arXiv:2309.09457v2 [cs.LG] 19 Sep 2023

Exploring and Learning in Sparse Linear MDPs without Computationally Intractable Oracles

Noah Golowich^∗ MIT Ankur Moitra^† MIT Dhruv Rohatgi^‡ MIT September 21, 2023

Abstract

The key assumption underlying linear Markov Decision Processes (MDPs) is that the learner has access to a known feature map ϕ(x, a) that maps state-action pairs to d-dimensional vectors, and that the rewards and transition probabilities are linear functions in this representation. But where do these features come from? In the absence of expert domain knowledge, a tempting strategy is to use the “kitchen sink” approach and hope that the true features are included in a much larger set of potential features. In this paper we revisit linear MDPs from the perspective of feature selection. In a k-sparse linear MDP, there is an unknown subset S ⊂ [d] of size k containing all the relevant features, and the goal is to learn a near-optimal policy in only poly(k, log d) interactions with the environment. Our main result is the first polynomial-time algorithm for this problem. In contrast, earlier works either made prohibitively strong assumptions that obviated the need for exploration, or required solving computationally intractable optimization problems.

Along the way we introduce the notion of an emulator: a succinct approximate representation of the transitions, that still suffices for computing certain Bellman backups. Since linear MDPs are a non-parametric model, it is not even obvious whether polynomial-sized emulators exist. We show that they do exist, and moreover can be computed efficiently via convex programming.

As a corollary of our main result, we give an algorithm for learning a near-optimal policy in block MDPs whose decoding function is a low-depth decision tree; the algorithm runs in quasi-polynomial time and takes a polynomial number of samples (in the size of the decision tree). This can be seen as a reinforcement learning analogue of classic results in computational learning theory. Furthermore, it gives a natural model where improving the sample complexity via representation learning is computationally feasible.

∗Email: nzg@mit.edu. Supported by a Fannie & John Hertz Foundation Fellowship and an NSF Graduate Fellowship.

†Email: moitra@mit.edu. Supported in part by a Microsoft Trustworthy AI Grant, an ONR grant and a David and Lucile Packard Fellowship.

‡Email: drohatgi@mit.edu. Supported by a U.S. DoD NDSEG Fellowship.

Contents

1 Introduction 4 1.1 Model . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5 1.2 Main result . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7 1.3 Application: Block MDPs . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9 1.4 Additional related work . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10 1.5 Organization of the paper . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 13

2 Preliminaries 14 2.1 Linear MDPs and Episodic RL . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 14 2.2 Sparse linear MDPs and ℓ_1-bounded linear MDPs . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 15 2.3 Policies and value functions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 16 2.4 Additional notation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 17

3 Technical Overview I: H = 1 & reachable case 17 3.1 The case H = 1 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 18 3.2 General H: the challenge of exploration . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 19 3.3 Why does a small policy cover exist? . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 20 3.4 Making the construction efficient . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 22 3.5 A convex program for finding an emulator . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 25

4 Technical Overview II: beyond reachability 26

5 Constructing a policy cover in a reachable LMDP 30 5.1 Convex Program for constructing emulator . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 32 5.1.1 Feasibility . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 33 5.1.2 Approximate nonnegativity . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 37 5.1.3 All-policy approximation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 38 5.1.4 Putting it all together . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 40 5.2 From emulator to policy cover . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 40 5.3 Analysis of PSDP and FeatureEstimation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 47 5.3.1 Policy Search by Dynamic Programming . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 47 5.3.2 Feature Estimation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 50

6 Beyond reachability: the truncated MDP 50 6.1 Global truncation parameters & extended feature mappings . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 51 6.2 The truncated MDP . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 51 6.3 Properties of truncated MDPs . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 53 6.4 Closeness between truncated MDPs and M . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 54

7 Constructing a policy cover in a general LMDP 57 7.1 Convex program . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 58 7.1.1 Coverage guarantee . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 60 7.1.2 Feasibility of the convex program . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 61 7.1.3 Approximate non-negativity . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 66 7.1.4 All-policy approximation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 68

7.1.5 Guarantee for emulator construction . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 70 7.2 From emulator to policy cover . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 71 7.3 Analysis of the full algorithm: ExploreLMDP . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 79 7.4 Analysis of PSDP on truncated covers . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 84

8 Learning a near-optimal policy 90

A Technical lemmas 100 A.1 Lemmas for sparse regression . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 100 A.2 Lemmas for Rademacher complexity . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 101 A.3 Miscellaneous lemmas . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 103 A.4 Policy discretization for ℓ_1-bounded linear MDPs . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 104

B Prior approaches for constructing policy covers 106

C Convex optimization details 107

D Reducing sparse linear regression to policy learning 110

E Details for decision tree block MDPs 112 E.1 Preliminaries on block MDPs. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 112 E.2 Learning decision tree BMDPs . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 112

F Computational lower bounds for block MDPs 115

1 Introduction

In sequential decision-making tasks, an agent interacts with a changing environment over a sequence of timesteps. At each step, the agent chooses an action – which stochastically affects the state of the environment – and receives feedback in the form of an immediate reward and information about the subsequent state. The agent wants to find a policy – i.e. a mapping from states to actions – that maximizes the cumulative reward. Episodic reinforcement learning (RL) is the algorithmic problem of learning a good policy via successive, independent episodes of interaction with the environment through trial and error.

Striking empirical advances have been made in recent years by applying reinforcement learning algorithms, augmented with tools from deep learning, to decision-making tasks such as manipulating robots [GHLL17], playing strategic games like Go [SHS^+18], personalizing treatment plans in healthcare [YLNY21], and learning to navigate complex traffic situations with self-driving cars [SAPY17]. Nevertheless, these algorithms also suffer from well-documented and challenging failure modes, such as sample inefficiency, instability, non-convergence, and sensitivity to hyperparameters [IES^+20, EIS^+20] that limit their real-world deployment, which underscores the need for algorithms with strong provable guarantees. On the theoretical front, the textbook model where one can show rigorous guarantees is that of tabular Markov Decision Processes (MDPs). This model assumes that the states, actions and transitions can be explicitly written down in a table; the running time and sample complexity of the learning algorithm are allowed to depend polynomially on the size of this representation, i.e., on the number of states and actions. By now, we have a wide range of algorithms that achieve strong provable guarantees in this setting (e.g., [KS02, BT02, JOA10, AOM17, JAZBJ18]).

However there is a sharp disconnect between tabular MDPs and real-world applications, in which the number of possible states of the environment is often astronomical – far too large to explicitly write down, let alone exhaustively explore. For this reason, a major challenge in theoretical reinforcement learning is to move beyond the tabular setting, and find new frameworks that more accurately model the difficulties faced in empirical applications: are there natural and well-motivated models where we can, simultaneously,

(1) permit a very large or even infinite number of states, and

(2) develop statistically efficient methods for learning a near optimal policy?

There are by now many models that meet these two conditions – containing, for example, block MDPs [DKJ^+19], MDPs with low Eluder dimension [WSY20], low Bellman rank MDPs [JKA^+17], bilinear classes of MDPs [DKL^+21], and MDPs with bounded decision estimation coefficient [FKQR21]. However, this literature typically sidesteps computational considerations. In particular, while learning a near-optimal policy in these models is statistically tractable (in that it only requires a small number of episodes), the algorithms for doing so require access to oracles that can solve computationally hard optimization subproblems. While sometimes justifiable on the grounds that stochastic gradient descent is a powerful heuristic for minimizing over function classes such as neural networks, more often than not the required subproblems are far more complex than minimization. For example, many algorithms rely on oracles that can solve max-min objectives (see e.g. recent work on low-rank MDPs [MCK^+21, ZSU^+22, MBFR23]), which is computationally challenging both in theory [DSZ21] and in practice [RHL^+20].

In this paper, our main focus is on what happens when we add a third goal to our list:

(3) end-to-end computational efficiency – i.e., enable frameworks for learning where the running time is not conditional on unimplementable oracles.

Unfortunately, “computationally tractable” models (by which we mean models that meet all three conditions) are exceedingly rare in the existing literature, as discussed further in Section 1.4. While focusing exclusively on sample complexity has led to increasingly general models, these have necessitated increasingly abstract algorithmic frameworks. In the same way that VC dimension is often not the correct abstraction for understanding computationally efficient supervised learning, identifying computationally tractable models for reinforcement learning remains a significant challenge.

Linear MDPs. An important example of a computationally tractable model is a linear MDP (LMDP). In this model, it is assumed that the agent knows a feature mapping ϕ that maps each state-action pair (x, a) to a d-dimensional feature vector. Moreover, the rewards and transition probabilities can be expressed as linear functions in these features. Notice that there could be an exponential or even infinite number of states. Thus it is not even obvious how to describe a policy in the first place, because we can no longer do so by exhaustively listing the action to take at each possible state.

Nevertheless, the seminal work [JYWJ20] gave a computationally efficient algorithm, LSVI-UCB, for learning linear MDPs. As previously mentioned, the more restrictive tabular MDP setting admits a wide variety of algorithms. Some directly learn the parameters of the model (e.g., [AOM17]); such algorithms are called model-based. In contrast, others learn a smaller subset of information that still determines the optimal policy (e.g., [JAZBJ18]); these algorithms are called model-free. In linear MDPs, model-based learning seems like a dead end because there are an infinite number of parameters. Instead, LSVI-UCB employs a model-free approach: it learns the value function of the optimal policy, i.e. the cumulative future reward obtained by the policy as a function of the current state and action. The value function, which also uniquely determines the optimal policy, turns out to be linear in ϕ(x, a), and with an appropriate potential function for incentivizing exploration, a near optimal policy can be found through a combination of classic techniques and linear regression.

While linear MDPs are therefore computationally tractable, they overlook an important issue: Where do the features come from? The feature mapping needs to somehow distill all the relevant information about (x, a) into a low-dimensional vector, and this is no easy task.

1.1 Model

Learning the right features? An MDP that is linear in a set of features ϕ_1, . . . , ϕ_d is also linear in any set of features that contains ϕ_1, . . . , ϕ_d. Hence, in the absence of expert domain knowledge, a tempting strategy for designing ϕ is the “kitchen-sink approach”: enumerate all features that could potentially be useful, whether manually by collating a variety of heuristics and rich feature classes, or automatically by learning a neural network and extracting an intermediate layer. One could then hope that the true features are included in this much larger set. This overparametrization may work, but since we have more features than we truly need, we pay the price of a dramatically larger sample complexity for learning a near-optimal policy.

The above approach motivates sparse linear MDPs (formally defined in Section 2), which will be our main model of interest. This model was first formally introduced in [HLSW21] but has had numerous precedents in the bandit [AYPS12] and reinforcement learning [WR13] literature. As before, we assume that there is a known d-dimensional feature mapping ϕ(x, a). But rather than just assuming that the MDP is linear in ϕ, we assume that there is an unknown subset S ⊆ [d] of size k ≪ d, such that the rewards and transition probabilities are each linear functions in the k-dimensional feature mapping (x, a) → ϕ(x, a)|_S . This model captures the problem of feature selection in reinforcement learning. More precisely, we ask:

Main Question 1. Given poly(k, log d) ≪ d interactions with the environment, can we efficiently leverage the sparsity of the model to learn a near-optimal policy?

As suggested by the terminology, sparse linear MDPs are connected to the well-studied supervised learning problem of sparse linear regression. In particular, consider the static setting where in each step we observe a covariate x and a reward y that is assumed to be a sparse linear function of x. Sparse linear regression usually refers to the problem of estimating E [y|x] from few samples. There is a rich literature on the sample complexity of this problem, not only from the perspective of information-theoretic rates [SC16, RXZ19] but also from the perspective of computationally efficient algorithms such as Orthogonal Matching Pursuit [TG07, CW11], the Lasso [Tib96, Wai09], and variants thereof [CT07, NT09, BCW11, KKMR22]. The Lasso, in particular, is the workhorse behind feature selection in a wide range of applications [UGH09, ZMW19, IPE^+22] because of its simplicity and efficacy.

More generally, the sparse linear MDP model is motivated by the same principles as the notion of attribute-efficiency in PAC learning [KSR06], where the goal is to give algorithms whose sample complexity depends on the description complexity of the learned hypothesis – the intuition being that learning simpler hypotheses should require fewer mistakes. Here, too, the hope is that linear MDPs that admit particularly succinct optimal policies (as is the case for a sparse linear MDP) ought to enable learning a near-optimal policy from a far fewer number of episodes.

Prior work. Recent works [HLSW21, ZWL23] studied sparse linear MDPs but require prohibitively strong assumptions that mitigate the need for exploration. In particular, they assume bounds on the condition number of certain covariance matrices. In sparse linear regression, if one wishes to recover the true parameters of the underlying regressor, then such assumptions on the covariate distribution are typically made (e.g. [Wai09, RWY10]) and, to an extent, are necessary. Though they are often considered tame in the setting of supervised learning, this is not the case in RL, where there is no fixed distribution. Instead, the distribution over covariates depends on which state-action pairs (x, a) we reach, which in turn depends on the policy we play; thus wellconditionedness assumptions in RL must specify a policy. In particular, the work of [HLSW21] assumes that the algorithm is given a policy up front that induces a well-conditioned feature distribution, thus obviating the need for exploration, which is a basic component of online RL. The work of [ZWL23] assumes that every policy induces a well-conditioned feature distribution. This assumption also removes the need for exploration since it implies that every policy is essentially exploratory.^1

Interestingly, if one only cares about statistical efficiency, then Main Question 1 has a positive answer, without any well-conditionedness assumptions, as a straightforward consequence of the statistical efficiency of online RL in MDPs with low Bellman rank [JKA^+17, JLM21, DKL^+21]. Again, these existing algorithms all rely on computationally intractable oracles (see further discussion in Section 1.4) and so do not answer our main question about computational efficiency.

1We also remark that it is not clear if the approach of [ZWL23], which treats a more general setting of function approximation in RL, can actually be made computationally efficient in the case of sparse linear regression.

We remark that, in terms of analogies to sparse linear regression, reinforcement learning (where any near-optimal policy suffices) is closer in spirit to the task of prediction error minimization than parameter estimation. For the former, sparse linear regression is statistically tractable without condition number bounds and with minimal distributional assumptions; such a result is analogous to the implications of the results of [JKA^+17, JLM21, DKL^+21] for sparse linear MDPs. Moreover computationally efficient algorithms such as Lasso achieve good rates for minimizing prediction error in sparse regression so long as the true sparse regressor has bounded entries (see e.g. Theorem 7.20 in [Wai19]). At a technical level, the focus of this paper is obtaining an analogue of such a result for sparse linear MDPs.

1.2 Main result

We study the problem of learning a near-optimal policy in a sparse linear MDP in the standard episodic RL interaction model (formalized in Section 2), where each episode lasts H timesteps (i.e. the horizon is H), and at each timestep the agent chooses from a finite set of A actions. Our main result is the first end-to-end algorithmic guarantee for learning sparse linear MDPs without condition number assumptions:

Theorem 1.1 (Efficient learning of sparse linear MDPs; informal version of Theorem 8.1). Let d, k, A, H ∈ N and ϵ, δ > 0. Let M be a d-dimensional k-sparse linear MDP (Definition 2.3) with A actions and planning horizon H. With probability at least 1 − δ, the algorithm POEM(ϵ, δ) outputs a policy with suboptimality at most ϵ. Moreover, the sample complexity of the algorithm is poly(k, A, H, ϵ^{−1}, log(d/δ)) and the time complexity is poly(d, A, H, ϵ^{−1}, log(1/δ)).

We remark that the sample complexity and running time depend polynomially on the number of actions A and the planning horizon H; such dependence is known to be necessary [HLSW21], even ignoring computational considerations. On the other hand, we re-emphasize that our result does not require any type of well-conditionedness assumption on the distribution of feature vectors drawn from the MDP, such as the restricted eigenvalue conditions [BRT^+09, RWY10] required in the prior works [HLSW21, ZWL23]. All we require are minimal boundedness assumptions (stated formally in Definition 2.3), and there is evidence that such assumptions are necessary (see Appendix D).

Unsurprisingly, the algorithm POEM incorporates key tools from the sparse regression literature, e.g., the Lasso convex program. But it requires significant additional innovations to address the challenging problem of exploration in online RL. As intuition, sparse linear regression can be solved by finding a low-complexity regressor that fits the given data. In our setting, though, the data distribution, namely the distribution of the feature vectors ϕ(x, a), is not static – it depends on our choice of policy. This seemingly causes a chicken-and-eggproblem common to representation learning in RL: if we haven’t explored the MDP completely, then we cannot guarantee that our learned features are accurate on all policies. However, without accurate feature selection, exploration would require too many episodes. Often, generic representation learning frameworks in RL resolve this by repeatedly (a) learning (possibly inaccurate) features from data collected so far, and (b) exploring the MDP using the current estimated features to improve the feature estimates in future rounds. Unfortunately, implementing this framework for sparse linear MDPs runs into a fundamental issue: the statistical complexity of exploration in these frameworks is only small if the estimated features are also sparse, i.e., the feature learning step must be proper (see further discussion in Section 1.4). But proper sparse linear regression is likely computationally intractable (see e.g. [GL20]). We circumvent this issue with a completely new algorithm that explicitly works even for analytically sparse linear MDPs (i.e., satisfying an ℓ_1-relaxation of sparsity; see Definition 2.4), which were only very recently shown to be even statistically tractable [XFB^+22].

Our techniques. The bulk of our algorithm POEM is an efficient subroutine ExploreLMDP (Algorithm 11) that constructs a small policy cover for the MDP, namely a set of policies that visits nearly every state x in proportion to the maximum probability that any policy can reach x. As we are considering the episodic finite-horizon setting of RL, this is accomplished iteratively, step-by-step. To construct the policy cover at any step h, we require that we already have policy covers at previous steps, and we require two more key ingredients:

• First, we give a procedure that greedily chooses policies so as to cover as many uncovered states in each iteration as possible. An idealized version of this procedure, which assumes that the transitions of the MDP are known, is given in IdealGreedyCover (Construction 1). The actual version used in our algorithm is GreedyCover (Algorithm 2), which essentially runs

IdealGreedyCover using estimates of the true transitions on a representative set of states.

• Second, we introduce the notion of an emulator (Definition 3.8) and give a convex program for constructing one, which is then passed as input to GreedyCover. An emulator is a set of estimated transitions that satisfy certain natural properties, encapsulating what it means for the estimates to be “representative” of the whole MDP. Roughly, the estimated transitions must represent valid probabilities (i.e., be non-negative) and must allow one to approximately compute Bellman backups of certain functions. One of our conceptual (and technical) contributions is in showing that a succinct emulator even exists – and thus there is a succinct representation of all pertinent information about the transitions of a linear MDP that suffices for exploration.

The success of the two components at any one step relies crucially on their success at constructing a policy cover at previous steps. Typically, arguments which proceed in this manner are prone to suffering from an exponential blowup of errors: A policy cover which suffers from ϵ error at one step may lead to errors growing with kϵ or dϵ at the following step, and so on. To counteract such exponential growth, we apply the technique of analyzing a truncated MDP, as discussed in Section 4. While this type of technique has been used for similar purposes recently (see e.g. [GMR22, MFR23, MBFR23]), its application in our setting faces unique challenges due to the interaction between GreedyCover and the approximate nature of an emulator. To compensate, we need to define a sequence of truncated MDPs that adapt to the progress that the algorithm makes over time (Section 6).

Emulators: A model-based approach to learning nonparametric systems. A major challenge in analyzing linear MDPs is their non-parametric nature: the full set of parameters in a linear MDP is unidentifiable in general, and most prior algorithms accounted for this fact by exploiting that certain model-free characteristics of a linear MDP, such as the optimal value function, are parametric and thus can be approximately learned. While at first it may seem like model-based learning is a dead end, our approach using emulators is in some relaxed sense model-based, given that an emulator is used as a direct replacement for the true transitions in the GreedyCover algorithm. It is an interesting direction for future work to determine whether emulators can be used to construct new model-based algorithms, or provide new analyses of existing algorithms, for other problems in the study of RL with linear function approximation.

1.3 Application: Block MDPs

In this subsection, we discuss an application of Theorem 1.1 which yields an end-to-end efficient learning algorithm for a certain family of block MDPs. A block MDP (defined formally in Definition E.1) is an MDP with a potentially infinite state space X but a small latent state space S, and an unknown decoding function ρ^⋆ : X → S such that the transition dynamics between two states x, x^′ ∈ X only depend on ρ^⋆(x), ρ^⋆(x^′) and the action taken. Moreover, the reward at state x only depends on ρ^⋆(x) and the action taken at x. Block MDPs are a useful theoretical abstraction for environments such as robot navigation with rich observations (e.g., images) but much simpler underlying state (e.g., the robot’s location in space). It is generally assumed that ρ^⋆ comes from some known function class Φ, and a recent line of work has shown sample complexity bounds for learning block MDPs that are polynomial in |A|, |S| and log |Φ| (and have no dependence on |X |) [DKJ^+19, MHKL20, ZSU^+22, MFR23]. As usual, these algorithms rely on optimization oracles that are computationally intractable to implement for essentially any interesting class Φ (unless poly(|Φ|) is an acceptable time complexity [MCK^+21]). Even worse, as shown in Appendix F, there are natural parametric function classes Φ where the time complexity of any learning algorithm for the corresponding family of block MDPs must scale essentially polynomially in |Φ|. In fact, we have the following (informal) observation, phrased formally in Remark F.3:

Observation 1.2. For any class of decoding functions Φ, if the associated supervised (improper) learning problem is computationally hard with stochastic noise, then the associated reinforcement learning problem is computationally hard too.

But a converse reduction is not known. This leaves open a fundamental question:

Main Question 2. Are there any well-motivated classes of block MDPs for which we can give computationally efficient learning algorithms?

Given that efficient supervised learning is a prerequisite, it is natural to start from decoding functions for which the associated concept class already has a distribution-independent^2 PAC learning algorithm in the presence of stochastic noise.

We consider the family of block MDPs where X = {0, 1}^n, S = [s], and Φ = Φ_{n,s} is the class of depth-log(s) decision tree decoders ρ : {0, 1}^n → S, where the internal nodes of the tree are labelled by variables i ∈ [n], and the leaves of the tree are labelled by elements of S. We call these decision tree block MDPs. Decision trees can be PAC-learned in quasi-polynomial time [EH89, Riv87, Sak93] and have wide-ranging applications because they are simple, flexible and interpretable. In the same spirit, they are a natural choice for the decoding function in a block MDP and they lead us to reinforcement learning style generalizations of classic supervised learning problems. Observe that |Φ| = O(n^s); as discussed in Section 1.4, the previously best known algorithm for reinforcement learning in this family (e.g., OLIVE [JKA^+17]) had sample complexity O(s log n), but running time at least n^{O(s)}, which is exponential in the size of the decision tree. However, as an immediate corollary of our main result for sparse linear MDPs, we can obtain an algorithm with running time quasi-polynomial in the size of the decision tree and polynomial sample complexity:

2The reduction in Appendix F shows that distribution-specific supervised learning is a prerequisite for learning in horizon-2 block MDPs, where the distribution for the supervised learning problem is the initial state distribution of the block MDP. However, as the horizon increases beyond 2, the state distributions at later timesteps depend on the policy in increasingly complex ways. Thus, while distribution-independent supervised learning may not be a strict prerequisite, it’s unclear how to avoid it, even if the initial state distribution is assumed to be “nice”.

Corollary 1.3 (Informal version of Corollary E.4). Let n, s, A, H ∈ N and ϵ, δ > 0. Let M be a decision tree block MDP on {0, 1}^n with A actions, horizon H, and (unknown) decoding function ρ^⋆ ∈ Φ_{n,s}. Then with probability at least 1 − δ, POEM(ϵ, δ), with an appropriate feature mapping, outputs a policy with suboptimality at most ϵ. Moreover, the sample complexity of the algorithm is poly(s, A, H, ϵ^{−1}, log(n/δ)), and the time complexity is poly(n^{log s}, A, H, ϵ^{−1}, log(1/δ)).

Corollary 1.3 follows from Theorem 8.1 by observing that for any unknown ρ ∈ Φ_{n,s}, the corresponding block MDP is actually linear with respect to a fixed and known feature mapping ϕ^{DT(n,s)} : {0, 1}^n → R(^{2nlog s})^{·A}, where each dimension is identified with an action a and a sizelog(s) Boolean clause C on {0, 1}^n, and a state-action pair (x̄, ā) is mapped to the indicator vector 1[a = ā] · C(x̄) (see (105) in Appendix E for a formal definition). Moreover, these linear MDPs turn out to be sA-sparse (Proposition E.5). Thus, based on Theorem 8.1, we can add decision tree block MDPs to our list of tractable models, at least if we allow quasi-polynomial running time.

Remark 1.4. One might wonder if it is possible to get polynomial time (i.e., poly(n, A, H, 1/ϵ, log(1/δ))) in Corollary 1.3 as opposed to quasipolynomial time. However, in light of Observation 1.2, this would imply an improvement of the best-known time bound of n^{O(log s)} [Sak93] for the problem of learning depth-log s decision trees with stochastic noise. Moreover, it would then imply an improvement for the problem of learning log(s)-sparse parities with noise, for which the best known algorithm still requires n^{O(log s)} time [Val12].

