arXiv:2205.13476v2 [cs.LG] 1 Apr 2024

Embed to Control Partially Observed Systems: Representation Learning with Provable Sample Efficiency

Lingxiao Wang^∗ Qi Cai^† Zhuoran Yang^‡ Zhaoran Wang^§

Abstract

Reinforcement learning in partially observed Markov decision processes (POMDPs) faces two challenges. (i) It often takes the full history to predict the future, which induces a sample complexity that scales exponentially with the horizon. (ii) The observation and state spaces are often continuous, which induces a sample complexity that scales exponentially with the extrinsic dimension. Addressing such challenges requires learning a minimal but sufficient representation of the observation and state histories by exploiting the structure of the POMDP.

To this end, we propose a reinforcement learning algorithm named Embed to Control (ETC), which learns the representation at two levels while optimizing the policy. (i) For each step, ETC learns to represent the state with a low-dimensional feature, which factorizes the transition kernel. (ii) Across multiple steps, ETC learns to represent the full history with a low-dimensional embedding, which assembles the per-step feature. We integrate (i) and (ii) in a unified framework that allows a variety of estimators (including maximum likelihood estimators and generative adversarial networks). For a class of POMDPs with a low-rank structure in the transition kernel, ETC attains an O(1/ϵ^2) sample complexity that scales polynomially with the horizon and the intrinsic dimension (that is, the rank). Here ϵ is the optimality gap. To our best knowledge, ETC is the first sample-efficient algorithm that bridges representation learning and policy optimization in POMDPs with infinite observation and state spaces.

1 Introduction

Deep reinforcement learning demonstrates significant empirical successes in Markov decision processes (MDPs) with large state spaces (Mnih et al., 2013, 2015; Silver et al., 2016, 2017). Such empirical successes are attributed to the integration of representation learning into reinforcement learning. In other words, mapping the state to a low-dimensional feature enables model/value learning and optimal control in a sample-efficient manner. Meanwhile, it becomes more theoretically understood that the low-dimensional feature is the key to sample efficiency in the linear setting (Cai et al., 2020; Jin et al., 2020b; Ayoub et al., 2020; Agarwal et al., 2020; Modi et al., 2021; Uehara et al., 2021).

∗Northwestern University; lingxiaowang2022@u.northwestern.edu †Northwestern University; qicai2022@u.northwestern.edu ‡Yale University; zhuoran.yang@yale.edu §Northwestern University; zhaoranwang@gmail.com

In contrast, partially observed Markov decision processes (POMDPs) with large observation and state spaces remain significantly more challenging. Due to a lack of the Markov property, the lowdimensional feature of the observation at each step is insufficient for the prediction and control of the future (Sondik, 1971; Papadimitriou and Tsitsiklis, 1987; Coates et al., 2008; Azizzadenesheli et al., 2016; Guo et al., 2016). Instead, it is necessary to obtain a low-dimensional embedding of the history, which assembles the low-dimensional features across multiple steps (Hefny et al., 2015; Sun et al., 2016). In practice, learning such features and embeddings requires various heuristics, e.g., recurrent neural network architectures and auxiliary tasks (Hausknecht and Stone, 2015; Li et al., 2015; Mirowski et al., 2016; Girin et al., 2020). In theory, the best results are restricted to the tabular setting (Azizzadenesheli et al., 2016; Guo et al., 2016; Jin et al., 2020a; Liu et al., 2022), which does not involve representation learning.

To this end, we identify a class of POMDPs with a low-rank structure on the state transition kernel (but not on the observation emission kernel), which allows prediction and control in a sample-efficient manner. More specifically, the transition admits a low-rank factorization into two unknown features, whose dimension is the rank. On top of the low-rank transition, we define a Bellman operator, which performs a forward update for any finite-length trajectory. The Bellman operator allows us to further factorize the history across multiple steps to obtain its embedding, which assembles the per-step feature.

By integrating the two levels of representation learning, that is, (i) feature learning at each step and (ii) embedding learning across multiple steps, we propose a sample-efficient algorithm, namely Embed to Control (ETC), for POMDPs with infinite observation and state spaces. The key to ETC is balancing exploitation and exploration along the representation learning process. To this end, we construct a confidence set of embeddings upon identifying and estimating the Bellman operator, which further allows efficient exploration via optimistic planning. It is worth mentioning that such a unified framework allows a variety of estimators (including maximum likelihood estimators and generative adversarial networks).

We analyze the sample efficiency of ETC under the future and past sufficiency assumptions. In particular, such assumptions ensure that the future and past observations are sufficient for identifying the belief state, which captures the information-theoretic difficulty of POMDPs. We prove that ETC attains an O(1/ϵ^2) sample complexity that scales polynomially with the horizon and the dimension of the feature (that is, the rank of the transition). Here ϵ is the optimality gap. The polynomial dependency on the horizon is attributed to embedding learning across multiple steps, while polynomial dependency on the dimension is attributed to feature learning at each step, which is the key to bypassing the infinite sizes of the observation and state spaces. Contributions. In summary, our contribution is threefold.

• We identify a class of POMDPs with the low-rank transition, which allows representation learning and reinforcement learning in a sample-efficient manner.

• We propose ETC, a principled approach integrating embedding and control in the low-rank POMDP.

• We establish the sample efficiency of ETC in the low-rank POMDP with infinite observation and state spaces.

Related Work. Our work follows the previous studies of POMDPs. In general, solving a POMDP is intractable from both the computational and the statistical perspectives (Papadimitriou and Tsitsiklis,

1987; Vlassis et al., 2012; Azizzadenesheli et al., 2016; Guo et al., 2016; Jin et al., 2020a). Given such computational and statistical barriers, previous works attempt to identify tractable POMDPs. In particular, Azizzadenesheli et al. (2016); Guo et al. (2016); Jin et al. (2020a); Liu et al. (2022) consider the tabular POMDPs with (left) invertible emission matrices. Efroni et al. (2022) considers the POMDPs where the state is fully determined by the most recent observations of a fixed length. Cayci et al. (2022) analyze POMDPs where a finite internal state can approximately determine the state. In contrast, we analyze POMDPs with the low-rank transition and allow the state and observation spaces to be arbitrarily large. Meanwhile, our analysis hinges on the future and past sufficiency assumptions, which only require that the density of the state is identified by that of the future and past observations, respectively. In recent work, Cai et al. (2022) also utilizes the low-rank property in the transition. Nevertheless, Cai et al. (2022) assumes that the feature representation of state-action pairs is known, thus relieving the agent from feature learning. In contrast, we aim to recover the efficient state-action representation for planning. In terms of the necessity of exploration, Azizzadenesheli et al. (2016); Guo et al. (2016) analyze POMDPs where an arbitrary policy can conduct efficient exploration. Similarly, Cayci et al. (2022) consider POMDPs with a finite concentrability coefficient (Munos, 2003; Chen and Jiang, 2019), where the visitation density of an arbitrary policy is close to that of the optimal policy. In contrast, Jin et al. (2020a); Efroni et al. (2022); Cai et al. (2022) consider POMDPs where strategic exploration is necessary. In our work, we follow Jin et al. (2020a); Efroni et al. (2022); Cai et al. (2022) and design strategic exploration to attain sample efficiency in solving the POMDPs.

To learn a sufficient embedding for control, we utilize the low-rank transition of POMDPs. Our idea is motivated by the previous analysis of low-rank MDPs (Cai et al., 2020; Jin et al., 2020b; Ayoub et al., 2020; Agarwal et al., 2020; Modi et al., 2021; Uehara et al., 2021). In particular, the state transition of a low-rank MDP aligns with that in our low-rank POMDP model. Nevertheless, we remark that such states are observable in a low-rank MDP but are unobservable in POMDPs with the low-rank transition. Such unobservability makes solving a low-rank POMDP much more challenging than solving a low-rank MDP.

Notation. We denote by R^d_+ the space of d-dimensional vectors with nonnegative entries. We denote by L^p(X ) the L^p space of functions defined on X . We denote by Δ(d) the space of ddimensional probability density arrays. We denote by [H] = {1, . . . , H} the index set of size H. For a linear operator M mapping from an L^p space to an L^q space, we denote by ‖M‖_{p→q} the operator norm of M. For a vector x ∈ R^d , we denote by [x]_i the i-th entry of x.

2 Partially Observable Markov Decision Process

We define a partially observable Markov decision process (POMDP) by the following tuple, M = (S, A, O, {P_h}_{h∈[H]}, {O_h }_{h∈[H]}, r, H, μ_1), where H is the length of an episode, μ_1 is the initial distribution of state s_1, and S, A, O are the state, action, and observation spaces, respectively. Here P_h(· | ·, ·) is the transition kernel, O_h (· | ·) is the emission kernel, and r(·) is the reward function. In each episode, the agent with the policy π = {π_h}_{h∈[H]} interact with the environment as follows. The environment select an initial state s_1 drawn from the distribution μ_1. In the h-th step, the agent receives the reward r(o_h) and the observation o_h drawn from the observation density O_h (· | s_h), and makes the decision a_h = π_h(τ^h_1 ) according to the policy π_h, where τ^h_1 = {o_1, a_1, . . . , a_{h−1}, o_h} is the interaction history.

The environment then transits into the next state s_{h+1} drawn from the transition distribution P_h(· | s_h, a_h). The procedure ends until the environment transits into the state s_{H+1}.

In the sequel, we assume that the action space A is finite with capacity |A| = A. Meanwhile, we highlight that the observation and state spaces O and S are possibly infinite. Value Functions and Learning Objective. For a given policy π = {π_h}_{h∈[H]}, we define the following value function that captures the expected cumulative rewards from interactions,

V^π = E_π [_H∑ h=1 r(o_h) ] . (2.1)

Here we denote by E_π the expectation taken with respect to the policy π. Our goal is to derive a policy that maximizes the cumulative rewards. In particular, we aim to derive the ϵ-suboptimal policy π such that V^{π∗} − V^π ≤ ϵ, based on minimal interactions with the environment, where π^∗ = argmax_π V^π is the optimal policy. Notations of POMDP. In the sequel, we introduce notations of the POMDP to simplify the discussion. We define a^{h+k−1} h = {a_h, a_{h+1}, . . . , a_{h+k−1}}, o^{h+k}_h = {o_h, o_{h+1}, . . . , o_{h+k}} as the sequences of actions and observations, respectively. Correspondingly, we write r(o^H_1 ) = ∑_H h=1 r(o_h) as the cumulative rewards for the observation sequence o^H_1 . Meanwhile, we denote by τ^{h+k}_h the sequence of interactions from the h-th step to the (h + k)-th step, namely, τ^{h+k}_h = {o_h, a_h, . . . , o_{h+k−1}, a_{h+k−1}, o_{h+k}} = {a^{h+k−1}_h , o^{h+k}_h }. Similarly, we denote by τ^{h+k}_h the sequence of interactions from the h-th step to the (h + k)-th step that includes the latest action a_{h+k}, namely, τ^{h+k}_h = {o_h, a_h, . . . , o_{h+k}, a_{h+k}} = {a^{h+k}_h , o^{h+k}_h }. In addition, with a slight abuse of notation, we define P^π(τ^{h+k}_h ) = P^π(o_h, . . . , o_{h+k} | a_h, . . . , a_{h+k−1}) = P^π(o^{h+k}_h | a^{h+k−1}_h ), P^π(τ^{h+k}_h | s_h) = P^π(o_h, . . . , o_{h+k} | s_h, a_h, . . . , a_{h+k−1}) = P^π(o^{h+k}_h | s_h, a^{h+k−1}_h ). Extended POMDP. To simplify the discussion and notations in our work, we introduce an extension of the POMDP, which allows us to access steps h smaller than zero and larger than the length H of an episode.

In particular, the interaction of an agent with the extended POMDP starts with a dummy initial state s_{1−ℓ} for some ℓ > 0. During the interactions, all the dummy action and observation sequences τ^0_{1−ℓ} = {o_{1−ℓ}, a_{1−ℓ}, . . . , o_0, a_0} leads to the same initial state distribution μ_1 that defines the POMDP. Moreover, the agent is allowed to interact with the environment for k steps after observing the final observation o_H of an episode. Nevertheless, the agent only collects the reward r(o_h) at steps h ∈ [H], which leads to the same learning objective as the POMDP. In addition, we denote by [H]^+ = {1 − ℓ, . . . , H + k} the set of steps in the extended POMDP. In the sequel, we do not distinguish between a POMDP and an extended POMDP for the simplicity of presentation.

3 A Sufficient Embedding for Prediction and Control

The key of solving a POMDP is the practice of inference, which recovers the density or linear functionals of density (e.g., the value functions) of future observation given the interaction history. To this end, previous approaches (Shani et al., 2013) typically maintain a belief, namely, a conditional density P(s_h = · | τ^h_1 ) of the current state given the interaction history. The typical inference procedure first conducts filtering, namely, calculating the belief at (h+1)-th step given the belief at h-th step. Upon collecting the belief, the density of future observation is obtained via prediction, which acquires the distribution of future observations based on the distribution of state s_{h+1}.

In the case that maintaining a belief or conducting the prediction is intractable, previous approaches establish predictive states (Hefny et al., 2015; Sun et al., 2016), which is an embedding that is sufficient for inferring the density of future observations given the interaction history. Such approaches typically recover the filtering of predictive representations by solving moment equations. In particular, Hefny et al. (2015); Sun et al. (2016) establishes such moment equations based on structural assumptions on the filtering of such predictive states. Similarly, Anandkumar et al. (2012); Jin et al. (2020a) establishes a sequence of observation operators and recovers the trajectory density via such observation operators.

Motivated by the previous work, we aim to construct a embedding that are both learn-able and sufficient for control. A sufficient embedding for control is the density of the trajectory, namely,

Φ(τ^H_1 ) = P(τ^H_1 ). (3.1)

Such an embedding is sufficient as it allows us to estimate the cumulative rewards function V^π of an arbitrary given policy π. Nevertheless, estimating such an embedding is challenging when the length H of an episode and the observation space O are large. To this end, we exploit the low-rank structure in the state transition of POMDPs.

3.1 Low-Rank POMDP

Assumption 3.1 (Low-Rank POMDP). We assume that the transition kernel P_h takes the following low-rank form for all h ∈ [H]^+,

P_h(s_{h+1} | s_h, a_h) = ψ^∗_h(s_{h+1})^⊤ϕ^∗_h(s_h, a_h),

where ψ^∗_h : S → R^d_+ , ϕ^∗_h : S × A → Δ(d) are unknown features.

Here recall that we denote by [H]^+ = {1−ℓ, . . . , H +k} the set of steps in the extended POMDP. Note that our low-rank POMDP assumption does not specify the form of emission kernels. In contrast, we only require the transition kernels of states to be linear in unknown features. Function Approximation. We highlight that the features in Assumption 3.1 are unknown to us. Correspondingly, we assume that we have access to a parameter space Θ that allows us to fit such features as follows.

Definition 3.2 (Function Approximation). We define the following function approximation space F^Θ = {F^Θ_h }_{h∈[H]} corresponding to the parameter space Θ,

F^Θ_h = { (ψ^θ_h, ϕ^θ_h, O^θ_h ) : θ ∈ Θ } , ∀h ∈ [H]^+. Here, O^θ_h : S × O → R_+ is an emission kernel and ψ^θ_h : S → R^d_+ , ϕ^θ_h : S → Δ(d) are features for all h ∈ [H]^+ and θ ∈ Θ. In addition, it holds that ψ^θ(·)^⊤ϕ^θ(s_h, a_h) defines a probability over s_{h+1} ∈ S for all h ∈ [H]^+ and (s_h, a_h) ∈ S × A.

Here we denote by ψ^θ_h, ϕ^θ_h, O^θ_h a parameterization of features and emission kernels. In practice, one typically utilizes linear or neural netowrk parameterization for the features and emission kernels. In the sequel, we write P^θ and P^{θ,π} as the probability densities corresponding to the transition dynamics defined by {ψ^θ_h, ϕ^θ_h, O^θ_h }_{h∈[H]} and policy π, respectively. We impose the following realizability assumption to ensure that the true model belongs to the parameterized function space F^Θ.

Assumption 3.3 (Realizable Parameterization). We assume that there exists a parameter θ^∗ ∈ Θ, such that ψ^{θ∗}_h = ψ^∗_h, ϕ^{θ∗}_h = ϕ^∗_h, and O^{θ∗}_h = O_h for all h ∈ [H].

We define the following forward emission operator as a generalization of the emission kernel.

Definition 3.4 (Forward Emission Operator). We define the following forward emission operator U^θ_h : L^1(S) → L^1(A^k × O^{k+1}) for all h ∈ [H],

(U^θ_h f)(τ^{h+k}_h ) = ∫ S P^θ(τ^{h+k}_h | s_h) · f(s_h)ds_h, ∀f ∈ L^1(S), ∀τ^{h+k}_h ∈ A^k × O^{k+1}. (3.2)

Here recall that we denote by τ^{h+k}_h = {a^{h+k−1}_h , o^{h+k}_h } ∈ A^k × O^{k+1} the trajectory of interactions. In addition, recall that we define P^θ(τ^k_h | s_h) = P^θ(o^{h+k}_h | s_h, a^{h+k−1}_h ) for notational simplicity.

We remark that when applying to a belief or a density over state s_h, the forward emission operator returns the density of trajectory τ^{h+k}_h of k steps ahead of the h-th step. Bottleneck Factor Interpretation of Low-Rank Transition. Recall that in Assumption 3.1, the feature ϕ^∗_h maps from the state-action pair (s_h, a_h) ∈ S × A to a d-dimensional simplex in Δ(d). Equivalently, one can consider the low-rank transition as a latent variable model, where the next state s_{h+1} is generated by first generating a bottleneck factor q_h ∼ ϕ^∗(s_h, a_h) and then generating the next state s_{h+1} by [ψ^∗(·)]_{qh} . In other words, the probability array ϕ^∗(s_h, a_h) ∈ Δ(d) induces a transition dynamics from the state-action pair (s_h, a_h) to the bottleneck factor q_h ∈ [d] as follows,

P_h(q_h | s_h, a_h) = [ ϕ^∗_h(s_h, a_h) ] q_h , ∀qh ∈ [d]. Correspondingly, we write P_h(s_{h+1} | q_h) = [ψ^∗_h(s_{h+1})]_{qh} the transition probability from the bottleneck factor q_h ∈ [d] to the state s_{h+1} ∈ S. See Figure 1 for an illustration of the data generating process with the bottleneck factors.

Understanding Bottleneck Factor. Utilizing the low-rank structure of the state transition requires us to understand the bottleneck factors {q_h}_{h∈[H]} defined by the low-rank transition. We highlight that the bottleneck factor q_h is a compressed and sufficient factor for inference. In particular, the bottleneck factor q_h determines the distribution of next state s_{h+1} through the

· · ·· · · · · · s_h q_hs_{h+1} a_h o_hr_ho_{h+1} · · ·· · · · · ·

Figure 1: The directed acyclic graph (DAG) of a POMDP with low-rank transition. Here {s_h, s_{h+1}}, {o_h, o_{h+1}}, a_h, r_h are the states, observations, action, and reward, respectively. In addition, we denote by q_h the bottleneck factor induced by the low-rank transition, which depends on the state and action pair (s_h, a_h) and determines the density of next state s_{h+1}. In the DAG, we represent observable and unobservable variables by the shaded and unshaded nodes, respectively. In addition, we use the dashed node and arrows for the latent factor q_h and its corresponding transitions, respectively, to differentiate such bottlenect factor from the state of the POMDP.

feature ψ^∗_h(s_{h+1} = ·) = P(s_{h+1} = · | q_h = ·). Such a property motivate us to obtain our desired embedding via decomposing the density of trajectory based on the feature set {ψ^∗_h}_{h∈[H]}+ . To achieve such a decomposition, we first introduce the following sufficiency condition for all the parameterized features ψ^θ_h with θ ∈ Θ.

Assumption 3.5 (Future Sufficiency). We define the mapping g^θ_h : A^k × O^{k+1} → R^d for all parameter θ ∈ Θ and h ∈ [H] as follows,

g^θ_h = [ U^θ_h [ ψ^θ_{h−1} ] 1, . . . , U^θ_h [ ψ^θ_{h−1} ] d ]_⊤ , where we denote by [ψ^θ_{h−1} ] i the i-th entry of the mapping ψ^θ_{h−1} for all i ∈ [d]. We assume for some k > 0 that the matrix

M^θ_h = ∫ A^k ×O^{k+1} g^θ_h(τ^{h+k}_h )g^θ_h(τ^{h+k}_h )^⊤dτ^{h+k}_h ∈ R^{d×d}

is invertible. We denote by M^{θ,†}_h the inverse of M^θ_h for all parameter θ ∈ Θ and h ∈ [H].

Intuitively, the future sufficiency condition in Assumption 3.5 guarantees that the density of trajectory τ^{h+k}_h in the future captures the information of the bottleneck variable q_{h−1}, which further captures the belief at the h-th step. To see such a fact, we have the following lemma.

Lemma 3.6 (Pseudo-Inverse of Forward Emission). We define linear operator U^{θ,†}_h : L^1(A^k × O^{k+1}) → L^1(S) for all θ ∈ Θ and h ∈ [H] as follows,

(U^{θ,†}_h f)(s_h) = ∫ A^k×O^{k+1} ψ^θ_{h−1}(s_h)^⊤M^{θ,†}_h g^θ_h(τ^{h+k}_h ) · f(τ^{h+k}_h )dτ^{h+k}_h , (3.3) where f ∈ L^1(A^k × O^{k+1}) is the input of linear operator U^{θ,†}_h and g^θ_h is the mapping defined in Assumption 3.5. Under Assumptions 3.1 and 3.5, it holds for all h ∈ [H], θ ∈ Θ, and π ∈ Π that U^{θ,†}_h U^θ_h (P^{θ,π}_h ) = P^{θ,π}_h . Here P^{θ,π}_h ∈ L^1(S) maps from all state s_h ∈ S to the probability P^{θ,π}_h (s_h), which is the probability of visiting the state s_h in the h-th step when following the policy π and the model defined by parameter θ.

