1 + γ)ε_1)-covering set of G. That is, we have

N (ε_2((1 + γ)C_Q) + C_W (1 + γ)ε_1, G, ‖ · ‖_∞) ≤ N_QN_W = N (ε_1, Q, ‖ · ‖_∞)N (ε_2, W , ‖ · ‖_∞).

Substituting ε_2 = 0.5ε/((1 + γ)C_Q) and ε_1 = 0.5ε/(C_W (1 + γ)) yields the statement.

We consider using neutral networks with an ReLU activation function. The covering number of these neural networks is calculated as follows.

Lemma F.7 (Neural network; Lemma 21 in Nakada and Imaizumi (2020)). Let F_{NN} be a set of functions by a neural network with L layers, Ω weights in [−B, B], and 1−Lipschitz continuous activation function Then, for τ ∈ (0, 1], we have

log N (τ, F_{NN} , ‖ · ‖_∞) ≤ Ω log ( 2LB^L(Ω + 1)^L τ ) . Besides, it is known that these neural networks approximate the Sobolev ball.

Lemma F.8 (Theorem 1 in Yarotsky (2017)). Suppose q_0 belongs to the Sobolev ball with an order p with its input is d-dimensional. Then, there exists the neural network with a ReLU activation function, which has at most L = O(log Ω) layers and Ω parameters s.t. ‖q^∗ − q_0‖_∞ = ~O(Ω^{−p/d}). For a matrix A, let ‖A‖_F := √∑ i,j A^2_{i,j} be its Frobenius norm.

Lemma F.9 (Theorem 1 in Golowich et al. (2018)). Let F_{NN} be a set of functions by a neural network with L layers and activation function which is 1-Lipschitz continuous and positivehomogeneous, that is, σ(az) = aσ(z) holds with a > 0. Further, let A_ℓ be a weight matrix of an ℓ-th layers for ℓ = 1, ..., L and assume that ‖A_ℓ‖_F ≤ M_F (ℓ) with a bound M_F (ℓ). Then, we have R_n(F_{NN} ) ≤ max_x ‖x‖_2(2 √ log L + 1) ∏_L ℓ=1 M_F (ℓ)/ √ n.