Remark 1.5. A limitation of our result is that it can only handle depth-log(s) decision tree decoding functions. The classical algorithms for PAC learning decision trees [EH89, Riv87, Sak93] actually handle size-s decision trees in the same amount of time, using the fact that any size-s decision tree has at least one leaf at depth at most log(s). Thus, it’s natural to ask whether our result extends to this level of generality as well. However, there are several obstacles that would have to be resolved first. First, the above PAC learning algorithms require not only n^{O(log s)} time but also n^{O(log s)} samples (for learning size-s decision trees on n variables). While O(s log n) samples suffice given n^{Ω(s)} time, no known algorithm achieves comparable sample complexity with n^{so(1)} time [KSR06, STT12]. Sparse linear regression achieves the best of both worlds (time complexity n^{O(log s)} and sample complexity O(s log n)) but only for depth-log s decision trees.

Second, even if the goal is to solve the RL problem with n^{O(log s)} time and n^{O(log s)} samples (i.e. matching the PAC learning results), a prerequisite would be solving the decision tree regression problem for size-s decision trees. Concretely, [EH89, Riv87] only work in the realizable (i.e. noiseless) PAC learning setting. These results were subsequently extended to the stochastic noise setting where the noise variance is the same at every covariate [Sak93]. However, none of these algorithms apply when each leaf of the decision tree has a different noise level (or more generally, when each leaf has an associated distribution on [0, 1], and the goal is to find a potentially improper hypothesis that approximately minimizes squared prediction error). We call this the problem of decision tree regression, and by the techniques in Appendices D and F, it can be shown to be necessary for reinforcement learning in decision tree block MDPs.

1.4 Additional related work

To our knowledge, the only works that give algorithms for (even special cases of) sparse linear MDPs while considering the question of computational efficiency are [HLSW21, ZWL23], and as previously mentioned, both make strong additional assumptions. On the other hand, there is a vast literature on sample-efficient algorithms for learning various classes of MDPs with large state spaces. Some of these classes subsume sparse linear MDPs and/or decision tree block MDPs, with no additional assumptions. Thus, it is natural to ask whether the corresponding algorithms can be made computationally efficient, without losing sample-efficiency, for our models of interest. It is also natural to ask whether simple modifications of existing algorithms for linear MDPs could be attribute-efficient (i.e. obtaining sample complexity poly(k, log d) for k-sparse d-dimensional linear MDPs) without losing computational efficiency. We discuss these various approaches and explain the obstacles to making them computationally efficient.

Global optimism frameworks. Some of the most general-purpose algorithms in theoretical RL are OLIVE [JKA^+17], GOLF [JLM21], and BiLin-UCB [DKL^+21], which apply to MDPs with low Bellman, low Bellman-Eluder dimension, and low Bilinear rank, respectively. These complexity measures scale linearly with k for k-sparse linear MDPs: in particular it follows from [AJKS22, Proposition 9.9] that the V -type Bellman rank of k-sparse linear MDPs is at most k, which implies in turn that the Bellman-Eluder dimension and Bilinear rank scale linearly with k. Thus, these works imply that k-sparse linear MDPs are statistically tractable with only poly(k, A, H, log d) samples.^3 In fact, recent work showed that the statistical complexity of GOLF can actually be bounded in terms of the coverability coefficient [XFB^+22], which gave the first statistical guarantee for learning analytically sparse linear MDPs.^4

However, this generality comes at a price. The above algorithms use the principle of global optimism, which requires optimizing over the set of all value functions within the class that approximately fit the current dataset. For sparse linear MDPs, the function class has covering number roughly d^k, and does not have nice geometric properties such as convexity, so it is unclear how one would modify OLIVE, GOLF, or BiLin-UCB to achieve time complexity better than poly(d^k) – note that in the analogous setting of sparse linear regression, this is the time complexity of the brute-force estimator.

Oracle-efficient frameworks for low-rank MDPs. In an effort to develop more practical algorithms than those relying on global optimism, a recent line of work has given “oracle-efficient” algorithms in the more concrete setting of low-rank MDPs (see [AKKS20, UZS22, CHLY23, MHKL20, MCK^+21, ZSU^+22, MFR23], which require additional structural assumptions such as block latent structure, and the more recent work [MBFR23], which solves this problem given an oracle which can solve certain max-min optimization problems). A low-rank MDP with rank k is a generalization of a linear MDP: the k-dimensional feature mapping ϕ is now unknown, but it lies in a known function class Φ, thus formalizing the problem of representation learning in RL. Any low-rank MDP with rank k has V -type Bellman rank at most k, and thus can be learned by OLIVE [JKA^+17], GOLF [JLM21], or BiLin-UCB [DKL^+21] with sample complexity poly(k, A, H, log |Φ|) (where for infinite function classes Φ, the term |Φ| can be replaced by a covering number of Φ). However, these algorithms are not oracle-efficient, because they work with Φ directly. In contrast, the recent work of [MBFR23] proposed an algorithm VOX that matches the sample complexity of these algorithms, and only accesses Φ through optimization oracles (and otherwise has time complexity poly(k, A, H)).

3See [AJKS22, Corollary 9.19], which shows that the sample complexity for learning an ϵ-optimal policy is bounded above by Õ(H^6A^2k^3ϵ^{−2}).

4This is not an explicit consequence of the results of [XFB^+22], which have sample complexity scaling with log |F|, where F is the value function class. In our setting F is the class of sparse linear functions in ϕ, which is infinite. However, typically log |F| can be replaced by the Rademacher complexity of F, which in our case is poly(k, log d).

For any known d-dimensional feature mapping ϕ, the k-sparse linear MDPs with feature mapping ϕ form a family of low-rank MDPs, where the feature class Φ is the set of k-dimensional feature mappings ϕ|_S , as S ranges over subsets of [d] of size at most k. Thus, [MBFR23] gives an oracleefficient algorithm for learning sparse linear MDPs with sample complexity poly(k, A, H, log d). However, the required oracle needs to perform proper sparse linear regression (see Line 13 of Algorithm 5 in [MBFR23]) as a key step in the representation learning subroutine, which finds a set S (of size at most k) so that the features ϕ|_S have low representation error on a class of discriminator functions. The naive way takes time scaling with (d/ϵ)^k, by iterating over an ϵ-cover of Φ.^5 Unfortunately, proper k-sparse linear regression is widely-believed to require d^{Ω(k)} time [GL20, ZWJ14].^6 To avoid this intractability, one option is to relax the representation learning subroutine to return a set of k/ϵ features that have ϵ-near optimal representation error. This approach could plausibly have a computationally efficient implementation, namely via a greedy algorithm for sparse linear regression, such as Orthogonal Matching Pursuit [CW11]. However, there is a catch: exploration given ϵ-misspecified features, where the misspecification results from the representation error, typically leads to error terms of at least ϵ · k^′ > Ω(1), where k^′ := k/ϵ denotes the dimension of the estimated features.

Earlier works on oracle-efficient RL in block/low-rank MDPs [MCK^+21, ZSU^+22] use the same representation learning subroutine and therefore encounter the same issue of compounding feature complexity. Even for decision tree block MDPs, all known learning algorithms for the decoding function – whether the classic PAC learning algorithms [EH89, Riv87, Sak93] or the sparse linear regression algorithm (induced by the embedding of decision tree block MDPs as sparse linear MDPs) – are improper learners, producing hypotheses that are either unbounded-length decision lists or dense linear combinations of subcubes, respectively. As a result, trying to make e.g., the

BRIEE algorithm [ZSU^+22] computationally efficient for decision tree MDPs still runs into the issues

discussed above.

Our algorithm circumvents this issue, explicitly achieving sample-efficiency for all ℓ_1-bounded linear MDPs (Definition 2.4), which are a natural relaxation of sparse linear MDPs. Note that unlike sparse linear MDPs, ℓ_1-bounded linear MDPs with norm bound k do not fall into the class of lowrank MDPs with rank k, so are not captured by the above works [MCK^+21, ZSU^+22, MBFR23], even ignoring computational efficiency. Avoiding the “curse of improper representation learning” as discussed above in a more general setting (beyond sparse linear MDPs) is an interesting direction for future research.

Linear MDPs, LSVI-UCB, and Eluder dimension. Since every sparse linear MDP is a linear MDP, LSVI-UCB [JYWJ20] does give a computationally efficient (i.e. poly(d, A, H)-time) algorithm for learning sparse linear MDPs. Of course the sample complexity is also poly(d, H); without the sparsity assumption, this is necessary even to have accurate regression estimates. Under the sparsity assumption, can the sample complexity be improved by replacing all instances of ridge regression in

LSVI-UCB with Lasso? Unfortunately, this seems unlikely: part of the reason that LSVI-UCB incurs

5Technically, to fully implement the required step in the representation learning subroutine, one has to combine the cover-based approach with [MCK^+21, Section 7] to perform optimization over the class of discriminator functions.

6[GL20] gives a lower bound in the Gaussian random design setting with noiseless responses, and [ZWJ14] gives a lower bound in the worst-case fixed-design setting with Gaussian noise (both lower bounds are conditional on popular worst-case complexity hypotheses). Neither of these directly address the specific flavor of sparse linear regression at stake here – proper, approximate risk minimization given noisy samples with i.i.d. covariates drawn from a distribution with bounded support – but nor are there non-trivial algorithms known for this problem.

poly(d) sample complexity is the need to bound the number of different directions of feature space that need to be explored (via the elliptic potential lemma). It is the case that k-sparse linear MDPs only have k different “important directions”, but without some form of representation learning to identify these directions, poly(d) dependence seems unavoidable. On the other hand, incorporating representation learning into LSVI-UCB would seem to lead back to the issues discussed above for low-rank MDP frameworks.

The importance of some form of representation learning for obtaining the correct sample complexity is made more explicit by considering [WSY20], which generalizes LSVI-UCB to an algorithm F-LSVI, addressing the setting of general function approximation (i.e. where Bellman backups are assumed to lie in some potentially non-linear function class F). The metric that governs the sample complexity of F-LSVI is the Eluder dimension [RVR13] of F. For the class of bounded linear functions, the Eluder dimension can be shown to be poly(d). Unfortunately, even for the class of 1-sparse bounded linear functions, the Eluder dimension is still poly(d). Thus, even ignoring computational issues, F-LSVI is not known to be sample-efficient for sparse linear MDPs.

Policy-cover approaches. As we discuss further in Section 3, our algorithm for sparse linear MDPs proceeds by iteratively learning a policy cover for each layer of the MDP. This has been done in various other settings (e.g. [GMR22, MBFR23]), but sparse linear MDPs pose unique challenges. In Appendix B we discuss why existing approaches for constructing policy covers do not suffice in our setting without incurring poly(d) sample complexity or d^k time.

Broader perspective: computationally efficient RL. Besides linear MDPs, there are very few models in theoretical RL that admit computationally and statistically efficient learning algorithms with provable guarantees and also permit large state spaces. Some examples can be found within the class of partially observable MDPs (POMDPs), which can be thought of as highly structured MDPs with an infinite state space, taken to be the space of distributions over latent states. For example, [KECM23] establishes a polynomial-time algorithm for learning mixtures of a constant number of MDPs with identical transitions [KECM23], and [GMR23, GMR22] prove a quasipolynomial-time algorithm for learning POMDPs satisfying a non-degeneracy condition on the emission distribution. Other examples include certain models with deterministic dynamics (e.g. [JKKL20, USL^+23]). As mentioned in Section 1.3, block MDPs with only a polynomial number of possible decoding functions can also be learned efficiently [MCK^+21], i.e. with time complexity poly(|A|, |S|, |Φ|) and sample complexity poly(|A|, |S|, log |Φ|). Finally, see also [DDJ22] for a tractable variant of linear MDPs.

1.5 Organization of the paper

In Section 2 we introduce all necessary notation and background, including formal definition of a sparse linear MDP, and the episodic RL interaction model. In Section 8, we formally prove that Theorem 1.1 follows from an efficient algorithm for constructing policy covers. The intervening sections are devoted our algorithms for constructing policy covers. Since the full analysis is quite technically involved, we include a complete exposition of a slightly simplified algorithm (with a much simpler analysis that nonetheless contains most of the main ideas) that works under an additional reachability assumption. Specifically:

• In Section 3 we give an overview of ExploreRchLMDP (Algorithm 5), our algorithm for constructing policy covers in a reachable sparse linear MDP. We also sketch the analysis. The complete analysis is given in Section 5.

• In Section 4, we give an overview of ExploreLMDP (Algorithm 11), our algorithm for constructing policy covers in an arbitrary sparse linear MDP. In particular, we discuss how the algorithm and analysis differ from in the reachable case. The complete analysis is given in Sections 6 and 7 (culminating in Theorem 7.15, which is used in Section 8 to prove Theorem 1.1).

2 Preliminaries

In this section, we give background on linear MDPs and the episodic RL model, and define the two special cases we will be interested in – sparse linear MDPs, and ℓ_1-bounded linear MDPs.

2.1 Linear MDPs and Episodic RL

For d ∈ N, a d-dimensional linear MDP (LMDP) M is a tuple M = (H, X , A, P^M_1 , (ϕ^M_h )_{h∈[H]}, (μ^M_{h+1})_{h∈[H−1]}, (θ^M_h )_{h∈[H]}), where H denotes the horizon, X denotes the state space, A denotes the action space, P^M_1 ∈ Δ(X ) denotes the initial state distribution, θ^M_h ∈ R^d denote the environmental reward vectors, and feature mappings ϕ^M_h : X × A → R^d , μ^M_{h+1} : X → R^d are used to define the transition distributions. Associated to the vectors θ^M_h (for h ∈ [H]) are the environmental reward functions r = (r_1, . . . , r_H ), where r_h : X × A → [0, 1] is defined by r_h(x, a) = ⟨θ^M_h , ϕ^M_h (x, a)⟩. Finally, the transitions are defined as follows: for timestep 1 ≤ h < H, states x, x^′ ∈ X and action a ∈ A, we define P^M_h (x_{h+1} = x^′|x_h = x, a_h = a) := ⟨ϕ^M_h (x, a), μ^M_{h+1}(x^′)⟩.

For notational convenience, we let P^M_h (x, a) denote the distribution (on X ) with the above density. For this distribution to be well-defined, the following properties are necessary:

• For all h ∈ [H − 1], x, x^′ ∈ X , a ∈ A, it holds that ⟨ϕ^M_h (x, a), μ^M_{h+1}(x^′)⟩ ≥ 0.

• For all h ∈ [H − 1], x ∈ X , a ∈ A, it holds that ∑ x^′∈X ⟨ϕ^Mh (x, a), μ^Mh+1(x ′)⟩ = 1. Episodic RL access model. We assume that our learning algorithm can interact with its environment in episodes, and that the environment is specified by a linear MDP M = (H, X , A, P_1, (ϕ_h)_{h∈[H]}, (μ_{h+1})_{h∈[H−1]}, (θ_h)_{h∈[H]}). Concretely, a single episode proceeds as follows. First, a state x_1 ∼ P_1 is drawn and observed. At each step 1 ≤ h ≤ H, the algorithm chooses an action a_h, and observes reward r_h = r_h(x_h, a_h) = ⟨θ_h, ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)⟩.^7 If h < H, then a new state x_{h+1} ∼ P_h(x_h, a_h) is drawn and observed. As is standard in the linear MDP setting, we assume that the mappings (ϕ^M_h )_h are known (i.e. for any x ∈ X , a ∈ A, and h ∈ [H], the algorithm can query ϕ_h(x, a)) but the mappings (μ^M_{h+1})_h are unknown.

7As in [JYWJ20], we assume (for notational simplicity) that rewards are deterministic, but our results extend unchanged to the setting where the reward is a random variable on [0, 1] with mean r_h(x_h, a_h).

It is typical in the literature to make some assumptions on the norms of the feature mappings ϕ^M_h , μ^M_{h+1}. Definition 2.1 below gives one such assumption, which requires boundedness of the ℓ_∞ norms of the features.^8

Definition 2.1. Let B > 0. We say that a linear MDP M = (H, X , A, P_1, (ϕ_h)_h, (μ_{h+1})_h, (θ_h)_h) is a bounded linear MDP with bound B if for all h ∈ [H], x, x^′ ∈ X , and a ∈ A, it holds that ‖ϕ_h(x, a)‖_∞ ≤ 1 and ‖θ_h‖_∞ ≤ B, and for all h ∈ [H − 1] it holds that ∑ x^′∈X ‖μh+1(x ′)‖_∞ ≤ B. Remark 2.2. Prior works [JYWJ20, AJZ22] claim to rely on only the weaker assumption that ‖∑ x^′∈X μh+1(x ′) ‖ ∞ ≤ B rather than ∑ x^′∈X ‖μh+1(x ′)‖_∞ ≤ B. However, this claim is incorrect;

their proofs actually require the above stronger condition (see Lemma B.1 in [JYWJ20], which is implicitly cited in [AJZ22] to show that linear MDPs are complete under linear function approximation with bounded weights).

2.2 Sparse linear MDPs and ℓ_1-bounded linear MDPs

Definition 2.3 below formalizes the definition of a sparse linear MDP: it simply requires that the MDP be a bounded linear MDP (as per Definition 2.1) in a small subset of unknown features.

Definition 2.3. Let d, k, B ∈ N. We say that a d-dimensional linear MDP M = (H, X , A, P_1, (ϕ_h)_h, (μ_{h+1})_h, (θ_h)_h) is a k-sparse linear MDP (k-SLMDP) with bound B if there is an (unknown) set S ⊆ [d] of size |S| ≤ k such that:

• supp(μ_{h+1}(x^′)) ⊆ S for all h ∈ [H − 1] and x^′ ∈ X , and

• supp(θ_h) ⊆ S for all h ∈ [H].

Moreover, we require that for all h ∈ [H], x, x^′ ∈ X , a ∈ A, it holds that ‖ϕ_h(x, a)‖_∞ ≤ 1 and ‖θ_h‖_∞ ≤ B and for all h ∈ [H − 1], it holds that ∑ x^′∈X ‖μh+1(x ′)‖_∞ ≤ B. We omitted the norm bound B in Theorem 8.1 for simplicity; to be fully precise, one may think of the guarantee of Theorem 8.1 as applying whenever B = poly(k).

Our formal (and most general) guarantees require making an additional definition. This is because our algorithms will actually apply in the (strictly more general) setting of “analytic sparsity”, which we also refer to as the setting of ℓ_1-bounded linear MDPs:

Definition 2.4 (“analytically sparse” / ℓ_1-bounded linear MDPs). Let C_{nrm} ≥ 1. We say that a d-dimensional linear MDP M = (H, X , A, P_1, (ϕ_h)_h, (μ_{h+1})_h, (θ_h)_h) with feature mappings (ϕ^M_h )_h and (μ^M_{h+1})_h is a ℓ_1-bounded linear MDP with bound C_{nrm} if for all h ∈ [H], x, x^′ ∈ X , and a ∈ A, it holds that ‖ϕ_h(x, a)‖_∞ ≤ 1 and ‖θ_h‖_1 ≤ C_{nrm}, and for all h ∈ [H − 1], it holds that ∑ x^′∈X ‖μh+1(x ′)‖_1 ≤ C_{nrm}.

In particular, a k-sparse linear MDP with ℓ_∞ bound B is immediately an ℓ_1-bounded linear MDP with bound kB.

8It is somewhat more standard to require that the ℓ2 norm be bounded (as in [JYWJ20, AJZ22]), but due to equivalence of the ℓ2, ℓ∞ norms, assuming that ℓ∞ norms be bounded only changes the results in [JYWJ20, AJZ22] by a poly(d) factor.

2.3 Policies and value functions

For any state space X and action space A, a (randomized Markovian) policy π = (π_h)^H_{h=1} is a collection of mappings π_h : X → Δ(A); we let Π denote the set of randomized Markovian policies. Any policy π and MDP M = (H, X , A, P_1, (ϕ^M_h )_h, (μ^M_{h+1})_h, (θ^M_h )_h) together define a distribution over trajectories (x_1, a_1, r_1, x_2, . . . , x_H , a_H , r_H ) as follows: first, we draw x_1 ∼ P^M_1 (·). Then, for 1 ≤ h ≤ H, we draw a_h ∼ π_h(x_h) and observe r_h ∈ [0, 1] with r_h = ⟨ϕ^M_h (x_h, a_h), θ^M_h ⟩. If h < H, we then draw x_{h+1} ∼ P^M_h (·|x_h, a_h). Let H_H denote the set of trajectories. For a (possibly vectorvalued) function f : H_H → R^k we will often write

E^{M,π} [f(x_1, a_1, r_1, . . . , x_H , a_H , r_H )]

to denote the expectation of f over trajectories (x_1, a_1, r_1, . . . , x_H , a_H , r_H ) drawn from M under policy π. Similarly, for a subset E ⊆ H_H we may write Pr^{M,π} [E] to denote Pr[(x_1, a_1, r_1, . . . , x_H , a_H , r_H ) ∈ E] where (x_1, a_1, r_1, . . . , x_H , a_H , r_H ) is drawn from M under policy π.

Definition 2.5 (Q-functions and V -functions). For any MDP M = (H, X , A, P_1, (ϕ_h)_h, (μ_{h+1})_h, (θ_h)_h), policy π ∈ Π, and collection of reward functions r = (r_1, . . . , r_H ) where r_h : X × A → [0, 1] for h ∈ [H] (which may or may not be the environmental reward functions), we define Q^{M,π,r}_1 , . . . , Q^{M,π,r}_H : X × A → R and V^{M,π,r}_1 , . . . , V^{M,π,r}_{H+1} : X → R by backwards induction as follows. First, V^{M,π,r}_{H+1} = 0. Then for h = H, . . . , 1, we define

Q^{M,π,r}_h (x, a) := r_h(x, a) + E^{M,π} [V^{M,π,r}_{h+1} (x_{h+1})|x_h = x, a_h = a] and V^{M,π,r} h (x) := E_{a∼πh (x)}Q^{M,π,r}_h (x, a). For convenience, we also write Q^{M,π}_h and V^{M,π}_h to denote Q^{M,π,r}_h and V^{M,π,r}_h respectively, when r denotes the environmental reward functions for M.

Lemma 2.6. For any ℓ_1-bounded d-dimensional linear MDP M = (H, X , A, P_1, (ϕ_h)_h, (μ_{h+1})_h, (θ_h)_h) with bound C_{nrm} ≥ 1, policy π ∈ Π, and vectors θ^′_1, . . . , θ^′_H ∈ R^d , define r = (r_1, . . . , r_H ) by r_h(x, a) := ⟨ϕ^M_h (x, a), θ^′_h⟩. Then for every 1 ≤ h ≤ H there is some v_h ∈ R^d such that Q^{M,π,r}_h (x, a) = ⟨ϕ^M_h (x, a), v_h⟩ for all x ∈ X , a ∈ A, and ‖v_h‖_1 ≤ C_{nrm} · ∑_H k=h ‖θ^′_k‖_1. Proof. When h = H we can set v_h := θ^′_H . When h < H, we have by Definition 2.5 that

Q^{M,π,r}_h (x, a) = r_h(x, a) + E^{M,π} [V^{M,π,r}_{h+1} (x_{h+1})|x_h = x, a_h = a] = ⟨ϕ_h(x, a), θ^′_h⟩ + ∑ x^′∈X ⟨ϕ_h(x, a), μ_{h+1}(x^′)⟩ · V^{M,π,r}_{h+1} (x^′)

= ⟨ ϕ_h(x, a), θ^′_h + ∑ x^′∈X V^{M,π,r} h+1 (x^′)μ_{h+1}(x^′) ⟩ .

Setting v_h := θ^′_h + ∑ x^′∈X V M,π,r h+1 (x^′)μ_{h+1}(x^′), the bound ‖v_h‖_1 ≤ C_{nrm} ∑_H k=h ‖θ^′_k‖_1 follows from the fact that |V^{M,π,r}_{h+1} (x^′)| ≤ ∑_H k=h+1 ‖θ ′ k‖_1 for all x^′ ∈ X , and ∑ x^′∈X ‖μk+1(x ′)‖_1 ≤ C_{nrm}, and C_{nrm} ≥ 1.

A similar argument (using the fact that the environmental rewards lie in [0, 1] almost surely) gives the following lemma:

Lemma 2.7. For any ℓ_1-bounded d-dimensional linear MDP M = (H, X , A, P_1, (ϕ_h)_h, (μ_{h+1})_h, (θ_h)_h) with bound C_{nrm} ≥ 1, and policy π ∈ Π. Then for every 1 ≤ h ≤ H there is some v_h ∈ R^d such that Q^{M,π}_h (x, a) = ⟨ϕ^M_h (x, a), v_h⟩ for all x ∈ X , a ∈ A, and ‖v_h‖_1 ≤ C_{nrm}H.

Proof. The vectors v_h are defined as in Lemma 2.6. The bound on v_h follows from the fact that |V^{M,π}_{h+1} (x^′)| ≤ H − h for all x^′ ∈ X together with the assumptions that ∑ x^′∈X ‖μk+1(x ′)‖_1 ≤ C_{nrm} and ‖θ_h‖_1 ≤ C_{nrm}.

2.4 Additional notation

Definition 2.8 (Compositions of policies). For policies π, π^′ ∈ Π and h ∈ [H + 1], we let π ∘_h π^′ denote the policy which follows π up to step h − 1, and then follows π^′ at step h and thereafter. In particular, π ∘_1 π^′ = π^′, and π ∘_{H+1} π^′ = π.