Proof. See §A.1 for a detailed proof.

By Lemma 3.6, the forward emission operator U^θ_h defined in Definition 3.4 has a pseudo-inverse U^{θ,†}_h under the future sufficiency condition in Assumption 3.5. Thus, one can identify the belief state by inverting the conditional density of the trajectory τ^{h+k}_h given the interaction history τ^h_1 . More importantly, such invertibility further allows us to decompose the desired embedding Φ(τ^H_1 ) in (3.1) across steps, which we introduce in the sequel.

3.2 Multi-Step Embedding Decomposition via Bellman Operator To accomplish the multi-step decomposition of embedding, we first define the Bellman operator as follows.

Definition 3.7 (Bellman Operator). We define the Bellman operators B^θ_h (a_h, o_h) : L^1(A^k × O^{k+1}) → L^1(A^k × O^{k+1}) for all (a_h, o_h) ∈ A × O and h ∈ [H] as follows, ( B^θ_h (a_h, o_h)f ) (τ^{h+k+1} h+1 ) = ∫ S P^θ(τ^{h+k+1} h | s_h) · (U^{θ,†}_h f)(s_h)ds_h, ∀τ^{h+k+1}_{h+1} ∈ A^k × O^{k+1}. Here recall that we denote by τ^{h+k+1}_h = {o^{h+k+1}_h , a^{h+k}_h } and P^θ(τ^{h+k+1}_h | s_h) = P^θ(o^{h+k+1}_h | s_h, a^{h+k+1}_h ) for notational simplicity.

We call B^θ_h (a_h, o_h) in Definition 3.7 a Bellman operator as it performs a temporal transition from the density of trajectory τ^{h+k}_h to the density of trajectory τ^{h+k+1}_{h+1} and the observation o_h, given that one take action a_h at the h-th step. More specifically, Assumption 3.5 guarantees that the density of trajectory τ^{h+k}_h identifies the density of s_h in the h-th step. The Bellman operator then performs the transition from the density of s_h to the density of the trajectory τ^{h+k+1}_{h+1} and observation o_h given the action a_h. The following Lemma shows that our desired embedding Φ(τ^H_1 ) can be decomposed into products of the Bellman operators defined in Definition 3.7.

Lemma 3.8 (Embedding Decomposition). Under Assumptions 3.1 and 3.5, it holds for all the parameter θ ∈ Θ that

P^θ(τ^H_1 ) = 1 A^k · ∫ A^k×O^{k+1} [ B^θ_H (o_H , a_H ) . . . B^θ_1 (o_1, a_1)b^θ_1 ] (τ^{H+k+1}

H+1 )dτ^{H+k+1} H+1 . Here recall that we denote by τ^{H+k+1}_{H+1} = {a^{H+k}_{H+1} , o^{H+k+1}_{H+1} } the dummy future trajectory. Meanwhile, we define the following initial trajectory density,

b^θ_1(τ^k_1 ) = U^θ_1 μ_1 = P^θ(τ^k_1 ), ∀τ^k_1 ∈ A^k × O^{k+1}.

Proof. See §A.3 for a detailed proof.

By Lemma 3.8, we can obtain the desired representation Φ(τ^H_1 ) = P(τ^H_1 ) based on the product of the Bellman operators. It now remains to estimate the Bellman operators across each step. In the sequel, we introduce an identity that allows us to recover the Bellman operators based on observations.

Estimating Bellman Operator. In the sequel, we introduce the following notation to simplify our discussion, z_h = τ^{h+k}_h = {o_h, a_h, . . . , a_{h+k−1}, o_{h+k}} ∈ A^k × O^{k+1}, (3.4) w_{h−1} = τ^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} = {o_{h−ℓ}, a_{h−ℓ}, . . . , o_{h−1}, a_{h−1}} ∈ A^ℓ × O^ℓ. (3.5) We first define two density mappings that induce the identity of the Bellman Operator. We define the density mapping X^{θ,π}_h : A^ℓ × O^ℓ → L^1(A^k × O^{k+1}) as follows, X^{θ,π}_h (w_{h−1}) = P^{θ,π}(w_{h−1}, z_h = ·), ∀w_{h−1} ∈ A^ℓ × O^ℓ. (3.6) Intuitively, the density mapping X^{θ,π}_h maps from an input trajectory w_{h−1} to the density of z_h, which represents the density of k-steps interactions following the input trajectory w_{h−1}. Similarly, we define the density mapping Y^{θ,π}_h : A^{ℓ+1} × O^{ℓ+1} → L^1(A^k × O^{k+1}) as follows,

Y^{θ,π}_h (w_{h−1}, a_h, o_h) = P^{θ,π}(w_{h−1}, a_h, o_h, z_{h+1} = ·), ∀(w_{h−1}, a_h, o_h) ∈ A^{ℓ+1} × O^{ℓ+1} (3.7)

Based on the two density mappings defined in (3.6) and (3.7), respectively, we have the following identity for all h ∈ [H] and θ ∈ Θ,

B^θ_h (a_h, o_h)X^{θ,π}_h (w_{h−1}) = Y^{θ,π}_h (w_{h−1}, a_h, o_h), ∀w_{h−1} ∈ A^{ℓ+1} × O^{ℓ+1}. (3.8)

See §A.2 for the proof of (3.8). We highlight that the identity in (3.8) allows us to estimate the Bellman operator B^{θ∗}_h (a_h, o_h) under the true parameter θ^∗ ∈ Θ. In particular, both X^{θ∗ ,π}_h and Y^{θ∗ ,π}_h are density mappings involving the observations and actions, and can be estimated based on observable variables from the POMDP. Upon fitting such density mappings, we can recover the Bellman operator B^{θ∗}_h (a_h, o_h) by solving the identity in (3.8).

An Overview of Embedding Learning. We now summarize the learning procedure of the embedding. First, we estimate the density mappings defined in (3.6) and (3.7) under the true parameter θ^∗ based on interaction history. Second, we estimate the Bellman operators {B^{θ∗}_h (a_h, o_h)}_{h∈[H]} based on the identity in (3.8) and the estimated density mappings in the first step. Finally, we recover the embedding Φ(τ^H_1 ) by assembling the Bellman operators according to Lemma 3.8.

4 Algorithm Description of ETC

In the sequel, we decribe the procedure of ETC. In summary, ETC iteratively (i) interacts with the environment to collect observations, (ii) fits the density mappings defined in (3.6) and (3.7), respectively, by observations, (iii) identifies a confidence set of parameters by fitting the Bellman equations according to (3.8), and (iv) conducts optimistic planning based on the fitted embeddings and the associated the confidence set.

To conduct ETC, we first initialize a sequence of datasets indexed by the step h ∈ [H] and the action sequences a^{h+k}_{h−ℓ} ∈ A^{k+ℓ+1}, D^0_h(a^{h+k}_{h−ℓ} ) = ∅. Meanwhile, we initialize a policy π^0 ∈ Π, where Π is the class of all deterministic policies. In the sequel, we introduce the update procedure of ETC in the t-th iterate.

4.1 Data Collection

We first introduce the data collecting process of an agent with the policy π^{t−1} in the t-th iterate. For each of the step h ∈ [H] and the action sequence a^{h+k}_{h−ℓ} ∈ A^{k+ℓ+1}, the agent first execute the policy π^{t−1} until the (h − ℓ)-th step, and collects a sequence of actions and observations as follows, ta^{h−ℓ−1} 1−ℓ = {_t a_{1−ℓ}, . . . ,^ta_{h−ℓ−1} } ,^to^{h−ℓ}_{1−ℓ} = {_t o_{1−ℓ}, . . . ,^to_{h−ℓ} } . Here we use the superscript t to denote the observations and actions acquired in the t-th iterate. Correspondingly, we denote by^tτ^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} = {^ta^{h−ℓ−1}_{1−ℓ} ,^to^{h−ℓ}_{1−ℓ} } the interaction history from the (h − ℓ)-th step to the (h − 1)-th step. Then, the agent execute a^{h+k}_{h−ℓ} regardless of the observations and collect the following observation sequence, to^{h+k+1} h−ℓ+1 = {_t o_{h−ℓ+1}, . . . ,^to_{h+k+1} } . Finally, we store the observation sequence^to^{h+k+1}_{h−ℓ} generated by fixing the action sequence a^{h+k}_{h−ℓ} into a dataset indexed by such action sequence, namely, D^t_h(a^{h+k}_{h−ℓ} ) ← D^{t−1}_h (a^{h+k}_{h−ℓ} ) ∪ {_t o^{h+k+1} h−ℓ } . 4.2 Density Estimation

Upon collecting the data, we follow the embedding learning procedure and fit the density mappings for the estimation of Bellman operator. In practice, various approaches are available in fitting the density by observations, including the maximum likelihood estimation (MLE), the generative adversial approaches, and the reproducing kernel Hilbert space (RKHS) density estimation. In what follows, we unify such density estimation approaches by a density estimation oracle.

Assumption 4.1 (Density Estimation Oracle). We assume that we have access to a density estimation oracle E(·). Moreover, for all δ > 0 and dataset D drawn from the density p of size n following a martingale process, we assume that ‖E(D) − p‖_1 ≤ C · √ w_E · log(1/δ)/n

with probability at least 1 − δ. Here C > 0 is an absolute constant and w_E is a parameter that depends on the density estimation oracle E(·).

We highlight that such convergence property can be achieved by various density estimations. In particular, when the function approximation space P of E(·) is finite, Assumption 4.1 holds for the maximum likelihood estimation (MLE) and the generative adversial approach with w_E = log |P| (Geer et al., 2000; Zhang, 2006; Agarwal et al., 2020). Meanwhile, w_E scales with the entropy integral of P endowed with the Hellinger distance if P is infinite (Geer et al., 2000; Zhang, 2006). In addition, Assumption 4.1 holds for the RKHS density estimation (Gretton et al., 2005; Smola et al., 2007; Cai et al., 2022) with w_E = poly(d), where d is rank of the low-rank transition (Cai et al., 2022).

We now fit the density mappings based on the density estimation oracle. For each step h ∈ [H] and action sequence a^{h+k}_{h−ℓ} ∈ A^{k+ℓ+1}, we first fit the density of trajectory as follows, ^P^t_h(· | a^{h+k}_{h−ℓ} ) = E(D^t_h(a^{h+k}_{h−ℓ} )), where the dataset D^t_h is updated based on the data collection procedure described in §4.1. Meanwhile, we define the following density mappings for the estimation of Bellman operators, [^ X^t_h(τ^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} ) ] (τ^{h+k}_h ) = ^P^t_h(τ^{h+k}_{h−ℓ} ), (4.1) [^ Y^t_h(τ^h_{−ℓ}) ] (τ^{h+k+1} h+1 ) = ^P^t_h(τ^{h+k+1}_{h−ℓ} ). (4.2)

Here recall that we define the trajectories τ^h_{−ℓ} = {a^h_{−ℓ}, o^h_{−ℓ}} and τ^{h+k+1}_{h−ℓ} = {a^{h+k}_{h−ℓ} , o^{h+k+1}_{h−ℓ} }. Meanwhile, we write ^P^t_h(τ^{h+k+1}_{h−ℓ} ) = ^P^t(o^{h+k+1}_{h−ℓ} | a^{h+k}_{h−ℓ} ) for notational simplicity. We remark that the density mappings ^X^t_h and ^Y^t_h are estimations of the density mappings defined in (3.6) and (3.7), respectively, under the true parameter θ^∗ and the mixing policy that collects the sample. We then estimate the Bellman operators by minimizing the following objective,

L^t_h(θ) = sup a^h_{−ℓ}∈A^{ℓ+1} ∫ O^{ℓ+1} ‖B^θ_h (a_h, o_h)^X^t_h(τ^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} ) − ^Y^t_h(τ^h_{−ℓ})‖_1do^h_{−ℓ}. (4.3) We remark that the objective defined in (4.3) is motivated by the identity in (3.8). In what follows, we introduce an exploration procedure based on the objective defined in (4.3). In addition, we acquire the estimation of initial trajectory density ^b^t_1(τ^k_1 ) = ^P^t_1(τ^k_1 ) by marginalizing the dummy past trajectory τ^0_{1−ℓ} of ^P^t_1.

4.3 Optimistic Planning

We remark that the objective defined in (4.3) encapsulates the uncertainty in the estimation of the corresponding Bellman operator B^θ_h (a_h, o_h). In particular, a smaller objective L^t_h(θ) yields a higher confidence that θ is close to the true parameter θ^∗. Thus, we define the following confidence set of parameters,

C^t = { θ ∈ Θ : max { ‖b^θ_1 − ^b^t_1‖_1, L^t_h(θ) } ≤ β_t · √ 1/t, ∀h ∈ [H] } , (4.4)

where β_t is the tuning parameter in the t-th iterate. Meanwhile, for each parameter θ ∈ Θ, we can estimate the embedding

Φ^θ(τ^H_1 ) = P^θ(τ^H_1 )

based on the Bellman operators {B^θ_h }_{h∈[H]} and Lemma 3.8. Such embedding further allows us to evaluate a policy as follows,

V^π(θ) = ∫ O^H r(o^H_1 ) · P^θ ( o^H_1 | (a^π)^H_1 ) do^H_1 = ∫ O^H r(o^H_1 ) · Φ^θ ( o^H_1 , (a^π)^H_1 ) do^H_1 , where we define V^π(θ) as the cumulative rewards of π in the POMDP induced by the parameter θ ∈ Θ. Meanwhile, we define (a^π)^H_1 = (a^π_1 , . . . , a^π_H ), where the actions a^π_h are the action taken by the deterministic policy π in the h-th step given the observations.

To conduct optimistic planning, we seek for the policy that maximizes the return among all parameters θ ∈ C^t and the corresponding features. The update of policy takes the following form,

π^t ← argmax_{π∈Π} max_{θ∈Ct} V^π(θ),

where we denote by Π the set of all deterministic policies. We summarize ETC in Algorithm 1.

Algorithm 1 Embed to Control Require: Number of iterates T . A set of tuning parameters {β_t}_{t∈[T ]}.

1: Initialization: Set π_0 as a deterministic policy. Set the dataset D^0_h(a^{h+k}_{h−ℓ} ) as an empty set for all (h, a^{h+k}_{h−ℓ} ) ∈ [H] × A^{k+ℓ+1}.

2: for t ∈ [T ] do 3: for (h, a^{h+k}_{h−ℓ} ) ∈ [H] × A^{k+ℓ+1} do 4: Start a new episode from the (1 − ℓ)-th step.

5: Execute policy π^{t−1} until the (h − ℓ)-th step and receive the observations^to^{h−ℓ}_{1−ℓ} . 6: Execute the action sequence a^{h+k}_{h−ℓ} regardless of the observations and receive the observations^to^{h+k+1} h−ℓ+1 . 7: Update the dataset D^t_h(a^{h+k}_{h−ℓ} ) ← D^{t−1}_h (a^{h+k}_{h−ℓ} ) ∪ {_t o^{h+k+1} h−ℓ } . 8: end for 9: Estimate the density of trajectory ^P^t_h(· | a^{h+k}_{h−ℓ} ) ← E ( D^t(a^{h+k}_{h−ℓ} ) ) for all h ∈ [H].

10: Update the density mappings ^X^t_h and ^Y^t_h as follows, ^X^t_h(w_{h−1}) = ^P^t_h(w_{h−1}, z_h = ·), ^Y^t_h(w_{h−1}, a_h, o_h) = ^P^t_h(w_{h−1}, a_h, o_h, z_{h+1} = ·).

11: Update the initial density estimation ^b^t_1(τ^H_1 ) ← ^P^t(τ^H_1 ). 12: Update the confidence set C^t by (4.4). 13: Update the policy π^t ← argmax_{π∈Π} max_{θ∈C}t V^π(θ). 14: end for 15: Output: policy set {π^t}_{t∈[T ]}.

5 Analysis

In what follows, we present the sample complexity analysis of ETC presented in Algorithm 1. Our analysis hinges on the following assumptions.

Assumption 5.1 (Bounded Pseudo-Inverse). We assume that ‖U^{θ,†}_h ‖_{1→1} ≤ ν for all θ ∈ Θ and h ∈ [H], where ν > 0 is an absolute constant.

We remark that the upper bound of the pseudo-inverse in Assumption 5.1 quantifies the fundamental difficulty of solving the POMDP. In particular, the pseudo-inverse of forward emission recovers the state density at the h-th step based on the trajectory τ^{h+k}_h from the h-th step to the (h + k)-th step. Thus, the upper bound ν on such pseudo-inverse operator characterizes how ill-conditioned the belief recovery task is based on the trajectory τ^{h+k}_h . In what follows, we impose a similar past sufficiency assumption.

Assumption 5.2 (Past Sufficiency). We define for all h ∈ [H] the following reverse emission operator F^{θ,π}_h : R^d → L^1(O^ℓ × A^ℓ) for all h ∈ [H], π ∈ Π, and θ ∈ Θ, (F^{θ,π}_h v)(τ^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} ) = ∑ q_{h−1}∈[d] [v]_{qh−1} · P^{θ,π}(o^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} | q_{h−1}, a^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} ), ∀v ∈ R^d ,

where (τ^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} ) ∈ A^ℓ × O^ℓ. We assume for some ℓ > 0 that the operator F^{θ,π}_h is left invertible for all h ∈ [H], π ∈ Π, and θ ∈ Θ. We denote by F^{θ,π,†}_h the left inverse of F^{θ,π}_h . We assume further that ‖F^{θ,π,†}_h ‖_{1→1} ≤ γ for all h ∈ [H], π ∈ Π, and θ ∈ Θ, where γ > 0 is an absolute constant.

We remark that the left inverse F^{θ,π,†}_h of reverse emission operator F^{θ,π}_h recovers the density of the bottleneck factor q_{h−1} based on the density of trajectory τ^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} from the (h − ℓ)-th step to the (h − 1)-th step. Intuitively, the past sufficiency assumption in Assumption 5.2 guarantees that the density of trajectory τ^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} from the past captures sufficient information of the bottleneck factor q_{h−1}, which further determines the state distribution at the h-th step. Thus, similar to the upper bound ν in Assumption 5.1, the upper bound γ in Assumption 5.2 characterizes how ill-conditioned the belief recovery task is based on the trajectory τ^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} generated by the policy π.

In what follows, we analyze the mixture policy π^T of the policy set {π^t}_{t∈[T ]} returned by ETC in Algorithmn 1. In particular, the mixture policy π^T is executed by first sampling a policy π uniformly from the policy set {π^t}_{t∈[T ]} in the beginning of an episode, and then executing π throughout the episode.

Theorem 5.3. Let π^T be the mixture policy of the policy set {π^t}_{t∈[T ]} returned by Algorithm 1. Let β_t = (ν + 1) · A^{2k} · √ w_E · (k + ℓ) · log(H · A · T ) for all t ∈ [T ] and T = O ( γ^2 · ν^4 · d^2 · w^2_E · H^2 · A^{2(2k+ℓ)} · (k + ℓ) · log(H · A/ϵ)/ϵ^2 ) . Under Assumptions 3.1, 3.5, 4.1, 5.1, and 5.2, it holds with probability at least 1 − δ that π^T is ϵ-suboptimal.

Proof. See §B.3 for a detailed proof.

In Theorem 5.3, we fix the lengths of future and past trajectories k and ℓ, respectively, such that Assumptions 3.5 and 5.2 holds. Theorem 5.3 shows that the mixture policy π^T of the policy set {π^t}_{t∈[T ]} returned by ETC is ϵ-suboptimal if the number of iterations T scales with O(1/ϵ^2). We remark that such a dependency regarding ϵ is information-therotically optimal for reinforcement learning in MDPs (Ayoub et al., 2020; Agarwal et al., 2020; Modi et al., 2021; Uehara et al., 2021), which is a special case of POMDPs. In addition, the sample complexity T depends polynomially on the length of horizon H, number of actions A, the dimension d of the low-rank transition in Assumption 3.1, and the upper bounds ν and γ in Assumptions 5.1 and 5.2, respectively. We highlight that the sample complexity depends on the observation and state spaces only through the dimension d of the low-rank transition, extending the previous sample efficiency analysis of tabular

POMDPs (Azizzadenesheli et al., 2016; Jin et al., 2020a). In addition, the sample complexity depends on the upper bounds of the operator norms ν and γ in Assumptions 5.1 and 5.2, respectively, which quantify the fundamental difficulty of solving the POMDP. See §D for the analysis under the tabular POMDP setting.

6 Conclusion

In this paper, we propose Embed to Control (ETC) as a unified framework for embedding and control in POMDPs. In particular, by exploiting the low-rank transition and the future sufficiency condition, we decompose the embedding learning into the learning of Bellman operators across multiple steps. By assembling the Bellman operators, we identify a sufficient embedding for the control in the POMDP. Moreover, we identify a confidence set of parameters fitting the Bellman operators, which further allows us to conduct exploration. Our analysis shows that ETC attains the O(1/ϵ^2) sample complexity to attain an ϵ-suboptimal policy. To our best knowledge, we provide the first sample efficiency analysis for representation learning in POMDPs with infinite observation and state spaces.

Acknowledgements

Zhaoran Wang acknowledges National Science Foundation (Awards 2048075, 2008827, 2015568, 1934931), Simons Institute (Theory of Reinforcement Learning), Amazon, J.P. Morgan, and Two Sigma for their supports.

References

Agarwal, A., Kakade, S., Krishnamurthy, A. and Sun, W. (2020). Flambe: Structural complexity and representation learning of low rank MDPs. Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems.

Anandkumar, A., Hsu, D. and Kakade, S. M. (2012). A method of moments for mixture models and hidden markov models. In Conference on Learning Theory. JMLR Workshop and Conference Proceedings.

Ayoub, A., Jia, Z., Szepesvari, C., Wang, M. and Yang, L. (2020). Model-based reinforcement learning with value-targeted regression. In International Conference on Machine Learning.

Azizzadenesheli, K., Lazaric, A. and Anandkumar, A. (2016). Reinforcement learning of POMDPs using spectral methods. In Conference on Learning Theory.