Definition 2.9 (Visitation distribution). For an MDP M, policy π, and step h ∈ [H], we define the state visitation density by d^{M,π}_h : X → [0, 1] by d^{M,π}_h (x) = Pr^{M,π} [x_h = x]. Overloading the notation, we also define the state-action visitation density by d^{M,π}_h (x, a) = Pr^{M,π} [x_h = x, a_h = a].

Definition 2.10 (Average feature vector). Let M = (H, X , A, P_1, (ϕ^M_h )_h, (μ^M_{h+1})_h, (θ^M_h )_h) be a linear MDP. For h ∈ [H] and x ∈ X , we define

ϕ^{M,avg}_h (x) := 1 |A| ∑ a∈A ϕ^M_h (x, a).

Sampling a trajectory. For a policy π, we write (x_1, a_1, r_1, . . . , a_H , r_H ) ∼ π in our algorithms to denote that the algorithm interacts with the MDP for an episode, following policy π, and observes (x_1, a_1, r_1, . . . , a_H , r_H ). For a set of policies Ψ ⊂ Π, we write (x_1, a_1, r_1, . . . , a_H , r_H ) ∼ unif(Ψ) to denote that the algorithm draws a policy π ∼ Ψ and then follows policy π. Finally, we will sometimes use the notation (x_1, a_1, r_1, . . . , a_H , r_H ) ∼ unif(Ψ) ∘_h unif(A) ∘_{h+1} π^′. This denotes that the algorithm draws a policy π ∼ Ψ, and then follows the composition policy π ∘_h unif(A) ∘_{h+1} π^′ (which takes a uniformly random action at step h).

Implicit superscripts. When the MDP M is clear from context (e.g. in Section 3 and Section 5), we may omit the superscripts of M in P^M_h , E^{M,π} , Pr^{M,π} , d^{M,π}_h ; in such cases we are always referring to the MDP that the learning algorithm has sample access to.

3 Technical Overview I: H = 1 & reachable case

Throughout Section 3 and Section 5, we let M = (H, X , A, P_1, (ϕ_h)_h, (μ_{h+1})_h, (θ_h)_h) refer to the ℓ_1-bounded d-dimensional linear MDP (Definition 2.4), with ℓ_1-bound C_{nrm} ≥ 1, that the learning algorithm has sample access to. Thus, the feature mappings for M are denoted by ϕ_1, . . . , ϕ_H : X × A → R^d and μ_2, . . . , μ_H : X → R^d (for notational purposes, we will later implicitly extend these mappings to d + 1 dimensions and a slightly larger state space – see Section 6.2). The average feature vector at step h and state x is denoted by ϕ^{avg}_h (x). We assume that the ℓ_1-bound C_{nrm} is known.

As observed after Definition 2.4, any k-sparse linear MDP with norm bound B is immediately an ℓ_1-bounded linear MDP with ℓ_1-bound C_{nrm} := kB. Our goal is to learn a near-optimal policy in M, using only poly(C_{nrm}, A, H, log(d)) samples and poly(d, A, H) time.

3.1 The case H = 1

Since sparse linear regression exhibits an apparent computational/statistical tradeoff in some regimes, it may not be immediately apparent why we could hope that learning in sparse linear MDPs (let alone ℓ_1-bounded linear MDPs) is both statistically and computationally tractable. We start by explaining why this is possible in the simplest case, where the horizon has length 1 (i.e. the contextual bandits case). The key is the assumption (indirectly made in Definition 2.3 and directly made in Definition 2.4) that the unknown reward vector θ_1 has bounded ℓ_1 norm. As a result, we can apply the “slow rate” error guarantees for Lasso, which hold regardless of covariate distribution.

Concretely, when H = 1, an episode proceeds as follows. First, a state x ∼ P_1 is drawn and observed. Next, the algorithm chooses an action a ∈ A (and may query ϕ_1(x, a)). Finally, the reward r = ⟨ϕ_1(x, a), θ_1⟩ is independently sampled and observed.

Suppose that the algorithm interacts for N = Θ(C^4_{nrm}A^2ϵ^{−4} log d) episodes, and in each episode plays a uniformly random action, obtaining trajectories (x^i, a^i, r^i)^N_{i=1}. Estimating θ_1 from the samples (ϕ_1(x^i, a^i), r^i)^N_{i=1} is exactly the problem of (noiseless) sparse linear regression. In particular, ordinary least squares would be inconsistent since N ≪ d. But by standard guarantees (see e.g. Corollary A.3), since ‖θ_1‖_1 ≤ C_{nrm}, the constrained Lasso estimator

θ̂ := arg min θ∈R^d:‖θ‖_1≤C_{nrm} N∑ i=1 ( ⟨ϕ_1(x^i, a^i), θ⟩ − r^i )_2

satisfies, with high probability, that E_{(x,a)∼P1 ×unif(A)}⟨ϕ_1(x, a), θ̂ − θ_1⟩^2 ≲ C^2_{nrm} √ log(d) √ N ≤ ϵ^2 A . Summing over all actions, it follows that θ̂ and θ_1 are close under the covariate distribution induced by any policy:

max_{π∈Π} E_{x∼P1} ⟨ϕ_1(x, π(x)), θ̂ − θ_1⟩^2 ≤ E_{x∼P1} ∑ a∈A ⟨ϕ_1(x, a), θ̂ − θ_1⟩^2 ≤ ϵ^2.

It then follows straightforwardly that the policy π̂ defined by π̂(x) := arg max_{a∈A}⟨ϕ_1(x, a), θ̂⟩ is at most O(ϵ)-suboptimal compared to the optimal policy π^⋆(x) := arg max_{a∈A}⟨ϕ_1(x, a), θ_1⟩.

Remark 3.1. The sample complexity dependence on C_{nrm} could be improved in the above argument, by employing more sophisticated generalization bounds than those stated in Appendix A.1 (see e.g. [SST10]). However, in the setting of general H we will pay factors of C_{nrm} in the sample complexity for many other reasons, so we will not seek to optimize the polynomial dependence.

3.2 General H: the challenge of exploration

When H = 1 (or more generally, when H is a constant), reinforcement learning tends to be much simpler, because the policy π_{unif} that takes a uniformly random action at every step has the following exploratory property: no policy can visit a state too much more often than π_{unif}. However, as H increases, this form of random exploration becomes less useful. Any reinforcement learning algorithm that avoids exponential sample complexity must perform more directed exploration of the state space. Over the years, two paradigms have emerged to perform this task: optimism, which adds confidence bonuses to value function estimates to encourage exploration of unvisited states (e.g., [JYWJ20]), and policy cover-based approaches, which explicitly construct sets of policies to explore as many “regions” of state space as possible (e.g., [GMR22]). Our algorithm follows the latter of these approaches, constructing a policy cover at each step h = 1, . . . , H.

Before formalizing our definition of a policy cover, we make a simplifying assumption. Specifically, for the remainder of Section 3, we will assume that the MDP is reachable, as defined below. We will show how to remove this assumption in Part II of the technical overview (Section 4). Most of the algorithmic ideas already show up in the reachable case, but the analysis in the general case is significantly more technical.

Definition 3.2. Let η ∈ (0, 1). We say that the MDP M is η-reachable if for all h ∈ [H − 1] and x ∈ X , it holds that

max_{π∈Π} d^{M,π}_{h+1}(x) ≥ η · ‖μ_{h+1}(x)‖_1.

Reachability dictates that for each state x at step h + 1, there is some policy π visiting x with sufficiently large probability, as a function of ‖μ_{h+1}(x)‖_1; note that we must necessarily have max_{π∈Π} d^{M,π}_{h+1}(x) ≤ ‖μ_{h+1}(x)‖_1, since ‖ϕ_h(x, a)‖_∞ ≤ 1 for all x, a.

We now define our notion of a policy cover (for the reachable case).

Definition 3.3. Let α ∈ (0, 1). We say that a collection of policies Ψ ⊂ Π is an α-approximate policy cover at step h ∈ [H] if for all x ∈ X , 1 |Ψ| ∑ π^′∈Ψ d^{M,π′}_h (x) ≥ α · max_{π∈Π} d^{M,π}_h (x). (1)

Once we have a policy cover Ψ_h for each step h ∈ [H], we can find a near-optimal policy for the MDP via the Policy Search by Dynamic Programming (PSDP) algorithm (Algorithm 13). Algorithm 13 is a variant of the standard PSDP algorithm [BKSN03] that uses ℓ_1-regularized least squares rather than ordinary least squares to achieve sample complexity polynomial in C_{nrm} (and 1/α) rather than in d.

Lemma 3.4 (PSDP; special case of Lemma 8.2). There is a sufficiently large C > 0 so that the following holds. Fix α, δ ∈ (0, 1), and suppose we are given Ψ_1, . . . , Ψ_H ⊂ Π, so that each Ψ_h is an α-approximate policy cover at step h (per Definition 3.3). Then for any n ∈ N (denoting the sample complexity), PSDPrew(Ψ_{1:H} , n) (Algorithm 13) outputs a policy π̂ that, with probability 1−δ, satisfies

V^{M,π̂}_1 (x_1) ≥ max_{π∈Π} V^{M,π}_1 (x_1) −

C8.2C_{nrm}H^2 √ A log^{1/4}(Hd/δ) αn^{1/4} . (2)

The outstanding challenge is how to efficiently construct a policy cover Ψ_{h+1} at step h + 1, given policy covers Ψ_{1:h} at steps 1, . . . , h. Via a slight variant of Lemma 3.4, we can use Ψ_{1:h} to efficiently (approximately) optimize E^{M,π} ⟨ϕ_h(x_h, a_h), θ⟩ over policies π ∈ Π for any fixed θ ∈ R^d . Leveraging this fact, a natural approach is to construct a cover Ψ_{h+1} by adaptively choosing “unexplored” directions θ ∈ R^d , and for each such θ, adding to Ψ_{h+1} a policy π^{(θ)} that maximizes E^{M,π(θ)} ⟨ϕ_h(x_h, a_h), θ⟩. A key question is how to choose the directions θ, and in particular, how to formalize the notion of what it means for a direction θ to be “unexplored”. There are several natural approaches for this question which are considered in prior work, including the use of barycentric spanners [GMR22, MBFR23] and various approaches to adapt them to the setting of sparse linear MDPs, such as representation learning [MBFR23]. However, there are issues with making these approaches computationally efficient. The main difficulty is that we need the parameter α in (1) to scale with 1/C_{nrm} rather than 1/d, in order for PSDP to be sample-efficient at subsequent steps. For the purposes of intuition, this is roughly equivalent to needing that the Ψ_{h+1} is fairly small, i.e. |Ψ_{h+1}| scales with C_{nrm} rather than d.

As we discuss further in Appendix B, in the general case of ℓ_1-bounded linear MDPs (Definition 2.4), all of the approaches from prior work do not even certify that there exists a small cover Ψ_{h+1}, let alone addressing the question of how to efficiently construct such a cover. In Section 3.3, we discuss how to prove that there exists a small policy cover in ℓ_1-bounded linear MDPs. Subsequently, in Sections 3.4 and 3.5, we discuss how such a cover can be found efficiently.

3.3 Why does a small policy cover exist?

As discussed above, at the very least we need an existential proof that there is some policy cover Ψ_{h+1} of size scaling with C_{nrm} rather than d. If the features (μ_{h+1}(x) : x ∈ X ) are truly sparse, with a common support U of size C_{nrm}, existence of such a cover follows from the existence of a barycentric spanner for the C_{nrm}-dimensional polytope {E^{M,π} [ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)_U ] : π ∈ Π}. However, under the weaker assumption that ∑ x∈X ‖μ_{h+1}(x)‖_1 ≤ C_{nrm}, this argument no longer works.

Instead, we describe, in Construction 1, a procedure that generates a cover of size O(C_{nrm}) for (reachable) ℓ_1-bounded linear MDPs with norm bound C_{nrm}. The construction maintains a set of states that have not been covered so far. At every step, it computes the policy that maximizes the probability of reaching one of these uncovered states. If this probability is small, the procedure terminates. Otherwise, the policy is added to the cover and the procedure repeats. We remark in passing that Construction 1 can be modified to work more generally for (non-linear) MDPs which have a bounded coverability coefficient, as defined in [XFB^+22], using the equivalence of coverability coefficient and the notion of cumulative reachability [XFB^+22, Lemma 3].

To be clear, Construction 1 is not implementable, let alone computationally efficient, as stated, since it requires knowledge of the μ_{h+1}(x) vectors. However, it will motivate our final computationally efficient algorithm.

The following lemma states the guarantee of Construction 1.

Lemma 3.5. Fix h ∈ [H − 1] and ξ > 0. The outputs Ψ^{apx}_{h+1} ⊂ Π and B ⊆ X of the algorithm

IdealGreedyCover(M, h, C_{nrm}, ξ) have the property that |Ψ^{apx}_{h+1}| ≤ 2C_{nrm}/ξ, and moreover for all

π ∈ Π, 1. Pr^{M,π}[x_{h+1} ∈ B] < ξ.

2. For all x ∈ X \ B there is some π^′ ∈ Ψ^{apx}_{h+1} such that d^{M,π′}_{h+1} (x) ≥^ξ_{2Cnrm} d^{M,π}_{h+1}(x).

Construction 1 IdealGreedyCover(M, h, C_{nrm}, ξ): Idealized Policy Cover Construction 1: Initialize Ψ^{apx}_{h+1} = ∅ and B_1 = X , and t = 1. 2: repeat 3: Set μ^{res,t} ← ∑ x∈B_t μh+1(x). 4: Choose π^t ∈ arg max_{π∈Π} E^{M,π} ⟨ϕ_h(x_h, a_h), μ^{res,t}⟩.

5: Break if E^{M,πt} ⟨ϕ_h(x_h, a_h), μ^{res,t}⟩ < ξ. Otherwise, add π^t to Ψ^{apx}_{h+1}. 6: Set G_t ← {x ∈ B_t : E^{M,πt} ⟨ϕ_h(x_h, a_h), μ^{res,t}⟩ ≥^ξ_{2Cnrm} · ‖μ_{h+1}(x)‖_1}. 7: Set B_{t+1} ← B_t \ G_t and t ← t + 1. 8: B ← B_t.

9: return Ψ^{apx}_{h+1}, B.

Proof. The first claim is immediate from the Break condition in the construction: by definition of μ^{res,t}, π^t is a policy that maximizes Pr^{M,π}[x_{h+1} ∈ B_t]. The second claim is similarly immediate from the definition of G_t. It remains to bound |Ψ^{apx}_{h+1}|. For this, note that for every π^t added to Ψ^{apx}_{h+1}, on the one hand Pr^{M,πt} [x_{h+1} ∈ B_t] ≥ ξ, and on the other hand Pr^{M,πt} [x_{h+1} ∈ B_t \ G_t] ≤ ξ 2C_{nrm} ∑ x∈G_t ‖μh+1(x)‖1 ≤ ξ 2 . Thus ∑ x∈G_t ‖μh+1(x)‖1 ≥ Pr M,π^t [x h+1 ∈ G_t] ≥^ξ_2 . But the sets G_1, G_2, · · · ⊆ X are disjoint and ∑ x∈X ‖μ_{h+1}(x)‖_1 ≤ C_{nrm}, so it must be that t ≤ 2C_{nrm}/ξ.

The set Ψ^{apx}_{h+1} is not quite a policy cover at step h + 1 in the sense of Definition 3.3, since there is a set B of potentially uncovered states. However, if M is η-reachable and ξ ≪ η, then we can get a policy cover at step h + 2:

Lemma 3.6. In the setting of Lemma 3.5, if ξ ≤ η/(2A), then the set

Ψ_{h+2} := {π^′ ∘_{h+1} unif(A) : π^′ ∈ Ψ^{apx}_{h+1}} (3)

is an α-approximate policy cover at step h + 2.

Proof of Lemma 3.6. For any state x^′ ∈ X , let π ∈ Π be the policy that maximizes d^{M,π}_{h+2}(x^′). We have that 1 A d^{M,π}_{h+2}(x^′) ≤ d^{M,π∘h+1unif(A)} h+2 (x^′)

= E^{M,π∘h+1 unif(A)}⟨ϕ_{h+1}(x_{h+1}, a_{h+1}), μ_{h+2}(x^′)⟩ = ∑ x∈X d^{M,π}_{h+1}(x) · ⟨ϕ^{avg}_{h+1}(x, a), μ_{h+2}(x^′)⟩ = ∑ x∈B d^{M,π}_{h+1}(x) · ⟨ϕ^{avg}_{h+1}(x), μ_{h+2}(x^′)⟩ + ∑ x∈X \B d^{M,π}_{h+1}(x) · ⟨ϕ^{avg}_{h+1}(x), μ_{h+2}(x^′)⟩.

By the first claim of Lemma 3.5, the first term is at most ξ · sup_{x∈B} |⟨ϕ^{avg}_{h+1}(x), μ_{h+2}(x^′)⟩| ≤ ξ · ‖μ_{h+2}(x^′)‖_1. By the second claim of the lemma and the fact that |Ψ^{apx}_{h+1}| ≤ 2C_{nrm}/ξ, we can bound the second term as ∑ x∈X \B d^{M,π}_{h+1}(x) · ⟨ϕ^{avg}_{h+1}(x), μ_{h+2}(x^′)⟩ ≤

4C^2_{nrm} ξ^2 · 1 |Ψ^{apx}_{h+1}| ∑ π^′∈Ψ^{apx}_{h+1} ∑ x∈X \B d^{M,π′}_{h+1} (x) · ⟨ϕ^{avg}_{h+1}(x), μ_{h+2}(x^′)⟩ (4)

≤ 4C^2_{nrm}

ξ^2 · 1 |Ψ^{apx}_{h+1}| ∑ π^′∈Ψ^{apx}_{h+1} ∑ x∈X d^{M,π′}_{h+1} (x) · ⟨ϕ^{avg}_{h+1}(x), μ_{h+2}(x^′)⟩

= 4C^2_{nrm}

ξ^2 · 1 |Ψ^{apx}_{h+1}| ∑ π^′∈Ψ^{apx}_{h+1} d^{M,π′∘h+1unif(A)} h+2 (x^′).

Thus, summing the two bounds and using the definition of Ψ_{h+2}, we get that 1 A d^{M,π}_{h+2}(x^′) ≤ ξ · ‖ ‖μ_{h+2}(x^′) ‖ ‖_1 + 4C^{2nrm} ξ^2 · 1 |Ψ_{h+2}| ∑ π^′∈Ψ_{h+2}

d^{M,π′}_{h+2} (x^′). (5)

So long as ξ ≤ η/(2A), we get from η-reachability that ξ · ‖μ_{h+2}(x^′)‖_1 ≤^1_{2A} d^{M,π}_{h+2}(x^′). Thus, d^{M,π}_{h+2}(x^′) ≤ 8C^2_{nrm}A ξ^2 · 1 |Ψ_{h+2}| ∑ π^′∈Ψ_{h+2} d^{M,π′}_{h+2} (x^′),

so Ψ_{h+2} is an α-policy cover (Definition 3.3) with α = 8C^2_{nrm}A/ξ^2.

3.4 Making the construction efficient

There are two glaring issues with the construction of Ψ^{apx}_{h+1}, Ψ_{h+2} described above. First, it requires iterating over all states x ∈ X . Second, it requires access to the features μ_{h+1}(x), which are unknown to the algorithm. To overcome these issues, we implement an analogue of IdealGreedyCover that works with a smaller set of simulated feature vectors. In particular, Algorithm 2 gives a computationally-efficient and sample-efficient algorithm GreedyCover that takes as input a set of m vectors μ̂^1_{h+1}, . . . , μ̂^m_{h+1} ∈ R^d , which are to be interpreted as a sort of simulation of the set of true feature vectors {μ_{h+1}(x) : x ∈ X } at step h + 1.

Just like IdealGreedyCover, this algorithm maintains a set of “uncovered” vectors indexed by B_t ⊆ [m], and repeatedly computes a policy π^t (Line 4) that approximately optimizes in the direction μ^{res,t} = ∑ j∈B_t μ̂ j h+1, this time using the efficient PSDP algorithm (Algorithm 6). In Line 5, it uses the efficient FeatureEstimation algorithm (Algorithm 7) to compute an estimate ϕ̂^t_h of the expected feature vector E^{M,πt} [ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)] at step h under π^t. The estimate ϕ̂^t_h is in turn used to add indices to the set G_t of explored vectors (Line 7). Apart from statistical errors resulting from the use of PSDP and FeatureEstimation, the guarantees of GreedyCover are analogous to those of

IdealGreedyCover. In particular, we have the following:

Lemma 3.7 (Informal version of Lemma 5.12). Suppose that ∑_m j=1 ‖ ‖μ̂^j_{h+1} ‖ ‖_1 ≤ Cempnrm. Then, with high probability, the output (Ψ^{apx}_{h+1}, B, π_{final}) of GreedyCover satisfies |Ψ^{apx}_{h+1}| ≤ 2C_{empnrm}/ξ, as well as the following conditions for all π ∈ Π: 1. ∑ j∈B ⟨ E^{M,π} [ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)], μ̂^j_{h+1} ⟩ ≤ 3ξ/2. 2. For all j ∈ [m] \ B, there is some π^′ ∈ Ψ^{apx}_{h+1} so that ⟨E^{π′} [ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)], μ̂^j_{h+1}⟩ ≥^ξ_{4Cempnrm} · ⟨E^π [ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)], μ̂^j_{h+1}⟩.

Algorithm 2 GreedyCover(h, (μ̂_{h+1})^m_{j=1}, ξ, C_{empnrm}, Ψ_{1:h}, N): Policy Cover Construction

Require:

Step h ∈ [H]; target rewards μ̂^1_{h+1}, . . . , μ̂^m_{h+1}; tolerance ξ > 0; empirical norm parameter C_{empnrm} ∈ R; policy covers Ψ_1, . . . , Ψ_h; sample complexity N (per call to PSDP and FeatureEstimation).

1: Initialize Ψ^{apx}_{h+1} = ∅ and B_1 = [m], and t = 1. 2: repeat 3: Set μ^{res,t} ← ∑ j∈B_t μ̂ j h+1.

4: Choose π^t ← PSDP(h, μ^{res,t}, Ψ_{1:h−1}, N). ▷ See Algorithm 6 for PSDP. 5: Set ϕ̂^t_h ← FeatureEstimation(h, π^t, N). ▷ See Algorithm 7 for FeatureEstimation. 6: Break if ⟨ϕ̂^t_h, μ^{res,t}⟩ < ξ. Otherwise, add π^t to Ψ^{apx}_{h+1}. 7: Set G_t ← { j ∈ B_t : ⟨ϕ̂^t_h, μ̂^j_{h+1}⟩ ≥ (ξ/(2C_{empnrm})) · ‖μ̂^j_{h+1}‖_1 } . 8: Set B_{t+1} ← B_t \ G_t and t ← t + 1.

9: Set π_{final} ← π^t.

10: Return: Intermediate policy cover Ψ^{apx}_{h+1}, the sets B := B_t, G := [m] \ B_t, and final policy π_{final}.

That is, for fixed h, given a set of m target reward vectors μ̂^j_{h+1} (for j ∈ [m]) with total ℓ_1 norm at most C_{empnrm}, we can construct a set of 2C_{empnrm}/ξ policies that approximately optimize most of these rewards. At first glance, it may seem that there is a much simpler way of obtaining such a guarantee: optimize each vector μ̂^j_{h+1} independently. However, the fact that GreedyCover yields only 2C_{empnrm}/ξ polices, as opposed to m policies, as the simpler approach would ensure, will prove crucial in the downstream analysis (we will have m ≫ 2C_{empnrm}/ξ).

Of course, the challenge remains of finding a small set of vectors {μ̂^1_{h+1}, . . . , μ̂^m_{h+1}} that somehow “simulates” the MDP M sufficiently well for the guarantee of Lemma 3.7 to be useful. However, the insights from the inefficient construction in the previous section – in particular, using Ψ_{h+1} to construct a policy cover for step h + 2, rather than directly trying to cover step h + 1– provide a blueprint for the properties that we need {μ̂^1_{h+1}, . . . , μ̂^m_{h+1}} to satisfy.

An emulator for the MDP. We wish to show that the guarantee of Lemma 3.7 implies that the output of GreedyCover yields a policy cover for M, in a similar way that Lemma 3.6 uses Lemma 3.5 to guarantee that the output of IdealGreedyCover yields a policy cover of M. The key step in the proof of Lemma 3.6 (see (4)) uses the guarantee of IdealGreedyCover to obtain that, for any π ∈ Π and x^′ ∈ X , we have ∑ x∈X ⟨E^{M,π} [ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)], μ_{h+1}(x)⟩ · ⟨ϕ^{avg}_{h+1}(x), μ_{h+2}(x^′)⟩

≲ 4C^2_{nrm}

ξ^2

· E_π′_{∼unif(Ψ}apx_{h+1)} ∑ x∈X ⟨E^{M,π′} [ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)], μ_{h+1}(x)⟩ · ⟨ϕ^{avg}_{h+1}(x), μ_{h+2}(x^′)⟩, (6)

where the ≲ ignores additive error terms arising from the “bad” set B. For context, we note that the left-hand side is bounded below by^1_A · d^{M,π}_{h+2}(x^′), and the right-hand side is bounded above by

4C^2_{nrm}

ξ^2 E π^′ ∼unif(Ψ^{apx}_{h+1})d M,π′∘h+1unif(A) h+2 (x^′), so (6) establishes that, up to error terms, we obtain the desired cover property.

If we instead use GreedyCover, we cannot obtain a guarantee in terms of the true vectors μ̂_{h+1}(x); instead, we can show that for any states x̃^1, . . . , x̃^m ∈ X , ∑ j∈[m] ⟨E^{M,π} [ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)], μ̂^j_{h+1}⟩ · ⟨ϕ^{avg}_{h+1}(x̃^j ), μ_{h+2}(x^′)⟩

≲ 8C^2_{nrm} ξ^2

· E_π′_{∼unif(Ψ}apx_{h+1)} ∑ j∈[m] ⟨E^{M,π′} [ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)], μ̂^j_{h+1}⟩ · ⟨ϕ^{avg}_{h+1}(x̃^j ), μ_{h+2}(x^′)⟩. (7)

Our goal is to choose the feature vectors μ̂^j_{h+1}, as well as the states x̃^j , so that validity of (6) for any policy π is equivalent to validity of (7) for π, up to small error terms. This will be the case if the vectors {μ̂^1_{h+1}, . . . , μ̂^m_{h+1}} and states {x̃^1, . . . , x̃^m} are chosen so as to satisfy that for all policies π ∈ Π, the following discrepancy is small: ‖ ‖ ‖ ∑ x∈X ⟨E^{M,π} [ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)], μ_{h+1}(x)⟩ · ϕ^{avg}_{h+1}(x) − m∑ j=1 ⟨E^{M,π} [ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)], μ̂^j_{h+1}⟩ · ϕ^{avg}_{h+1}(x̃^j ) ‖ ‖ ‖ ∞ .

Besides this we need two other properties: first, to even apply GreedyCover we need a bound on ∑ j∈[m] ‖ ‖μ̂j_{h+1} ‖ ‖ 1 . Second, at various points we need the inner products ⟨E^{M,π} [ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)], μ̂^j_{h+1}⟩ to be approximately non-negative, for certain policies π. Thus, we are motivated to make the following definition.

Definition 3.8 (Emulator for reachable ℓ_1-bounded linear MDP). Fix h ∈ [H]. For any m ∈ N and ε_{apx}, ε_{neg}, C > 0, a set of vectors (μ̂^j_{h+1})^m_{j=1} ⊂ R^d is a (ε_{apx}, ε_{neg}, C)-emulator for the MDP M at step h if the following conditions hold: 1. ∑_m j=1 ‖ ‖μ̂^j_{h+1} ‖ ‖_1 ≤ C.

2. For any policy π ∈ Π and j ∈ [m], ⟨E^{M,π} [ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)], μ̂^j_{h+1}⟩ ≥ −ε_{neg} ‖ ‖μ̂^j_{h+1} ‖ ‖_1 .

3. There are states (x̃^j)^m_{j=1} ⊆ X so that for any policy π ∈ Π, ‖ ‖ ‖ ∑ x∈X ⟨E^{M,π} [ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)], μ_{h+1}(x)⟩ · ϕ^{avg}_{h+1}(x) − m∑ j=1 ⟨E^{M,π} [ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)], μ̂^j_{h+1}⟩ · ϕ^{avg}_{h+1}(x̃^j) ‖ ‖ ‖ ∞ ≤ ε_{apx}.

Our main result about GreedyCover is that this definition encapsulates the needed properties: if {μ̂^1_{h+1}, . . . , μ̂^m_{h+1}} is an emulator with appropriately small error parameters (relative to the reachability parameter η), then the output Ψ^{apx}_{h+1} satisfies that Ψ_{h+2} := {π ∘_{h+1} unif(A) : π ∈ Ψ^{apx}_{h+1}} is an approximate policy cover for step h + 2. See Lemma 5.4 for the formal statement.

Algorithm 3 EstEmulator(h, Ψ_h, ε_{cvx}, C_{nrm}, n, m) Require: Step h ∈ [H]; policy cover Ψ_h; tolerance ε_{cvx} > 0; norm parameter C_{nrm} > 0; “transition” dataset size n; “state” dataset size m 1: C_h, D_h ← DrawReachableTrajectoryData(h, Ψ_h, n, m) ▷ Algorithm 4 ▷ We write C_h = {(x^i_h, a^i_h, x^i_{h+1})}^n_{i=1}, and D_h = {x̃^j_{h+1}}^m_{j=1}.

2: For each ℓ ∈ [d], solve ℓ_1-constrained regression

ŵ_ℓ := arg min w∈R^d:‖w‖_1≤C_{nrm} n∑ i=1 ( ⟨ϕ_h(x^i_h, a^i_h), w⟩ − ϕ^{avg}_{h+1}(x^i_{h+1})_ℓ

)_2 (8)

3: Find μ̂^1_{h+1}, . . . , μ̂^m_{h+1} ∈ R^d satisfying the following convex program (9):^9

m∑ j=1 ‖ ‖μ̂j_{h+1} ‖ ‖ 1 ≤ C_{nrm} (9a) ⟨ϕ_h(x^i_h, a^i_h), μ̂^j_{h+1}⟩ ≥ 0 ∀i ∈ [n], j ∈ [m] (9b) 1 n n∑ i=1 ⟨ϕ_h(x^i_h, a^i_h), ŵ_ℓ⟩ − m∑ j=1 ⟨ ϕ_h(x^i_h, a^i_h), μ̂^j_{h+1} ⟩ ϕ^{avg}_{h+1}(x̃^j_{h+1})_ℓ 2 ≤ ε^2_{cvx} ∀ℓ ∈ [d]

(9c)

4: Return: (μ̂^j_{h+1})^m_{j=1} if (9) is feasible, otherwise ⊥

3.5 A convex program for finding an emulator

Notice that there trivially exists a (0, 0, C_{nrm})-emulator of size |X |: namely, the set of vectors {μ_{h+1}(x) : x ∈ X }. The key question is whether there is a small emulator, and how to construct it efficiently. We answer both of these questions together. In Algorithm 3, we give a convex program that takes as input a policy cover Ψ_h for step h as well as parameters n, m ∈ N, uses the cover to draw trajectory data C_h = (x^i_h, a^i_h, x^i_{h+1})^n_{i=1} and D_h = (x̃^j_{h+1})^m_{j=1}, and then solves a convex program to produce an emulator of size m at step h, with one vector for each element of D_h. There are two criteria to check: feasibility of the program, and correctness of any feasible solution.

Correctness. Correctness depends on choosing the datasets C_h, D_h appropriately. We show (Lemma 5.2) that so long as n, m ≫ poly(C_{nrm}, A, H, α^{−1}, ε^{−1}_{neg}, ε^{−1}_{apx}) (up to logarithmic factors) and C_h, D_h are drawn from π ∘_h unif(A) for a uniformly random policy π ∼ unif(Ψ_h), then with high probability the output of EstEmulator is an (ε_{apx}, ε_{neg}, C_{nrm})-emulator at step h. In particular,

9For simplicity, we assume in the main body of the paper that it is possible to find an exact solution to the convex program (whenever it is feasible) in polynomial time. However, solving it approximately suffices; we postpone these optimization details to Appendix C.

Algorithm 4 DrawReachableTrajectoryData(h, Ψ_h, n, m) 1: C_h, D_h ← ∅ 2: for 1 ≤ i ≤ n do 3: Sample (x^i_1, a^i_1, . . . , x^i_h, a^i_h, x^i_{h+1}) ∼ unif(Ψ_h) ∘_h unif(A) 4: Update dataset: C_h ← C_h ∪ {(x^i_h, a^i_h, x^i_{h+1})} 5: for 1 ≤ j ≤ m do 6: Sample (x̃^j_1, ã^j_1, . . . , x̃^j_h, ã^j_h, x̃^j_{h+1}) ∼ unif(Ψ_h) ∘_h unif(A) 7: Update dataset: D_h ← D_h ∪ {x̃^j_{h+1}}

8: Return: C_h, D_h

constraint (9a) of Algorithm 3 immediately implies that Item 1 of Definition 3.8 is satisfied. By a concentration argument, constraint (9b) implies that Item 2 is satisfied for policies in the policy cover Ψ_h. A rejection sampling argument, together with the coverage property of Ψ_h, establishes that this guarantee can be extended to all policies. Finally, constraint (9c) together with generalization bounds implies that Item 3 holds for policies in Ψ_h, which again can be extended to all policies using the fact that Ψ_h is an α-approximate policy cover at step h.

Feasibility. In Lemmas 5.7 and 5.8, we give a constructive proof of feasibility of the convex program. For each state x̃^j_{h+1} in D_h, we let ψ^j_{h+1} be an importance-weighted rescaling of the true feature vector μ_{h+1}(x̃^j_{h+1}), so that if x̃^j_{h+1} had low likelihood of being drawn under the distribution of D_h, then ψ^j_{h+1} is scaled up, and vice versa. As a result of the importance-weighting, for any (x, a) ∈ X ×A and function g : X → R, the vector ψ^j_{h+1} yields an unbiased estimate ⟨ϕ_h(x, a), ψ^j_{h+1}⟩· g(x̃^j_{h+1}) of the population mean E_x′_{∼Ph(x,a)}[g(x^′)]. Moreover, the coverage property of Ψ_h and the reachability assumption on the MDP imply that none of the vectors ψ^j_{h+1} are too large, so empirical averages concentrate. This is the key to showing that (ψ^j_{h+1})^m_{j=1} satisfy (9c) with high probability; the other constraints hold by similar (or simpler) arguments.

Putting it all together. Summarizing, once we have shown that the convex program in Algorithm 3 is feasible and that any solution to it yields an emulator at any given step, we can then pass this emulator to GreedyCover (Algorithm 2), which constructs a policy cover at this step. Our final algorithm ExploreRchLMDP (Algorithm 5) simply repeats this procedure for each step h ∈ [H]. The complete analysis of ExploreRchLMDP is given in Section 5.

4 Technical Overview II: beyond reachability

We now drop the assumption that M is η-reachable (Definition 3.2). In the previous section, this assumption was crucially used in the final step of proving that Ψ_{h+2} is an α-policy cover: an empirical version of (5) (which takes into account an approximation error ϵ between the emulator and the true feature vectors μ_{h+1}(x)) states that for any policy π and state x, the visitation probability d^{M,π}_{h+2}(x) is upper bounded by poly(C_{nrm}, ξ^{−1}) · E_π′_{∼unif(Ψh+2)}d^{M,π′}_{h+2} (x) plus some additive error term O(ϵ + ξ) · ‖μ_{h+2}(x)‖_1. In the case that M is reachable, we can use reachability to show

Algorithm 5 ExploreRchLMDP(δ): Explore Reachable ℓ_1-Bounded Linear MDP Require: Failure probability δ ∈ (0, 1).

1: Let π_{unif} = unif(A) ∘ unif(A) ∘ · · · ∘ unif(A) be the uniform policy 2: Set Ψ_1 = Ψ_2 = {π_{unif} } 3: ξ ← η_{rch}/(9A) 4: ε_{apx} ← ξ^2η_{rch}/(54C^2_{nrm}A) and ε_{neg} ← ξ^2η_{rch}/(102C^3_{nrm}A) and α ← ξ^2/(16C^2_{nrm}A) 5: N ← max(n_{PSDPrch}(ξ/(4C_{nrm}), α, δξ/(12HC_{nrm} )), n_{FE}(ξ/(4C_{nrm}), δξ/(12HC_{nrm})) 6: Set n, m as n ← C5.2 max ( C^2_{nrm}AH^3 log(8AHC_{nrm}/ε_{neg}) log(24dH/δ) αε^4_{neg} , C^4_{nrm}A^2 log(12dH/δ) α^2ε^4_{apx} )

m ← C5.2 A^3 log(24dnH/δ)

α^3η_{rch}ε^2_{apx} . 7: for 1 ≤ h ≤ H − 2 do 8: (μ̂^j_{h+1})^m_{j=1} ← EstEmulator(h, Ψ_h, ε_{apx} √ α/(4A), C_{nrm}, n, m) ▷ Algorithm 3 9: Ψ^{apx}_{h+1} ← GreedyCover(h, (μ̂^j_{h+1})^m_{j=1}, ξ, C_{nrm}, Ψ_{1:h−1}, N) ▷ Algorithm 2 10: Ψ_{h+2} ← {π ∘_{h+1} unif(A) : π ∈ Ψ̄_{h+1}}

11: Return: Ψ_{1:H}

that the error term can be removed (see the discussion after (5)). But without reachability, if max_{π∈Π} d^{M,π}_{h+2}(x) is very small (relative to ‖μ_{h+2}(x)‖_1), then it could be that d^{M,π′}_{h+2} (x) = 0 for all π^′ ∈ Ψ_{h+2}, in which case Ψ_{h+2} is not an approximate policy cover in the sense of Definition 3.3.

To try to fix this analysis, one approach may be to essentially ignore the hard-to-reach states because they cannot contribute significant reward to any policy anyways. Relaxing the definition of policy cover, we could define an (α, ϵ)-policy cover Ψ at step h to be a set of policies satisfying the bound E_π′_{∼unif(Ψ)} [ d^{π′}_h (x) ] ≥ α · max_{π∈Π} d^π_h(x) − ϵ · ‖μ_h(x)‖_1 for all x ∈ X . Then consider the relaxed inductive hypothesis that Ψ_{1:h} are (α, ϵ)-policy covers at steps 1, . . . , h. Unfortunately, this has an issue of compounding error: the best we could hope to show is that Ψ_{h+2} is an (α, Cϵ)-policy cover for a constant C > 1. As a result, by the final layer we will incur additive error exponential in the horizon H.

This is a common technical obstacle in the analysis of many reinforcement learning algorithms that explore layer by layer: a relatively simple analysis that works in the reachable setting breaks down in the general case. Fortunately, often the algorithm still provably works in the general case, and all that needs to change is the proof. The proof for the general case typically proceeds by analyzing the exploratory guarantees of the algorithm on input M, with respect to a truncated MDP M that is both statistically close to M and also reachable. In a learning algorithm based on constructing policy covers layer by layer, the inductive hypothesis is (roughly) that Ψ_{1:h} are approximate policy covers for steps 1, . . . , h with respect to the truncated MDP M.

A first attempt: same algorithm, different analysis. For a general MDP M, a truncated MDP M (∅) can be obtained from M by adding a “terminal” state t at every layer (we use the notation ∅ for reasons that will become clear later). We construct the transitions of M (∅) by “truncating” those of M step-by-step, in the order of increasing h. At each step h, we will have an intermediate MDP M_h(∅) for which the transitions at steps 1 through h − 1 are truncated, and the transitions at step h onwards are identical to those of M. We then let X^{rch}_{h+1}(∅) denote the set of “reachable” states, i.e. the states for which max_{π∈Π} d^{M h(∅),π}_{h+1} (x) ≥ σ_{trunc} · ‖μ_{h+1}(x)‖_1 for some threshold σ_{trunc} > 0. Whenever some state at layer h is about to transition to a state outside of X^{rch}_{h+1}(∅), we redefine the corresponding transition in M_{h+1}(∅) to instead go to t. Also, t always transitions to t. We then let M(∅) denote the final truncated MDP in this process, i.e., M (∅) = M_H (∅).

By an inductive argument, one can show that M (∅) is both σ_{trunc}-reachable (except possibly at the state t) and close to M (since every policy transitions to t with probability at most σ_{trunc} · poly(C_{nrm}, H)). Moreover, when M is a linear MDP, one can define M(∅) to respect the linearity by augmenting the feature vectors with an extra dimension. We formally define M (∅) in Section 6.

Now, we would like to inductively argue that the sets Ψ_h computed by ExploreRchLMDP are “truncated policy covers” in the sense that a uniformly random policy from Ψ_h covers each state in proportion to its maximum visitation probability under the truncated MDP M (∅), as defined formally in Definition 4.1. Since M(∅) is close to M, once we have constructed truncated policy covers at all steps h ∈ [H], it can be shown that PSDP finds a near-optimal policy (Lemma 8.2), just like in the reachable setting.

Definition 4.1 (Truncated policy cover). Consider h ∈ [H] and Ψ_h ⊂ Π. For α > 0, we say that Ψ_h is an α-truncated policy cover at step h if for all x ∈ X , 1 |Ψ_h| ∑ π^′∈Ψ_h d^{M,π′}_h (x) ≥ α · max_{π∈Π} d^{M̄(∅),π}_h (x). (10)

We will show in Lemma 6.4 that the truncated MDP M (∅) is σ_{trunc}-reachable. Thus, a similar argument to that of the reachable case guarantees that we can avoid the aforementioned issue of an additive error term in the coverage inequality (10). However, since Definition 4.1 is weaker than Definition 3.3, it remains to check whether the inductive hypothesis that Ψ_{1:h} are α-truncated policy covers (per Definition 4.1) for steps 1, . . . , h suffices for the rest of the proof.

Under the new inductive hypothesis, we can prove that the output of EstTruncEmulator (Algorithm 8) is with high probability a truncated emulator, as defined below. This definition is (roughly) the analogue of Definition 3.8 for the truncated MDP M (∅).

Definition 4.2 (Weaker version of Definition 7.1). Fix h ∈ [H]. For any m ∈ N and ε_{apx}, ε_{neg}, C > 0, a set of vectors (μ̂^j)^m_{j=1} is a (ε_{apx}, ε_{neg}, C)-truncated emulator for the MDP at step h if the following conditions hold: 1. ∑_m j=1 ‖ ‖μ̂j ‖ ‖_1 ≤ C

2. For any policy π ∈ Π and j ∈ [m], E^{M (∅),π} [ max { 0, max_{a∈A} −⟨ϕ_h(x_h, a), μ̂^j ⟩ }] ≤ ε_{neg} ‖ ‖μ̂^j ‖ ‖_1 . (11)

3. There are states (x̃^j)^m_{j=1} ⊆ X so that for any policy π ∈ Π, ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ∑ x∈X ⟨E^{M (∅),π} [ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)], μ_{h+1}(x)⟩ · ϕ^{avg}_{h+1}(x) − m∑ j=1 ⟨E^{M (∅),π} [ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)], μ̂^j ⟩ · ϕ^{avg}_{h+1}(x̃^j ) ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ∞ ≤ε_{apx}.

The next step would be to analyze GreedyCover (Algorithm 2), proving an analogue of Lemma 5.12 under the weaker assumption that the inputs Ψ_{1:h} provided to GreedyCover are only truncated policy covers. Unfortunately, at this point we encounter an issue. Recall that the sets Ψ_{1:h} are needed for the policy optimization algorithm PSDP, which is invoked by GreedyCover. Whereas true policy covers certify an upper bound on max_{π∈Π} d^{M,π}_h (x) (i.e., by (1)), truncated policy covers only certify an upper bound on max_{π∈Π} d^{M(∅),π}_h (x). Hence, when PSDP is passed truncated policy covers as input, we incur an additional error term, due to the discrepancy between M (∅) and M, in the suboptimality of the output policy. With a naive analysis, this error term scales with the probability that the optimal policy π^⋆ (for the given reward vector) ever visits a “truncated” state x ∈ X \ X^{rch}_g (∅) for all g ≤ h, which can bounded by a multiple of the truncation threshold σ_{trunc} that was used to define M(∅). Incurring this error at the last step of the algorithm, once Ψ_{1:H} have been constructed and we are applying PSDP with the environmental rewards, is fine. Indeed, this is what we do in Lemma 8.2. However, incurring this error in each induction step, while constructing the covers Ψ_{1:H} , would be problematic: completing the induction step and proving that we have found a policy cover for step h + 2 requires that all additive errors are smaller than the reachability parameter of M(∅) – which is precisely σ_{trunc}!

The key to solving this issue is a refined analysis of PSDP with truncated policy covers, which lets us implement a “win-win” argument. Above, we observed that PSDP only fails if the optimal policy π^⋆ visits the truncated states with non-trivial probability. However, since we do not know π^⋆, this is not algorithmically useful. In Lemma 7.18 (with Γ = ∅), we show that the new error term in the suboptimality of the policy π̂ produced by PSDP can be bounded in terms of the probabilities that the policies Γ^1 := {π^′ ∘_{h−1} unif(A) ∘_h π̂ : h ∈ [H]} visit truncated states. Crucially, we know all of these policies. Thus, if PSDP fails and hence the policies in Γ^1 visit truncated states with non-trivial probability, we can rerun the entire algorithm, constructing new policy covers at every step. Moreover, in this rerun of the algorithm, DrawTrajectoryData and PSDP will draw additional data from unif(Γ^1). We can then define a “less-truncated” MDP M(Γ^1) which does not truncate states that are well-covered by policies in Γ^1 (see Section 6). In this way, we have made progress, since PSDP will only fail if some policy visits states truncated by M(Γ^1). Repeating this argument, we may have to define a larger set Γ^2 ⊂ Π when analyzing the rerun of the algorithm, and so forth, but in each repetition where PSDP fails, we must discover new states. Thus, after a bounded number of repetitions, there is at least one repetition where we do not discover any new states, and thus PSDP will succeed at all steps; in particular, we will succeed in constructing all the truncated policy covers Ψ_{1:H} .

Full algorithm. The full algorithm (ExploreLMDP; Algorithm 11) proceeds in multiple phases 1 ≤ t ≤ T . In each phase t, the algorithm has a set Γ^t ⊂ Π of policies, as discussed in the previous paragraph. Each phase proceeds in H steps: at each step h, the algorithm has already constructed policy covers Ψ^t_{1:h}. First (Line 7), it constructs a truncated emulator at step h (Definition 7.1). Then (Line 10) it passes this emulator to GreedyCover to construct a set of policies that yields a truncated policy cover at step h + 2 (Line 11). It then uses the output of GreedyCover to append a collection of new policies to the set Γ^t (Line 13), which must explore new states in the event that some call to PSDP within GreedyCover fails. We will be able to show that, at some phase t, all calls to PSDP succeed, and thus the resulting collection Ψ^t_{1:H} is a truncated policy cover at all steps h ∈ [H]. Rather than attempt to determine such a value of t directly, Algorithm 11 simply returns all of the policy covers Ψ^t_{1:H} (for t ∈ [T ]). POEM (Algorithm 12) will then concatenate these policy covers together (potentially losing a factor of T in the coverage bound) and compute a near-optimal policy using PSDPrew (Algorithm 13).

Finally, we mention that in the inductive steps over steps h ∈ [H], Algorithm 11 only considers odd values of h: notice that the argument sketched above establishes that if we have policy covers at all steps up to step h, then we can efficiently construct one at step h + 2. To yield policy covers at even steps, we simply append all policies from a cover at the previous step with a uniformly random action (Line 12), at the cost of losing a factor of A in the coverage parameter.

The formal guarantees of ExploreLMDP are given in Theorem 7.15, which is then used to analyze

POEM and prove Theorem 1.1 in Section 8.

5 Constructing a policy cover in a reachable LMDP

Throughout this section we assume that M is an η_{rch}-reachable (Definition 3.2), ℓ_1-bounded ddimensional linear MDP (Definition 2.4) with bound C_{nrm}, for known parameters η_{rch} > 0 and C_{nrm} ≥ 1. The main result of the section is an analysis of ExploreRchLMDP (Algorithm 5); we show that given interactive access to M (as formalized in Section 2.1), the algorithm finds a policy cover for M at all steps:

Theorem 5.1. Let δ > 0. Then with probability at least 1−δ, the output Ψ_{1:H} of ExploreRchLMDP(δ) (Algorithm 5) satisfies that Ψ_h is an (η^2_{rch}/(1296C^2_{nrm}A^3))-approximate policy cover (Definition 3.3) for all h ∈ [H]. Moreover, the sample complexity of ExploreRchLMDP(δ) is poly(C_{nrm}, A, H, η^{−1}_{rch} , log(d/δ)), and the time complexity is poly(d, C_{nrm}, A, H, η^{−1}_{rch} , log(1/δ)).

The proof is by induction on the step h. Suppose that the algorithm has constructed policy covers Ψ_{1:h+1} for steps 1, . . . , h + 1; we then want to show that at step h, the algorithm constructs a policy cover for step h + 2. As discussed in the overview, this proof is split into two modular pieces. First, we show that EstEmulator (Algorithm 3) produces an emulator for M at step h (Definition 3.8):

Lemma 5.2. There is a universal constant C5.2 so that the following holds. Fix n, m ∈ N, h ∈ [H], and ε_{neg}, ε_{apx}, α, δ > 0. Let Ψ_h be an α-approximate policy cover for step h. Suppose that the following bounds hold:

ε_{cvx} ≤ √ α 4A · ε_{apx} n ≥C5.2 max ( C^2_{nrm}AH^3 log(8AHC_{nrm}/ε_{neg} ) log(12d/δ) αε^4_{neg} , C^4_{nrm}A^2 log(6d/δ) α^2ε^4_{apx} )

m ≥C5.2 A^3 log(12dn/δ) α^3η_{rch}ε^2_{apx} .

Then with probability at least 1 − δ, the output of EstEmulator(h, Ψ_h, ε_{apx} √_α 4A , C_{nrm}, n, m) is a (ε_{apx}, ε_{neg}, C_{nrm})-emulator (Definition 3.8) for step h.