Cai, Q., Yang, Z., Jin, C. and Wang, Z. (2020). Provably efficient exploration in policy optimization. In International Conference on Machine Learning.

Cai, Q., Yang, Z. and Wang, Z. (2022). Sample-efficient reinforcement learning for POMDPs with linear function approximations. arXiv preprint arXiv:2204.09787.

Cayci, S., He, N. and Srikant, R. (2022). Learning to control partially observed systems with finite memory. arXiv preprint arXiv:2202.09753.

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

In International Conference on Machine Learning.

Coates, A., Abbeel, P. and Ng, A. Y. (2008). Learning for control from multiple demonstrations.

In International Conference on Machine Learning.

Efroni, Y., Jin, C., Krishnamurthy, A. and Miryoosefi, S. (2022). Provable reinforcement learning with a short-term memory. arXiv preprint arXiv:2202.03983.

Geer, S. A., van de Geer, S. and Williams, D. (2000). Empirical Processes in M-estimation, vol. 6.

Cambridge university press.

Girin, L., Leglaive, S., Bie, X., Diard, J., Hueber, T. and Alameda-Pineda, X. (2020). Dynamical variational autoencoders: A comprehensive review. arXiv preprint arXiv:2008.12595.

Gretton, A., Bousquet, O., Smola, A. and Schölkopf, B. (2005). Measuring statistical dependence with Hilbert-Schmidt norms. In International conference on algorithmic learning theory. Springer.

Guo, Z. D., Doroudi, S. and Brunskill, E. (2016). A PAC RL algorithm for episodic POMDPs. In Artificial Intelligence and Statistics.

Hausknecht, M. and Stone, P. (2015). Deep recurrent Q-learning for partially observable MDPs.

In 2015 aaai fall symposium series.

Hefny, A., Downey, C. and Gordon, G. J. (2015). Supervised learning for dynamical system learning. Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems.

Jin, C., Kakade, S. M., Krishnamurthy, A. and Liu, Q. (2020a). Sample-efficient reinforcement learning of undercomplete POMDPs. arXiv preprint arXiv:2006.12484.

Jin, C., Netrapalli, P., Ge, R., Kakade, S. M. and Jordan, M. I. (2019). A short note on concentration inequalities for random vectors with subgaussian norm. arXiv preprint arXiv:1902.03736.

Jin, C., Yang, Z., Wang, Z. and Jordan, M. I. (2020b). Provably efficient reinforcement learning with linear function approximation. In Conference on Learning Theory.

Li, X., Li, L., Gao, J., He, X., Chen, J., Deng, L. and He, J. (2015). Recurrent reinforcement learning: A hybrid approach. arXiv preprint arXiv:1509.03044.

Liu, Q., Chung, A., Szepesvári, C. and Jin, C. (2022). When is partially observable reinforcement learning not scary? arXiv preprint arXiv:2204.08967.

Mirowski, P., Pascanu, R., Viola, F., Soyer, H., Ballard, A. J., Banino, A., Denil, M., Goroshin, R., Sifre, L., Kavukcuoglu, K. et al. (2016). Learning to navigate in complex environments. arXiv preprint arXiv:1611.03673.

Mnih, V., Kavukcuoglu, K., Silver, D., Graves, A., Antonoglou, I., Wierstra, D. and Riedmiller, M.

(2013). Playing Atari with deep reinforcement learning. arXiv preprint arXiv:1312.5602.

Mnih, V., Kavukcuoglu, K., Silver, D., Rusu, A. A., Veness, J., Bellemare, M. G., Graves, A., Riedmiller, M., Fidjeland, A. K., Ostrovski, G. et al. (2015). Human-level control through deep reinforcement learning. nature, 518 529–533.

Modi, A., Chen, J., Krishnamurthy, A., Jiang, N. and Agarwal, A. (2021). Model-free representation learning and exploration in low-rank MDPs. arXiv preprint arXiv:2102.07035.

Munos, R. (2003). Error bounds for approximate policy iteration. In ICML, vol. 3.

Papadimitriou, C. H. and Tsitsiklis, J. N. (1987). The complexity of Markov decision processes.

Mathematics of operations research, 12 441–450.

Shani, G., Pineau, J. and Kaplow, R. (2013). A survey of point-based POMDP solvers. Autonomous Agents and Multi-Agent Systems, 27 1–51.

Silver, D., Huang, A., Maddison, C. J., Guez, A., Sifre, L., Van Den Driessche, G., Schrittwieser, J., Antonoglou, I., Panneershelvam, V., Lanctot, M. et al. (2016). Mastering the game of go with deep neural networks and tree search. nature, 529 484–489.

Silver, D., Schrittwieser, J., Simonyan, K., Antonoglou, I., Huang, A., Guez, A., Hubert, T., Baker, L., Lai, M., Bolton, A. et al. (2017). Mastering the game of go without human knowledge. nature, 550 354–359.

Smola, A., Gretton, A., Song, L. and Schölkopf, B. (2007). A Hilbert space embedding for distributions. In International Conference on Algorithmic Learning Theory.

Sondik, E. J. (1971). The optimal control of partially observable Markov processes. Stanford University.

Sun, W., Venkatraman, A., Boots, B. and Bagnell, J. A. (2016). Learning to filter with predictive state inference machines. In International Conference on Machine Learning.

Uehara, M., Zhang, X. and Sun, W. (2021). Representation learning for online and offline RL in low-rank MDPs. In International Conference on Learning Representations.

Vlassis, N., Littman, M. L. and Barber, D. (2012). On the computational complexity of stochastic controller optimization in POMDPs. ACM Transactions on Computation Theory (TOCT), 4 1–8.

Zhang, T. (2006). From ϵ-entropy to KL-entropy: Analysis of minimum information complexity density estimation. The Annals of Statistics, 34 2180–2210.

List of Notation

In the sequel, we present a list of notations in the paper.

Notation Explanation S, A, O The state, action, and observation spaces, respectively. A, H The capacity of action space |A| and the length of an episode, respectively.

Φ The embedding of trajectory defined in (3.1). P_h(s_{h+1} | s_h, a_h) The transition probability from (s_h, a_h) to s_{h+1}. O_h (o_h | s_h) The emission probability of observing o_h given s_h. [H]^+ The set of steps {1 − ℓ, . . . , H + k} of the extended POMDP. a^{h+k−1} h , o^{h+k}_h The sequences of actions and observations {a_h, . . . , a_{h+k−1}} and {o_h, . . . , o_{h+k}}, respectively. τ^{h+k}_h The sequence of interactions {o_h, a_h, . . . , o_{h+k−1}, a_{h+k−1}, o_{h+k}} from the h-th step to the (h + k)-th step. τ^{h+k}_h The sequence of interactions {o_h, a_h, . . . , o_{h+k−1}, a_{h+k−1}, o_{h+k}, a_{h+k}} from the h-th step to the (h+k)-th step, including the (h+k)-th action.

P(τ^{h+k}_h ), P(τ^{h+k}_h | s_h) The conditional densities P(o^{h+k}_h | a^{h+k−1}_h ) and P(o^{h+k}_h | s_h, a^{h+k−1}_h ), respectively. z_h, w_{h−1} The shorthand for the sequences of interactions τ^{h+k}_h and τ^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} , respectively, on page 7 of the paper. U^θ_h , U^{θ,†}_h The forward emission operator and its pseudo-inverse defined in Definition 3.4 and Lemma 3.6, respectively.

M^θ_h , M^{θ,†}_h The d-by-d matrix and its inverse defined in Assumption 3.5. B^θ_h The Bellman operator defined in Definition 3.7. ϕ^∗, ψ^∗ The unknown features of the low-rank POMDP in Assumption 3.1. ϕ^θ, ψ^θ, O^θ_h The parameterized features and emission kernel in Definition 3.2.

Notation Explanation P^θ, P^{θ,π} The probability densities corresponding to the transition dynamics defined by {ψ^θ, ϕ^θ, O^θ_h } and the policy π, respectively.

E(·) The density estimation oracle defined in Assumption 4.1. w_E, ν, γ The parameters in Assumptions 4.1, 5.1, and 5.2, respectively. X^{θ,π}_h , Y^{θ,π}_h The density mappings defined in (3.6) and (3.7), respectively. b^θ_1(τ^H_1 ) The density of initial trajectory P^θ(τ^H_1 ). D^t_h, π^t, C^t

The dataset, policy, and confidence set of parameters, respectively, in the t-th iteration of Algorithm 1.

^Xt_h, ^Yt_h, ^bt_1 The estimated density mappings and initial trajectory density, respectively, in the t-th iteration of Algorithm 1.

L^t_h The objective function defined in (4.3).

A Proof of Preliminary Result

In the sequel, we present the proof of preliminary results in §3. A.1 Proof of Lemma 3.6 Proof. It holds for all time step h ∈ [H], policy π ∈ Π, parameter θ ∈ Θ that P^{θ,π}_h (s_h) = ∫ S×A P^θ_{h−1}(s_h | s_{h−1}, a_{h−1}) · P^{θ,π}(s_{h−1}, a_{h−1})ds_{h−1}, a_{h−1} = ψ^θ_{h−1}(s_h)^⊤ ∫ S×A ϕ^θ_{h−1}(s_{h−1}, a_{h−1}) · P^{θ,π}(s_{h−1}, a_{h−1})ds_{h−1}, a_{h−1} = ψ^θ_{h−1}(s_h)^⊤W_{h−1}(θ, π), (A.1) where we define W_{h−1}(θ, π) = ∫ S×A ϕ^θ_{h−1}(s_{h−1}, a_{h−1}) · P^{θ,π}(s_{h−1}, a_{h−1})ds_{h−1}, a_{h−1}. Meanwhile, recall that we define the following linear operator in Lemma 3.6, (U^{θ,†}_h f)(s_h) = ∫ A^k×O^{k+1} ψ^θ_{h−1}(s_h)^⊤z^θ_h(τ^{h+k}_h ) · f(τ^{h+k}_h )dτ^{h+k}_h , ∀f ∈ L^1(A^k × O^{k+1}), ∀s_h ∈ S, where we define z^θ_h(τ^{h+k}_h ) = M^{θ,†}_h (U^θ_h ψ^θ_{h−1})(τ^{h+k}_h ), ∀τ^{h+k}_h ∈ A^k × O^{k+1},

It thus follows from (A.1) that ∫ A^k×O^{k+1} z^θ_h(τ^{h+k}_h )(U^θ_h P^{θ,π}_h )(τ^{h+k}_h )dτ^{h+k}_h = M^{θ,†}_h ∫ A^k×O^{k+1} (U^θ_h ψ^θ_{h−1})(τ^{h+k}_h )(U^θ_h ψ^θ_{h−1})(τ^{h+k}_h )^⊤W_{h−1}(θ, π)dτ^{h+k}_h = M^{θ,†}_h M^θ_h W_{h−1}(θ, π) = W_{h−1}(θ, π). (A.2) Here recall that we define M^θ_h = ∫ A^k×O^{k+1} (U^θ_h ψ^θ_{h−1})(τ^{h+k}_h )(U^θ_h ψ^θ_{h−1})(τ^{h+k}_h )^⊤dτ^{h+k}_h ∈ R^{d×d}

and M^{θ,†}_h as the inverse of M^θ_h in Assumption 3.5. Thus, we have U^{θ,†}_h U^θ_h ( P^{θ,π}_h (·) ) = ψ^θ_{h−1}(·)^⊤ ∫ A^k ×O^{k+1} z^θ_h(τ^{h+k}_h )(U^θ_h P^{θ,π}_h )(τ^{h+k}_h )dτ^{h+k}_h = ψ^θ_{h−1}(·)^⊤W_{h−1}(θ, π) = P^{θ,π}_h (·), (A.3) which completes the proof of Lemma 3.6. A.2 Proof of Equation 3.8 Proof. By the definition of Bellman operators in Definition 3.7, we have ( B^θ_h (a_h, o_h)X_h(τ^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} ) ) (τ^{h+k+1} h+1 ) = ∫ S P^θ(τ^{h+k+1} h | s_h) · ( U^{θ,†}_h X^θ_h(τ^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} ) ) (s_h)ds_h. (A.4)

Meanwhile, by the definition of X^θ_h and U^θ_h in (3.6) and (3.2), respectively, we have [ X^θ_h(τ^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} ) ] (τ^{h+k}_h ) = P^θ(τ^{h+k}_{h−ℓ} ) = ∫ S P^θ(o^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} , s_h | a^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} ) · P^θ(τ^{h+k}_h | s_h)ds_h = ( U^θ_h P^θ(o^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} , s_h = · | a^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} ) ) (τ^{h+k}_h ).

Thus, by Lemma 3.6, it holds that U^{θ,†}_h X^θ_h(τ^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} ) = U^{θ,†}_h U^θ_h P^θ(o^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} , s_h = · | a^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} ) = P^θ(o^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} , s_h = · | a^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} ). (A.5) Plugging (A.5) into (A.4), we conclude that ( B^θ_h (a_h, o_h)X_h(τ^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} ) ) (τ^{h+k+1} h+1 ) = ∫ S P^θ(τ^{h+k+1} h | s_h) · P^θ(s_h, o^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} | a^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} )ds_h = P^θ(τ^{h+k+1}_{h−ℓ} ), where the second equality follows from the fact that the past observations o^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} is independent of the forward observations o^{h+k+1}_{h+1} given the current state s_h. Thus, by the definition of Y^θ_h in (3.6), we conclude the proof of equation 3.8.

A.3 Proof of Lemma 3.8 Proof. We first define the following density function of initial trajectory,

b^θ_1(τ^{1+k}_1 ) = (U^θ_1 μ_1)(τ^{1+k}_1 ) = P^θ(τ^{1+k}_1 ) ∈ L^1(A^k × O^{k+1}). (A.6)

Thus, it holds from the definition of Bellman operators in Definition 3.7 that [ B^θ_1 (a_1, o_1)b^θ_1 ] (τ^{k+2}_2 ) = ∫ S P^θ(τ^{k+2}_1 | s_1) · (U^{θ,†}_1 b^θ_1)(s_1)ds_1 = ∫ S P^θ(τ^{k+2}_1 | s_1) · μ_1(s_1)ds_1 = P(τ^{k+2}_1 ), (A.7)

where μ_1 is the initial state density of the POMDP. Here the second equality follows from the left invertibility of the forward emission operator U^θ_1 in Lemma 3.6 and the definition of b^θ_1 in (A.6). Thus, by the recursive computation following (A.7), we obtain that [ B^θ_H (o_H , a_H ) . . . B^θ_1 (o_1, a_1)b^θ_1 ] (τ^{H+k+1}

H+1 ) = P^θ(τ^{H+k+1}_1 ).

Finally, by marginalizing over the dummy future trajectories τ^{H+k+1} H+1 = {a_{H+1}, o_{H+1}, . . . , a_{H+k}, o_{H+k+1}} ∈ A^k × O^{k+1}, we conclude that

P^θ(τ^H_1 ) = 1 A^k · ∫ A^k ×O^{k+1} P^θ(τ^{H+k+1}

1 )dτ^{H+K+1} H+1 = 1 A^k · ∫ A^k ×O^{k+1} [ B^θ_H (a_H , o_H ) . . . B^θ_1 (a_1, o_1)b^θ_1 ] (τ^{H+k}_H )do^{h+k}_h .

Thus, we complete the proof of Lemma 3.8.

B Proof of Main Result

In the sequel, we present the proof of the main result in §5.

B.1 Computing the Performance Difference In the sequel, we present lemmas for the sample efficiency analysis of ETC. Our analysis is motivated by previous work (Jin et al., 2020a; Cai et al., 2022). We first define linear operators {T^θ_h, ~O^θ_h }_{h∈[H]} as follows, ( T^θ_h(a_h)f ) (s_{h+1}) = ∫ S P^θ_h(s_{h+1} | s_h, a_h) · f(s_h)ds_h, ∀f ∈ L^1(S), a_h ∈ A, (B.1) (~ O^θ_h (o_h)f ) (s_h) = O^θ_h (o_h | s_h) · f(s_h), ∀f ∈ L^1(S), o_h ∈ O. (B.2)

It thus holds that

B^θ_h (a_h, o_h) = U^θ_{h+1} T^θ_h(a_h)~O^θ_h (o_h)U^{θ,†}_h . (B.3)

To see such a fact, note that we have for all f ∈ L^1(A^k × O^{k+1}) that ( U^θ_{h+1} T^θ_h(a_h)~O_h (o_h)U^{θ,†}_h f ) (τ^{h+k+1} h+1 ) = ( U^θ_{h+1} ∫ S P^θ_h(· | s_h, a_h) · O_h (o_h | s_h)(U^{θ,†}_h f)(s_h)ds_h ) (τ^{h+k+1} h+1 ) = ∫ S^2

P^θ(τ^{h+k+1} h+1 | s_{h+1}) · P^θ_h(s_{h+1} | s_h, a_h) · O_h (o_h | s_h)(U^{θ,†}_h f)(s_h)ds_hds_{h+1} = ∫ S^2 P^θ(o^{h+k+1} h , s_{h+1} | s_h, a^{h+k}_h )(U^{θ,†}_h f)(s_h)ds_hds_{h+1}, (B.4)

where the first and second equality follows from the definitions of T^θ_h, ~O_h , and U^θ_{h+1} in (B.1), (B.2), and (3.2), respectively. Meanwhile, the third equality follows from the fact that the POMDP is Markov with respect to the state and action pairs (s_{h+1}, a_{h+1}). Marginalizing over the state s_{h+1} on the right-hand side of (B.4), we obtain for all (τ^{h+k+1}_{h+1} ) ∈ A^k × O^{k+1} that ( U^θ_{h+1} T^θ_h(a_h)~O^θ_h (o_h)U^{θ,†}_h f ) (τ^{h+k+1} h+1 ) = ∫ S P^θ(τ^{h+k+1} h | s_h) · (U^{θ,†}_h f)(s_h)ds_h = ( B^θ_h (a_h, o_h)f ) (τ^{h+k+1} h+1 ), where the second equality follows from the definition of Bellman operator B^θ_h in Definition 3.7. Thus, we complete the proof of (B.3).

Lemma B.1 (Performance Difference). It holds for all policy π ∈ Π and parameters θ, θ^′ ∈ Θ that

|V^π(θ) − V^π(θ^′)| ≤ H · ν · H−1∑ h=1 ∑ a^h_{−ℓ}∈A^{ℓ+1} ∫ O ∑ q_{h−1}∈[d] ‖u_{h,qh−1} ‖_1do_h + H · ν · ‖b^θ_1 − b^{θ′}_1 ‖_1,

where we define u_{h,qh−1} = ( B^θ_h (a_h, o_h) − B^{θ′}_h (a_h, o_h) ) U^{θ′}_h P^{θ′}_h (s_h = · | q_{h−1}) · P^π(q_{h−1} | a^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} ). Proof. See §C.1 for a detailed proof.

B.2 Confidence Set Analysis We first present the following norm bound on Bellman operators.

Lemma B.2 (Norm Bound of Bellman Operator). Under Assumptions 3.1, 3.5, and 5.1, it holds for all h ∈ [H], θ ∈ Θ, and (a_h, o_h) ∈ A × O that ‖B^θ_h (a_h, o_h)‖_{1→1} ≤ ν · A^k. Proof. It holds for all f ∈ L^1(A^k × O^{k+1}) that

‖B^θ_h (a_h, o_h)f‖_1 ≤ ∫ A^k×O^{k+1} ∫ S P^θ(τ^{h+k+1} h | s_h) · |U^{θ,†}_h f(s_h)|ds_hdτ^{h+k+1}_{h+1} ≤ A^k · ∫ S |U^{θ,†}_h f(s_h)|ds_h. (B.5)

Meanwhile, by the definition of U^{θ,†}_h in (3.3) and Assumption 5.1, it holds that ∫ S |U^{θ,†}_h f(s_h)|ds_h = ‖U^{θ,†}_h f(s_h)‖_1 ≤ ν · ‖f‖_1. (B.6) Combining (B.5) and (B.6), we conclude that ‖B^θ_h (a_h, o_h)f‖_1 ≤ ν · A^k · ‖f‖_1, which completes the proof of Lemma B.2.

In what follows, we recall the definition of the reverse emission operator.

Definition B.3 (Reverse Emission). We define for all h ∈ [H] the following linear operator F^{θ,π}_h : R^d → L^1(O^ℓ × A^ℓ) for all h ∈ [H], π ∈ Π, and θ ∈ Θ, (F^{θ,π}_h v)(τ^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} ) = ∑ q_{h−1}∈[d] [v]_{qh−1} · P^{θ,π}(o^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} | q_{h−1}, a^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} ), ∀v ∈ R^d ,

where (τ^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} ) ∈ A^ℓ × O^ℓ.

In addition, we define the following visitation measure of mix policy in the t-th iteration,

P^t = 1 t · t−1∑ ω=0 P^{πω} , where {π^ω}_{ω∈[t]} is the set of policy returned by Algorithm 1. We remark that the data collected by our data collection process in Algorithm 1 follow the trajectory density induced by P^t in the t-th iterate. Hence, the estimated density ^P^t returned by our density estimator E(D^t) in the t-th iterate aligns closely to P^t. Meanwhile, recall that we define the following estimators in (4.1) and (4.2), respectively, [^ X^t_h(τ^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} ) ] (τ^{h+k}_h ) = ^P^t_h(τ^{h+k}_{h−ℓ} ), [^ Y^t_h(τ^h_{−ℓ}) ] (τ^{h+k+1} h+1 ) = ^P^t_h(τ^{h+k+1}_{h−ℓ} ).

Recall that we define the confidence set as follows,

C^t = { θ ∈ Θ : ∫ O^{ℓ+1} ‖B^θ_h (a_h, o_h)^X^t_h(a^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} ) − ^Y^t_h(τ^h_{−ℓ})‖_1do^h_{−ℓ} ≤ β_t, ∀a^h_{−ℓ} ∈ A^{ℓ+1} } , where we select

β_t = (ν + 1) · A^{2k} · √ w_E · (k + ℓ) · log(H · A · T )/t. In the sequel, we denote by θ^t the parameter selected in optimistic planning. The following lemma guarantees that the true parameter θ^∗ is included by our confidence set C^t with high probability. Moreover, we show that initial density and the Bellman operators {B^{θt} } corresponding to the parameter θ^t aligns closely to that corresponding to the true parameter θ^∗.