Remark 5.3 (Sample and computational efficiency of EstEmulator). In the context of Lemma 5.2, it is straightforward to see that the the sample cost of EstEmulator is n + m. For simplicity, we have assumed that the convex program (9) can be solved exactly in time poly(n, m, d), in which case the computational cost of EstEmulator is poly(n, m, d). In fact, since it is not known how to efficiently solve generic convex programs exactly, we need to be more careful with our analysis of the computational complexity. As shown in Appendix C, in the event that (9) is feasible, the ellipsoid algorithm can compute, in time poly(n, m, d, log(C_{nrm}/(ε_{apx}ε_{cvx}ε_{neg}))), a solution to a relaxation of (9), which suffices to compute a (3ε_{apx}, 3ε_{neg}, C_{nrm})-emulator. By decreasing the parameters ε_{apx}, ε_{neg} that are passed to EstEmulator in ExploreRchLMDP (Algorithm 5) by a factor of 3 and adjusting ε_{cvx}, n, m appropriately, we obtain that an (ε_{apx}, ε_{neg}, C_{nrm})-emulator can be computed in poly(n, m, d, log(C_{nrm}/(ε_{apx}ε_{cvx}ε_{neg}))) time.

Second, we show in Lemma 5.4 that GreedyCover (Algorithm 2), given an emulator (and the earlier policy covers Ψ_{1:h}), produces a set of policies Ψ^{apx}_{h+1} such that extending each policy with a random action at step h + 1 yields a policy cover for step h + 2. We remark that GreedyCover takes as input a parameter N which is passed to its PSDP and FeatureEstimation subroutines and determines the number of samples used in the calls to PSDP and FeatureEstimation; the value of N is determined by the function n_{PSDPrch}(·, ·, ·), which is defined in Lemma 5.14, and the function n_{FE}(·, ·), which is defined in Lemma 5.15.

Lemma 5.4. Fix h ∈ [H], N ∈ N, and ε_{apx}, ε_{neg}, α, C_{empnrm}, δ > 0. Fix ξ ∈ (0, C_{empnrm}), and let Ψ_{1:h} be α-approximate policy covers for steps 1, . . . , h respectively. Let (μ̂^ℓ_{h+1})^m_{ℓ=1} be an (ε_{apx}, ε_{neg}, C_{empnrm})-emulator (Definition 3.8) for step h.

Suppose that N ≥ max{n_{PSDPrch}(ξ/(4C_{empnrm}), α, δξ/(6C_{empnrm} )), n_{FE}(ξ/(4C_{empnrm}), δξ/(6C_{empnrm}))}. Also suppose that 9C^2_{empnrm} ξ^2 ε_{apx} +

17C^3_{empnrm} ξ^2 ε_{neg} + 3 2 ξ ≤ η_{rch} 2A . (12)

Let Ψ^{apx}_{h+1} denote the output of GreedyCover (Algorithm 2) with parameters ξ, C_{empnrm}, N. De- fine Ψ_{h+2} := {π ∘_{h+1} unif(A) : π ∈ Ψ^{apx}_{h+1}}.

Then with probability at least 1−δ, Ψ_{h+2} is an ξ^2/(16C^2_{empnrm}A)-approximate policy cover (Definition 3.3) for step h + 2.

Given these two pieces, the proof of Theorem 5.1 is immediate.

Proof of Theorem 5.1. The parameters ξ, ε_{apx}, ε_{neg}, α, N, n, m are set in Lines 3 to 6 of Algorithm 5. We prove the following statement for each h ∈ [H] by induction: with probability at least 1−hδ/H, the sets Ψ_{1:h} are α-approximate policy covers for steps 1, . . . , h respectively. Since Ψ_1 is non-empty, it is a 1-approximate policy cover (with probability 1). Similarly, since Ψ_2 contains a policy that takes uniformly random actions at step 1, it is a 1/A-approximate policy cover with probability 1. Note that 1/A ≥ α, so the induction statement holds for h ∈ {1, 2}.

Now fix h ∈ [H − 2] and suppose that Ψ_k is an α-approximate policy cover for step k, for all k ∈ [h + 1]. By the induction hypothesis, this event holds with probability at least 1 − (h + 1)δ/H over the randomness of the first h−1 iterations within ExploreRchLMDP. We now consider iteration h. By Lemma 5.2 and choice of n, m (Line 6), and the fact that the parameter ε_{cvx} passed to

EstEmulator (on Line 8) is given by ε_{cvx} =

√ α/(4A) · ε_{apx}, the set of vectors (μ̂^j_{h+1})^m_{j=1} is a (ε_{apx}, ε_{neg}, C_{nrm})-emulator for step h with probability at least 1 − δ/(2H). Suppose that this event occurs. Then applying Lemma 5.4, by choice of N (Line 5) and ε_{apx}, ε_{neg}, ξ (Lines 3 and 4; so that (12) is satisfied), we get that Ψ_{h+2} is a ξ^2/(16C^2_{nrm}A)-approximate policy cover for step h + 2, with probability at least 1 − δ/(2H). By choice of α (Line 4) and a union bound, we conclude that with probability at least 1 − (h + 2)δ/H, we have that Ψ_{1:k} are α-approximate policy covers for steps 1 through h + 2. This completes the induction.

It remains to analyze the sample and time complexity of the algorithm, which are dominated by H − 2 calls to each of EstEmulator and GreedyCover. By Remark 5.3, the sample complexity of each call to EstEmulator is n + m, and by Lemma 5.11, the sample complexity of each call to

GreedyCover is O(C_{nrm}N/ξ). By definition of N (see Lemma 5.14 and Lemma 5.15 for the defini-

tions of n_{PSDPrch} and n_{FE}), we have N = O(H^4A^2C^8_{nrm}α^{−4}ξ^{−4} log(HdC_{nrm}/(δξ))). By choice of n, m, ξ, and α, the overall sample complexity of ExploreRchLMDP is poly(C_{nrm}, A, H, η^{−1}, log(d/δ)). A similar analysis shows that the overall time complexity is poly(d, C_{nrm}, A, H, η^{−1}, log(1/δ)), assuming that the convex program (9) can be solved in polynomial time (as discussed in Remark 5.3, we remove this assumption in Appendix C, showing that it suffices to approximately solve the program, which is possible in polynomial time via the ellipsoid algorithm). We also remark that linear policies (in particular, the ones output by PSDP; Algorithm 6) can simply be represented at all points in the algorithm by the vectors ŵ_h defining the policy.

5.1 Convex Program for constructing emulator

In this section we prove Lemma 5.2 by analyzing EstEmulator (Algorithm 3). This algorithm takes as input a policy cover Ψ_h for step h, and constructs datasets C_h = (x^i_h, a^i_h, x^i_{h+1})^n_{i=1} and D_h = (x̃^j_h)^m_{j=1} according to DrawReachableTrajectoryData (Algorithm 4), i.e. by repeatedly drawing a trajectory (x_1, . . . , x_h) from a random policy π in the given policy cover Ψ_h, then picking a uniformly random action a_h ∼ unif(A), and drawing a subsequent state x_{h+1}. The algorithm EstEmulator then solves a convex program to construct an emulator.

Since Ψ_h is assumed to be an α-approximate policy cover for step h (Definition 3.3), the datasets C_h and D_h “cover” the MDP in the following distributional sense:

Lemma 5.5. Fix n, m, h ∈ N and α > 0, and let Ψ_h be an α-approximate policy cover for the MDP M at step h. Let C_h, D_h be the outputs of DrawReachableTrajectoryData(h, Ψ_h, n, m). Let ι_h ∈ Δ(X ×A×X ) be the distribution of the i.i.d. samples (x^i_h, a^i_h, x^i_{h+1}) ∈ C_h, and let β_{h+1} ∈ Δ(X ) be the distribution of the i.i.d. samples (x̃^j_{h+1}) ∈ D_h. Let ν_h(x, a) denote the marginal distribution of (x, a) under (x, a, x^′) ∼ ι_h. Then we have the following guarantees: ∀x ∈ X , a ∈ A, ν_h(x, a) ≥ α A · max_{π∈Π} d^π_h(x, a), β_{h+1}(x) ≥ α A · max_{π∈Π} d^π_{h+1}(x)

Proof. Consider a sample (x, a, x^′) ∼ ι_h. The first bound is immediate from the definition of an α-approximate policy cover (Definition 3.3) together with the fact that a ∼ unif(A) is independent of x. Next, for any x^′ ∈ X and π ∈ Π,

β_{h+1}(x^′) = ∑ x∈X ,a∈X ν_h(x, a)P_h(x^′|x, a) ≥ α A ∑ x∈X ,a∈A d^π_h(x, a) = d^π_{h+1}(x^′)

which proves the second bound.

The two datasets serve two distinct purposes in EstEmulator, and the coverage property is crucial for both.

The “state” dataset D_h. The emulator produced by EstEmulator will consist of one vector for each of the m states x̃^j_{h+1} ∈ D_h; in fact, the requisite states in Item 3 of Definition 3.8 will precisely be the elements of D_h. Intuitively, a set of states that “misses” some important parts of the MDP should not be able to emulate the entire MDP; indeed, the coverage property of D_h is crucial in establishing feasibility of the convex program (9).

The “transitions” dataset C_h. The convex program will pick one vector for each state in D_h. The role of C_h is to enforce empirical analogues of the non-negativity property (Item 2) and approximation property (Item 3) of an emulator. Standard generalization bounds ensure that these properties hold for policies in Ψ_h, and the coverage property then ensures that in fact the properties hold for all policies.

Remark 5.6. One might wonder whether the constraint (9c) can be simplified; indeed, a more obvious empirical analogue of Item 3 might be the constraint 1 n n∑ i=1 ϕ^{avg}_{h+1}(x^i_{h+1})_ℓ − m∑ j=1 ⟨ ϕ_h(x^i_h, a^i_h), μ̂^j_{h+1} ⟩ ϕ^{avg}_{h+1}(x̃^j_{h+1})_ℓ 2 ≤ ε^2_{cvx}

which avoids needing to compute the Lasso solution ŵ_ℓ. The term ϕ^{avg}_{h+1}(x^i_{h+1})_ℓ is an unbiased estimate of the quantity that ⟨ϕ_h(x^i_h, a^i_h), ŵ_ℓ⟩ is trying to approximate. However, since it may have Ω(1) variance, the above constraint may not be feasible for ε_{cvx} ≪ 1. Pre-computing the Lasso predictions for each coordinate of ϕ^{avg} decreases the variance, thus avoiding this issue.

5.1.1 Feasibility

We begin by showing that the convex program (9) is feasible, with high probability over the datasets C_h, D_h. In fact, for any choice of (x^i_h, a^i_h)^n_{i=1}, the program is feasible with high probability over the conditional samples x^i_{h+1} ∼ P_h(·|x^i_h, a^i_h) and the dataset D_h. The construction is simple. Let β_{h+1} ∈ Δ(X ) be the distribution of the states x̃^j_{h+1}. Then for each j ∈ [m], we can define

ψ^j_{h+1} := 1 m · μ_{h+1}(x̃^j_{h+1}) β_{h+1}(x̃^j_{h+1}) .

By definition of β_{h+1}, for any fixed (x, a) ∈ X , it’s clear that ⟨ϕ_h(x, a), mψ^j_{h+1}⟩ · ϕ^{avg}_{h+1}(x̃^j_{h+1})_ℓ is an unbiased estimate of E_x′_{∼Ph(x,a)}ϕ^{avg}_{h+1}(x^′)_ℓ. Moreover, by the coverage property of β_{h+1} (together with the assumption that the MDP is η_{rch}-reachable), the vectors ψ^j_{h+1} are bounded, so the empirical average ∑_m j=1⟨ϕ_h(x, a), ψ^j_{h+1}⟩ · ϕ^{avg}_{h+1}(x̃^j_{h+1})_ℓ concentrates with high probability over D_h. Next, standard prediction error bounds for Lasso imply that 1 n n∑ i=1 ( ⟨ϕ_h(x^i_h, a^i_h), ŵ_ℓ⟩ − E_x′_{∼Ph(x}i_{h,a}i_{h)} [ ϕ^{avg}_{h+1}(x^′)_ℓ ])2 is small with high probability over the conditional samples x^i_{h+1} ∼ P_h(·|x^i_h, a^i_h). Combining these two pieces shows that the above choice of ψ^1_{h+1}, . . . , ψ^m_{h+1} satisfies Item 3 of Definition 3.8 with high probability (with respect to the states x̃^1_{h+1}, . . . , x̃^m_{h+1}). Item 2 is immediate from the fact that ⟨ϕ_h(x, a), μ_{h+1}(x^′)⟩ ≥ 0 for all x, x^′ ∈ X , a ∈ A. Finally, Item 1 holds again by analyzing the expectation and proving concentration – there is a small loss, so in our formal feasibility construction we actually scale the vectors ψ^j_{h+1} down slightly, but this is not important and could be avoided by slightly loosening the constraint in Item 1.

The following lemma formalizes the unbiasedness/concentration parts of the above argument, and Lemma 5.8 combines Lemma 5.7 with standard Lasso guarantees to complete the proof of feasibility.

Lemma 5.7. Let δ, ζ > 0 and m ∈ N. Let G be a set of functions g : X → [−1, 1]. Fix h ∈ [H − 1], and a distribution β_{h+1} ∈ Δ(X ) satisfying

β_{h+1}(x) ≥ ζ · max_{π∈Π} d^π_{h+1}(x) ∀x ∈ X . (13)

Let D_h = {x̃^j_{h+1}}^m_{j=1} consist of i.i.d. draws x̃^j_{h+1} ∼ β_{h+1}. Then there are vectors ψ^1_{h+1}, . . . , ψ^m_{h+1} ∈ R^d , depending on the dataset D_h, with the following property. For any fixed (x, a) ∈ X × A, with probability at least 1 − δ over the draw of the dataset D_h (and the ensuing ψ^j_{h+1}), we have that:

1. For all i ∈ [m], ⟨ϕ_h(x, a), ψ^i_{h+1}⟩ ≥ 0.

2. For all g ∈ G, it holds that | | | E_x′_{∼Ph(x,a)}[g(x^′)] − m∑ i=1 ⟨ϕ_h(x, a), ψ^i_{h+1}⟩ · g(x̃^i_{h+1}) | | | ≤ 2 ζη_{rch} √ 2 log(2|G|/δ) m .

3. It holds that ∑_m j=1 ‖ψ^j_{h+1}‖_1 ≤ C_{nrm}.

Proof. Set ϵ :=^2_{ζηrch} √_{2 log(2|G|/δ)} m . For each j ∈ [m], we define the (random) vector ψ^j_{h+1} := 1−ϵ/2 m ·^{μh+1(x̃} j h+1) β_{h+1}(x̃^j_{h+1}) . Note that for any x

′ ∈ X , we have by (13) and reachability (Definition 3.2) that

β_{h+1}(x^′) ≥ ζ · max_{π∈Π} d^π_{h+1}(x^′) ≥ ζη_{rch} · ‖ ‖μ_{h+1}(x^′) ‖ ‖_1 . (14)

Now fix (x, a) ∈ X × A. We use (14) to prove the lemma’s claims.

Proof of 1. The first claimed statement of the lemma follows immediately from the fact that each ψ^j_{h+1} is a rescaling of some μ_{h+1}(x^′) by a positive scalar.

Proof of 2. For each j ∈ [m] and g ∈ G, we have with probability 1 that | |⟨ϕ_h(x, a), mψj_{h+1}⟩ · g(x̃j_{h+1}) | | ≤ ⟨ ϕ_h(x, a), μ_{h+1}(x̃^j_{h+1}) β_{h+1}(x̃^j_{h+1}) ⟩ ≤ ‖ ‖μh+1(x̃^j_{h+1}) ‖ ‖_1

β_{h+1}(x̃^j_{h+1}) ≤ 1 ζη_{rch} , by the bounds |g| ≤ 1, ‖ϕ_h(x, a)‖_∞ ≤ 1, and (14). Also, for any g ∈ G we have that in expectation over the draw of x̃^j_{h+1} ∼ β_{h+1} (which determines μ̂^j_{h+1}), E [ ⟨ϕ_h(x, a), mψ^j_{h+1}⟩ · g(x̃^j_{h+1}) ] =(1 − ϵ/2) · ∑ x^′∈X β_{h+1}(x^′) · ⟨ ϕ_h(x, a), μ_{h+1}(x^′) β_{h+1}(x^′) ⟩ · g(x^′) =(1 − ϵ/2) · E_x′_{∼Ph(x,a)}[g(x^′)]. By Hoeffding’s inequality and a union bound over g ∈ G, it follows that with probability at least 1 − δ/2 over the draw of D_h, for all g ∈ G, | | |(1 − ϵ/2) · E^{x′ ∼P}h^{(x,a)}[g(x^′)] − 1 m m∑ j=1 ⟨ϕ_h(x, a), mψ^j_{h+1}⟩ · g(x̃^j_{h+1}) | | | ≤ 1 ζη_{rch} · √ 2 log(2|G|/δ) m = ϵ 2 . (15)

by choice of ϵ. In the event that (15) holds, it follows that | | | |E^{x′ ∼P}h^{(x,a)}[g(x^′)] − 1 m m∑ j=1 ⟨ϕ_h(x, a), mψ^j_{h+1}⟩ · g(x̃^j_{h+1}) | | | | ≤ ϵ (16) since E_x′_{∼Ph(x,a)}[g(x^′)] ∈ [−1, 1], which establishes the second claim of the lemma.

Proof of 3. To establish the final claimed statement, for each j ∈ [m], we compute that in expectation over the draw of x̃^j_{h+1} ∼ β_{h+1}, E [ ‖mψ^j_{h+1}‖_1 ] =(1 − ϵ/2) · ∑ x^′∈X β_{h+1}(x^′) ·

‖μ_{h+1}(x^′)‖_1 β_{h+1}(x^′)

≤ (1 − ϵ/2) · C_{nrm}.

Additionally, by (14), ‖mψ^j_{h+1}‖_1 ≤ 1/(ζη_{rch}) for all j ∈ [m] with probability 1, so Hoeffding’s inequality gives that with probability at least 1 − δ/2 over the draw of D_{h+1}, 1 m m∑ j=1 ‖mψ^j_{h+1}‖_1 ≤ (1 − ϵ/2) · C_{nrm} + 1 ζη_{rch} · √ 2 log 2/δ m ≤ C_{nrm},

by choice of ϵ and the fact that C_{nrm} ≥ 1.

Lemma 5.8. There is a universal constant C5.8 so that the following holds. Let ε_{cvx}, δ, α > 0 and n, m ∈ N. Fix h ∈ [H − 1] and suppose that Ψ_h is an α-approximate policy cover for step h. Suppose that the following bounds hold:

n ≥ C5.8ε^{−4}_{cvx}C^2_{nrm} log(2d/δ),

m ≥ C5.8ε^{−2}_{cvx}A^2(αη_{rch})^{−2} log(4dn/δ).

Then with probability at least 1−δ, the algorithm EstEmulator(h, Ψ_h, ε_{cvx}, C_{nrm}, n, m) (Algorithm 3) produces a solution (μ̂^j_{h+1})^m_{j=1} to Program (9).

Proof. We need to show that Program (9) is feasible with high probability. Indeed, we show that for any fixed samples (x^i_h, a^i_h)^n_{i=1}, the program is feasible with high probability over the conditional samples x^i_{h+1} ∼ P_h(·|x^i_h, a^i_h) and the dataset D_h = {x̃^j_{h+1}}^m_{j=1}.

First, we invoke Lemma 5.7 with failure probability δ/(2n), function class

G = {x^′ → ϕ^{avg}_{h+1}(x^′)_ℓ : ℓ ∈ [d]},

and the dataset D_h constructed in Algorithm 3. By Lemma 5.5, the condition (13) of Lemma 5.7 is satisfied with ζ := α/A.

Now, Lemma 5.7 gives vectors ψ^1_{h+1}, . . . , ψ^m_{h+1} ∈ R^d . Applying the lemma with (x, a) equal to each of the n pairs (x^i_h, a^i_h)^n_{i=1}, by a union bound over these n pairs, the lemma implies that with probability at least 1 − δ/2 over the draw of D_h, the following properties hold:

• For all i ∈ [n] and j ∈ [m], ⟨ϕ_h(x^i_h, a^i_h), ψ^j_{h+1}⟩ ≥ 0. • ∑_m j=1 ‖ψ^j_{h+1}‖_1 ≤ C_{nrm}.

• For all i ∈ [n] and ℓ ∈ [d], | | | | E_x′_{∼Ph(x}i_{h,a}i_{h)}[ϕ^{avg}_{h+1}(x^′)_ℓ] − m∑ j=1 ⟨ϕ_h(x^i_h, a^i_h), ψ^j_{h+1}⟩ · ϕ^{avg}_{h+1}(x̃^j_{h+1})_ℓ | | | | ≤ 2A αη_{rch} √ 2 log(4dn/δ) m . (17)

We claim that the tuple of vectors (ψ^j_{h+1})^m_{j=1} satisfies Program (9) with high probability. Indeed, in the above event, it is immediate that (9a) and (9b) are satisfied. It remains to show that (9c) is satisfied with high probability.

Fix ℓ ∈ [d], and define the vector w^⋆_ℓ := ∑ x^′∈X μh+1(x ′) · ϕ^{avg}_{h+1}(x^′)_ℓ, so that (by definition of P_h(x, a)), E_x′_{∼Ph(x,a)}[ϕ^{avg}_{h+1}(x^′)_ℓ] = ⟨w^⋆_ℓ , ϕ_h(x, a)⟩.

Note that ‖w^⋆_ℓ ‖_1 ≤ ∑ x^′∈X ‖μh+1(x ′)‖_1 ≤ C_{nrm}. Thus, we can apply Lemma A.2 with covariates X_i := ϕ_h(x^i_h, a^i_h) (i ∈ [n]), ground truth w^⋆_ℓ , and responses y_i := ϕ^{avg}_{h+1}(x^i_{h+1})_ℓ. By definition of ŵ_ℓ in (8), the lemma gives that, for any fixed (x^i_h, a^i_h)^n_{i=1}, with probability at least 1 − δ/(2d) over the conditional draws x^i_{h+1} ∼ P_h(·|x^i_h, a^i_h), 1 n n∑ i=1 ⟨ ϕ_h(x^i_h, a^i_h), ŵ_ℓ − w^⋆_ℓ

⟩_2 ≤ C · C_{nrm} · √ log(2d^2/δ) n . (18)

By the union bound, this inequality holds for all ℓ ∈ [d] with probability at least 1 − δ/2. On the other hand, squaring the bound (17) and averaging over i ∈ [n] gives that with probability at least 1 − δ/2, for all ℓ ∈ [d], 1 n n∑ i=1 ⟨ ϕ_h(x^i_h, a^i_h), w^⋆_ℓ − m∑ j=1 ψ^j_{h+1}ϕ^{avg}_{h+1}(x̃^j_{h+1})_ℓ

⟩_2 ≤ 8A^2 α^2η^2_{rch} log(4dn/δ) m . (19)

Combining (18) and (19) via the bound (a + b)^2 ≤ 2(a^2 + b^2) gives that with probability at least 1 − δ, for all ℓ ∈ [d], 1 n n∑ i=1 ⟨ ϕ_h(x^i_h, a^i_h), ŵ_ℓ − m∑ j=1 ψ^j_{h+1}ϕ^{avg}_{h+1}(x̃^j_{h+1})_ℓ

⟩_2 ≤ 2CC_{nrm} √ 2 log(2d/δ) n + 16A^2 α^2η^2_{rch} log(4dn/δ) m ≤ ε^2_{cvx}

where the final inequality is by choice of n and m. In this event, (9c) is satisfied.

5.1.2 Approximate nonnegativity

In this section we show that with high probability the output (μ̂^j_{h+1})^m_{j=1} of EstEmulator satisfies Item 2 of Definition 3.8, i.e. for any policy π and index j ∈ [m], the expectation E^π [⟨ϕ_h(x_h, a_h), μ̂^j_{h+1}⟩] is approximately nonnegative. For a fixed policy π, we are able to show approximate nonnegativity using constraint (9b) of the convex program, which ensures that ⟨ϕ_h(x^i_h, a^i_h), μ̂^j_{h+1}⟩ ≥ 0 for all j ∈ [m] and all datapoints (x^i_h, a^i_h) from C_h. Specifically, we can rejection sample C_h to generate a subsample S = S(π) ⊆ [n] distributed according to d^π_h(x, a); by the coverage property (Lemma 5.5) this subsample will be reasonably large, so a concentration argument shows that the empirical average^1_{|S|} ∑ i∈S ⟨ϕ_h(x^i_h, a^i_h), μ̂^j_{h+1}⟩, which is nonnegative by (9b), will approximate the true expectation.

However, this only works for a fixed policy π ∈ Π. To show that approximate nonnegativity holds with high probability uniformly over policies π, we also need to invoke Lemma A.12, which shows that there is a small set of policies Π_{disc} such that for any linear reward function, there is a near-optimal policy in Π_{disc}. It then suffices to union bound over Π_{disc}. Below, we make this argument formal.

Lemma 5.9. Let n ∈ N, h ∈ [H], and ε_{neg}, δ, ζ ∈ (0, 1). Let (x^i_h, a^i_h)^n_{i=1} be i.i.d. samples from a distribution ν_h ∈ Δ(X × A) satisfying ν_h(x, a) ≥ ζ · max_{π∈Π} d^π_h(x, a) ∀(x, a) ∈ X × A (20) Suppose that n ≥ 65536C^2_{nrm}H^3 ε^4_{neg}ζ log(8AHC_{nrm}/ε_{neg}) log(4d/δ).

Then it holds with probability at least 1 − δ that for all π ∈ Π and all θ ∈ R^d , ⟨E^π [ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)], θ⟩ ≥ inf_{i∈[n]}⟨ϕ_h(x^i_h, a^i_h), θ⟩ − ε_{neg} ‖θ‖_1 . Proof. Let Π_{disc} be the set of policies guaranteed by Lemma A.12 with parameter ε_{disc} := ε_{neg}/2. By the bound on |Π_{disc}| and choice of n, note that n ≥ 32ε^{−2}_{neg} ζ^{−1} log(4d|Π_{disc}|/δ). Now fix some π ∈ Π_{disc}. Define a random set S ⊆ [n] by including index i with probability^{ζdπh (xih,aih)}_{νh(xih,aih)} . By (20), this nonnegative fraction is at most 1, so the sampling procedure is well-defined. Moreover, in expectation over the randomness in both (x^i_h, a^i_h)^n_{i=1} and S, E |S| = n∑ i=1 E_{(x}i_{h ,a}i_{h)∼νh} ζd^π_h(x^i_h, a^i_h) ν_h(x^i_h, a^i_h) = ζn.

By the Chernoff bound and the fact that n ≥ 8ζ^{−1} log(2|Π_{disc}|/δ), we have Pr[|S| ≥ ζn/2] ≥ 1 − δ/(2|Π_{disc}|). Condition on |S| and suppose that indeed |S| ≥ ζn/2. Write S = {i_1 < · · · < i_{|S|}}, and for notational simplicity, let (x̃^j, ã^j ) denote (x^{ij}_h , a^{ij}_h ) for each 1 ≤ j ≤ |S|. By construction of the sampling procedure, as j ranges from 1 to |S|, the random variables (x̃^j , ã^j ) are independent and identically distributed according to the density (x, a) → d^π_h(x, a). Thus, by Hoeffding’s inequality, with probability at least 1 − 2d exp(−ε^2_{neg}|S|/8) ≥ 1 − δ/(2|Π_{disc} |) over the draws (x̃^j , ã^j ) ∼ d^π_h, we have ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖E^π [ϕ^h(x^h, a^h)] − 1 |S| |S|∑ j=1 ϕ_h(x̃^j , ã^j ) ‖ ‖ ‖ ∞ ≤ ε_{neg}/2.

In this event, we get that for any θ ∈ R^d ,

⟨E^π [ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)], θ⟩ ≥ 1 |S| |S|∑ j=1 ⟨ϕ_h(x̃^j , ã^j ), θ⟩ − ε_{neg} ‖θ‖_1 /2 ≥ inf_{i∈[n]}⟨ϕ_h(x^i_h, a^i_h), θ⟩ − ε_{neg} ‖θ‖_1 /2. Removing the conditioning on |S|, the above inequality holds with probability at least 1 − δ/|Π_{disc}| over the randomness in (x^i_h, a^i_h)^n_{i=1}. By a union bound over π ∈ Π_{disc}, with probability at least 1 − δ, it holds for all π ∈ Π_{disc} and θ ∈ R^d that ⟨E^π [ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)], θ⟩ ≥ inf_{i∈[n]}⟨ϕ_h(x^i_h, a^i_h), θ⟩ − ε_{neg} ‖θ‖_1 /2. Suppose that this event holds. By the guarantee of Lemma A.12, we conclude that for all π ∈ Π and θ ∈ R^d , ⟨E^π [ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)], θ⟩ ≥ inf_{i∈[n]}⟨ϕ_h(x^i_h, a^i_h), θ⟩ − ε_{neg} ‖θ‖_1 , which completes the proof.

5.1.3 All-policy approximation

It remains to show that the output (μ̂^j_{h+1})^m_{j=1} of EstEmulator satisfies Item 3 with high probability. This is a consequence of constraint (9c) in (9), together with generalization bounds for ℓ_1-bounded linear predictors and the coverage property of the distribution from which the samples C_h = (x^i_h, a^i_h)^n_{i=1} are drawn.

Lemma 5.10. There is a universal constant C5.10 so that the following holds. Fix n, m ∈ N, h ∈ [H], and ε_{cvx}, α, δ > 0. Let Ψ_h be an α-approximate policy cover for step h. With probability at least 1 − δ, the output of EstEmulator(h, Ψ_h, ε_{cvx}, C_{nrm}, n, m) is either ⊥ or a set of vectors (μ̂^j_{h+1})^m_{j=1} satisfying the following: there are states (x̃^j_{h+1})^m_{j=1} so that for any policy π ∈ Π, ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ∑ x∈X ⟨E^π [ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)], μ_{h+1}(x)⟩ · ϕ^{avg}_{h+1}(x) − m∑ j=1 ⟨E^π [ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)], μ̂^j_{h+1}⟩ · ϕ^{avg}_{h+1}(x̃^j_{h+1}) ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ 2

∞ ≤ 2A α ε^2_{cvx} + C5.10

C^2_{nrm}A √ log(2d/δ) α √ n . Proof. As in the proof of Lemma 5.8, for each ℓ ∈ [d] we define w^⋆_ℓ := ∑ x∈X μ_{h+1}(x) · ϕ^{avg}_{h+1}(x)_ℓ, so that E_x′_{∼Ph(x,a)}[ϕ^{avg}_{h+1}(x^′)_ℓ] = ⟨w^⋆_ℓ , ϕ_h(x, a)⟩. Observing that ‖w^⋆_ℓ ‖_1 ≤ C_{nrm}, we apply Corollary A.3 to compare w^⋆_ℓ with the ℓ_1-constrained regressor ŵ_ℓ (defined in (8)).

Specifically, let ν_h ∈ Δ(X ×A) be the distribution of each sample (x^i_h, a^i_h) in C_h. By Corollary A.3 and a union bound over ℓ ∈ [d], there is an event E_1 that occurs with probability at least 1 − δ/2 over the draw of C_h = {(x^i_h, a^i_h, x^i_{h+1})}_{i∈[n]}; in the event E_1, we have that for all ℓ ∈ [d], E_{(x,a)∼νh} [ ⟨ŵ_ℓ − w^⋆_ℓ , ϕ_h(x, a)⟩^2 ] ≤ CA.3 · C^2_{nrm} · √ log(2d^2/δ) n . (21)

By Lemma A.1, there is an event E_2 that occurs with probability at least 1 − δ/2 over the draw of C_h, and in the event E_2, we have for all θ ∈ R^d that | | | | E_{(x,a)∼νh} [⟨ϕ_h(x, a), θ⟩^2] − 1 n n∑ i=1 ⟨ϕ_h(x^i_h, a^i_h), θ⟩^2 | | | | ≤ CA.1 ‖θ‖^2_1 √ log(d/δ) √ n . (22)

for some constant C. We claim that in the event E_1 ∩ E_2, the output of EstEmulator satisfies the guarantee claimed in the lemma statement. If the output is ⊥, this is immediate. Otherwise, the output is a solution (μ̂^j_{h+1})^m_{j=1} to Program (9). Fix any ℓ ∈ [d]. Set θ := ŵ_ℓ − ∑_m j=1 μ̂^j_{h+1} · ϕ^{avg}_{h+1}(x̃^j_{h+1})_ℓ. By the constraint ‖ŵ_ℓ‖ ≤ C_{nrm} in (8) together with the program constraint (9a), we have ‖θ‖_1 ≤ 2C_{nrm}. Thus, combining the program constraint (9c) with (22) gives

E_{(x,a)∼νh} ⟨ ϕ_h(x, a), ŵ_ℓ − m∑ j=1 μ̂^j_{h+1} · ϕ^{avg}_{h+1}(x̃^j_{h+1})_ℓ ⟩_2 ≤ ε^2_{cvx} + 2CA.1C^{2nrm} √ log(2d/δ) √ n . (23)

Combining (21) and (23) via the bound (a + b)^2 ≤ 2a^2 + 2b^2 gives that

E_{(xh ,ah)∼νh} ⟨ ϕ_h(x_h, a_h), w^⋆_ℓ − m∑ j=1 μ̂^j_{h+1} · ϕ^{avg}_{h+1}(x̃^j_{h+1})_ℓ ⟩_2 ≤ 2ε^2_{cvx} + C5.10C^{2nrm} √ log(2d/δ) √ n where we take C5.10 := 4(CA.1 + CA.3). Finally, by the assumption that Ψ_h is an α-approximate policy cover, Lemma 5.5 gives that ν_h(x, a) ≥^α_A · max_{π∈Π} d^π_h(x, a) for all (x, a) ∈ X × A. Thus, the above inequality implies that for all π ∈ Π,

E^π ⟨ ϕ_h(x_h, a_h), w^⋆_ℓ − m∑ j=1 μ̂^j_{h+1} · ϕ^{avg}_{h+1}(x̃^j_{h+1})_ℓ ⟩_2 ≤ 2A α ε^2_{cvx} +

C5.10C^2_{nrm}A √ log(2d/δ) α √ n .

Applying Jensen’s inequality and recalling the definition of w^⋆_ℓ yields that ∑ x∈X ⟨E^π [ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)], μ_{h+1}(x)⟩ · ϕ^{avg}_{h+1}(x)_ℓ − m∑ j=1 ⟨E^π [ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)], μ̂^j_{h+1}⟩ · ϕ^{avg}_{h+1}(x̃^j_{h+1})_ℓ 2

≤ 2A α ε^2_{cvx} +

C5.10C^2_{nrm}A √ log(2d/δ) α √ n . Since ℓ ∈ [d] was arbitrary, this completes the proof.

5.1.4 Putting it all together

The proof of Lemma 5.2 is now essentially immediate from combining Lemma 5.8, Lemma 5.9, and Lemma 5.10.

Proof of Lemma 5.2. By Lemma 5.8, with probability at least 1 − δ/3 the algorithm EstEmulator produces a solution (μ̂^j_{h+1})^m_{j=1} to Program (9). Next, since Ψ_h is a α-approximate policy cover, Lemma 5.5 implies that the distribution of the samples (x^i_h, a^i_h)^n_{i=1} satisfies the precondition (20) of Lemma 5.9 with parameter ζ := α/A. Thus, Lemma 5.9 implies that with probability at least 1 − δ/3, for all π ∈ Π and x ∈ R^d ,

⟨E^π [ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)], x⟩ ≥ inf_{i∈[n]}⟨ϕ_h(x^i_h, a^i_h), x⟩ − ε_{neg} ‖x‖_1 . (24)

Finally, by Lemma 5.10, the choice of n, and the fact that ε_{cvx} ≤ √_α 4A · ε_{apx}, with probability at least 1 − δ/3, the output of EstEmulator is either ⊥ or a set of vectors (μ̂^j_{h+1})^m_{j=1} satisfying that for any policy π ∈ Π, ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ∑ x∈X ⟨E^π [ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)], μ_{h+1}(x)⟩ · ϕ^{avg}_{h+1}(x) − m∑ j=1 ⟨E^π [ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)], μ̂^j_{h+1}⟩ · ϕ^{avg}_{h+1}(x̃^j_{h+1}) ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ 2

∞ ≤ ε^2_{apx}. (25)

Suppose that all three of the above events hold, which happens with probability at least 1 − δ. The output of EstEmulator is a solution to Program (9). By (9a), Item 1 of Definition 3.8 is satisfied. By (24) together with (9b), Item 2 is satisfied. By (25), Item 3 is satisfied. Thus, (μ̂^j_{h+1})^m_{j=1} is an (ε_{apx}, ε_{neg}, C_{nrm})-emulator for M at step h.

5.2 From emulator to policy cover

In this section we prove Lemma 5.4, which states that when GreedyCover (Algorithm 2) is given an (ε_{apx}, ε_{neg}, C_{empnrm})-emulator as input, then the output is a set of policies Ψ^{apx}_{h+1} that forms an “intermediate” policy cover – in the sense that when each policy is extended by a uniformly random action at step h + 1, the resulting set of policies Ψ_{h+2} is a true policy cover for step h + 2.

Overview. At a high level, the proof strategy is as follows. For any policy π that takes a uniformly random action at step h + 1, its visitation probability at a state x^′ ∈ X can be written as

E^π [⟨ϕ^{avg}_{h+1}(x_{h+1}), μ_{h+2}(x^′)⟩] = ∑ x∈X ⟨E^π [ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)], μ_{h+1}(x)⟩ · g(x) where g : X → [0, ‖μ_{h+2}(x^′)‖_1] is the bounded functional defined by g(x) = ⟨ϕ^{avg}_{h+1}(x), μ_{h+2}(x^′)⟩. For any emulator (μ̂^j_{h+1})^m_{j=1}, by Item 3 of Definition 3.8, the above quantity can be approximated by_m ∑ j=1 ⟨E^π [ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)], μ̂^j_{h+1}⟩ · g(x̃^j_{h+1}) (26)

for some states (x̃^j_{h+1})^m_{j=1}. Next, ideally we would show that for every j ∈ [m], there is some policy π^′ in the intermediate policy cover Ψ^{apx}_{h+1} such that

sup_{π∈Π}⟨E^π [ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)], μ̂^j_{h+1}⟩ ≤ γ · ⟨E^{π′} [ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)], μ̂^j_{h+1}⟩ (27)

for some reasonable parameter γ. Since ⟨E^π [ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)], μ̂^j_{h+1}⟩ is approximately nonnegative for every j ∈ [m] and π ∈ Π (Item 2), the above coverage property would let us show (hiding some terms in the big-O notation) that m∑ j=1 ⟨E^π [ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)], μ̂^j_{h+1}⟩ · g(x̃^j_{h+1}) ≤ O(ε_{neg} ‖ μ_{h+2}(x^′) ‖ 1) + |Ψ^{apx}_{h+1}| · γ · E_π′_{∼unif(Ψ}apx_{h+1)}⟨E^{π′} [ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)], μ̂^j_{h+1}⟩ · g(x̃^j_{h+1}). (28)

By applying the emulator approximation guarantee (Item 3) again, the right-hand side can then be related to the expected visitation probability of a random cover policy π^′ ∼ unif(Ψ^{apx}_{h+1}) ∘_{h+1} unif(A) at state x^′, as desired. Unfortunately, it’s not clear how to construct a set of policies Ψ^{apx}_{h+1} such that (27) holds for all j ∈ [m], because there could be some j for which sup_{π∈Π}⟨E^π [ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)], μ̂^j_{h+1}⟩ may be very close to 0. However, if we use GreedyCover to construct Ψ^{apx}_{h+1}, then we can essentially prove that such j are the only issue: for any given threshold ξ > 0, due to the guarantee that ∑_m j=1 ‖ ‖μ̂j_{h+1} ‖ ‖ 1 ≤ C_{empnrm} (Item 1), GreedyCover produces a set Ψ^{apx}_{h+1} of O(C_{nrm}/ξ) policies, and (27) holds for all j ∈ [m], with γ = O(C_{empnrm}/ξ), except for a “bad” set B, which is small in the sense that ∑ j∈B⟨E^π [ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)], μ̂^j_{h+1}⟩ ≤ O(ξ) for all policies π ∈ Π.

For every policy π ∈ Π, the “bad” set B cannot significantly affect the approximate visitation probability (26). Thus, (28) still holds, with an additional error term scaling with ξ. Ultimately, this implies that for any policy π ∈ Π and state x^′ ∈ X (again hiding some terms), d^{π∘h+1unif(A)} h+2 (x^′) ≤ O(ε_{apx} + ε_{neg} + ξ) ‖ μ_{h+2}(x^′) ‖ 1 + poly(C_{empnrm}, 1/ξ) · E_π′_{∼unif(Ψ}apx_{h+1)}d^{π′∘h+1unif(A)} h+2 (x^′).

This is the point where the reachability assumption is crucial. Suppose that π is the policy that maximizes the left-hand side (note that restricting π to take a uniform action at step h + 1 only affects this maximum by at most a factor of A); if the MDP is η_{rch}-reachable, then the left-hand side must be at least (η_{rch}/A) ‖μ_{h+2}(x^′)‖_1. So long as O(ε_{apx} + ε_{neg} + ξ) ≪ η_{rch}/A, the error term on the right-hand side is negligible, and we may conclude that Ψ_{h+2} := {π ∘_{h+1} unif(A) : π ∈ Ψ^{apx}_{h+1}} is a poly(C_{empnrm}, 1/ξ)-approximate policy cover for step h + 2.

Analysis of GreedyCover. We start by proving Lemma 5.11 and Lemma 5.12, which state the basic correctness guarantees that GreedyCover satisfies for any set of input vectors μ̂^1_{h+1}, . . . , μ̂^m_{h+1} with bounded total norm ∑_m j=1 ‖ ‖μ̂j_{h+1} ‖ ‖ 1 ≤ C_{empnrm}, and any given threshold ξ > 0. For any vector θ ∈ R^d and policy π ∈ Π let us informally refer to E^{M,π} [⟨ϕ_h(x_h, a_h), θ⟩] as the “reward” of π in direction θ. Then Lemma 5.12 guarantees that – aside from a set of “uncovered” vectors {μ̂^j_{h+1} : j ∈ B} for which every policy has total reward at most O(ξ) – for every vector μ̂^j_{h+1}, there is a policy in Ψ^{apx}_{h+1} that approximately optimizes the reward in direction μ̂^j_{h+1} (up to a multiplicative factor of O(C_{empnrm}/ξ)). Finally, the size of Ψ^{apx}_{h+1} is also only O(C_{empnrm}/ξ).

The proofs use the same ideas as Lemma 3.5; the differences arise because (unlike what is assumed for IdealGreedyCover) we cannot exactly optimize E^{M,π} [⟨ϕ_h(x_h, a_h), θ⟩] over policies π, and we cannot exactly compute E^{M,π} [⟨ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)] for a given policy. Thus we need to account for errors in the approximate policy optimization algorithm PSDP and the algorithm FeatureEstimation.

Lemma 5.11 (Size bound and sample/time complexity for GreedyCover). Let ξ, C_{empnrm} > 0. Let (μ̂^j_{h+1})^m_{j=1} ⊆ R^d satisfy ∑_n j=1 ‖ ‖μ̂j_{h+1} ‖ ‖ 1 ≤ C_{empnrm}. For any h ∈ [H], policy sets Ψ_{1:h}, and N ∈ N, we have that GreedyCover (Algorithm 2) with parameters h, (μ̂_{h+1})^m_{j=1}, ξ, C_{empnrm}, Ψ_{1:h}, N produces a set Ψ^{apx}_{h+1} with |Ψ^{apx}_{h+1}| ≤ 2C_{empnrm}/ξ. Moreover, the sample complexity of the algorithm is O(NC_{empnrm}/ξ), and the time complexity is O(C_{empnrm}/ξ) · poly(H, N, d, A).

Proof. For each policy π^t in Ψ^{apx}_{h+1}, we have ξ ≤ ⟨ϕ̂^t_h, μ^{res,t}⟩ = ⟨ϕ̂^t_h, ∑ j∈B_t μ̂^j_{h+1}⟩

where the inequality is by Line 6 of Algorithm 2, and the equality is by definition of μ^{res,t}. On the other hand, we also have ⟨ϕ̂^t_h, ∑ j∈B_t\G_t μ̂^j_{h+1}⟩ ≤ ξ 2C_{empnrm} ∑ j∈B_t\G_t ‖ ‖μ̂j_{h+1} ‖ ‖ 1 ≤ ξ 2 where the first inequality is by definition of the set G_i (Line 7), and the last inequality follows by assumption on ∑_m j=1 ‖ ‖μ̂^j_{h+1} ‖ ‖_1. Comparing the above inequalities, we have ∑ j∈G_t ‖ ‖μ̂^j_{h+1} ‖ ‖_1 ≥ ⟨ϕ̂^t_h, ∑ j∈G_t μ̂^j_{h+1}⟩ ≥ ξ/2

where the first inequality uses the guarantee of FeatureEstimation that ‖ ‖ϕ̂^t_h ‖ ‖_∞ ≤ 1 (Lemma 5.15).

Since the sets G_1, G_2, . . . , G_t, . . . are disjoint, summing the above inequality over t gives

C_{empnrm} ≥ m∑ j=1 ‖ ‖μ̂^j_{h+1} ‖ ‖_1 ≥ ∑ t:π^t∈Ψ^{apx}_{h+1} ξ 2 = ξ|Ψ^{apx}_{h+1}| 2 where the first inequality uses the bound on ∑_m j=1 ‖ ‖μ̂^j_{h+1} ‖ ‖_1 again. Thus, |Ψ^{apx}_{h+1}| ≤ 2Cempnrm/ξ as claimed. It follows that the algorithm terminates after O(C_{empnrm}/ξ) iterations and therefore makes only O(C_{empnrm}/ξ) calls to PSDP and FeatureEstimation, which implies the claimed sample and time complexity bounds by Lemma 5.14 and Lemma 5.15.

Lemma 5.12 (Guarantee for GreedyCover). Let α, ξ, C_{empnrm}, δ > 0 with ξ ≤ C_{empnrm}. Let h ∈ [H] and let (μ̂^j_{h+1})^m_{j=1} ⊆ R^d be vectors satisfying m∑ j=1 ‖ ‖μ̂^j_{h+1} ‖ ‖_1 ≤ Cempnrm. (29)

Let Ψ_{1:h} be α-approximate policy covers for steps 1, . . . , h respectively (Definition 3.3). Suppose that N ≥ max{n_{PSDPrch}(ξ/(4C_{empnrm}), α, δξ/(6C_{empnrm})), n_{FE}(ξ/(4C_{empnrm}), δξ/(6C_{empnrm}))}. Then

GreedyCover (Algorithm 2) with parameters ξ, C_{empnrm}, N outputs a set of policies Ψ^{apx}_{h+1} of size

|Ψ^{apx}_{h+1}| ≤ 2C_{empnrm}/ξ and a subset G ⊆ [m] so that with probability at least 1 − δ, the following conditions hold for all π ∈ Π: 1. ∑ j∈[m]\G⟨E π [ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)], μ̂^j_{h+1}⟩ ≤ 3ξ/2. 2. For all j ∈ G, there is some π^′ ∈ Ψ^{apx}_{h+1} so that ⟨E^{π′} [ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)], μ̂^j_{h+1}⟩ ≥ ξ 4C_{empnrm} · ⟨E^π [ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)], μ̂^j_{h+1}⟩. Proof. By Lemma 5.11, we have that |Ψ^{apx}_{h+1}| ≤ 2C_{empnrm}/ξ. It follows that the algorithm makes at most 1 + 2C_{empnrm}/ξ ≤ 3C_{empnrm}/ξ calls to each of PSDP and FeatureEstimation. Each call has failure probability at most δξ/(6C_{empnrm}), so with probability at least 1 − δ all of the calls succeed (i.e. satisfy the guarantees of Lemma 5.14 and Lemma 5.15). We assume from now on that this event holds. By choice of N, the guarantees of Lemma 5.14 and Lemma 5.15 hold with error at most ε_{stat} := ξ/(4C_{empnrm}).

For convenience set T = |Ψ^{apx}_{h+1}| + 1. Recall that π_{final} := π^T is the last policy computed by the procedure (the policy that is not added to Ψ^{apx}_{h+1}). Note that the output set G of Algorithm 2 is given by G := [m] \ B_T .

By the termination condition (Line 6), we have ⟨ϕ̂^T_h , ∑ j∈[m]\G μ̂ j h+1⟩ = ⟨ϕ̂^T_h , ∑ j∈B_T μ̂ j h+1⟩ < ξ. By the guarantee of FeatureEstimation (Lemma 5.15) and (29), it follows that

⟨E^{πfinal} [ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)], ∑ j∈[m]\G μ̂^j_{h+1}⟩ < ξ + ε_{stat}C_{empnrm}.

By the guarantee of PSDP (Lemma 5.14) and choice of π_{final}, we get

sup_{π∈Π}⟨E^π [ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)], ∑ j∈[m]\G μ̂^j_{h+1}⟩ < ξ + 2ε_{stat}C_{empnrm} ≤ 3ξ/2

which proves claim (1) of the lemma statement. Next, for each j ∈ G there is some t so that j ∈ G_t. But then the estimated feature vector ϕ̂^t_h of policy π^t ∈ Ψ^{apx}_{h+1} satisfies

⟨ϕ̂^t_h, μ̂^j_{h+1}⟩ ≥ (ξ/(2C_{empnrm})) · ‖ ‖μ̂^j_{h+1} ‖ ‖_1 ,

so by the guarantee of FeatureEstimation (Lemma 5.15),

⟨E^{πfinal} [ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)], μ̂^j_{h+1}⟩ ≥ ( ξ 2C_{empnrm}

− ε_{stat} ) · ‖ ‖μ̂j_{h+1} ‖ ‖ 1

≥ ( ξ 2C_{empnrm}

− ε_{stat} ) · sup_{π∈Π}⟨E^π [ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)], μ̂^j_{h+1}⟩.

Since ε_{stat} ≤ ξ/(4C_{empnrm}), this completes the proof of claim (2).

We now formalize (28), including the error terms due to the “bad” set B ⊆ [m] and the possibility that some of the inner products ⟨E^π [ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)], μ̂^j_{h+1}⟩ may be slightly negative.