Lemma B.4 (Good Event Probability). Under Assumptions 3.1, 3.5, and 5.2, it holds with probability at least 1 − δ that θ^∗ ∈ C^t. In addition, it holds for all h ∈ [H] and t ∈ [T ] with probability at least 1 − δ that

‖b^{θt}_1 − b^{θ∗}_1 ‖_1 = O(ν · A^{2k} · √ w_E · (k + ℓ) · log(H · A · T )/t), (B.7) ∑ a^h_{−ℓ}∈A^{ℓ+1} ∫ O ∑ q_{h−1}∈[d] ‖ ‖(B^{θt}_h (a_h, o_h) − B^{θ∗}_h (a_h, o_h))U^{θ∗}_h P^{θ∗}_h (s_h = · | q_{h−1}) ‖ ‖_1

· P^{θ∗,t}(q_{h−1} | a^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} )do_h = O ( γ · ν · A^{2k+ℓ} · √ w_E · (k + ℓ) · log(H · A · T )/t ) , (B.8) where we define P^{θ∗,t}(q_{h−1} | a^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} ) = 1 t · t−1∑ ω=0 P^{θ∗,πω} (q_{h−1} | a^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} ). Proof. See §C.2 for a detailed proof.

B.3 Proof of Theorem 5.3 We are now ready to present the sample complexity analysis of Algorithm 1. Proof. It holds that

V^∗(θ^∗) − V^{πT} (θ^∗) = 1 T · T∑ t=1 V^∗(θ^∗) − V^{πt} (θ^∗). (B.9)

It suffices to upper bound the performance difference V^∗(θ^∗) − V^{πt} (θ^∗) for all t ∈ [T ]. By Lemma B.4, it holds with probability at least 1 − δ that θ^∗ ∈ C^t for all t ∈ [T ]. Thus, by the update of π^t in Algorithm 1, it holds with probability at least 1 − δ that V^∗(θ^∗) − V^{πt} (θ^∗) ≤ V^{πt} (θ^t) − V^{πt} (θ^∗). (B.10) It now suffices to upper bound the performance difference on the right-hand side of (B.10). By Lemma B.1, it holds that |V^{πt} (θ^t) − V^{πt} (θ^∗)| ≤ H · ν · H−1∑ h=1 ∑ a^h_{−ℓ}∈A^{ℓ+1} ∫ O ∑ q_{h−1}∈[d] ‖u^t_{h,qh−1} ‖_1 · P^{θ∗,πt} (q_{h−1} | a^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} )do_h

(i) + H · ν · ‖b^{θt}_1 − b^{θ∗}_1 ‖_1 (ii)

, (B.11)

where we write u^t_{h,qh−1} = ( B^{θt}_h (a_h, o_h) − B^{θ∗}_h (a_h, o_h) ) U^{θ∗}_h P^{θ∗}_h (s_h = · | q_{h−1}) (B.12) for notational simplicity. We remark that the summation in term (i) is different from that in (B.8) of Lemma B.4. In particular, by Lemma B.4, it holds for all h ∈ [H] and t ∈ [T ] that ∑ a^h_{−ℓ}∈A^{ℓ+1} ∫ O ∑ q_{h−1}∈[d] ‖w^t_{h,qh−1} ‖_1 · P^{θ∗,t}(q_{h−1} | a^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} )do_h = O(γ · ν · d · A^{2k+ℓ} · √ w_E · (k + ℓ) · log(H · A · T )/t) (B.13)

with probability at least 1 − δ, where we define P^{θ∗,t}(q_{h−1} | a^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} ) = 1 t · t−1∑ ω=0 P^{θ∗,πω} (q_{h−1} | a^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} ). The only difference between the left-hand side of (B.13) and the term (i) in (B.11) is the conditional density of the bottleneck factor q_{h−1}, which follows the visitation of π^t, namely, P^{θ∗,πt} , in (B.11) but the mixture of visitation P^{θ∗,t} in (B.13). To upper bound (B.13) by (B.11), we utilize the calculation trick proposed by Jin et al. (2020a). In particular, we utilize the following lemma.

Lemma B.5 (Lemma 16 of Jin et al. (2020a)). Let 0 ≤ z_t ≤ C_z and 0 ≤ w_t ≤ C_w for all t ∈ [T ]. We define S_t = (1/t) · ∑_t i=1 w_i and S_0 = 0. Given z_t · S_{t−1} ≤ C_z · C_w · C · √ 1/t for all t ∈ [T ], it holds that 1 T · T∑ t=1 z_t · w_t ≤ 2C_z · C_w · (C + 1) · √ 1/K · log T. Here C > 0 is an absolute constant.

Proof. See Jin et al. (2020a) for a detailed proof.

It thus follows from (B.13) and Lemma B.5 that

(i) = O ( γ · ν^2 · d · H · A^{2k+ℓ} · √ w_E · (k + ℓ) · log T · log(H · A · T )/t ) (B.14)

with probability at least 1 − δ. Meanwhile, by (B.7) of Lemma B.4, it holds that

(ii) = H · ν · ‖b^{θt}_1 − b^{θ∗}_1 ‖_1 = O ( H · ν^2 · A^{2k} √ w_E · (k + ℓ) · log(H · A · T )/t ) (B.15)

with probability at least 1 − δ. Finally, by plugging (B.14) and (B.15) into (B.13), it holds for all t ∈ [T ] that |V^{πt} (θ^t) − V^{πt} (θ^∗)| = O ( γ · ν^2 · d · H · A^{2k+ℓ} · log T · √ w_E · (k + ℓ) · log(H · A · T )/t ) (B.16)

with probability at least 1 − δ. Combining (B.10) and (B.16), it holds with probability at least 1 − δ that

V^∗(θ^∗) − V^{πT} (θ^∗) = O ( γ · ν^2 · d · H · A^{2k+ℓ} · log T · √ w_E · (k + ℓ) · log(H · A · T )/T ) .

Thus, by setting T = O ( γ^2 · ν^4 · d^2 · H^2 · A^{2(2k+ℓ)} · (k + ℓ) · log(H · A/ϵ)/ϵ^2 ) , it holds with probability at least 1 − δ that V^∗(θ^∗) − V^{πT} (θ^∗) ≤ ϵ. Thus, we complete the proof of Theorem 5.3.

C Proof of Auxiliary Result

In the sequel, we present the proof of the auxiliary results in §B.

C.1 Proof of Lemma B.1 Proof. By Lemma D.7, it holds for all policy π ∈ Π and parameter θ ∈ Θ that

V^π(θ) = ∫ O^H r(o^{H−1}_1 ) · P^{π,θ}(o^{H−1}_1 )do^{H−1}_1 = ∫ O^H r(o^{H−1}_1 ) · P^θ ( o^{H−1}_1 | | (a^π)^H_1 )do^{H−1}_1 ,

where (a^π)^H_1 = (a^π_1 , . . . , a^π_H ) and the actions a^π_h = π(o^h_1 , (a^π)^{h−1}_1 ) are taken by the policy π for all h ∈ [H]. Following from the fact that 0 ≤ r(o^{H−1}_1 ) ≤ H for all observation array o^{H−1}_1 ∈ O^H , we obtain for all policy π ∈ Π and parameters θ, θ^′ ∈ Θ that |V^π(θ) − V^π(θ^′)| ≤ H · ∫ O^H | |P^θ(o^{H−1}_1 | | (a^π)^H_1 ) − P^{θ′} (o^{H−1}_1 | | (a^π)^H_1 ) | |do^{H−1}_1 , (C.1)

where the actions a^π_h are taken by the policy π for all h ∈ [H]. In the sequel, we utilize a slight modification of Lemma 3.8. In particular, following the same calculation as the proof of Lemma 3.8 in §A.3, we have

P^θ(τ^{H+k}_1 ) = [ B^θ_{H−1} (a_{H−1}, o_{H−1}) . . . B^θ_1 (a_1, o_1)b^θ_1 ] (τ^{H+k}_H ).

Thus, by marginalizing over the dummy future observations o^{H+k}_{H+1} and fixing the final observation o_H , we obtain for all dummy future actions a^{H+k−1}_H that

P^θ(τ^H_1 ) = ∫ O^k 1_{oH ,a}H+k−1 H (τ^{H+k}_1 ) · P^θ(τ^{H+k}_1 )do^{H+K}_{H+1} , (C.2)

where we define 1_{oH ,a}H+k−1_H the indicator that takes value one at the final observation o_H and the fixed dummy future actions a^{H+k−1}_H . By plugging (C.2) into (C.1), we have |V^π(θ) − V^π(θ^′)| ≤ H · ∫ O^{H+k} |f^θ − f^{θ′} | ( o^{h+k}_h , (a^π)^{H+k−1} H ) do^{H+k}_1 , (C.3)

where (a^π)^{H+k−1}

H = (a^π_H , . . . , a^π_{H+k−1}) and the actions a^π_h are taken by the policy π. Here we define

f^θ = B^θ_{H−1} (a^π_{H−1}, o_{H−1}) . . . B^θ_1 (a^π_1 , o_1)b^θ_1, where b^θ_1 is the initial trajectory distribution for the first k steps defined in Lemma 3.8. Meanwhile, by the linearity of Bellman operators, we have

f^θ − f^{θ′} = H−1∑ h=0 B^θ_{H−1} (a^π_{H−1}, o_{H−1}) . . . B^θ_{h+1} (a^π_{h+1}, o_{h+1})v_h, (C.4)

where we define v_0 = b^θ_1 − b^{θ′}_1 and

v_h = ( B^θ_h (a^π_h, o_h) − B^{θ′}_h (a^π_h, o_h) ) B^{θ′}_{h−1} (a^π_{h−1}, o_{h−1}) . . . B^{θ′}_1 (a^π_1 , o_1)b^{θ′}_1 , h ∈ [H − 1]. (C.5) By combining (C.3) and (C.4), we have |V^π(θ) − V^π(θ^′)| ≤ H · H−1∑ h=1 ∫ O^{H+k} |B^θ_{H−1} (a^π_{H−1}, o_{H−1}) . . . B^θ_{h+1} (a^π_{h+1}, o_{h+1})v_h|do^{H+k}_1 + ∫ O^{H+k} |B^θ_{H−1} (a^π_{H−1}, o_{H−1}) . . . B^θ_1 (a^π_1 , o_1)(b^θ_1 − b^{θ′}_1 )|do^{H+k}_1 . (C.6)

The following lemma upper bounds the right-hand side of (C.6).

Lemma C.1. Under Assumption 3.5, it holds for all h ∈ [H], π ∈ Π, and v_h ∈ L^1(A^k × O^{k+1}) that ∫ O^{H+k−h} |B^θ_{H−1} (o_{H−1}, a_{H−1}) . . . B^θ_{h+1} (a_{h+1}, o_{h+1})v_h|do^{H+k}_{h+1} ≤ ν · ‖v_h‖_1.

Proof. See §C.3 for a detailed proof.

By Lemma C.1, it follows from (C.6) that |V^π(θ) − V^π(θ^′)| ≤ H · ν · H−1∑ h=0 ∫ O^h ‖v_h‖_1do^h_1 + H · ν · ‖b^θ_1 − b^{θ′}_1 ‖_1, (C.7)

where we define v_0 = b^θ_1 − b^{θ′}_1 and

v_h = ( B^θ_h (a^π_h, o_h) − B^{θ′}_h (a^π_h, o_h) ) B^{θ′}_{h−1} (a^π_{h−1}, o_{h−1}) . . . B^{θ′}_1 (a^π_1 , o_1)b^{θ′}_1 , h ∈ [H − 1].

Meanwhile, the following lemma upper bound the L^1-norm of v_h for h = 2, . . . , H. Lemma C.2. It holds for all π ∈ Π and h ∈ [H − 1] that ∫ O^h ‖v_h‖_1do^h_1 ≤ ∑ a^h_{−ℓ}∈A^{ℓ+1} ∫ O ∑ q_{h−1}∈[d] u_hdo_h,

where we define v_h = ( B^θ_h (a^π_h, o_h) − B^{θ′}_h (a^π_h, o_h) ) B^{θ′}_{h−1} (a^π_{h−1}, o_{h−1}) . . . B^{θ′}_1 (a^π_1 , o_1)b^{θ′}_1 , u_h = ‖( B^θ_h (a_h, o_h) − B^{θ′}_h (a_h, o_h) ) U^{θ′}_h P^{θ′}_h (s_h = · | q_{h−1}) · P^π(q_{h−1} | a^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} ) ‖ 1, for all h ∈ [H − 1].

Proof. See §C.4 for a detailed proof.

Combining (C.7) and Lemma C.2, we conclude that |V^π(θ) − V^π(θ^′)| ≤ H · ν · H−1∑ h=1 ∑ a^h_{−ℓ}∈A^{ℓ+1} ∑ q_{h−1}∈[d] ∫ O ‖u_{h,qh−1} ‖_1do_h + H · ν · ‖b^θ_1 − b^{θ′}_1 ‖_1,

where we define u_{h,qh−1} = ( B^θ_h (a_h, o_h) − B^{θ′}_h (a_h, o_h) ) U^{θ′}_h P^{θ′}_h (s_h = · | q_{h−1}) · P^{θ′,π}(q_{h−1} | a^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} ). Thus, we complete the proof of Lemma B.1.

C.2 Proof of Lemma B.4 Proof. We first show that θ^∗ ∈ C^t with probability at least 1 − δ. By Assumption 4.1, it holds for all t ∈ [T ] that

‖^b^t_1 − b^{θ∗}_1 ‖_1 ≤ √ w_E · (k + ℓ) · log(H · A · T )/t (C.8)

with probability at least 1 − δ. Meanwhile, it holds that ∫ O^{ℓ+1} ‖B^{θ∗}_h (a_h, o_h)^X^t_h(τ^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} ) − ^Y^t_h(τ^h_{−ℓ})‖_1do^h_{−ℓ} ≤ ∫ O^{ℓ+1} ‖B^{θ∗}_h (a_h, o_h)X^{θ∗ ,πt}_h (τ^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} ) − Y^{θ∗,πt}_h (τ^h_{−ℓ})‖_1do^h_{−ℓ} + ∫ O ‖ B^{θ∗}_h (a_h, o_h) ( X^{θ∗ ,πt}_h (τ^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} ) − ^X^t_h(τ^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} ) )‖ 1do_h + ∫ O^{ℓ+1} ‖ ‖(Y^{θ∗ ,πt}_h − ^Y^t_h)(τ^h_{−ℓ}) ‖ ‖_1do^h_{−ℓ}. (C.9)

We now upper bound the right-hand side of (C.9). According to the identity in (3.8), we have B^{θ∗}_h (a_h, o_h)X^{θ∗ ,πt}_h (a^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} ) − Y^{θ∗,πt}_h (τ^h_{−ℓ}) = 0 (C.10) for all h ∈ [H] and (a^h_{−ℓ}, o^h_{−ℓ}) ∈ A^{ℓ+1} × O^{ℓ+1}. Meanwhile, by Assumption 4.1 and the update of density estimators ^Y^t_h in (4.2), it holds for all h ∈ [H], t ∈ [T ], and τ^h_{−ℓ} ∈ A^ℓ × O^ℓ that ∫ O^{ℓ+1} ‖ ‖(Y^{θ∗ ,πt}_h − ^Y^t_h)(τ^h_{−ℓ}) ‖ ‖_1do^h_{−ℓ} = ∑ a^{h+k}_{h+1} ∈A^k ∫ O^{k+ℓ+1} |(^P^t_h − P^{θ∗,πt}_h )(τ^{h+k+1}_{h−ℓ} )|do^{h+k+1}_{h−ℓ} .

= ∑ a^{h+k}_{h+1} ∈A^k ‖(^P^t_h − P^{θ∗,πt}_h )(· | a^{h+k}_{h−ℓ} )‖_1

≤ A^k · √ w_E · (k + ℓ) · log(H · A · T )/t (C.11) with probability at least 1−δ. Similarly, by Assumption 4.1, Lemma B.2, and the update of density estimators ^X^t_h in (4.1), we further obtain for all h ∈ [H] that ∫ O ‖ B^{θ∗}_h (a_h, o_h) ( X^{θ∗ ,πt}_h (τ^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} ) − ^X^t_h(τ^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} ) )‖ 1do_h ≤ ν · A^{2k} · √ w_E · (k + ℓ) · log(H · A · T )/t (C.12)

with probability at least 1 − δ. Plugging (C.10), (C.11), and (C.12) into (C.9), we obtain for all h ∈ [H] that ∫ O^{ℓ+1} ‖B^{θ∗}_h (a_h, o_h)^X^t_h(τ^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} ) − ^Y^t_h(τ^h_{−ℓ})‖_1do^h_{−ℓ} ≤ β_t · √ 1/t (C.13)

with probability at least 1 − δ. Thus, combining (C.9) and (C.13), it holds that θ^∗ ∈ C^t with probability at least 1 − δ. In what follows, we prove (B.7) and (B.8), respectively. Part I: Proof of Upper Bound in (B.7). By the definition of confidence set C^t, it holds for all t ∈ [T ], (a^{h+k−1}_h , a^h_{−ℓ}) ∈ A^{k+ℓ}, and h ∈ [H] that

‖b^{θt}_1 − ^b^t_1‖_1 ≤ (1 + ν) · A^{2k} √ w_E · (k + ℓ) · log(H · A · T )/t with probability at least 1 − δ. Thus, by (C.8) and triangle inequality, it holds for all t ∈ [T ], (a^{h+k−1} h , a^h_{−ℓ}) ∈ A^{k+ℓ}, and h ∈ [H] that

‖b^{θt}_1 − b^{θ∗}_1 ‖_1 ≤ ‖b^{θt}_1 − ^b^t_1‖_1 + ‖^b^t_1 − b^{θ∗}_1 ‖_1 = O(ν · A^{2k} · √ w_E · (k + ℓ) · log(H · A · T )/t)

with probability at least 1 − δ. Thus, we complete the proof of the upper bound in (B.7). Part II: Proof of Upper Bound in (B.8). It suffices to upper bound the following term for all h ∈ [H] and t ∈ [T ],

G^t_h = ∑ a^h_{−ℓ}∈A^{ℓ+1} ( ∑ q_{h−1}∈[d] ∫ O ‖u^t_{h,qh−1} ‖_1do_h ) , (C.14)

where we write u^t_{h,qh−1} (·) = ( B^{θt}_h (a_h, o_h) − B^{θ∗}_h (a_h, o_h) ) U^{θ∗}_h P^{θ∗}_h (s_h = · | q_{h−1}) · P^{θ∗,πt} (q_{h−1} | a^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} ) (C.15) for notational simplicity. We remark that u^t_{h,qh−1} ∈ L^1(A^k × O^{k+1}) is a function in the space L^1(A^k × O^{k+1}) by the definition of Bellman operators B^{θt}_h and B^{θ∗}_h . In the sequel, we define the vector-valued function u^t_h = [u^t_{h,1}, . . . , u^t_{h,d}] ∈ R^d . It thus holds that

G^t_h = ∑ a^h_{−ℓ}∈A^{ℓ+1} ∫ O^{k+2} ‖u^t_h(τ^{h+k+1} h+1 )‖_1do^{h+k+1}_h . (C.16)

Here the integration and summation are taken with respect to the domain o^{h+k+1}_{h+1} ∈ O^{k+1} of u^t_h, the action sequence a^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} ∈ A^ℓ in (C.15), and the action and observation pair (a_h, o_h) ∈ A × O in the Bellman operators that defines u^t_{h,i} in (C.15). We remark that in (C.16), we abuse the notation slightly and write ‖u^t_h(τ^{h+k+1} h+1 )‖_1 = ∑ q_{h−1}∈[d] |u^t_{h,qh−1} (τ^{h+k+1}_{h+1} )|,

where u^t_{h,qh−1} (τ^{h+k+1}_{h+1} ) is defined in (C.15). In the sequel, we upper bound the right-hand side of (C.16). By Assumption 5.2, it holds that ‖u^t_h‖_1 = ‖F^{θ∗ ,πt,†}_h F^{θ∗ ,πt}_h u^t_h‖_1 ≤ γ · ‖F^{θ∗ ,πt} u^t_h‖_1 (C.17) Meanwhile, by the definition of F^{θ∗ ,πt}_h , we have F^{θ∗ ,πt}_h u^t_h = ∑ q_{h−1}∈[d] u^t_{h,qh−1} · P^{θ∗,πt} (o^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} | q_{h−1}, a^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} ). (C.18)

By the definition of u^t_{h,qh−1} in (C.15), we further obtain that

u^t_{h,qh−1} · P^{θ∗,πt} (o^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} | q_{h−1}, a^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} ) = u^t_{h,qh−1} · P^{θ∗,πt} (o^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} , q_{h−1} | a^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} ) P^{θ∗,πt} (q_{h−1} | a^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} ) = ( B^{θt}_h (a_h, o_h) − B^{θ∗}_h (a_h, o_h) ) U^{θ∗}_h P^{θ∗}_h (s_h = · | q_{h−1}) · P^{θ∗,πt} (o^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} , q_{h−1} | a^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} ) = ( B^{θt}_h (a_h, o_h) − B^{θ∗}_h (a_h, o_h) ) U^{θ∗}_h P^{θ∗,πt} (o^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} , q_{h−1}, s_h = · | a^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} ). Thus, it follows from (C.18) and the linearity of Bellman operators B^θ_h and U^θ_h that (F^{θ∗ ,πt} u^t_h)(τ^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} ) = ∑ q_{h−1}∈[d] ( B^{θt}_h (a_h, o_h) − B^{θ∗}_h (a_h, o_h) ) U^{θ∗}_h P^{θ∗,πt} (o^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} , q_{h−1}, s_h = · | a^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} ) = ( B^{θt}_h (a_h, o_h) − B^{θ∗}_h (a_h, o_h) ) U^{θ∗}_h P^{θ∗,πt} (o^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} , s_h = · | a^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} ) = ( B^{θt}_h (a_h, o_h) − B^{θ∗}_h (a_h, o_h) ) X^{θ∗ ,πt}_h (τ^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} ), (C.19) where we marginalize the bottleneck factor q_{h−1} in the second equality. Here recall that X^{θ∗ ,πt}_h is the density mapping defined in (3.6) and π^t is the mixed policy in the t-th iteration. Plugging (C.19) into (C.17), we obtain that ‖u^t_h‖_1 ≤ γ · ∑ a^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} ∈A^ℓ ∫ O^ℓ | ( B^{θt}_h (a_h, o_h) − B^{θ∗}_h (a_h, o_h) ) X^{θ∗ ,πt}_h (τ^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} )|do^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} . (C.20)

Plugging (C.20) into (C.16), we obtain that G^t_h ≤ γ · ∑ a^h_{−ℓ}∈A^{ℓ+1} ∫ O^{ℓ+1} ‖ ‖(B^{θt}_h (a_h, o_h) − B^{θ∗}_h (a_h, o_h))X^{θ∗ ,πt}_h (τ^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} ) ‖ ‖_1do^h_{−ℓ}. (C.21)

It remains to upper bound the right-hand side of (C.21). By triangle inequality, we have ∫ O^{ℓ+1} ‖ ‖(B^{θt}_h (a_h, o_h) − B^{θ∗}_h (a_h, o_h))X^{θ∗ ,πt}_h (τ^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} ) ‖ ‖_1do^h_{−ℓ} (C.22) ≤ ∫ O^{ℓ+1} ‖B^{θt}_h (a_h, o_h)X^{θ∗ ,πt}_h (τ^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} ) − Y^{θ∗ ,πt}_h (τ^h_{−ℓ})‖_1do^h_{−ℓ} + ∫ O^{ℓ+1} ‖B^{θ∗}_h (a_h, o_h)X^{θ∗ ,πt}_h (τ^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} ) − Y^{θ∗,πt}_h (τ^h_{−ℓ})‖_1do^h_{−ℓ}. By the identity in (3.8), it holds that B^{θ∗}_h (a_h, o_h)X^{θ∗ ,πt}_h (τ^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} ) − Y^{θ∗,πt}_h (τ^h_{−ℓ}) = 0 (C.23) In the sequel, we upper bound the term ∫ O^{ℓ+1} ‖B^{θt}_h (a_h, o_h)X^{θ∗ ,πt}_h (τ^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} ) − Y^{θ∗ ,πt}_h (τ^h_{−ℓ})‖_1do^h_{−ℓ} on the right-hand side of (C.22). The calculation is similar to that of the derivation of (C.13). It holds for all h ∈ [H] and t ∈ [T ] that ∫ O^{ℓ+1} ‖B^{θt}_h (a_h, o_h)X^{θ∗ ,πt}_h (τ^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} ) − Y^{θ∗ ,πt}_h (τ^h_{−ℓ})‖_1do^h_{−ℓ} ≤ ∫ O^{ℓ+1} ‖B^{θt}_h (a_h, o_h)^X^t_h(τ^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} ) − ^Y^t_h(τ^h_{−ℓ})‖_1do^h_{−ℓ} + ∫ O^{ℓ+1} ‖ ‖(Y^{θ∗,πt}_h − ^Y^t_h)(τ^h_{−ℓ}) ‖ ‖_1do^h_{−ℓ} + ∫ O^{ℓ+1} ‖ ‖B^{θt}_h (a_h, o_h)(X^{θ∗ ,πt}_h (τ^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} ) − ^X^t_h(τ^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} )) ‖ ‖_1do^h_{−ℓ}. (C.24)

We now upper bound the right-hand side of (C.24). By the definition of confidence set C^t, it holds for all h ∈ [H] and t ∈ [T ] that ∫ O^{ℓ+1} ‖B^{θt}_h (a_h, o_h)^X^t_h(τ^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} ) − ^Y^t_h(τ^h_{−ℓ})‖_1do^h_{−ℓ} ≤ β_t · √ 1/t. (C.25)

Meanwhile, by Assumption 4.1 and the update of density estimators ^Y^t_h in (4.2), it holds for all h ∈ [H] and t ∈ [T ] that ∫ O^{ℓ+1} ‖( Y^{θ∗,πt}_h − ^Y^t_h ) (τ^h_{−ℓ}) ‖ 1do^h_{−ℓ} = ∑ a^{h+k}_{h+1} ∈A^k ∫ O^{k+ℓ+1} |(^P^t_h − P^{θ∗,πt}_h )(τ^{h+k+1}_{h−ℓ} )|do^{h+k+1}_{h−ℓ}

= ∑ a^{h+k}_{h+1} ∈A^k ‖(^P^t_h − P^{θ∗,πt}_h )(· | a^{h+k}_{h−ℓ} )‖_1

≤ A^k · √ w_E · (k + ℓ) · log(H · A · T )/t (C.26) with probability at least 1−δ. Similarly, by Assumption 4.1, Lemma B.2, and the update of density estimators ^X^t_h in (4.1), we further obtain for all h ∈ [H] and t ∈ [T ] that ∫ O^{ℓ+1} ‖ ‖B^{θt}_h (a_h, o_h)(X^{θ∗ ,πt}_h (τ^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} ) − ^X^t_h(τ^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} )) ‖ ‖_1do^h_{−ℓ} ≤ ν · A^{2k} · √ w_E · (k + ℓ) · log(H · A · T )/t (C.27)

with probability at least 1 − δ. Plugging (C.25)–(C.27) into (C.24), we obtain for all h ∈ [H] and t ∈ [T ] that ∫ O^{ℓ+1} ‖B^{θ∗}_h (a_h, o_h)^X^t_h(τ^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} ) − ^Y^t_h(τ^h_{−ℓ})‖_1do^h_{−ℓ} = O(ν · A^{2k} · √ w_E · (k + ℓ) · log(H · A · T )/t) (C.28)

with probability at least 1−δ. By plugging (C.23) and (C.28) into (C.22), we obtain for all h ∈ [H], t ∈ [T ], and (a^{h+k−1}_h , a^h_{−ℓ}) ∈ A^{k+ℓ} that ∫ O^{ℓ+1} ‖( B^{θt}_h (a_h, o_h) − B^{θ∗}_h (a_h, o_h) ) X^{θ∗ ,πt}_h (τ^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} ) ‖ 1do^h_{−ℓ} = O(ν · A^{2k} · √ w_E · (k + ℓ) · log(H · A · T )/t) (C.29)

with probability at least 1 − δ. Plugging (C.29) into (C.21), we obtain for all h ∈ [H] and t ∈ [T ] that

G^t_h = O ( γ · ν · A^{2k+ℓ} · √ w_E · (k + ℓ) · log(H · A · T )/t ) with probability at least 1 − δ. Here G^t_h is defined in (C.14). Thus, we complete the proof of the upper bound in (B.8).

C.3 Proof of Lemma C.1

Proof. Recall that we define linear operators {T^θ_h, ~O^θ_h }_{h∈[H]} as follows, ( T^θ_h(a_h)f ) (s_{h+1}) = ∫ S P^θ_h(s_{h+1} | s_h, a_h) · f(s_h)ds_h, ∀f ∈ L^1(S), a_h ∈ A, (~ O^θ_h (o_h)f ) (s_h) = O^θ_h (o_h | s_h) · f(s_h), ∀f ∈ L^1(S), o_h ∈ O.

Recall that we have

B^θ_h (a_h, o_h) = U^θ_{h+1} T^θ_h(a_h)~O^θ_h (o_h)U^{θ,†}_h .

Thus, following from Lemma 3.6 and the fact that T^θ_h(a_h)f is linear in ψ^θ_h, it further holds for all h ∈ [H] and v_h ∈ L^1(A^k × O^{k+1}) that

B^θ_{H−1}(o_{H−1}, a_{H−1}) . . . B^θ_{h+1} (a_{h+1}, o_{h+1})v_h

= U^θ_h T^θ_{H−1}(a_{H−1})~O^θ_{H−1} (o_{H−1}) . . . T^θ_{h+1}(a_{h+1})~O^θ_{h+1} (o_{h+1})U^{θ,†}_{h+1} v_h. (C.30)

We now prove Lemma C.1 in the sequel. To begin with, it holds for all h ∈ [H], a_{h+1} ∈ A, and f ∈ L^1(S) that ∫ O ‖T^θ_{h+1}(a_{h+1})~O^θ_{h+1} (o_{h+1})f‖_1do_{h+1} ≤ ∫ S^2×O P^θ(s_{h+2} | s_{h+1}, a_{h+1}) · O^θ_{h+1} (o_{h+1} | s_{h+1}) · |f(s_{h+1})|do_{h+1}ds_{h+1}ds_{h+2} = ∫ S |f(s_{h+1})|ds_{h+1} = ‖f‖_1.

Inductively, it holds for all h ∈ [H], a^{H−1}_{h+1} ∈ A^{H−h−1}, and f ∈ L^1(S) that ∫ O^{H−h−1} ‖T^θ_{H−1}(a_{H−1})~O^θ_{H−1} (o_{H−1}) . . . T^θ_{h+1}(a_{h+1})~O^θ_{h+1} (o_{h+1})f‖_1do^{H−1}_{h+1} ≤ ‖f‖_1. (C.31) Meanwhile, by the definition of U^θ_H in (3.2) of Definition 3.4, it holds for all f ∈ L^1(S) and a^{h+k−1} h ∈ A^k that ∫ O^{k+1} |(U^θ_H f)(o^{H+k}_H , a^{H+k−1}_H )|do^{H+k}_H ≤ ∫ S×O^{k+1} P^θ(o^{H+k}_H | s_H , a^{H+k−1}_H ) · |f(s_H )|do^{H+k}_H ds_H = ∫ S |f(s_H )|ds_H = ‖f‖_1. (C.32) Combining (C.30), (C.31), and (C.32) with h = H, we obtain that ∫ O^{H+k−h} |B^θ_{H−1} (o_{H−1}, a_{H−1}) . . . B^θ_{h+1} (a_{h+1}, o_{h+1})v_h|do^{H+k}_{h+1} = ∫ O^{H+k−h} |U^θ_H T^θ_{H−1}(a_{H−1})~O^θ_{H−1} (o_{H−1}) . . . T^θ_{h+1}(a_{h+1})~O^θ_{h+1} (o_{h+1})U^{θ,†}_{h+1} v_h|do^{H+k}_{h+1} ≤ ∫ O^{H−h−1} ‖T^θ_{H−1}(a_{H−1})~O^θ_{H−1} (o_{H−1}) . . . T^θ_{h+1}(a_{h+1})~O^θ_{h+1} (o_{h+1})U^{θ,†}_{h+1} v_h‖_1do^{H−1}_{h+1} ≤ ‖U^{θ,†}_{h+1} v_h‖_1. (C.33) Finally, by Assumption 3.5, it holds that ‖U^{θ,†}_{h+1} v_h‖_1 ≤ ν · ‖v_h‖_1. Thus, we completes the proof of Lemma C.1. C.4 Proof of Lemma C.2 Proof. Recall that we define

v_h = ( B^θ_h (a^π_h, o_h) − B^{θ′}_h (a^π_h, o_h) ) B^{θ′}_{h−1} (a^π_{h−1}, o_{h−1}) . . . B^{θ′}_1 (a^π_1 , o_1)b^{θ′}_1 , ∀h ∈ [H], where the actions a^π_h are taken by the policy π for all h ∈ [H]. To accomplish the proof, we first handle the dependency of the actions a^π_j on policy π for h − ℓ ≤ j ≤ h. To this end, we utilize the following upper bound, ∫ O^h ‖v_h‖_1do^h_1 ≤ ∑ a^h_{−ℓ}∈A^{ℓ+1} ∫ O^H ‖ ‖(B^θ_h (a^π_h, o_h) − B^{θ′}_h (a_h, o_h))B^{θ′}_{h−1} (a_{h−1}, o_{h−1}) . . . (C.34)

. . . B^{θ′}_{h−ℓ} (a_{h−ℓ}, o_{h−ℓ})B^{θ′}_{h−ℓ−1} (a^π_{h−ℓ−1}, o_{h−ℓ−1}) . . . b^{θ′}_1 ‖ ‖_1do^h_1 .

Here we abuse the notation of index slightly for simplicity. We remark that the sequence of product of Bellman operators B^{θ′}_j (a_j , o_j ) ends at the index j = 1. Recall that we have

B^θ_h (a_h, o_h) = U^θ_{h+1} T^θ_h(a_h)~O^θ_h (o_h)U^{θ,†}_h ,

where the linear operators {T^θ_h, ~O^θ_h }_{h∈[H]} are defined in (B.1) and (B.2), respectively. Thus, by Lemma 3.6, it holds for the right-hand side of (C.34) that B^{θ′}_{h−1} (a_{h−1}, o_{h−1}) . . . B^{θ′}_{h−ℓ} (a_{h−ℓ}, o_{h−ℓ})B^{θ′}_{h−ℓ−1} (a^π_{h−ℓ−1}, o_{h−ℓ−1}) . . . b^{θ′}_1 = U^{θ′}_h T^{θ′}_{h−1}(a_{h−1})~O^θ_{h−1} (o_{h−1}) . . . ~O^{θ′}_1 (o_1)μ_1, (C.35)

where μ_1 ∈ L^1(S) is the initial state probability density function. By the definition of linear operators {T^θ_h, ~O^θ_h }_{h∈[H]} in (B.1) and (B.2), respectively, it further holds that

T^{θ′}_{h−1}(a_{h−1})~O^{θ′}_{h−1} (o_{h−1})T^{θ′}_{h−2}(a_{h−2}) . . . ~O^{θ′}_1 (o_1)μ_1 = P^{θ′,π}(o^{h−1}_1 , s_h = · | a^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} ) ∈ L^1(S). (C.36)

By plugging (C.35) and (C.36) into (C.34), we obtain that ∫ O^h ‖v_h‖_1do^h_1 ≤ ∑ a^h_{−ℓ}∈A^{ℓ+1} ∫ O^h ‖( B^θ_h (a_h, o_h) − B^{θ′}_h (a_h, o_h) ) U^{θ′}_h P^{θ′,π}(o^{h−1}_1 , s_h = · | a^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} ) ‖ 1do^h_1 .

(C.37)

Meanwhile, it holds for all s_h ∈ S that P^{θ′,π}(o^{h−1}_1 , s_h | a^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} ) = ∑ q_{h−1}∈[d] P^{θ′}_{h−1}(s_h | q_{h−1}) · P^{θ′,π}_{h−1}(q_{h−1}, o^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} | a^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} ).

Thus, it follows from Jensen’s inequality that ∫ O^H ‖ ‖(B^θ_h (a^π_h, o_h) − B^{θ′}_h (a_h, o_h))U^{θ′}_h P^{θ′,π}(o^{h−1}_1 , s_h = · | a^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} ) ‖ ‖_1do^{H−1}_1 ≤ ∫ O^H ∑ q_{h−1}∈[d] w_h · P^{θ′,π}(o^{h−1}_1 , q_{h−1} | a^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} )do^{H−1}_1

= ∫ O ∑ q_{h−1}∈[d] w_h · P^{θ′,π}(q_{h−1} | a^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} )do_h, (C.38)

where we write

w_h = ‖ ‖(B^θ_h (a^π_h, o_h) − B^{θ′}_h (a_h, o_h))U^{θ′}_h P^{θ′}_{h−1}(s_h = · | q_{h−1}) ‖ ‖_1

for notational simplicity. By plugging (C.38) into (C.37), we complete the proof of Lemma C.2.

D Analysis for the Tabular POMDPs

In the sequel, we present an analysis for the tabular POMDPs. We remark that our analysis extends the previous analysis of undercomplete POMDPs (Azizzadenesheli et al., 2016; Guo et al., 2016; Jin et al., 2020a), where the emission matrices are left invertible. In particular, our analysis handles the overcomplete POMDPs with O < S, where O and S are the size of observation and state spaces O amd S, respectively.

D.1 Bellman Operator

We first introduce notations for matrices to simplify the discussions of POMDPs. Notation. We denote by M = [f(i, j)]_{i,j} ∈ R^{n×m} the n-by-m matrix, where f(i, j) ∈ R is the element in the i-th row and j-th column of M. In addition, for a matrix M, we denote by M_{i,j} the (i, j)-th element of M.

In addition, recall that we denote by τ^{h+k}_h = {o_h, a_h, . . . , a_{h+k−1}, o_{h+k}} the trajectory from the h-th observation o_h to the (h+k)-th observation o_{h+k}. Similarly, we denote by τ^k_h = (o_h, a_h, . . . , o_{h+k}, a_{h+k}) the trajectory from the h-th observation o_h to the (h + k)-th action a_{h+k}. We denote by a^{h+k−1}_h = (a_h, . . . , a_{h+k−1}) and o^{h+k}_h = (o_h, . . . , o_{h+k}) the action and observation sequences, respectively. Meanwhile, recall that we write P^π(τ^{h+k}_h ) = P^π(o_h, . . . , o_{h+k} | a_h, . . . , a_{h+k−1}) = P^π(o^{h+k}_h | a^{h+k−1}_h ), P^π(τ^{h+k}_h | s_h) = P^π(o_h, . . . , o_{h+k} | s_h, a_h, . . . , a_{h+k−1}) = P^π(o^{h+k}_h | s_h, a^{h+k−1}_h ). for notational simplicity.

Forward Emission Operator. In the sequel, we define several matrices that describes the transition and emission in POMDPs. We define

~O_h (o_h) = D (O_h (o_h | ·)) = D ([ O (o_h | s_h) ] s_h ) ∈ R^{S×S} , T_h(a_h) = P_h(· | ·, a_h) = [ P_h(s_{h+1} | s_h, a_h) ] s_h,s_{h+1} ∈ R S×S , O_h = O_h (· | ·) = [ O_h (o_h | s_h) ] o_h,s_h ∈ R O×S , where we denote by D (v) ∈ R^{S×S} the diagonal matrix where the diagonal entries aligns with the vector v ∈ R^S .

Definition D.1 (Forward Emission Operator). For all h ∈ [H] and k > 0, we define the following forward emission operator, U_h = O_{h+k} T_{h+k−1}(·)~O_{h+k−1} (·) · · · T_h(·)~O_h (·) = [ 1(o_{h+k})^⊤O_{h+k} T_{h+k−1}(a_{h+k−1})~O_{h+k−1} (o_{h+k−1})

· · · T_h(a_h)~O_h (o_h) 1(s_h) ] τ^{h+k}_h ,s_h ∈ R (O^{k+1} ·A^k)×S , where we index the column of U_h by the state s_h ∈ S, and the row of U_h by the observation and action arrays a^{h+k−1} h = (a_h, . . . , a_{h+k−1}) ∈ A^k, o^{h+k}_h = (o_h, . . . , o_{h+k}) ∈ O^{k+1}.

Lemma D.2 (Forward Emission Operator). It holds for all h ∈ [H] that U_h = [ P(τ^{h+k}_h | s_h) ] τ^{h+k}_h ,s_h ∈ R (O^{k+1} ·A^k)×S . Proof. See §E.1 for a detailed proof.

Lemma D.2 characterizes the semantic meaning of the forward emission operator U_{h+1} . More specifically, Lemma D.2 allows us to write U_{h+1} in the following operator form, U_h = P(o^{h+k}_h = · (a) | s_h = · (b) , a^{h+k−1} h = · (c) ) ∈ R^{(Ok+1 ·Ak)×S} ,

where (a) and (c) correspond to the row indices, and (b) corresponds to the column indices of the forward emission matrix U_h . For a state distribution vector μ_h ∈ R^S of state s_h, it holds that U_h μ_h = P(o^{h+k}_h = · | a^{h+k−1}_h = ·) ∈ R^{Ok+1 ·Ak} , which corresponds to the forward emission probability of o^{h+k}_h = (o_h, . . . , o_{h+k}) given an action sequence a^{h+k−1}_h = (a_h, . . . , a_{h+k−1}).

Assumption D.3 (Future Sufficiency). We assume for some k > 0 that the forward emission operator U_h has full column rank for all h ∈ [H]. We denote by U^†_h the left inverse of U_h for all h ∈ [H]. We assume further that ‖U^†_h ‖_{1→1} ≤ ν for all h ∈ [H].

Planning with Bellman Operator. In the sequel, we introduce the Bellman operators {B_h }_{h∈[H]}, which plays a central role in solving the overcomplete POMDP. We define the Bellman operators as follows.

Definition D.4 (Bellman Operator). For all h ∈ [H], we define the Bellman operator B_h as follows, B_h (a_h, o_h) = U_{h+1} T_h(a_h)~O_h (o_h)U^†_h , ∀(a_h, o_h) ∈ A × O.

Given the Bellman operators {B_h }_{h∈[H]}, we are able to estimate the probability of any given observation sequence (o_1, a_1, . . . , o_H ). In particular, the following lemma holds. Lemma D.5. It holds for the Bellman operator defined in Definition D.4 that P(τ^{H−1}_1 ) = 1(o_H )^⊤B_{H−1} (a_{H−1}, o_{H−1}) . . . B_1 (a_1, o_1)b_1, b_1 = U_1 μ_1.

Here 1(o_H ) is an indicator vector that takes value one at the indices (o^{H+k}_H , a^{H+k−1}_H ) for any dummy observation sequence o^{H+k}_{H+1} and a randomly fixed action sequence a^{H+k−1}_H . In addition, μ_1 ∈ R^S is the probability array of initial state distribution, and b_1 ∈ R^{Ok+1 ·Ak} is the probability distribution of the first k steps, namely, b_1 = U_1 μ_1 = [ P(τ^k_1 ) ] τ^k_h ∈ R O^{k+1} ·A^k . Proof. See §E.2 for a detailed proof.