Lemma 5.13. In the setting of Lemma 5.4, the following holds with probability at least 1 − δ. For any π ∈ Π, R > 0, and function g : [m] → [0, R], m∑ j=1 ⟨E^π [ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)], μ̂^j_{h+1}⟩ · g(j) ≤ 17C^3_{empnrm}Rε_{neg}

ξ^2 + 3Rξ/2

+ 4C_{empnrm} ξ ∑ π^′∈Ψ^{apx}_{h+1} m∑ j=1 ⟨E^{π′} [ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)], μ̂^j_{h+1}⟩ · g(j) (30)

Proof. By Lemma 5.12, using the norm bound ∑_m j=1 ‖ ‖μ̂^j_{h+1} ‖ ‖_1 ≤ Cempnrm guaranteed by Item 1 of Definition 3.8, the output of GreedyCover is a set of policies Ψ^{apx}_{h+1} of size |Ψ^{apx}_{h+1}| ≤ 2C_{empnrm}/ξ and a set G ⊂ [m] satisfying (with probability at least 1 − δ) the following properties: (i) ∑ j∈[m]\G⟨E π [ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)], μ̂^j_{h+1}⟩ ≤ 3ξ/2. (ii) For all j ∈ G, there is some π^′ ∈ Ψ^{apx}_{h+1} so that ⟨E^{π′} [ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)], μ̂^j_{h+1}⟩ ≥ ξ 4C_{empnrm} · ⟨E^π [ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)], μ̂^j_{h+1}⟩.

Additionally, Item 2 of Definition 3.8 guarantees that for any π ∈ Π and f : [m] → [0, R], m∑ j=1 max ( 0, −⟨E^π [ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)], μ̂^j_{h+1}⟩ · f(j) ) ≤ m∑ j=1 Rε_{neg} ‖ ‖μ̂j_{h+1} ‖ ‖ 1 ≤ Rε_{neg}C_{empnrm}. (31)

We use the above properties to prove the claimed bound (30). Fix π ∈ Π. We separate the LHS of (30) into two terms: m∑ j=1 ⟨E^π [ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)], μ̂^j_{h+1}⟩·g(j) = ∑ j∈[m]\G ⟨E^π [ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)], μ̂^j_{h+1}⟩·g(j)+ ∑ j∈G ⟨E^π [ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)], μ̂^j_{h+1}⟩·g(j).

By (31) and the bound g(j) ∈ [0, R] for all j, the first term can be bounded as ∑ j∈[m]\G ⟨E^π [ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)], μ̂^j_{h+1}⟩ · g(j) ≤ Rε_{neg}C_{empnrm} + R · ∑ j∈[m]\G ⟨E^π [ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)], μ̂^j_{h+1}⟩

≤ Rε_{neg}C_{empnrm} + 3Rξ/2 where the last inequality uses property (i). Next, ∑ j∈G ⟨E^π [ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)], μ̂^j_{h+1}⟩ · g(j) ≤ ∑ j∈G 4C_{empnrm} ξ max π^′∈Ψ^{apx}_{h+1} ⟨E^{π′} [ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)], μ̂^j_{h+1}⟩ · g(j)

≤ ∑ j∈G 4C_{empnrm} ξ R|Ψ^{apx}_{h+1}|εneg ‖ ‖μ̂^j_{h+1} ‖ ‖_1 + ∑ π^′∈Ψ^{apx}_{h+1} ⟨E^{π′} [ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)], μ̂^j_{h+1}⟩ · g(j)

≤ 4C^2_{empnrm}R|Ψ^{apx}_{h+1}|ε_{neg} ξ + 4C_{empnrm} ξ ∑ π^′∈Ψ^{apx}_{h+1} ∑ j∈G ⟨E^{π′} [ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)], μ̂^j_{h+1}⟩ · g(j)

≤ 8C^3_{empnrm}Rε_{neg}

ξ^2 + 4C_{empnrm} ξ ∑ π^′∈Ψ^{apx}_{h+1} ∑ j∈G ⟨E^{π′} [ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)], μ̂^j_{h+1}⟩ · g(j)

≤ 16C^3_{empnrm}Rε_{neg}

ξ^2 + 4C_{empnrm} ξ ∑ π^′∈Ψ^{apx}_{h+1} m∑ j=1 ⟨E^{π′} [ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)], μ̂^j_{h+1}⟩ · g(j)

where the first inequality uses property (ii), the second inequality uses Item 2 of Definition 3.8, the third inequality uses Item 1 of Definition 3.8, the fourth inequality uses the bound |Ψ^{apx}_{h+1}| ≤ 2C_{empnrm}/ξ, and the fifth inequality uses (31) together with the bound |Ψ^{apx}_{h+1}| ≤ 2C_{empnrm}/ξ.

Combining the two bounds and using that C_{empnrm}/ξ ≥ 1, we get that m∑ j=1 ⟨E^π [ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)], μ̂^j_{h+1}⟩ · g(j) ≤ 17C^3_{empnrm}Rε_{neg} ξ^2 + 3Rξ/2

+ 4C_{empnrm} ξ ∑ π^′∈Ψ^{apx}_{h+1} m∑ j=1 ⟨E^{π′} [ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)], μ̂^j_{h+1}⟩ · g(j)

as claimed.

Finally, we formally prove Lemma 5.4, combining Lemma 5.13 with the emulator approximation guarantee (Item 3) as sketched at the beginning of the section.

Proof of Lemma 5.4. We condition on the event that the guarantee of Lemma 5.13 holds (which occurs with probability at least 1 − δ); in this event, we show that the set Ψ_{h+2}, defined in the lemma statement, is a ξ^2/(16C^2_{empnrm}A)-approximate policy cover for step h + 2.

By Item 3 of Definition 3.8, there are states x^1_{h+1}, . . . , x^m_{h+1} ∈ X such that for any π ∈ Π and μ_{h+2} ∈ R^d , we have | | | ∑ x∈X ⟨E^π [ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)], μ_{h+1}(x)⟩ · ⟨ϕ^{avg}_{h+1}(x), μ_{h+2}⟩ − m∑ j=1 ⟨E^π [ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)], μ̂^j_{h+1}⟩ · ⟨ϕ^{avg}_{h+1}(x^j_{h+1}), μ_{h+2}⟩ | | | ≤ ε_{apx}‖μ_{h+2}‖_1 (32)

Fix any π ∈ Π and x^′ ∈ X . Then we may compute

⟨E^π [ϕ^{avg}_{h+1}(x_{h+1})], μ_{h+2}(x^′)⟩ = ∑ x∈X ⟨E^π [⟨ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)], μ_{h+1}(x)⟩ · ⟨ϕ^{avg}_{h+1}(x), μ_{h+2}(x^′)⟩

≤ ε_{apx} · ‖μ_{h+2}(x^′)‖_1 + m∑ j=1 ⟨E^π [ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)], μ̂^j_{h+1}⟩ · ⟨ϕ^{avg}_{h+1}(x^j_{h+1}), μ_{h+2}(x^′)⟩

≤ ε_{apx} · ‖μ_{h+2}(x^′)‖_1 +

17C^3_{empnrm} ‖μ_{h+2}(x^′)‖_1 ε_{neg} ξ^2 + 3 2 ξ · ‖μ_{h+2}(x^′)‖_1 + 4C_{empnrm} ξ · ∑ π^′∈Ψ^{apx}_{h+1} m∑ j=1 ⟨E^{π′} [ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)], μ̂^j_{h+1}⟩ · ⟨ϕ^{avg}_{h+1}(x^j_{h+1}), μ_{h+2}(x^′)⟩

≤ ε_{apx} · ‖μ_{h+2}(x^′)‖_1 +

17C^3_{empnrm} ‖μ_{h+2}(x^′)‖_1 ε_{neg} ξ^2 + 3 2 ξ · ‖μ_{h+2}(x^′)‖_1 + 4C_{empnrm} ξ · ∑ π^′∈Ψ^{apx}_{h+1} ( ε_{apx} · ‖μ_{h+2}(x^′)‖_1 + ∑ x∈X ⟨E^{π′} [ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)], μ_{h+1}(x)⟩ · ⟨ϕ^{avg}_{h+1}(x), μ_{h+2}(x^′)⟩ )

≤ ( 9C^2_{empnrm}

ξ^2 ε_{apx} +

17C^3_{empnrm} ξ^2 ε_{neg} + 3 2 ξ ) · ‖μ_{h+2}(x^′)‖_1 + 4C_{empnrm} ξ · ∑ π^′∈Ψ^{apx}_{h+1}

⟨E^{π′} [ϕ^{avg}_{h+1}(x_{h+1})], μ_{h+2}(x^′)⟩, (33)

where the first inequality uses (32); the second inequality uses Lemma 5.13 with the function g(j) := ⟨ϕ^{avg}_{h+1}(x^j_{h+1}), μ_{h+2}(x^′)⟩ (note that 0 ≤ g(j) ≤ ‖μ_{h+2}(x^′)‖_1 for all j ∈ [m] and x^′ ∈ X ); the third inequality uses (32); and the fourth inequality collects terms and uses the bounds |Ψ^{apx}_{h+1}| ≤ 2C_{empnrm}/ξ and 1 ≤ C_{empnrm}/ξ.

Next, since the MDP is η_{rch}-reachable (Definition 3.2), we have that for any x^′ ∈ X ,

max_{π∈Π} ⟨E^π [ϕ^{avg}_{h+1}(x_{h+1})], μ_{h+2}(x^′)⟩ ≥ 1 A max_{π∈Π} ⟨E^π [ϕ_{h+1}(x_{h+1}, a_{h+1})], μ_{h+2}(x^′)⟩ ≥ η_{rch} A · ‖μ_{h+2}(x^′)‖_1.

Thus, the additive error term in (33) is bounded by ( 9C^2_{empnrm}

ξ^2 ε_{apx} +

17C^3_{empnrm}

ξ^2 ε_{neg} + 3 2 ξ ) · ‖μ_{h+2}(x^′)‖_1 ≤ η_{rch} 2A ‖ ‖μ_{h+2}(x^′) ‖ ‖_1 ≤ 1 2 max_{π∈Π} ⟨E^π [ϕ^{avg}_{h+1}(x_{h+1})], μ_{h+2}(x^′)⟩

where the first inequality uses (12). Substituting the above bound into (33), we get that for any π^′ ∈ Π and x^′ ∈ X ,

⟨E^{π′} [ϕ^{avg}_{h+1}(x_{h+1})], μ_{h+2}(x^′)⟩ ≤ 1 2 max_{π∈Π} ⟨E^π [ϕ^{avg}_{h+1}(x_{h+1})], μ_{h+2}(x^′)⟩ + 4C_{empnrm} ξ · ∑ π̄∈Ψ^{apx}_{h+1}

⟨E^{π̄} [ϕ^{avg}_{h+1}(x_{h+1})], μ_{h+2}(x^′)⟩ and therefore for any x^′ ∈ X ,

max_{π∈Π} ⟨E^π [ϕ^{avg}_{h+1}(x_{h+1})], μ_{h+2}(x^′)⟩ ≤

8C_{empnrm} ξ ∑ π̄∈Ψ^{apx}_{h+1}

⟨E^{π̄} [ϕ^{avg}_{h+1}(x_{h+1})], μ_{h+2}(x^′)⟩

= 8C_{empnrm} ξ ∑ π̄∈Ψ^{apx}_{h+1}

⟨E^{π̄∘h+1 unif(A)}[ϕ_{h+1}(x_{h+1}, a_{h+1})], μ_{h+2}(x^′)⟩

= 8C_{empnrm} ξ ∑ π^′∈Ψ_{h+2}

⟨E^{π′} [ϕ_{h+1}(x_{h+1}, a_{h+1})], μ_{h+2}(x^′)⟩

≤ 16C^2_{empnrm} ξ^2 1 |Ψ_{h+2}| ∑ π^′∈Ψ_{h+2}

⟨E^{π′} [ϕ_{h+1}(x_{h+1}, a_{h+1})], μ_{h+2}(x^′)⟩

where the first equality uses the definition of ϕ^{avg}_{h+1}, the second equality uses the definition of Ψ_{h+2}, and the final inequality uses that |Ψ_{h+2}| = |Ψ^{apx}_{h+1}| ≤ 2C_{empnrm}/ξ. Finally, for any x^′ ∈ X and π ∈ Π we know that

⟨E^π [ϕ^{avg}_{h+1}(x_{h+1})], μ_{h+2}(x^′)⟩ ≥ 1 A ⟨E^π [ϕ_{h+1}(x_{h+1}, a_{h+1})], μ_{h+2}(x^′)⟩.

It follows that

max_{π∈Π} ⟨E^π [ϕ_{h+1}(x_{h+1}, a_{h+1})], μ_{h+2}(x^′)⟩ ≤

16C^2_{empnrm}A ξ^2 1 |Ψ_{h+2}| ∑ π^′∈Ψ_{h+2}

⟨E^{π′} [ϕ_{h+1}(x_{h+1}, a_{h+1})], μ_{h+2}(x^′)⟩

as claimed.

5.3 Analysis of PSDP and FeatureEstimation In this section we provide sample and time complexity analysis for PSDP (Algorithm 6), the algorithm that we use in GreedyCover to optimize in a given direction at step h, given policy covers for steps 1, . . . , h. We also analyze the simple algorithm FeatureEstimation (Algorithm 7) that estimates E^π [ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)] for a given policy π.

5.3.1 Policy Search by Dynamic Programming

The PSDP algorithm is given in Algorithm 6. The main guarantee of PSDP is stated below.

Lemma 5.14 (PSDP). There is a constant C5.14 > 0 so that the following holds. Fix k ∈ [H] and α, ϵ, δ ∈ (0, 1), and suppose that Ψ_{1:k−1} are α-approximate policy covers (Definition 3.3) for steps 1, . . . , k − 1 respectively. Fix any θ ∈ R^d and N ∈ N such that

N ≥ n_{PSDPrch}(ϵ, α, δ) :=

C5.14H^4A^2C^4_{nrm} log(Hd/δ) α^4ϵ^4 . Then the output of the algorithm PSDP(d, k, C_{nrm}, θ, Ψ_{1:k−1}, N) is a policy π̂ := π̂^{1:k} that, with probability at least 1 − δ, satisfies ⟨E^{π̂} [ϕ_k(x_k, a_k)], θ⟩ ≥ max_{π∈Π} ⟨E^π [ϕ_k(x_k, a_k)], θ⟩ − ϵ ‖θ‖_1 .

Algorithm 6 PSDP(p, k, C_{nrm}, θ, Ψ_{1:k−1}, N): Policy Search by Dynamic Programming (variant of [BKSN03]) Require: Dimension p ∈ N; target layer k ∈ [H]; norm parameter C_{nrm} ∈ R; target direction θ ∈ R^p ; policy covers Ψ_1, . . . , Ψ_{k−1}; number of samples N ∈ N.

1: Set ŵ_k ← θ and define π̂_k : X → A by

π̂_k(x) := arg max_{a∈A} ⟨ϕ_k(x, a), ŵ_k⟩.

2: for h = k − 1, . . . , 1 do 3: D_h ← ∅.

4: for N times do 5: Sample trajectory (x_1, a_1, . . . , x_k, a_k) ∼ unif(Ψ_h) ∘_h unif(A) ∘_{h+1} π̂^{h+1:k}. 6: Set r_k ← ⟨ϕ_k(x_k, a_k), θ⟩.

7: Update dataset: D_h ← D_h ∪ {(x_h, a_h, r_k)}. 8: Solve regression:

ŵ_h ← arg min w∈R^p:‖w‖_1≤C_{nrm} ∑ (x,a,r)∈D_h (⟨ϕ_h(x, a), w⟩ − r)^2.

9: Define π̂_h : X → A by π̂_h(x) := arg max_{a∈A} ⟨ϕ_h(x, a), ŵ_h⟩,

and write π̂^{h:k} = (π̂_h, . . . , π̂_k). 10: Return: Policy π̂^{1:k} ∈ Π.

Moreover, the sample complexity of PSDP with this input is (k − 1)N, and the time complexity is poly(k, N, d, A). Proof of Lemma 5.14. Define reward function r = (r_1, . . . , r_k) by

r_h(x, a) = { ⟨ϕ_h(x, a), θ⟩ if h = k 0 otherwise . Let π^⋆ ∈ arg max_{π∈Π}⟨E^π [ϕ_k(x_k, a_k)], θ⟩. The performance difference lemma (Lemma A.10) gives ⟨E^{π⋆} [ϕ_k(x_k, a_k)], θ⟩ − ⟨E^{π̂} [ϕ_k(x_k, a_k)], θ⟩ = k∑ h=1 E^{π⋆} [ Q^{M,π̂,r}_h (x_h, π^⋆_h(x_h)) − Q^{M,π̂,r}_h (x_h, π̂_h(x_h)) ] . When h = k we have (by definition of π^⋆ and π̂) that Q^{M,π̂,r}_k (x, π^⋆_k(x)) = Q^{M,π̂,r}_k (x, π̂_k(x)) = max_{a∈A}⟨ϕ_k(x, a), θ⟩ for all x ∈ X , so the final summand of the above summation is 0.

Now fix h ∈ [k − 1]. By definition we have π̂_h(x) ∈ arg max_{a∈A}⟨ϕ_h(x, a), ŵ_h⟩. Additionally, by Lemma 2.6, there is some vector w^⋆_h ∈ R^d (with ‖w^⋆_h‖_1 ≤ ‖θ‖_1 · C_{nrm}) so that Q^{M,^πh+1:k,r}_h (x, a) =

⟨ϕ_h(x, a), w^⋆_h⟩. For each x ∈ X , let us define Δ_h(x) := max_{a∈A} |⟨ϕ_h(x, a), w^⋆_h − ŵ_h⟩|. Then for any x ∈ X , we have Q^{M,^π,r}_h (x, π^⋆_h(x)) − Q^{M,^π,r}_h (x, ^π_h(x)) = ⟨ϕ_h(x, π^⋆_h(x)), w^⋆_h⟩ − ⟨ϕ_h(x, ^π_h(x)), w^⋆_h⟩ ≤ ⟨ϕ_h(x, π^⋆_h(x)), ŵ_h⟩ − ⟨ϕ_h(x, ^π_h(x)), w^⋆_h⟩ + Δ_h(x) ≤ ⟨ϕ_h(x, ^π_h(x)), ŵ_h⟩ − ⟨ϕ_h(x, ^π_h(x)), w^⋆_h⟩ + Δ_h(x) ≤ 2Δ_h(x),

where the first and third inequalities use the definition of Δ_h(x) and the second inequality uses the fact that ^π_h(x) ∈ arg max_{a∈A}⟨ϕ_h(x, a), ŵ_h⟩. It follows that ⟨E^{π⋆} [ϕ_k(x_k, a_k)], θ⟩ − ⟨E^{π̂} [ϕ_k(x_k, a_k)], θ⟩ ≤ k−1∑ h=1 E^{π⋆} [2Δ_h(x_h)], (34)

and it only remains to upper bound each term E^{π⋆} [Δ_h(x_h)]. Once more, fix h ∈ [k −1]. The dataset D_h consists of independent samples (x, a, r) with E [r|x, a] = E^{^πh+1:k} [⟨ϕ_k(x_k, a_k), θ⟩|(x_h, a_h) = (x, a)] = Q^{M,^πh+1:k,r}_h (x, a). Thus, we can apply Corollary A.3 with covariates (ϕ_h(x, a) : (x, a, r) ∈ D_h), ground truth w^⋆_h ∈ R^d , and responses (r : (x, a, r) ∈ D_h). Observe that for any sample (x, a, r) ∈ D_h, by definition there are some x_k ∈ X , a_k ∈ A such that r = ⟨ϕ_k(x_k, a_k), θ⟩, so |r| ≤ ‖θ‖_1; thus, |r − Q^{^πh+1:k}_h (x, a)| ≤ ‖θ‖_1 + ‖w^⋆_h‖_1 ≤ 2C_{nrm} ‖θ‖_1 where the last inequality uses that C_{nrm} ≥ 1. Recalling the definition of the regressor ŵ_h (Line 8 of Algorithm 6), Corollary A.3 gives some event E_h that holds with probability at least 1 − δ/H, under which

E_{π∼unif (Ψh)}E^{π∘h unif(A)} [ ⟨ϕ_h(x_h, a_h), w^⋆_h − ŵ_h⟩^2 ] ≤ 3CA.3C^2_{nrm} ‖θ‖^2_1 √ log(dH/δ) √ N =: ε^2_0. (35)

It follows from (35) and the definition of Δ_h(x) that

E_{π∼unif (Ψh)}E^π [Δ_h(x)^2] ≤ E_{π∼unif (Ψh)}E^π [ ∑ a∈A ⟨ϕ_h(x_h, a_h), w^⋆_h − ŵ_h⟩^2 ] ≤ A · ε^2_0,

which yields, via Jensen’s inequality, that E_{π∼unif (Ψh)}E^π [Δ_h(x_h)] ≤ √ A · ε_0. Using the assumption that Ψ_h is an α-approximate policy cover for step h (Definition 3.3) together with non-negativity of Δ_h(x), it follows that under event E_h,

max_{π∈Π} E^π [Δ_h(x_h)] = max_{π∈Π} ∑ x∈X d^π_h(x) · Δ_h(x) ≤ 1 |Ψ_h| ∑ π^′∈Ψ_h ∑ x∈X d_h(π^′)(x) α · Δ_h(x) ≤ 1 α · E_{π∼unif (Ψh)}E^π [Δ_h(x_h)]

Algorithm 7 FeatureEstimation(k, π, N): Feature Estimation Require: Target layer k ∈ [H]; policy π ∈ Π; number of samples N ∈ N. 1: for 1 ≤ i ≤ N do 2: Sample (x^i_1, a^i_1, . . . , x^i_k, a^i_k) ∼ π. 3: Return:^1_N ∑_N i=1 ϕ_k(x^i_k, a^i_k).

≤ √ A · ε_0 α . Substituting into (34), we conclude that, under the event ⋂_{k−1} h=1 E_h (which occurs with probability at least 1 − δ), ⟨E^{π⋆} [ϕ_k(x_k, a_k)], θ⟩ − ⟨E^{π̂} [ϕ_k(x_k, a_k)], θ⟩ ≤ 2(k − 1) √ Aε_0 α ≤ ϵ ‖θ‖_1 where the last inequality uses the definition of ε_0 (from (35)) and the assumption that N ≥ n_{PSDPrch}(ϵ, α, δ) (where we take C5.14 := 2 √ 3CA.3). 5.3.2 Feature Estimation

Lemma 5.15 (Feature estimation). Fix k ∈ [H], π ∈ Π, N ∈ N, and ε_{stat}, δ > 0. Suppose that

N ≥ n_{FE}(ε_{stat}, δ) := 2ε^{−2}_{stat} log(2d/δ).

Then the output of FeatureEstimation(k, π, N) (Algorithm 7) is a vector ^ϕ_k ∈ R^d such that ‖ ‖ϕ̂_k ‖ ‖ ∞ ≤ 1, and with probability at least 1 − δ, ‖ ‖E_{M,π} [ϕ_k(x_k, a_k)] − ^ϕ_k ‖ ‖ ∞ ≤ ε_{stat}.

The sample complexity of FeatureEstimation with this input is N, and the time complexity is poly(N, d).

Proof. Immediate from Hoeffding’s inequality and a union bound over [d].

6 Beyond reachability: the truncated MDP

For the remainder of the paper, we drop the reachability condition and assume that we have sample access to an arbitrary ℓ_1-bounded d-dimensional linear MDP M = (H, X , A, P_1, (ϕ^{orig}_h )_h, (μ^{orig}_{h+1})_h, (θ^{orig}_h )_h), with known ℓ_1 bound C_{nrm} ≥ 1. We fix a global parameter ε_{final} > 0; our ultimate goal is to show that POEM (Algorithm 12) finds (with high probability) a policy with suboptimality at most ε_{final}.

6.1 Global truncation parameters & extended feature mappings

As discussed in Section 4, the analysis will involve (d + 1)-dimensional “truncated” MDPs. These are formally defined in Section 6.2 in terms of the parameter of M as well as two global parameters σ_{trunc} and σ_{bkup}, which we set as σ_{trunc} :=^{εfinal}_{8C3nrmH4} and σ_{bkup} :=^{σ7trunc}_{248A13H7C9nrm} (ε_{final} denotes an overall error parameter which will be introduced in Section 8). The first parameter governs the threshold at which nearly-unreachable states are truncated, and the second parameter governs how well the backup policy cover Γ needs to visit a state for it to avoid truncation.

For notational convenience, throughout Sections 6 and 7, we extend M to a (d + 1)-dimensional linear MDP (H, X̄ , A, P_1, (ϕ_h)_h, (μ_{h+1})_h, (θ_h)_h) on state space X̄ := X ∪ {t}, where t is a special terminal state with P_1(t) = 0. For any h ∈ [H], we define ϕ_h : X̄ × A → R^{d+1} , μ_{h+1} : X̄ → R^{d+1} , and θ_h : X̄ × A → R^{d+1} as follows: ϕ_h(x, a) = { [ϕ^{orig}_h (x, a), 0] if x ∈ X e_{d+1} if x = t .

μ_{h+1}(x) = { [μ^{orig}_{h+1}(x), 0] if x ∈ X e_{d+1} if x = t .