Lemma D.5 allows us to estimate the probability of any given trajectory. In addition, for a deterministic policy π, it further holds that

P^π(o^H_1 ) = P ( o^H_1 | (a^π)^{H−1}_1 ) , (D.1)

where (a^π)^{H−1}_1 = (a^π_1 , . . . , a^π_{H−1}) is the action sequence determined the observation sequence o^{H−1}_1 and the deterministic policy π. Thus, for a given deterministic policy π, one can evaluate the policy π based on the Bellman operators as follows,

V^π = ∑ o^{H−1} 1 ∈O^H P^π(o^H_1 ) · H∑ h=1 r(o_h)

= ∑ o^{H−1} 1 ∈O^H H∑ h=1 r(o_h) · 1(o_H )^⊤B_{H−1} (a_{H−1}, o_{H−1}) . . . B_1 (a_1, o_1)b_1.

Estimating the Bellman Operator. To estimate the Bellman operators based on interactions, we utilize the following identity of Bellman operators,

B_h (a_h, o_h)X_h(o^{h+k}_h ) = Y_h(a^{h+k}_{h−ℓ} , o_h). (D.2)

Here we define the probability tensors X_h and Y_h as follows, X_h(a^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} ) = U_h T_{h−1}(a_{h−1})~O_{h−1} (·) . . . T_{h−ℓ}(a_{h−ℓ})~O_{h−ℓ} (·)μ_{h−ℓ}, Y_h(a^h_{−ℓ}, o_h) = U_{h+1} T_h(a_h)~O_h (o_h)T_{h−1}(a_{h−1})~O_{h−1} (·) . . . T_{h−ℓ}(a_{h−1})~O_{h−ℓ} (·)μ_{h−ℓ}, where μ_{h−ℓ} ∈ R^S is a probability density array for the state s_{h−ℓ}. The following lemma characterizes the semantic meaning of the probability tensors X_h and Y_h for all h ∈ [H].

Lemma D.6. Let P_{h−ℓ}(s_{h−ℓ} = ·) = μ_{h−1} ∈ R^S be a probability density array for the state s_{h−ℓ}. It holds for all h ∈ [H] that X_h(a^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} ) = [ P(τ^{h+k}_{h−ℓ} ) ] τ^{h+k}_h ,o^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} ∈ R (A^{k+1} ·O^k)×O^ℓ , Y_h(a^h_{−ℓ}, o_h) = [ P(τ^{h+k+1} h−ℓ ) ] τ^{h+k+1} h+1 ,o^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} ∈ R (A^{k+1} ·O^k)×O^ℓ . Proof. See §E.3 for a detailed proof.

D.2 Algorithm

We now introduce ETC under the tabular POMDPs. In particular, ETC iteratively (i) collects data and fit the density of visitation trajectory, (ii) fits the Bellman operators and construct confidence sets, and (iii) conducts optimistic planning. See Algorithm 2 for the summary.

We remark that the data collection process is identical to that for the low-rank POMDPs. Meanwhile, in the tabular POMDPs, we estimate the density of visitation trajectory by countbased estimators as follows.

^b^t_1 = 1 t · ∑ a^k_1 ∈A^k ( ∑ τ^{k+1}_1 ∈D^t(a^k_1 )

1(τ^{k+1}_1 ) ) , (D.3)

^X^t_h(a^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} ) = 1 t · ∑ a^{h+k−1} h ∈A^k ( ∑ τ^{h+k}_{h−ℓ} ∈D^t(a^{h+k−1} h−ℓ ) 1(τ^{h+k}_h ) 1(o^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} )^⊤ ) , (D.4)

^Y^t_h(a^h_{−ℓ}, o_h) = 1 t · ∑ a^{h+k}_{h+1} ∈A^k ( ∑ τ^{h+k+1} h−ℓ ∈D^t(a^{h+k}_{h−ℓ} ) 1(τ^{h+k+1} h+1 ) 1(o^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} )^⊤ ) , (D.5)

In the sequel, we summarize the estimations of initial trajectory density and Bellman operators in the t-th iterate by the parameter θ^t. Accordingly, we estimate the Bellman operator in the t-th iterate by minimizing the following objective,

^L^t_h = sup a^h_{−ℓ}∈A^{ℓ+1} ‖B^θ_h (a_h, o_h)^X^t_h(a^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} ) − Y^t_h(a^h_{−ℓ}, o_h)‖_1 We define the following confidence set of the parameter θ in the t-th iteration.

C^t = { θ ∈ Θ : max_{h∈[H]} { ‖b^θ_1 − ^b^t_1‖_1, ^L^t_h } ≤ β_t · √ 1/t, ∀h ∈ [H] } . (D.6)

where we set

β_t = (1 + ν) · (k + ℓ) · √ A^{5k+1} · O^{k+ℓ} · log(O · A · T · H/δ)/t. Note that the initial density b^θ_1 and Bellman operators {B^θ_h }_{h∈[H]} are sufficient for policy evaluation since they recovers the visitation density of an arbitrary deterministic policy (Lemma D.7). We conduct optimistic planning in the t-th iteration as follows,

π^t = argmax π∈Π,θ^t∈C^t V^π(θ^t),

where V^π(θ^t) is the policy evaluation of π with parameter θ^t and Π is the set of all deterministic policies.

D.3 Theory

In the sequel, we present the sample efficiency analysis of ETC for the tabular POMDPs. Calculating the Performance Difference. Similar to the analysis under the low-rank POMDPs, we first calculate the performance difference of a policy between two different POMDPs defined by the parameter θ and θ^′, respectively. The following lemma is adopted from Jin et al. (2020a).

Lemma D.7 (Trajectory Density (Jin et al., 2020a)). It holds that

P^{θ,π}(o^{H−1}_1 ) = P^θ ( o^{H−1}_1 | (a^π)^H_1 ) , where (a^π)^H_1 = (a^π_1 , . . . , a^π_H ) and a^π_h = π(a^{h−1}_1 , o^h_1 ) is the action taken by π in the h-th step for all h ∈ [H].

Algorithm 2 Embed to Control for Tabular POMDP Require: Number of iterates T ∈ N. A set of tuning parameters {β_t}_{t∈[T ]}. 1: Initialization: Set π_0 as a deterministic policy. Set the dataset D^0_h(a^{h+k}_{h−ℓ} ) as an empty set for all (h, a^{h+k}_{h−ℓ} ) ∈ [H] × A^{k+ℓ+1}.

2: for t ∈ [T ] do 3: for (h, a^{h+k}_{h−ℓ} ) ∈ [H] × A^{k+ℓ+1} do 4: Start a new episode from the (1 − ℓ)-th step.

5: Execute policy π^{t−1} until the (h − ℓ)-th step and receive the observations^to^{h−ℓ}_{1−ℓ} . 6: Execute the action sequence a^{h+k}_{h−ℓ} regardless of the observations and receive the observations^to^{h+k+1} h−ℓ+1 . 7: Update the dataset D^t_h(a^{h+k}_{h−ℓ} ) ← D^{t−1}_h (a^{h+k}_{h−ℓ} ) ∪ {_t o^{h+k+1} h−ℓ+1 } . 8: end for 9: Update the density mappings ^X^t_h and ^Y^t_h by (D.4) and (D.5), respectively. 10: Update the initial density estimation ^b^t_1(τ^H_1 ) ← by (D.3). 11: Update the confidence set C^t by (D.6). 12: Update the policy π^t ← argmax_{π∈Π} max_{θ∈C}t V^π(θ). 13: end for 14: Output: policy set {π^t}_{t∈[T ]}.

Proof. See Jin et al. (2020b) for a detailed proof.

We now calculate the performance difference in the following lemma.

Lemma D.8 (Performance Difference). It holds for any policy π that |V^π(θ) − V^π(θ^′)| ≤ ν · √ S · H · H−1∑ h=2 ∑ o^h_1 ∈O^h ‖ ‖(B^θ_h (a^π_h, o_h) − B^{θ′}_h (a^π_h, o_h))B^{θ′}_{h−1} (a^π_{h−1}, o_{h−1}) . . . B^{θ′}_1 (a^π_1 , o_1)b^{θ′}_1 ‖ ‖_1

+ ν · √ S · H · ∑ a_1∈A ∑ o_1∈O ‖( B^θ_1 (a^π_1 , o_1) − B^{θ′}_1 (a^π_1 , o_1) ) b^{θ′}_1 ‖ 1 + ν · √ S · H · ‖b^θ_1 − b^{θ′}_1 ‖_1, where B^θ_h is the Bellman operator corresponding to the parameter θ for all h ∈ [H], and b^θ_1 = U^θ_{1,k} μ_1 is the initial trajectory distribution corresponding to the parameter θ. Here the action a^π_h = π((a^π)^{H−1}_1 , o^{H−1}_1 ) is the action taken by π in the h-th step for all h ∈ [H].

Proof. See §E.4 for a detailed proof.

We define the following state density array, μ^θ_{h−1}(a^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} , o^{h−1}_1 ; π) = ~O^θ_{h−1} (o_{h−1})T^θ_{h−2}(a_{h−2}) · · · T^θ_{h−ℓ}(a_{h−ℓ})~O^θ_{h−ℓ} (o_{h−ℓ}) (i) ·T^θ_{h−ℓ−1}(a^π_{h−ℓ−1}) · · · T^θ_1(a^π_1 )~O^θ_1 (o_1)μ_1

(ii) = [ P^{θ,π}(s_h, o^{h−1}_1 | a^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} ) ] s_h∈S ∈ R S . (D.7)

Here the actions a^π_{h−ℓ−1}, . . . , a^π_1 in (ii) of (D.7) is determined by the observations array o^{h−ℓ−2}_1 and the policy π. Meanwhile, the action array a^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} is the fixed action array that defines the state density array μ^{θ′}_{h−1}(π, a^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} , o^{h−1}_1 ). In addition, we denote by P^θ the probability that corresponds to the transition dynamics defined by the operators {~O^θ_h , T^θ_h}_{h∈[H]}. Based on (D.7), we further define the following marginal state density array, ~μ^θ_{h−1}(a^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} ; π) = ∑ o^{h−1}_1 ∈O^{h−1} μ^θ_{h−1}(π, a^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} , o^{h−1}_1 ) = [ P^{θ,π}(s_{h−1} | a^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} ) ] s_h∈S ∈ R S . (D.8)

The marginal state density array ~μ^θ_{h−1}(a^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} ; π) captures the state distribution of s_{h−1} given the following interaction protocol: (i) starting with the initial observation, interacting with the environment based on policy π until the (h−ℓ)-th step and observing o_{h−ℓ}, and (ii) interacting with the environment with a fixed action sequence a^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} regardless of the observations until the (h − 1)-th step and observing o_{h−1}. We remark that such interaction protocol is identical to the sampling process in Line 4–6 of Algorithm 2. The following lemma upper bounds the performance difference calculated in Lemma D.8.

Lemma D.9 (Upper Bound of Performance Difference). It holds for all π and h > 1 that ∑ o^h_1 ∈O^h ‖( B^θ_h (a^π_h, o_h) − B^{θ′}_h (a^π_h, o_h) ) B^{θ′}_{h−1} (a^π_{h−1}, o_{h−1}) . . . B^{θ′}_1 (a^π_1 , o_1)b^{θ′}_1 ‖ 1 ≤ ∑ a^h_{−ℓ}∈A^{ℓ+1} ∑ o_h∈O ∑ s_{h−1}∈S ‖ ‖(B^θ_h (a_h, o_h) − B^{θ′}_h (a_h, o_h))U^{θ′}_{h,k} T^{θ′}_{h−1}(s_{h−1}, a_{h−1}) ‖ ‖_1 · P^π(s_{h−1} | a^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} ),

where the action a^π_h = π((a^π)^{h−1}_1 , o^h_1 ) is the action taken by π in the h-th step for all h ∈ [H].Here T^{θ′}_{h−1}(s_{h−1}, a_{h−1}) ∈ R^S is the state distribution array [T^{θ′}_{h−1}(s_h | s_{h−1}, a_{h−1})]_{sh} ∈ R^S for all h > 1. Proof. See §E.5 for a detailed proof.

Confidence Set Analysis. We now analyze the confidence set utilized for optimistic planning. We define the following visitation measure of mix policy in the t-th iteration for all t > 0,

P^t(s_h) = 1 t · t−1∑ ω=0 P^{πω} (s_h), where {π^ω}_{ω∈[t]} is the set of policy returned by Algorithm 2. Meanwhile, recall that we define the empirical density estimators,

^b^t_1 = 1 t · ∑ a^k_1 ∈A^k ( ∑ τ^{k+1}_1 ∈D^t(a^k_1 )

1(τ^{k+1}_1 ) ) ,

^X^t_h(a^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} ) = 1 t · ∑ a^{h+k−1} h ∈A^k ( ∑ τ^{h+k}_{h−ℓ} ∈D^t(a^{h+k−1} h−ℓ ) 1(τ^{h+k}_h ) 1(o^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} )^⊤ ) ,

^Y^t_h(a^h_{−ℓ}, o_h) = 1 t · ∑ a^{h+k}_{h+1} ∈A^k ( ∑ τ^{h+k+1} h−ℓ ∈D^t(a^{h+k}_{h−ℓ} ) 1(τ^{h+k+1} h+1 ) 1(o^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} )^⊤ ) , where we denote by 1(x) the indicator vector that takes value one at the index x. Recall that we define the confidence set as follows, C^t = { θ ∈ Θ : max { ‖b^θ_1 − ^b^t_1‖_1, ^L^t_h } ≤ β_t · √ 1/t, ∀h ∈ [H] } . where we set β_t = A^k · (k + ℓ) · √ log(O · A · T · H/δ). Recall that in the t-th iteration of Algorithm 2, we update the policy π^t as follows, π^t = argmax π∈Π,θ∈C^t V^π(θ). The following lemma shows that the empirical estimations aligns closely to the true density corresponding to the exploration.

Lemma D.10 (Concentration Bound of Density Estimation). It holds for all t ∈ [T ] with probability at least 1 − δ that max { ‖X^t_h(a^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} ) − ^X^t_h(a^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} )‖_F , ‖b_1 − ^b^t_1‖_2, ‖Y^t_h(a^h_{−ℓ}, o_h) − ^Y^t_h(a^h_{−ℓ}, o_h)‖_F } = O ( A^k · (k + ℓ) · √ log(O · A · T · H/δ)/t ) with probability at least 1 − δ. Proof. See §E.6 for a detailed proof.

In what follows, we define the reverse emission operators for the tabular POMDPs. Definition D.11 (Revserse Emission). For all 1 < h ≤ H and a^{h−2}_{h−ℓ} ∈ A^{ℓ−1}, we define A^π_{h−1,ℓ}(a^{h−2}_{h−ℓ} ) = ~O_{h−1} (o_{h−1} = ·)T_{h−2}(a_{h−2}) . . . · ~O_{h−ℓ} (o_{h−ℓ} = ·)D ( P^π(s_{h−ℓ} = ·) ) = ~O_{h−1} (o_{h−1} = ·) ( Π^{h−ℓ}_{i=h−2}T_i(a_i)~O_i (o_i = ·) ) ~ O_{h−ℓ} (o_{h−ℓ} = ·)D ( P^π(s_{h−ℓ} = ·) ) ∈ R^{S×Oℓ} . By Definition D.11 and the identity in Lemma D.6, we have the following identity, X^t_h(a^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} ) = U_h T_{h−1}(a_{h−1})A^{πt}_{h−1,ℓ}(a^{h−2}_{h−ℓ} ), ∀a^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} ∈ A^ℓ. (D.9) Here we denote by π^t the mixed policy induced by the policies {π^ω}_{ω∈[t]} obtained until the t-th iteration of Algorithm 2.

Assumption D.12 (Past Sufficiency). We define the following matrix for all policy π, a^{h−2}_{h−ℓ} ∈ A^{ℓ−1}, and 0 < h ≤ H, C^π_{h−1,ℓ}(a^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} ) = D (P^π (s_{h−1} | a^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} ))^{−1}A^π_{h−1,ℓ} ∈ R^{S×(Aℓ−1 ·Oℓ)}. Here recall that D (v) is the diagonal matrix where the diagonal entries align with the vector v. We assume that C^π_{h−1,ℓ} has full row rank for all π, a^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} ∈ A^{ℓ−1}, and 0 < h ≤ H. We denote by C^{π,†}_{h−1,ℓ}(a^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} ) the right inverse of C^π_{h−1,ℓ}(a^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} ). We assume further that ‖C^{π,†}_{h−1,ℓ}(a^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} )^⊤‖_{1→1} ≤ γ for an absolute constant γ > 0 for all π, a^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} ∈ A^{ℓ−1}, and 0 < h ≤ H.

Lemma D.13 (Good Event Probability). Under Assumptions D.3 and D.12, it holds with probability at least 1 − δ that θ^∗ ∈ C_t. Moreover, it holds for all t ∈ [T ] with probability at least 1 − δ that

‖b_1 − ^b^{θt}_1 ‖_1 = O ( ν · (k + ℓ) · √ A^{5k+1} · O^{k+ℓ} · log(O · A · T · H/δ)/t ) , (D.10) ‖ ‖(B^{θt}_1 (a_1, o_1) − B^{θ∗}_1 (a_1, o_1))b_1 ‖ ‖_1 = O ( ν · (k + ℓ) · √ A^{5k+1} · O^{k+ℓ} · log(O · A · T · H/δ)/t ) , (D.11)

Meanwhile, it holds for all 1 < h ≤ H and t ∈ [T ] with probability at least 1 − δ that ∑ s_{h−1}∈S ‖ ‖(B^{θt}_h (a_h, o_h) − B^{θ∗}_h (a_h, o_h))U^{θ∗}_{h,k} T^{θ∗}_{h−1}(s_{h−1}, a_{h−1}) ‖ ‖_1 · P^t(s_{h−1} | a^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} )

= O ( γ · ν · (k + ℓ) · √ A^{5k+ℓ} · O^{k+1} · log(O · A · T · H/δ)/t ) (D.12)

for all 1 < h ≤ H. Here {B^{θt}_h }_{h∈[H]} and b^t_1 are the updated Bellman operators and initial trajectory distribution, respectively, in the t-th iterate of Algorithm 2.

Proof. See §E.7 for a detailed proof.

Sample Complexity Analysis. We are now ready to present the sample efficiency analysis of ETC under the tabular POMDPs.

Theorem D.14. Let T = O ( poly(S, A, O, H) · γ^2 · ν^4 · (k + ℓ)^2 · log(O · A · H/δ)/ϵ^2 ) . Under Assumptions D.3 and D.12, it holds with probability at least 1 − δ that π^T is ϵ-optimal. Here poly(S, A, O, H) is a polynomial that takes the following order,

poly(S, A, O, H) = O(S^2 · A^{10k+2ℓ} · O^{2k+2ℓ} · H^2).

Proof. It holds that

V^∗(θ^∗) − V^{πt} (θ^∗) = 1 T · T∑ t=1 V^∗(θ^∗) − V^{πt} (θ^∗). (D.13)

It suffices to upper bound the performance difference

V^∗(θ^∗) − V^{πt} (θ^∗)

for all t ∈ [T ]. By Lemma D.13, it holds with probability at least 1 − δ that θ^∗ ∈ C^t for all t ∈ [T ]. Thus, by the update of π^t in Algorithm 2, it holds with probability at least 1 − δ that

V^∗(θ^∗) − V^{πt} (θ^∗) ≤ V^{πt} (θ^t) − V^{πt} (θ^∗). (D.14)

It now suffices to upper bound the performance difference on the right-hand side of (D.14). By Lemma D.8, we obtain

|V^{πt} (θ^t) − V^π(θ^∗)| (D.15) ≤ ν · √ S · H · H−1∑ h=2 ∑ o^{H−1} 1 ∈O^h ‖( B^{θt}_h (a_h, o_h) − B^{θ∗}_h (a_h, o_h) ) B^{θ∗}_{h−1} (a_{h−1}, o_{h−1}) . . . B^{θ∗}_1 (a_1, o_1)b^{θ∗}_1 ‖ 1 (i) + ν · √ S · H · ∑ a_1∈A ∑ o_1∈O ‖( B^{θt}_1 (a_1, o_1) − B^{θ∗}_1 (a_1, o_1) ) b^{θ∗}_1 ‖ 1 (ii) + ν · √ S · H · ‖b^{θt}_1 − b^{θ∗}_1 ‖_1 (iii) .

In the sequel, we upper bound terms (i), (ii), and (iii) on the right-hand side of (D.15). By Lemma D.13, it holds for all t ∈ [T ] with probability at least 1 − δ that

(ii) = ‖( B^{θt}_1 (a_1, o_1) − B^{θ∗}_1 (a_1, o_1) ) b_1 ‖ 1 = O ( ν · (k + ℓ) · √ A^{5k+1} · O^{k+ℓ} · log(O · A · T · H/δ)/t ) , (iii) = ‖b_1 − ^b^{θt}_1 ‖_1 = O ( ν · (k + ℓ) · √ A^{5k+1} · O^{k+ℓ} · log(O · A · T · H/δ)/t ) . (D.16)

It remains to upper bound term (i) on the right-hand side of (D.15). By Lemma D.9, we obtain that

(i) = ∑ o^{H−1} 1 ∈O^h ‖ ‖(B^{θt}_h (a_h, o_h) − B^{θ∗}_h (a_h, o_h))B^{θ∗}_{h−1} (a_{h−1}, o_{h−1}) . . . B^{θ∗}_1 (a_1, o_1)b^{θ′}_1 ‖ ‖_1 (D.17)

≤ ∑ a^h_{−ℓ}∈A^{ℓ+1} ∑ o_h∈O ∑ s_{h−1}∈S ‖ ‖(B^{θt}_h (a_h, o_h) − B^{θ∗}_h (a_h, o_h))U^{θ∗}_{h,k} T^{θ∗}_{h−1}(s_{h−1}, a_{h−1}) ‖ ‖_1 · P^{πt} (s_{h−1} | a^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} )

Meanwhile, by Lemma D.13, it holds for all h ∈ [T ] and t ∈ [T ] with probability at least 1 − δ that ∑ s_{h−1}∈S ‖( B^{θt}_h (a_h, o_h) − B^{θ∗}_h (a_h, o_h) ) U^{θ∗}_{h,k} T^{θ∗}_{h−1}(s_{h−1}, a_{h−1}) ‖ 1 · P^t(s_{h−1} | a^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} ) (D.18) = O ( γ · ν · (k + ℓ) · √ A^{5k+ℓ} · O^{k+1} · log(O · A · T · H/δ)/t ) , where we define

P^t = 1 t · t−1∑ ω=0 P^{πω} (D.19)

for t > 1. We remark that the upper bound in (D.18) does not match the right-hand side of (D.15). The only difference is the probaility density of s_{h−1}, which is P^{πt} on the right-hand side of (D.15) but P^t defined in (D.19) on the left-hand side of (D.18), respectively. To this end, we utilize the same calculation trick as §B.3 and adopt Lemma B.5. By the upper bound in (D.18) and Lemma B.5 with

z_t = ‖( B^{θt}_h (a_h, o_h) − B^{θ∗}_h (a_h, o_h) ) U^{θ∗}_{h,k} T^{θ∗}_{h−1}(s_{h−1}, a_{h−1}) ‖ 1, w_t = P^{πt} (s_{h−1} | a^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} ), we obtain for all s_{h−1} ∈ S that 1 T · T∑ t=1 ‖( B^{θt}_h (a_h, o_h) − B^{θ∗}_h (a_h, o_h) ) U^{θ∗}_{h,k} T^{θ∗}_{h−1}(s_{h−1}, a_{h−1}) ‖ 1 · P^{πt} (s_{h−1} | a^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} ) = O ( γ · ν^2 · (k + ℓ) · √ A^{5k+ℓ} · O^{k+1} · log T · log(O · A · T · H/δ)/T ) . (D.20)

Thus,combining (D.14), (D.16), (D.17), and (D.20), we obtain 1 T · T∑ t=1 |V^{πt} (θ^t) − V^π(θ^∗)| = O ( poly(S, A, O, H) · γ · ν^2 · (k + ℓ) · √ log T · log(O · A · T · H/δ)/T ) , with probability at least 1 − δ, where we define poly(S, A, O, H) = H · √ S^3 · A^{5k+3ℓ} · O^{k+3}.

By (D.13), it further holds with probability at least 1 − δ that

V^∗(θ^∗) − V^{πT} (θ^∗) = O ( poly(S, A, O, H) · γ · ν^2 · (k + ℓ) · √ log T · log(O · A · T · H/δ)/T ) . Hence, by setting T = O ( poly(S, A, O, H) · γ^2 · ν^4 · (k + ℓ)^2 · log(O · A · H/δ)/ϵ^2 ) , it holds with probability at least 1 − δ that V^∗(θ^∗) − V^{πT} (θ^∗) ≤ ϵ, which completes the proof of Theorem D.14.

E Proof of Tabular POMDP

In this section, we present the proof of the auxiliary results in §D.

E.1 Proof of Lemma D.2 Proof. Recall that we define for all h ∈ [H] the following operators,

~O_h (o_h) = D (O_h (o_h | ·)) = D ([ O (o_h | s_h) ] s_h ) ∈ R^{S×S} , T_h(a_h) = P_h(· | ·, a_h) = [ P_h(s_{h+1} | s_h, a_h) ] s_h,s_{h+1} ∈ R S×S , O_h = O_h (· | ·) = [ O_h (o_h | s_h) ] o_h,s_h ∈ R O×S , where we denote by D (v) ∈ R^{S×S} the diagonal matrix where the diagonal entries aligns with the vector v ∈ R^S . Thus, it holds that

~O_h (o_{h+1}) 1(s_h) = O_h (o_h | s_h) · 1(s_h) ∈ R^S .

By further calculation, we have

T_h(a_h)~O_h (o_h) 1(s_h) = [ P_h(s_{h+1} | a_h, s_h) · O_h (o_h | s_h) ] s_{h+1} = [ P(s_{h+1}, o_h | a_h, s_h) ] s_{h+1} ∈ R S , where the second equality holds since we have O_h ⊥⊥ S_{h+1} | s_h, a_h. It then holds that ~O_{h+1} (o_{h+1})T_h(a_h)~O_h (o_h) 1(s_h) = [O_{h+1} (o_{h+1} | s_{h+1}) · P(s_{h+1}, o_h | a_h, s_h)]_{sh+1} = [ P(s_{h+1}, o_{h+1}, o_h | a_h, s_h) ] s_{h+1} ∈ R S , (E.1)

where the second equality holds since the observation O_{h+1} is independent of all the other random variables in (E.1) given the state S_{h+1} = s_{h+1}. By further multiplying the right-hand side of (E.1) by T_{h+1}(a_{h+1}), we obtain that

T_{h+1}(a_{h+1})~O_{h+1} (o_{h+1})T_h(a_h)~O_h (o_h) 1(s_h) = [ ∑ s_{h+1}∈S P_{h+1}(s_{h+2} | s_{h+1}, a_{h+1}) · P(s_{h+1}, o_{h+1}, o_h | a_h, s_h) ] s_{h+2} = [ ∑ s_{h+1}∈S P(s_{h+2}, s_{h+1}, o_{h+1}, o_h | a_{h+1}, a_h, s_h) ] s_{h+2} = [ P(s_{h+2}, o_{h+1}, o_h | a_{h+1}, a_h, s_h) ] s_{h+2} ∈ R S , (E.2)

where the second equality holds since the state S_{h+2} is independent of all the other random variables in (E.2) given the previous state S_{h+1} = s_{h+1} and action A_{h+1} = a_{h+1}. By an iterative calculation similar to (E.1) and (E.2), we obtain that

T_{h+k−1}(a_{h+k−1})~O_{h+k−1} (o_{h+k−1}) · · · T_h(a_h)~O_h (o_h) 1(s_h) = [ P(s_{h+k}, o_{h+k−1}, . . . , o_h | a_{h+k−1}, . . . , a_h, s_h) ] s_{h+k} ∈ R S . By further calculation, we obtain that

O_{h+k} T_{h+k−1}(a_{h+k−1})~O_{h+k−1} (o_{h+k−1}) · · · T_h(a_h)~O_h (o_h) 1(s_h) = [ P(o_{h+k}, o_{h+k−1}, . . . , o_h | a_{h+k−1}, . . . , a_h, s_h) ] o_{h+k} ∈ R O . (E.3)

Finally, by multiplying the right-hand side of (E.3) with the indicator vector 1(o_{h+k}), we conclude that

U_h = [ 1(o_{h+k})^⊤O_{h+k} T_{h+k−1}(a_{h+k−1})~O_{h+k−1} (o_{h+k−1}) · · · T_h(a_h)~O_h (o_h) 1(s_h) ] (o^{h+k}_h ,a^{h+k−1} h ),s_h = [ P(o_{h+k}, o_{h+k−1}, . . . , o_h | a_{h+k−1}, . . . , a_h, s_h) ] (o^{h+k}_h ,a^{h+k−1} h ),s_h = [ P(τ^{h+k}_h | s_h) ] τ^{h+k}_h ,s_h ∈ R (A^k ·O^{k+1})×S , which completes the proof of Lemma D.2.

E.2 Proof of Lemma D.5 Proof. The proof is similar to that of Lemma D.2. By the definition of Bellman operators in Definition D.4, it holds that

1(o_H )^⊤B_{H−1} (a_{H−1}, o_{H−1}) . . . B_1 (a_1, o_1)U_1 = ( Π^{H−1}_{h=1} U_{h+1} T_h(a_h)~O_h (o_h)U^†_h ) U_1 = 1(o_H )^⊤U_{H−1} Π^{H−1}_{h=1} T_h(a_h)~O_h (o_h), (E.4) where μ_1 is the probability array of initial state distribution. Following the same computation as the proof of Lemma D.2 in §E.1, we obtain that U_{H−1} Π^{H−1}_{h=1} T_h(a_h)~O_h (o_h)μ_1 = [ P(o^{H+k}_1 | a^{H+k−1} 1 ) ] (o^{H+k}_1 ,a^{H+k−1} 1 ). (E.5) Thus, multiplying the right-hand side of (E.5) by the indicator 1(o_H ) that takes value 1 for all indices that contain o_H and a fixed action sequence a^{h+k−1}_h , we obtain that

1(o_H )^⊤U_{H−1} Π^{H−1}_{h=1} T_h(a_h)~O_h (o_h)μ_1 = 1(o_H )^⊤ [ P(o^{H+k}_1 | a^{H+k−1} 1 ) ] (o^{H+k}_1 ,a^{H+k−1} 1 ) = P(o^H_1 | a^{H−1}_1 ), (E.6) which is as desired. Thus, combining (E.4) and (E.6), we complete the proof of Lemma D.5. E.3 Proof of Lemma D.6 Proof. The proof is similar to that of Lemma D.2. Recall that we define for all h ∈ [H] the following operators, ~O_h (o_h) = D (O_h (o_h | ·)) = D ([ O (o_h | s_h) ] s_h ) ∈ R^{S×S} , T_h(a_h) = P_h(s_{h+1} = · | ·, a_h) = [ P_h(s_{h+1} | s_h, a_h) ] s_h,s_{h+1} ∈ R S×S , O_h = O_h (· | ·) = [ O_h (o_h | s_h) ] o_h,s_h ∈ R O×S . Recall that we define X_h(a^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} ) = U_h T_{h−1}(a_{h−1})~O_{h−1} (·) . . . T_{h−ℓ}(a_{h−ℓ})~O_{h−ℓ} (·)μ_{h−ℓ}, Y_h(a^h_{−ℓ}, o_h) = U_{h+1} T_h(a_h)~O_h (o_h)T_{h−1}(a_{h−1})~O_{h−1} (·) . . . T_{h−ℓ}(a_{h−1})~O_{h−ℓ} (·)μ_{h−ℓ}. We first show that the following equation holds, T_{h−1}(a_{h−1})~O_{h−1} (·) . . . T_{h−ℓ}(a_{h−ℓ})~O_{h−ℓ} (·)μ_{h−ℓ} = P(s_h = ·, o_{h−1} = ·, . . . , o_{h−ℓ} = · | a_{h−1}, . . . , a_{h−ℓ}). (E.7) To see such a fact, note that for all o_{h−ℓ} ∈ O, we have ~O_{h−ℓ} (o_{h−ℓ})μ_{h−ℓ} = [O_{h−ℓ} (o_{h−ℓ} | s_{h−ℓ}) · P(s_{h−ℓ})]_{sh−ℓ} ∈ R^S . (E.8) It thus holds that T_{h−ℓ}(a_{h−ℓ})~O_{h−ℓ} (o_{h−ℓ})μ_{h−ℓ} = [ ∑ s_{h−ℓ}∈S P(s_{h−ℓ+1} | s_{h−ℓ}, a_{h−ℓ}) · O_{h−ℓ} (o_{h−ℓ} | s_{h−ℓ}) · P(s_{h−ℓ}) ] s_{h−ℓ+1} = [ P(s_{h−ℓ+1}, o_{h−ℓ} | a_{h−ℓ}) ] s_{h−ℓ+1} , (E.9)

where the second equality follows from the fact that O_{h−ℓ} ⊥⊥ S_{h−ℓ+1} | s_{h−ℓ}. Thus, by recursive computation similar to (E.8) and (E.9), we obtain (E.7), namely, T_{h−1}(a_{h−1})~O_{h−1} (·) . . . T_{h−ℓ}(a_{h−ℓ})~O_{h−ℓ} (·)μ_{h−ℓ} = P(s_h = ·, o_{h−1} = ·, . . . , o_{h−ℓ} = · | a_{h−1}, . . . , a_{h−ℓ}) = [ P(τ^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} | s_h) ] s_h,o^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} ∈ R S×O^ℓ (E.10)

Meanwhile, by Lemma D.2, we have U_h = [ P(τ^{h+k}_h | s_h) ] τ^{h+k}_h ,s_h ∈ R (O^{k+1} ·A^k)×S . (E.11)

Thus, it holds for all h ∈ [H] that X_h(a^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} ) = U_h T_{h−1}(a_{h−1})~O_{h−1} (·) . . . T_{h−ℓ}(a_{h−ℓ})~O_{h−ℓ} (·)μ_{h−ℓ} = [ ∑ s_h∈S P(τ^{h+k}_h | s_h) · P(s_h, o^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} | a^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} ) ] (o^{h+k}_h ,a^{h+k−1} h ),o^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} = [ P(τ^{h+k}_{h−ℓ} ) ] τ^{h+k}_h ,o^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} ∈ R (O^{k+1} ·A^k)×O^ℓ , where the second equality follows from the fact that o^{h+k}_h ⊥⊥ o^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} | s_h. The computation of X_h(a^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} ) is identical to that of X_h(a^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} ). In conclusion, we have Y_h(a^h_{−ℓ}, o_h) = U_{h+1} T_h(a_h)~O_h (o_h)T_{h−1}(a_{h−1})~O_{h−1} (·) . . . T_{h−ℓ}(a_{h−1})~O_{h−ℓ} (·)μ_{h−ℓ}. = [ P(τ^{h+k+1} h ) ] τ^{h+k+1} h+1 ,o^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} ∈ R (O^{k+1} ·A^k)×O^ℓ , which completes the proof of Lemma D.6.

E.4 Proof of Lemma D.8 Proof. By Lemma D.5 and (D.1), we have V^π(θ) = ∑ o^{H−1} 1 ∈O^H r(o^{H−1}_1 ) · P^π(o^{H−1}_1 ) = ∑ o^{H−1} 1 ∈O^H r(o^{H−1}_1 ) · 1(o_H )^⊤B^θ_{H−1} (a^π_{H−1}, o_{H−1}) . . . B^θ_1 (a^π_1 , o_1)b^θ_1. (E.12)

Here the actions a^π_h are taken based on the policy π and the past observations and actions taken (o_1, a^π_1 , . . . , a^π_{h−1}, o_h). In addition, recall that we define b^θ_1 = U^θ_1 μ_1, where μ_1 is the probability array of initial state distribution. It thus follows from (E.12) that

V^π(θ) − V^π(θ^′) = ∑ o^{H−1} 1 ∈O^H H−1∑ h=1 r(o^{H−1}_1 ) · 1(o_H )^⊤B^θ_{H−1} (a^π_{H−1}, o_{H−1}) · · · · · · ( B^θ_h (a^π_h, o_h) − B^{θ′}_h (a^π_h, o_h) ) B^{θ′}_{h−1} (a^π_{h−1}, o_{h−1}) · · · B^{θ′}_1 (a^π_1 , o_1)b^{θ′}_1 + ∑ o^{H−1} 1 ∈O^H r(o^{H−1}_1 ) · 1(o_H )^⊤B^θ_{H−1} (a^π_{H−1}, o_{H−1}) . . . B^θ_1 (a^π_1 , o_1)(b^θ_1 − b^{θ′}_1 ).

(E.13)

In the sequel, we upper bound the absolute value of the right-hand side of (E.13). We define the following vectors for all h ∈ [H − 1] for notational simplicity,

v_h = ( B^θ_h (a^π_h, o_h) − B^{θ′}_h (a^π_h, o_h) ) B^{θ′}_{h−1} (a^π_{h−1}, o_{h−1}) . . . B^{θ′}_1 (a^π_1 , o_1)b^{θ′}_1 ,

v_0 = b^θ_1 − b^{θ′}_1 .

Since 0 ≤ r(o^{H−1}_1 ) ≤ H for all observation sequences o^{H−1}_1 ∈ O^H , we obtain that | | | ∑ o^{H−1} 1 ∈O^H H−1∑ h=1 r(o^{H−1}_1 ) · 1(o_H )^⊤B^θ_{H−1} (a^π_{H−1}, o_{H−1}) . . . B^θ_{h+1} (a^π_{h+1}, o_{h+1})v_h | | |

≤ H · | | ∑ o^{H−1} 1 ∈O^H H−1∑ h=1 1(o_H )^⊤B^θ_{H−1} (a^π_{H−1}, o_{H−1}) . . . B^θ_{h+1} (a^π_{h+1}, o_{h+1})v_h | |.

Moreover, since the vector 1(o_H ) takes value in {0, 1} for all the indices, we further obtain that H · | | | ∑ o^{H−1} 1 ∈O^H H−1∑ h=1 1(o_H )^⊤B^θ_{H−1} (a_{H−1}, o_{H−1}) . . . B^θ_{h+1} (a^π_{h+1}, o_{h+1})v_h | | |

≤ H · ∑ o^{H−1} 1 ∈O^H H−1∑ h=1 ‖B^θ_{H−1} (a^π_{H−1}, o_{H−1}) . . . B^θ_{h+1} (a^π_{h+1}, o_{h+1})v_h‖_1 (E.14)

It now suffices to upper bound the right-hand side of (E.14). By the definition of Bellman operators in Definition D.4, we obtain for all h ∈ {0, . . . , H − 1} that

‖B^θ_{H−1} (a^π_{H−1}, o_{H−1}) . . . B^θ_{h+1} (a^π_{h+1}, o_{h+1})v_h‖_1

= ‖U_h T_{H−1}(a^π_{H−1})~O_{H−1} (o_{H−1}) . . . T_h(a^π_h)~O_h (o_h)U^†_h v_h‖_1 (E.15)

The following lemma upper bound the right-hand side of (E.15).

Lemma E.1. It holds for all a^{H−1}_h ∈ A^{H−h}, h ∈ [H], and u ∈ R^S that ∑ o^{H−1} h ∈O^{H−h} ‖U_h T_{H−1}(a_{H−1})~O_{H−1} (o_{H−1}) . . . T_h(a_h)~O_h (o_h)u‖_1 ≤ ‖u‖_1. Proof. See §E.8 for a detailed proof.

Meanwhile, by Assumption D.3 and the fact that ‖A‖_{1→1} ≤ √ S‖A‖_2 for any matrix A ∈ R^{S×N} , we obtain that ‖U^†_h v_h‖_1 ≤ ‖U^†_h ‖_{1→1} · ‖v_h‖_1 ≤ √ S · ‖U^†_h ‖_2 · ‖v_h‖_1 ≤ ν · √ S · ‖v_h‖_1 (E.16)

for all h ∈ [H]. Combining Lemma E.1, (E.14), (E.15), and (E.16), we obtain that |V^π(θ) − V^π(θ^′)| ≤ ν · √ S · H · H−1∑ h=0 ∑ o^h_1 ∈O^h ‖v_h‖_1

= ν · √ S · H · H−1∑ h=1 ∑ o^h_1 ∈O^h ‖( B^θ_h (a_h, o_h) − B^{θ′}_h (a_h, o_h) ) B^{θ′}_{h−1} (a_{h−1}, o_{h−1}) . . . B^{θ′}_1 (a_1, o_1)b^{θ′}_1 ‖ 1 + ν · √ S · H · ‖( B^θ_1 (a_1, o_1) − B^{θ′}_1 (a_1, o_1) ) b^{θ′}_1 ‖ 1 + ν · √ S · H · ‖b^θ_1 − b^{θ′}_1 ‖_1, which completes the proof of Lemma D.8.

E.5 Proof of Lemma D.9

Proof. It holds for all policy π and the corresponding action sequence a^π_{1:h} generated by π that ∑ o^h_1 ∈O^h ‖ ‖(B^θ_h (a^π_h, o_h) − B^{θ′}_h (a^π_h, o_h))B^{θ′}_{h−1} (a^π_{h−1}, o_{h−1}) . . . B^{θ′}_1 (a^π_1 , o_1)b^{θ′}_1 ‖ ‖_1 (E.17)

≤ ∑ a^h_{−ℓ}∈A^{ℓ+1} ∑ o^h_1 ∈O^h ‖( B^θ_h (a_h, o_h) − B^{θ′}_h (a_h, o_h) ) B^{θ′}_{h−1} (a_{h−1}, o_{h−1}) . . . B^{θ′}_1 (a_1, o_1)b^{θ′}_1 ‖ 1 = ∑ a^h_{−ℓ}∈A^{ℓ+1} ∑ o^h_1 ∈O^h ‖( B^θ_h (a_h, o_h) − B^{θ′}_h (a_h, o_h) ) U^{θ′}_{h,k} T^{θ′}_{h−1}(a_{h−1})μ^{θ′}_{h−1}(π, a^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} , o^{h−1}_1 ) ‖ 1,

where μ^{θ′}_{h−1}(π, a^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} , o^{h−1}_1 ) is the state distribution array defined in (D.7). Note that on the right-

hand side of (E.17), the state distribution array μ^{θ′}_{h−1}(π, a^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} , o^{h−1}_1 ) is the only term that is related

to policy π. In what follows, we define M_h(θ, θ^′, a_h, a_{h−1}, o_h) = ( B^θ_h (a_h, o_h) − B^{θ′}_h (a_h, o_h) ) U^{θ′}_{h,k} T^{θ′}_{h−1}(a_{h−1}) ∈ R^{(Ak+1 ·Ok)×S} (E.18) for notational simplicity. It holds that ∑ o^h_1 ∈O^h ‖M_h(θ, θ^′, a_h, a_{h−1}, o_h)μ^{θ′}_{h−1}(π, a^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} , o^{h−1}_1 )‖_1 ≤ ∑ o^h_1 ∈O^h ∑ s_{h−1}∈S ‖[ M_h(θ, θ^′, a_h, a_{h−1}, o_h) ] s_{h−1} ‖1 · [ μ^{θ′}_{h−1}(π, a^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} , o^{h−1}_1 ) ] s_{h−1} , (E.19)

where we denote by [M_h(θ, θ^′, a_h, a_{h−1}, o_h)]_{sh−1} and [μ^{θ′}_{h−1}(π, a^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} , o^{h−1}_1 )]_{sh−1} the s_{h−1}-th column

of M_h(θ, θ^′, a_h, a_{h−1}, o_h) and the s_{h−1}-th entry of μ^{θ′}_{h−1}(π, a^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} , o^{h−1}_1 ), respectively. Recall that we

have [ μ^{θ′}_{h−1}(π, a^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} , o^{h−1}_1 ) ] s_{h−1} = P θ(s_h, o^{h−1}_1 | a^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} , π). Thus, by marginalizing over the observation sequence o^{h−1}_1 , it holds that ∑ o^{h−1}_1 ∈O^{h−1} [ μ^{θ′}_{h−1}(π, a^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} , o^{h−1}_1 ) ] s_{h−1} = P θ^′ (s h | a^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} , π). (E.20)

Plugging (E.20) into (E.19), we obtain that ∑ o^h_1 ∈O^h ‖M_h(θ, θ^′, a_h, a_{h−1}, o_h)μ^{θ′}_{h−1}(π, a^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} , o^{h−1}_1 )‖_1 ≤ ∑ o_h∈O ∑ s_{h−1}∈S ‖ ‖[M_h(θ, θ^′, a_h, a_{h−1}, o_h)]_{sh−1} ‖_1 · P^{θ′} (s_h | a^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} , π) = ∑ a^h_{−ℓ}∈A^{ℓ+1} ∑ o_h∈O ‖ ‖(B^θ_h (a_h, o_h) − B^{θ′}_h (a_h, o_h))U^{θ′}_{h,k} T^{θ′}_{h−1}(a_{h−1})D (~μ^{θ′}_{h−1}(π, a^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} )) ‖ ‖_1.

Thus, we complete the proof of Lemma D.9.

E.6 Proof of Lemma D.10

Proof. Recall that we aim to recover the following density matrices in the estimation of Bellman operators in §D.1,

b_1 = [ P(τ^k_1 ) ] τ^k_1 ∈ R A^k ·O^{k+1} , X^t_h(a^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} ) = [ P^t(τ^{h+k}_{h−ℓ} ) ] τ^{h+k}_h ,o^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} ∈ R (A^k ·O^{k+1})×O^ℓ , (E.21) Y^t_h(a^h_{−ℓ}, o_h) = [ P^t(τ^{h+k+1} h−ℓ ) ] τ^{h+k+1} h+1 ,o^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} ∈ R (A^k ·O^{k+1})×O^ℓ . (E.22)

Here we denote by P^t the visitation measure of the mixed policy {π^ω}_{ω∈[t]} generated by Algorithm 2. Alternatively, we can write the densities in (E.21) in the following vector product form, X^t_h(a^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} ) = ∑ τ^{h+k}_h ∈A^k ×O^{k+1} ( ∑ o^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} ∈O^ℓ 1(τ^{h+k}_h ) 1(o^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} )^⊤ · P^t(τ^{h+k}_{h−ℓ} ) ) .

Recall that we adopt the following estimator of the probability density defined in (E.21), ^X^t_h(a^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} ) = 1 t · ∑ a^{h+k−1} h ∈A^k ( ∑ τ^{h+k}_{h−ℓ} ∈D^t(a^{h+k−1} h−ℓ ) 1(τ^{h+k}_{h−ℓ} ) 1(o^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} )^⊤ ) . (E.23)

By the martingale concentration inequality (see e.g., Jin et al. (2019)) and the fact that

‖ 1(τ^{h+k}_{h−ℓ} ) 1(o^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} )^⊤‖_F ≤ 1

for all trajectory τ^{h+k}_{h−ℓ} ∈ A^{k+ℓ} × O^{k+ℓ+1} and observation sequence o^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} ∈ O^ℓ, we obtain for all h ∈ [H] and a^{h+k−1}_{h−ℓ} ∈ A^{k+ℓ} that ‖ ‖ ∑ o^{h+k}_{h−ℓ} ∈O^{k+ℓ+1} 1(τ^{h+k}_h ) 1(o^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} )^⊤ · P^t(τ^{h+k}_{h−ℓ} )

− 1 t − 1 ∑ τ^{h+k}_{h−ℓ} ∈D^t(a^{h+k−1} h−ℓ ) 1(τ^{h+k}_{h−ℓ} ) 1(o^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} )^⊤ ‖ ‖ ‖_F ≤ C · (k + ℓ) · √ log(O · A · T/δ)/t

with probability at least 1 − δ/A^k, where C is a positive absolute constant. It thus holds for all h ∈ [H], t ∈ [T ], and a^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} ∈ A^ℓ that ‖X^t_h(a^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} ) − ^X^t_h(a^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} )‖_F ≤ ∑ a^{h+k−1} h ∈A^k ‖ ‖ ‖ ∑ o^{h+k}_{h−ℓ} ∈O^{k+ℓ+1} 1(τ^{h+k}_h ) 1(o^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} )^⊤ · P^t(τ^{h+k}_{h−ℓ} )

− 1 t − 1 ∑ τ^{h+k}_{h−ℓ} ∈D^t(a^{h+k−1} h−ℓ ) 1(τ^{h+k}_{h−ℓ} ) 1(o^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} )^⊤ ‖ ‖ F = O ( A^k · (k + ℓ) · √ log(O · A · T · H/δ)/t ) with probability at least 1 − δ/2. Meanwhile, recall that we estimate Y^t_h in (E.22) by the following estimator, ^Y^t_h(a^h_{−ℓ}, o_h) = 1 t − 1 · ∑ a^{h+k}_{h+1} ∈A^k ∑ τ^{h+k+1} h−ℓ ∈D^t(a^{h+k}_{h−ℓ} ) 1(τ^{h+k+1} h+1 ) 1(o^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} )^⊤, (E.24)

Following a similar computation, it holds for all h ∈ [H], t ∈ [T ], a^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} ∈ A^ℓ, a_h ∈ A, and o_h ∈ O that ‖Y^t_h(a^h_{−ℓ}, o_h) − ^Y^t_h(a^h_{−ℓ}, o_h)‖_F = O ( A^k · (k + ℓ) · √ log(O · A · T/δ)/t ) with probability at least 1 − δ/2. Similarly, it also holds for all h ∈ [H] and t ∈ [T ] that

‖b_1 − ^b^t_1‖_2 = O(A^k · k · √ log(O · A · T/δ)/t) with probability at least 1 − δ/2. Thus, we complete the proof of Lemma D.10.

E.7 Proof of Lemma D.13

Proof. In what follows, we prove (D.10)–(D.12) separately.

Part I: Proof of Upper Bound in (D.10). By Lemma D.10, it holds with probability at least 1 − δ that

‖b_1 − ^b^t_1‖_1 ≤ √ A^k · O^{k+1} · ‖b_1 − ^b^t_1‖_2 = O ( (k + ℓ) · √ A^{3k} · O^{k+1} · log(O · A · T · H/δ)/t ) . (E.25)

Meanwhile, by the update of b^{θt}_1 in Algorithm 2, it holds with probability at least 1−δ that b^{θt}_1 ∈ C^t, namely, ‖b^{θt}_1 − ^b^t_1‖_2 ≤ C · ν · (k + ℓ) · √ A^{5k+1} · O^{k+ℓ} · log(O · A · T · H/δ)/t. (E.26) Combining (E.25) and (E.26), it holds with probability at least 1 − δ that

‖b_1 − b^{θt}_1 ‖_1 ≤ ‖b_1 − ^b^t_1‖_1 + ‖b^{θt}_1 − ^b^t_1‖_1 ≤ √ A^k · O^{k+1} · ( ‖b_1 − ^b^t_1‖_2 + ‖b^{θt}_1 − ^b^t_1‖_2 ) = O ( ν · (k + ℓ) · √ A^{5k+1} · O^{k+ℓ} · log(O · A · T · H/δ)/t ) , which completes the proof of (D.10).

Part II: Proof of Upper Bound in (D.11). Recall that we define

b_1 = U_1 μ_1 = [ P(τ^{k+1}_1 ) ] τ^{k+1}_1 ∈ R O^{k+1} ·A^k , X^t_1(a^0_{1−ℓ}) = [ P^t(τ^{k+1}_{1−ℓ} ) ] τ^{k+1}_1 ,o^0_{1−ℓ} ∈ R (O^{k+1} ·A^k)×O^ℓ . Thus, it holds for all action array a^0_{1−ℓ} and t ∈ [T ] that

[b_1]_τ k+1_1 = P(τ^{k+1}_1 ) = ∑ o^0_{1−ℓ}∈O^ℓ P^t(τ^0_{1−ℓ}) · P^t(τ^{k+1}_{1−ℓ} ). (E.27)

It thus holds for all a^0_{1−ℓ} ∈ A^ℓ that ‖ ‖(B^{θt}_1 (a_1, o_1) − B^{θ∗}_1 (a_1, o_1))b_1‖_1 = ‖ ‖(B^{θt}_1 (a_1, o_1) − B^{θ∗}_1 (a_1, o_1)) ∑ o^0_{1−ℓ}∈O^ℓ P^t(τ^0_{1−ℓ}) · [ X^t_1(a^0_{1−ℓ}) ] o^0_{1−ℓ} ‖ ‖ 1 ≤ ‖ ‖ ‖ ∑ o^0_{1−ℓ}∈O^ℓ ( B^{θt}_1 (a_1, o_1) − B^{θ∗}_1 (a_1, o_1) )[ X^t_1(a^0_{1−ℓ}) ] o^0_{1−ℓ} ‖ ‖ ‖_1 = ‖( B^{θt}_1 (a_1, o_1) − B^{θ∗}_1 (a_1, o_1) ) X^t_1(a^0_{1−ℓ}) ‖ 1, (E.28)

Here with a slight abuse of notation, we denote by [ X^t_1(a^0_{1−ℓ}) ] o^0_{1−ℓ} the o 0 1−ℓ-th column of the matrix

X^t_1(a^0_{1−ℓ}) ∈ R^{(Ok+1 ·Ak)×Oℓ} . Meanwhile, the inequality follows from the fact that 0 ≤ P^t(τ^0_{1−ℓ}) ≤ 1 for all t ∈ [T ] and τ^0_{1−ℓ} ∈ A^ℓ × O^ℓ. It remains to establish high confidence bound for the right-hand side of (E.28). To this end, we first obtain by triangle inequality that ‖( B^{θt}_1 (a_1, o_1) − B^{θ∗}_1 (a_1, o_1) ) X^t_1(a^0_{1−ℓ}) ‖ 1 ≤ (i) + (ii) + (iii) + (iv),

(E.29)

where we define

(i) = ‖ B^{θt}_1 (a_1, o_1) (^ X^t_1 (a^0_{1−ℓ}) − X^t_1(a^0_{1−ℓ}) )‖ 1, (ii) = ‖B^{θt}_1 (a_1, o_1)^X^t_1 (a^0_{1−ℓ}) − ^Y^t_1(a^1_{−ℓ}, o_1)‖_1,

(iii) = ‖^Y^t_1(a^1_{−ℓ}, o_1) − Y^t_1(a^1_{−ℓ}, o_1)‖_1,

(iv) = ‖B^{θ∗}_1 (a_1, o_1)X^t_1 (a^0_{1−ℓ}) − Y^t_1(a^1_{−ℓ}, o_1)‖_1.

In what follows, we upper bound terms (i)–(iv) on the right-hand side of (E.29). By the definition of parameter space and the concentration inequality in Lemma D.10, we obtain that

(i) = ‖ ‖B^{θt}_1 (a_1, o_1)(^X^t_1(a^0_{1−ℓ}) − X^t_1(a^0_{1−ℓ})) ‖ ‖_1

≤ ‖B^{θt}_1 (a_1, o_1)‖_{1→1} · ‖^X^t_1 (a^0_{1−ℓ}) − X^t_1(a^0_{1−ℓ})‖_1 = O ( ν · A^{2k} · √ A^{k+1} · O^{k+ℓ} · (k + ℓ) · √ log(O · A · T · H/δ)/T ) , (E.30)

where the third equality follows from the fact that ‖B^{θt}_1 (a_1, o_1)‖_{1→1} ≤ ν · A^k and the fact that ‖x‖_1 ≤ √ mn · ‖x‖_2 for x ∈ R^{m×n} . Meanwhile, by the definition of confidence set C^t in (D.6) and the fact that θ^t ∈ C^t, we obtain that

(ii) = ‖B^{θt}_1 (a_1, o_1)^X^t_1 (a^0_{1−ℓ}) − ^Y^t_h(a^h_{−ℓ}, o_h)‖_1 = O ( ν · A^{2k} · √ A^{k+1} · O^{k+ℓ} · (k + ℓ) · √ log(O · A · T · H/δ)/T ) . (E.31)

By the concentration inequality in Lemma D.10, we further obtain that (iii) = ‖^Y^t_h(a^h_{−ℓ}, o_h) − Y^t_h(a^h_{−ℓ}, o_h)‖_1 = O (√ A^{k+1} · O^{k+ℓ} · A^k · (k + ℓ) · √ log(O · A · T · H/δ)/T ) . (E.32)

Finally, by the identity of Bellman operators in (D.2), we have

(iv) = ‖B^{θ∗}_1 (a_1, o_1)X^t_1 (a^0_{1−ℓ}) − Y^t_h(a^h_{−ℓ}, o_h)‖_F = 0. (E.33)

Plugging (E.30), (E.31), (E.32), and (E.33) into (E.29), it holds for all a_1 ∈ A, o_1 ∈ O, and

a^0_{1−ℓ} ∈ A^ℓ with probability at least 1 − δ that ‖ ‖(B^{θt}_1 (a_1, o_1) − B^{θ∗}_1 (a_1, o_1))X^t_1(a^0_{1−ℓ}) ‖ ‖_1 = O ( ν · (k + ℓ) · √ A^{5k+1} · O^{k+ℓ} · log(O · A · T · H/δ)/t ) , which completes the proof of (D.11).

Part III: Proof of Upper Bound in (D.12). Under Assumption D.12, it holds for all 1 < h ≤ H

that ∑ s_{h−1}∈S ‖( B^{θt}_h (a_h, o_h) − B^{θ∗}_h (a_h, o_h) ) U^{θ∗}_{h,k} T^{θ∗}_{h−1}(s_{h−1}, a_{h−1}) ‖ 1 · P^t(s_{h−1} | a^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} ) = ‖( B^θ_h (a_h, o_h) − B^{θ′}_h (a_h, o_h) ) U^{θ′}_{h,k} T^{θ′}_{h−1}(a_{h−1})D ( ~μ^{θ′}_{h−1}(π^t, a^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} ) )‖ 1 = ‖( B^θ_h (a_h, o_h) − B^{θ′}_h (a_h, o_h) ) U^{θ′}_{h,k} T^{θ′}_{h−1}(a_{h−1})A^{πt}_{h−1,ℓ}(a^{h−2}_{h−ℓ} )C^{πt,†}_{h−1,ℓ}(a^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} ) ‖ 1, (E.34)

where A^{πt}_{h−1,ℓ} is the reverse emission operator defined in (D.11) and C^{πt,†}_{h−1,ℓ} is the right inverse of

C^{πt}_{h−1,ℓ} in Assumption D.12. Meanwhile, by Assumption D.12, it holds that ‖ ‖(B^θ_h (a_h, o_h) − B^{θ′}_h (a_h, o_h))U^{θ′}_{h,k} T^{θ′}_{h−1}(a_{h−1})A^{πt}_{h−1,ℓ}(a^{h−2}_{h−ℓ} )C^{πt,†}_{h−1,ℓ}(a^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} ) ‖ ‖_1 ≤ γ · ‖ ( B^θ_h (a_h, o_h) − B^{θ′}_h (a_h, o_h) ) U^{θ′}_{h,k} T^{θ′}_{h−1}(a_{h−1})A^{πt}_{h−1,ℓ}(a^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} ) ‖ ‖_1. (E.35)

By the identity of X^t_h(a^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} ) in (D.9), we further obtain that ‖ ( B^θ_h (a_h, o_h) − B^{θ′}_h (a_h, o_h) ) U^{θ′}_{h,k} T^{θ′}_{h−1}(a_{h−1})A^{πt}_{h−1,ℓ} ‖ 1 = ‖ ( B^θ_h (a_h, o_h) − B^{θ′}_h (a_h, o_h) ) X^t_h(a^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} ) ‖ 1. (E.36)

We now upper bound the right-hand side of (E.36). The calculation is similar to that in Part II of

the proof. By triangle inequality, we obtain ‖ ( B^θ_h (a_h, o_h) − B^{θ′}_h (a_h, o_h) ) X^t_h(a^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} ) ‖ ‖_1 ≤ (v) + (vi) + (vii) + (viii), (E.37)

where we define

(v) = ‖ B^{θt}_h (a_h, o_h) (^ X^t_h(a^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} ) − X^t_h(a^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} ) )‖ 1, (vi) = ‖B^{θt}_h (a_h, o_h)^X^t_h(a^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} ) − ^Y^t_h(a^h_{−ℓ}, o_h)‖_1, (vii) = ‖^Y^t_h(a^h_{−ℓ}, o_h) − Y^t_h(a^h_{−ℓ}, o_h)‖_1, (viii) = ‖B^{θ∗}_h (a_h, o_h)X^t_h(a^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} ) − Y^t_h(a^h_{−ℓ}, o_h)‖_1.

In what follows, we upper bound terms (v)–(viii) on the right-hand side of (E.37). By the definition of parameter space and the concentration inequality in Lemma D.10, we obtain that

(v) = ‖ ‖B^{θt}_h (a_h, o_h)(^X^t_1(a^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} ) − X^t_h(a^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} )) ‖ ‖_1 ≤ ‖B^{θt}_h (a_h, o_h)‖_{1→1} · ‖^X^t_h(a^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} ) − X^t_h(a^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} )‖_1 = O ( ν · √ A^{5k+1} · O^{k+ℓ} · (k + ℓ) · √ log(O · A · T · H/δ)/T ) . (E.38)

Meanwhile, by the definition of confidence set C^t in (D.6) and the fact that θ^t ∈ C^t, we obtain that (vi) = ‖B^{θt}_h (a_h, o_h)^X^t_h(a^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} ) − ^Y^t_h(a^h_{−ℓ}, o_h)‖_1 = O ( ν · √ A^{5k+1} · O^{k+ℓ} · (k + ℓ) · √ log(O · A · T · H/δ)/T ) . (E.39)

By the concentration inequality in Lemma D.10, we further obtain that (vii) = ‖^Y^t_h(a^h_{−ℓ}, o_h) − Y^t_h(a^h_{−ℓ}, o_h)‖_1 = O (√ A^{3k+1} · O^{k+ℓ} · (k + ℓ) · √ log(O · A · T · H/δ)/T ) . (E.40)

Finally, by the identity of Bellman operators in (D.2), we have

(viii) = ‖B^{θ∗}_h (a_h, o_h)X^t_h(a^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} ) − Y^t_h(a^h_{−ℓ}, o_h)‖_1 = 0. (E.41)

Plugging (E.38), (E.39), (E.40), and (E.41) into (E.37), it holds for all a_h ∈ A, o_h ∈ O, and a^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} ∈ A^ℓ with probability at least 1 − δ that ‖ ( B^θ_h (a_h, o_h) − B^{θ′}_h (a_h, o_h) ) X^t_h(a^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} ) ‖ 1 = O ( ν · √ A^{5k+1} · O^{k+ℓ} · (k + ℓ) · √ log(O · A · T · H/δ)/T ) . (E.42)

Combining (E.34), (E.35), (E.36), and (E.42), we conclude that ∑ s_{h−1}∈S ‖( B^{θt}_h (a_h, o_h) − B^{θ∗}_h (a_h, o_h) ) U^{θ∗}_{h,k} T^{θ∗}_{h−1}(s_{h−1}, a_{h−1}) ‖ 1 · P^t(s_{h−1} | a^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} ) = ‖( B^θ_h (a_h, o_h) − B^{θ′}_h (a_h, o_h) ) U^{θ′}_{h,k} T^{θ′}_{h−1}(a_{h−1})A^π_{h−1,ℓ}(a^{h−2}_{h−ℓ} )C^{π,†}_{h−1,ℓ}(a^{h−2}_{h−ℓ} ) ‖ 1 ≤ γ · ‖ ( B^θ_h (a_h, o_h) − B^{θ′}_h (a_h, o_h) ) X^t_h(a^{h−1}_{h−ℓ} ) ‖ 1 = O ( γ · ν · (k + ℓ) · √ A^{5k+ℓ} · O^{k+1} · log(O · A · T · H/δ)/t ) , where the first inequality follows from (E.35) and (E.36). Thus, we complete the proof of (D.11).

E.8 Proof of Lemma E.1

Proof. Recall that we define

~O_h (o_h) = D (O_h (o_h | ·)) = D ([ O(o_h | s_h) ] s_h ) ∈ R^{S×S} , where we denote by D (v) ∈ R^{S×S} the diagonal matrix where the diagonal entries aligns with the vector v ∈ R^S . Thus, it holds for all h ∈ [H] that ∑ o_h∈O ‖T_h(a_h)~O_h (o_h)u‖_1 ≤ ∑ o_h∈O ‖~O_h (o_h)u‖_1 = ∑ o_h∈O ∑ s_h∈S O_h (o_h | s_h) · |u(s_h)| = ∑ s_h∈S |u(s_h)| = ‖u‖_1,

where the first inequality follows from the fact that T_h(a_h) is a transition matrix. Here we denote by u(s_h) the s_h-th entry of u ∈ R^S . Inductively, we obtain that ∑ o^{H−1} h ∈O^{H−h} ‖T_{H−1}(a_{H−1})~O_{H−1} (o_{H−1}) . . . T_h(a_h)~O_h (o_h)u‖_1 ≤ ‖u‖_1. (E.43)

Meanwhile, note that U_h is a transition matrix. Thus, it holds for all h ∈ [H] that ‖U_h T_{H−1}(a_{H−1})~O_{H−1} (o_{H−1}) . . . T_h(a_h)~O_h (o_h)u‖_1 ≤ ‖T_{H−1}(a_{H−1})~O_{H−1} (o_{H−1}) . . . T_h(a_h)~O_h (o_h)u‖_1 (E.44)

Combining (E.43) and (E.44), we conclude ∑ o^{H−1} h ∈O^{H−h} ‖U_h T_{H−1}(a_{H−1})~O_{H−1} (o_{H−1}) . . . T_h(a_h)~O_h (o_h)u‖_1 ≤ ‖u‖_1,

which completes the proof of Lemma E.1.