θ_h(x, a) = { [θ^{orig}_h (x, a), 0] if x ∈ X 0 if x = t . Note that this change is without loss of generality: the state t is never visited, so interaction with (H, X , A, P_1, (ϕ^{orig}_h )_h, (μ^{orig}_{h+1})_h, (θ^{orig}_h )_h) is identical to interaction with (H, X̄ , A, P_1, (ϕ_h)_h, (μ_{h+1})_h, (θ_h)_h). We make this change just to simplify notation in the analysis when we relate M with the truncated MDPs defined in Section 6.2. Since θ_h(t, a) = 0 for all a, and the terminal state is absorbing (by definitions of ϕ_h(t, a), μ_h(t)), it follows that Q^{M,π}_h (t, a) = V^{M,π}_h (t) = 0 for all π ∈ Π, a ∈ A, and h ∈ [H]. As per Definition 2.10, we will continue to write ϕ^{avg}_h (x) :=^1_A ∑ a∈A ϕ_h(x, a). At various points, it will be convenient to write μ^{orig}_{H+1}(x) = 0 ∈ R^d , μ_{H+1}(x) = 0 ∈ R^{d+1} as a matter of convention.

6.2 The truncated MDP

In this section we define the truncated MDPs M (Γ) that will be used in the analysis of Algorithm 11. Roughly, these MDPs “truncate” transitions to states of M that are hard to reach. We emphasize that the truncated MDPs are purely a tool for the analysis. Like M, their parameters are unknown to the learning algorithm. We do not assume that the algorithm has sample access to any of the truncated MDPs.

Definition 6.1 below defines a generic notion of truncation of the linear MDP M, where transitions to some specified subsets X^{rch}_h ⊆ X (h ∈ [H]) of states are truncated. Subsequently we will discuss how precisely we define the sets X^{rch}_h . We leave the environmental reward vectors of the truncated MDPs unspecified, since they do not matter for the analysis.

Definition 6.1. Let X^{rch} = (X^{rch}_2 , . . . , X^{rch}_H ) for some given sets X^{rch}_2 , . . . , X^{rch}_H ⊆ X . The X^{rch}- truncation of M is the (d + 1)-dimensional linear MDP M = (H, X̄ , A, P_1, (ϕ^M_h )_h, (μ^M_{h+1})_h) with state space X̄ , action space A, and horizon H, whose feature vectors ϕ^M_h (x, a), μ^M_{h+1}(x), are defined as follows, for each h ∈ [H]:

1. For every x ∈ X , a ∈ A,

ϕ^M_h (x, a) := [ϕ^{orig}_h (x, a), 1 − p^{rch}_h (x, a)] and μ^M_{h+1}(x) := { μ_{h+1}(x) if x ∈ X^{rch}_{h+1} 0 otherwise , where X^{rch}_{H+1} := ∅ and

p^{rch}_h (x, a) = ∑ x^′∈X^{rch}_{h+1} ⟨ϕ_h(x, a), μ_{h+1}(x^′)⟩.

2. For every a ∈ A, ϕ^M_h (t, a) = e_{d+1} = μ^M_{h+1}(t).

Essentially, whenever a state outside X^{rch}_h would have been visited under the dynamics of M at some step h, instead, under the dynamics of M, the terminal state t is visited; moreover, for the remainder of the trajectory all states are t.

Overview of the construction. Suppose we are given a finite subset of policies Γ ⊂ Π. We will define a truncated MDP M (Γ), which will be the X^{rch}(Γ)-truncation of M (according to Definition 6.1) for an appropriate choice of X^{rch}(Γ) = (X^{rch}_2 (Γ), . . . , X^{rch}_H (Γ)). The choice of X^{rch}(Γ) (and thus M(Γ)) depends on σ_{trunc}, σ_{bkup} in addition to Γ; since these are fixed global parameters (defined in Section 6.1) we omit this dependence. Roughly speaking, the sets X^{rch}_2 (Γ), . . . , X^{rch}_H (Γ) are constructed so as to satisfy the following properties:

• Each set X^{rch}_h (Γ) includes all states x that can be visited in the MDP M (∅), under some policy in Π, with probability at least σ_{trunc} · ‖μ_h(x)‖_1.

• Each set X^{rch}_h (Γ) also includes states x that are visited in the MDP M, under a uniformly random policy drawn from Γ, with probability at least σ_{bkup} · ‖μ_h(x)‖_1.

• Each set X^{rch}_h (Γ) does not include any other states.

For technical reasons, X^{rch}_h (Γ) is specified as above only for odd h ∈ [H]; for even h ∈ [H] we simply take X^{rch}_h (Γ) := X . Below we proceed to formally define the sets X^{rch}_h (Γ).

Defining X^{rch}_h (Γ). Next we inductively define X^{rch}_h (Γ), for each h ∈ [H]. To aid in doing so, we define, for each Γ ⊂ Π, M_h(Γ) to be the (X^{rch}_2 (Γ), . . . , X^{rch}_h (Γ), X , . . . , X )-truncation of M (per Definition 6.1). Note that M_1(Γ) = M. Given h ∈ [H] with h ≥ 2, suppose that X^{rch}_g (Γ), has been defined for all Γ ⊂ Π and all 2 ≤ g < h. It follows that M_g(Γ) has been defined, as well, for all Γ ⊂ Π and 1 ≤ g < h. We define X^{rch}_h (Γ) for each Γ ⊂ Π as follows: first, define

~X^{rch}_h := { X : h is even { x ∈ X : max_{π∈Π}⟨μ_h(x), E^{M h−1(∅),π} [ϕ_{h−1}(x_{h−1}, a_{h−1})]⟩ ≥ σ_{trunc} · ‖μ_h(x)‖_1 } : h is odd,

and then

X^{rch}_h (Γ) := ~X^{rch}_h ∪ { x ∈ X : E_π′_{∼unif(Γ)}[d^{M,π′}_h (x)] ≥ σ_{bkup} · ‖μ_h(x)‖_1 } . (36)

If Γ = ∅, we use the convention that E_π′_{∼unif(Γ)}[d^{M,π′}_h (x)] := 0 for all x ∈ X , so that X^{rch}_h (∅) = ~X^{rch}_h . Having defined X^{rch}_h (Γ), it follows that M_h(Γ) is defined (i.e., as the (X^{rch}_2 (Γ), . . . , X^{rch}_h (Γ), X , . . . , X )- truncation of M). Finally, we define M (Γ) = M_H (Γ).

By the construction in Definition 6.1, M_h(Γ) is truncated up to the transition into state x_h, and in particular the transitions of M_h(Γ) and M_H (Γ) are identical up to step h; thus, for any choice of policy π, M_h(Γ) has the same distribution on trajectory prefixes (x_1, a_1, . . . , x_{h−1}, a_{h−1}, x_h) as M_H (Γ) = M (Γ). In particular, we have the following fact:

Fact 6.2. For any π ∈ Π, h ∈ [H], g ≤ h, Γ ⊂ Π, and x ∈ X̄ , it holds that d^{M h(Γ),π}_g (x) = d^{M (Γ),π}_g (x).

On the other hand, the transition distribution of M_h(Γ) from step h to step h + 1 is the same as that of M:

Fact 6.3. For any h ∈ [H], Γ ⊂ Π, x ∈ X̄ , and a ∈ A, it holds that P^{M h(Γ)}_h (·|x, a) = P^M_h (·|x, a).

6.3 Properties of truncated MDPs The following lemma is an immediate consequence of the construction of M (Γ). Lemma 6.4. Fix Γ ⊂ Π and odd h ∈ [H] with h ≥ 2. For all x ∈ X , if μ^{M(Γ)}_h (x) ≠ 0, then either

max_{π∈Π} d^{M(∅),π}_h (x) = max_{π∈Π} ⟨μ_h(x), E^{M (∅),π} [ϕ_{h−1}(x_{h−1}, a_{h−1})]⟩ ≥ σ_{trunc} · ‖μ_h(x)‖_1 (37) or E_π′_{∼unif(Γ)}[d^{M,π′}_h (x)] ≥ σ_{bkup} · ‖μ_h(x)‖_1. (38)

Proof. If μ^{M(Γ)}_h (x) ≠ 0 for x ∈ X , then by definition of μ^{M(Γ)}_h (x) (Definition 6.1) we must have that x ∈ X^{rch}_h (Γ). Hence, either x ∈ ~X^{rch}_h , in which case (37) holds (the equality is by the fact that μ_h(x) = μ^{M(∅)}_h (x) and d^{M (∅),π}_{h−1} = d^{M h−1(∅),π}_{h−1} , per Fact 6.2; the inequality is by definition of ~X^{rch}_h ); or otherwise x ∈ X^{rch}_h (Γ) \ ~X^{rch}, in which case (38) holds, by (36).

Lemma 6.5. Fix Γ ⊂ Π. For all x ∈ X and π ∈ Π and h ∈ [H], it holds that d^{M (∅),π}_h (x) ≤ d^{M (Γ),π} h (x) ≤ d^{M,π}_h (x). Proof. We start by proving that d^{M (Γ),π}_h (x) ≤ d^{M,π}_h (x) for all h ∈ [H], π ∈ Π, x ∈ X . We proceed by induction on h, noting that the base case h = 1 is immediate since d^{M (Γ),π}_1 (x) = d^{M,π}_1 (x) = P_1(x) for all x ∈ X , π ∈ Π. To establish the inductive step, we first note that if μ^{M(Γ)}_h (x) = 0, then d^{M (Γ),π} h (x) = 0 whereas d^{M,π}_h (x) ≥ 0. Otherwise (i.e., if μ^{M(Γ)}_h (x) ≠ 0), we have μ^{M(Γ)}_h (x) = μ_h(x). Hence, d^{M (Γ),π} h (x) = ⟨μ_h(x), E^{M (Γ),π} [ϕ_{h−1}(x_{h−1}, a_{h−1})]⟩ = ∑ x_{h−1}∈X d^{M (Γ),π} h (x_{h−1}) · ⟨μ_h(x), ϕ_{h−1}(x_{h−1}, π_{h−1}(x_{h−1}))⟩ ≤ ∑ x_{h−1}∈X d^{M,π}_h (x_{h−1}) · ⟨μ_h(x), ϕ_{h−1}(x_{h−1}, π_{h−1}(x_{h−1}))⟩

≤ d^{M,π}_h (x), (39) where the first inequality uses the inductive hypothesis and the fact that ⟨μ_h(x), ϕ_{h−1}(x_{h−1}, a_{h−1})⟩ ≥ 0 for all x_{h−1}, a_{h−1}, x.

The proof that d^{M (∅),π}_h (x) ≤ d^{M (Γ),π}_h (x) for all h ∈ [H], π ∈ Π, x ∈ X is similar. The base case h = 1 is again immediate. For the induction step, we first note that if μ^{M(Γ)}_h (x) = 0, then μ^{M(∅)}_h (x) = 0 (since X^{rch}_h (∅) ⊆ X^{rch}_h (Γ)), and so d^{M (∅),π}_h (x) = d^{M (Γ),π}_h (x) = 0 for all π. Otherwise, we have that μ^{M(Γ)}_h (x) = μ_h(x), and an analogous computation to (39) establishes that d^{M (∅),π}_h ≤ d^{M (Γ),π}_h .

6.4 Closeness between truncated MDPs and M

Next, we show that the truncated MDP M (∅) is a good approximation to the true MDP M.

Lemma 6.6. Write M = M(∅). Fix B > 0, and consider any vectors w_1, . . . , w_H ∈ R^d × {0} with ‖w_h‖_1 ≤ B for each h ∈ [H]. For each h ∈ [H], x ∈ X̄ , and a ∈ A, define r_h(x, a) := ⟨ϕ_h(x, a), w_h⟩. Then for any policy π ∈ Π, E^{M ,π} [_H ∑ h=1 r_h(x_h, a_h) ] ≥ E^{M,π} [_H ∑ h=1 r_h(x_h, a_h) ] − Bσ_{trunc}C_{nrm}H^2.

Proof. Recall from above that, for Γ ⊂ Π and each h ∈ [H], M_h(Γ) is defined to be the (X^{rch}_2 (Γ), . . . , X^{rch}_h (Γ), X , . . . , X )-truncation of M. Throughout the proof of the lemma, we write M_h = M_h(∅) for each h ∈ [H], M = M (∅), and X^{rch}_h = X^{rch}_h (∅) = ~X^{rch}_h for each h ≥ 2.

Consider any policy π ∈ Π and any 1 ≤ h ≤ H − 1. Since the transitions of M_{h+1} and M_h are the same up to step h (Fact 6.2), we have

E^{M h+1,π} h∑ g=1 r_g(x_g, a_g) = E^M h^{,π} h∑ g=1 r_g(x_g, a_g) . (40)

Since the transitions of M_{h+1} and M_h at steps {h+1, . . . , H} are identical to those of M (Fact 6.3), it also holds that for all (x, a) ∈ X × A,

E^{M h+1,π} H∑ g=h+1 r_g(x_g, a_g) | | |(x^{h+1}, a^{h+1}) = (x, a)

= E^{M h,π} H∑ g=h+1 r_g(x_g, a_g) | | | | (x_{h+1}, a_{h+1}) = (x, a)

=: f_{h+1}(x, a). (41)

Note that |f_{h+1}(x, a)| ≤ BH for all (x, a) ∈ X × A. We now compute

E^{M h,π} H∑ g=h+1 r_g(x_g, a_g) = ∑ x∈X ⟨ μ^{Mh}_{h+1}(x), E^{M h,π} [ϕ^{M h}_h (x_h, a_h)] ⟩ · f_{h+1}(x, π_{h+1}(x)) = ∑ x∈X ⟨ μ_{h+1}(x), E^{M h+1,π} [ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)] ⟩ · f_{h+1}(x, π_{h+1}(x))

= ∑ x∈X^{rch}_{h+1} ⟨ μ^{Mh+1}_{h+1} (x), E^{M h+1,π} [ϕ^{M h+1}_h (x_h, a_h)] ⟩ · f_{h+1}(x, π_{h+1}(x))

+ ∑ x∈X \X^{rch}_{h+1} ⟨ μ_{h+1}(x), E^{M h,π} [ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)] ⟩ · f_{h+1}(x, π_{h+1}(x))

≤ ∑ x∈X^{rch}_{h+1} ⟨ μ^{Mh+1}_{h+1} (x), E^{M h+1,π} [ϕ^{M h+1}_h (x_h, a_h)] ⟩ · f_{h+1}(x, π_{h+1}(x))

+ ∑ x∈X \X^{rch}_{h+1} σ_{trunc} · ‖μ_{h+1}(x)‖_1 · BH

≤ E^{M h+1,π} H∑ g=h+1 r_g(x_g, a_g)

+ σ_{trunc} · C_{nrm}BH, (42)

where the first equality uses (41) together with the fact that the reward at all future states is 0 if t is ever reached; the second equality uses the definition of the feature vectors μ^{Mh}_{h+1}(x), ϕ^{M h}_h (x, a) as well as the fact that d^{M h,π}_h = d^{Mh+1,π}_h ; the third equality splits the sum and uses that μ^{Mh+1}_{h+1} (x) = μ_{h+1}(x) for x ∈ X^{rch}_{h+1}; the first inequality uses the definition of X^{rch}_{h+1} = X^{rch}_{h+1}(∅) and the previously established bound on |f_{h+1}(x, a)|; and the final inequality uses the fact that μ^{Mh+1}_{h+1} (x) = 0 for all x ∈ X \ X^{rch}_{h+1} together with another application of (41). Summarizing, we have shown (by combining (40) and (42)) that for each h ≤ H − 1, it holds that

E^{M h,π} H∑ g=1 r_g(x_g, a_g) ≤ E^M h+1^{,π} H∑ g=1 r_g(x_g, a_g)

+ σ_{trunc}C_{nrm}BH.

Telescoping the above inequality over 1 ≤ h ≤ H − 1 and using M_1 = M and M_H = M yields the desired result.

An immediate corollary of Lemma 6.6 is the following result bounding the probability of reaching X \X^{rch}_h (Γ) under any policy, for each h ∈ [H].

Lemma 6.7. For any Γ ⊂ Π and h ∈ [H] with h ≥ 2, it holds that

max_{π∈Π} d^{M,π}_h (X \X^{rch}_h (Γ)) ≤ 2σ_{trunc}C^2_{nrm}H^2,

Hence, for any Γ ⊂ Π and h ∈ [H], it holds that min_{π∈Π} d^{M (Γ),π}_h (X ) ≥ 1 − 2σ_{trunc}C^2_{nrm}H^3 ≥ 3/4.

Proof. It suffices to prove the result for the case Γ = ∅, since X \X^{rch}_h (Γ) ⊆ X \X^{rch}_h (∅) for all h ∈ [H] and Γ ⊂ Π. Consider any h ≥ 2, and any x ∈ X \X^{rch}_h (∅). For any π ∈ Π, d^{M,π}_h (x) = E^{M,π} [⟨μ_h(x), ϕ_{h−1}(x_{h−1}, a_{h−1})⟩] ≤ E^{M (∅),π} [⟨μ_h(x), ϕ_{h−1}(x_{h−1}, a_{h−1})⟩] + ‖μ_h(x)‖_1 · σ_{trunc}C_{nrm}H^2 ≤ σ_{trunc} · ‖μ_h(x)‖_1 + ‖μ_h(x)‖_1 · σ_{trunc}C_{nrm}H^2 ≤ ‖μ_h(x)‖_1 · 2σ_{trunc}C_{nrm}H^2, where the first inequality uses Lemma 6.6 with w_{h−1} = μ_h and w_g = 0 for all g ≠ h − 1, and the second inequality uses that x ∉ X^{rch}_h (∅) = ~X^{rch}_h and the definition of ~X^{rch}_h . Summing over all x ∈ X \X^{rch}_h (Γ), we obtain the first claim of the lemma. To prove the second claim, fix π ∈ Π. Note that d^{M (Γ),π}_1 (t) = 0, and for any h ≥ 2, d^{M (Γ),π} h (t) = d^{M(Γ),π}_{h−1} (t) + d^{Mh−1(Γ),π}_h (X \ X^{rch}_h (Γ)) ≤ d^{M (Γ),π}_{h−1} (t) + d^{M,π}_h (X \ X^{rch}_h (Γ)).

Applying the first claim of the lemma statement and telescoping yields d^{M (Γ),π}_h (t) ≤ 2σ_{trunc}C^2_{nrm}H^3 for all h ∈ [H]. Finally, the bound 2σ_{trunc}C^2_{nrm}H^3 ≤ 1/4 holds by choice of σ_{trunc} (Section 6.1).

The next lemma upper bounds the distance between the expected feature vectors under M and M(Γ) at any fixed step k by the probability of visiting the (approximately) unreachable set X \X^{rch}_g (Γ), at steps g ∈ [k]. At a high level, the statement follows from the fact that transitions under M and M(Γ) only differ when a state in X \X^{rch}_g (Γ) is reached in M, for some g ∈ [H].

Lemma 6.8. Consider any k ∈ [H] and vector w ∈ R^d × {0}, and suppose we are given Γ ⊂ Π. Then for all π ∈ Π, | |⟨w, E_{M,π} [ϕ_k(x_k, a_k)]⟩ − ⟨w, E_{M (Γ),π}[ϕ_k(x_k, a_k)]⟩ | | ≤ ‖w‖_1 ·^k∑ g=1 d^{M,π}_g (X \X^{rch}_g (Γ)).

Proof. Let r = (r_1, . . . , r_H ) denote the reward function given by r_k(x, a) := ⟨w, ϕ_k(x, a)⟩ for all (x, a) ∈ X̄ × A, and r_h(x, a) := 0 for all h ≠ k and (x, a) ∈ X̄ × A. For each x ∈ X̄ and π ∈ Π, we have E_{a∼πh (x)}[Q^{M,π}_h (x, a)] = V^{M,π}_h (x). Then | |⟨w, E_{M,π} [ϕ_k(x_k, a_k)]⟩ − ⟨w, E_{M (Γ),π}[ϕ_k(x_k, a_k)]⟩ | |

= | | | k−1∑ h=1 E^{M (Γ),π}[Q^{M,π,r}_h (x_h, a_h) − V^{M,π,r}_{h+1} (x_{h+1})] | | | = | | | k−1∑ h=1 E^{M (Γ),π} [ E_{xh+1 ∼P}M_{h (xh,ah)}[V^{M,π,r}_{h+1} (x_{h+1})] − E_{xh+1 ∼PM(Γ)h (xh,ah)}[V^{M,π,r}_{h+1} (x_{h+1})] ]| | |

≤ k−1∑ h=1 E^{M (Γ),π} [ E_{xh+1 ∼P}M_{h (xh,ah)}[‖w_k‖_1 · 1 [ x_{h+1} ∈ X \X^{rch}_{h+1}(Γ) ] ] ]

≤ ‖w‖_1 · k∑ h=1 d^{M,π}_h (X \X^{rch}_h (Γ)),

where the first equality uses Lemma A.11, the first inequality uses that |V^{M,π,r}_{h+1} (x)| ≤ ‖w‖_1 for all h, π, x as well as the bound D_{TV}(P^M_h (x, a), P^{M (Γ)}_h (x, a)) ≤ E_x′_{∼P}M_{h (x,a)} [ 1 [ x^′ ∈ X \X^{rch}_{h+1}(Γ) ]] , and the second inequality uses the fact that d^{M,π}_h (x) ≥ d^{M (Γ)}_h (x) for all h, π, x (Lemma 6.5).

7 Constructing a policy cover in a general LMDP

In this section, we prove Theorem 7.15, which states that ExploreLMDP (Algorithm 11) succeeds in constructing a truncated policy cover of M at steps 1, . . . , H. The proof is structured similarly to that of Theorem 5.1 (for the reachable case), with the additional wrinkle raised in the technical overview (Section 4) that necessitates the multiple phases of ExploreLMDP. In particular, the proof is organized as follows:

• In Section 7.1, we formally define the notion of a truncated emulator, and we show that the algorithm EstTruncEmulator (Algorithm 8), given a truncated policy cover at step h, constructs a truncated emulator at step h. This is analogous to the analysis of EstEmulator in Section 5.1.

• In Section 7.2, we analyze GreedyCover (Algorithm 2), and show that given truncated policy covers at steps 1, . . . , h, and a truncated emulator at step h, either the algorithm constructs truncated policy covers for steps h + 1 and h + 2, or else it finds a set of policies with large extraneous visitation probability. This generalizes the analysis of GreedyCover in Section 5.2, which did not require considering this second outcome.

• In Section 7.3, we finally prove Theorem 7.15 by analyzing the full algorithm ExploreLMDP, which proceeds in several phases. Each phase is analogous to the entire execution of the reachable-case algorithm ExploreRchLMDP, but builds on the progress made in previous phases, using a backup policy cover Γ consisting of certain policies discovered in previous phases. The key lemma is that there is some phase where none of the newly discovered policies have large extraneous visitation probability (i.e. the second outcome in the previous bullet doesn’t happen), and thus the truncated policy cover construction in that phase succeeds.

Before proceeding, we expand upon the discussion in Section 4 and explain in greater detail why the guarantee of GreedyCover on a truncated emulator has two potential outcomes (unlike in the reachable case), necessitating the multiple phases in ExploreLMDP. At a high level, the challenge originates from the fact that the output vectors μ̂^j_{h+1} of EstTruncEmulator are not exactly equal to μ_{h+1}(x) for some x ∈ X , and so it will not be the case that ⟨E^{M,π} [ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)], μ̂^j_{h+1}⟩ ≥ 0 for all π. We remark that this non-negativity condition is necessary in various parts of the analysis, including in the inductive step of extending a policy cover.

The convex program (45) attempts to ensure that such a non-negativity condition holds by adding in the constraints (45c). These constraints suffice to guarantee, as per Eqs. (46) and (47) of Definition 7.1, that an approximate non-negativity statement holds for all π in the MDPs M (Γ), M (∅). When analyzing PSDP, though, such a guarantee is not quite sufficient: it turns out that we will need a stronger statement, which holds for the true MDP M. However, there could be states x ∈ X which are visited with probability up to σ_{trunc} in M under some policy π, but which are not reachable in M (Γ) or M (∅) (i.e., they are truncated). In particular, conditions such as Eqs. (46) and (47), which hold with respect to the MDPs M (Γ), M (∅), only imply analogous non-negativity conditions for the MDP M with error term growing as O(σ_{trunc}), in particular, of the form: E^{M,π} [ max { 0, max_{a∈A} −⟨ϕ_h(x_h, a), μ̂^j_h⟩ }] ≲ σ_{trunc} · ‖μ̂^j ‖_1. (43)

Unfortunately, (43) is insufficient for our purposes: we need all error terms in the inductive step to be ≪ σ_{trunc}, as otherwise, we will need to increase the truncation parameter σ_{trunc} by at least a constant factor at each step, which will lead to exponential dependence on H in our sample complexity.

To overcome this issue, we make the following key observation: if the μ̂^j_h vectors are chosen so that (43) is approximately tight for some policy π̃, then in the course of the calls to PSDP in

GreedyCover, we will actually find such a policy π̃. Moreover, we can show that for such π̃, there

must be g ≤ h and x ∈ X so that π̃ visits x at step g in M, but not in M (Γ) (i.e. x was truncated at step g). We can then add π̃ to the backup policy cover Γ, and in all subsequent phases of the algorithm, the state x will no longer cause such a problem. We can bound the number of policies added to Γ over the course of the algorithm using the condition that ∑ x∈X ‖μ_h(x)‖_1 ≤ C_{nrm}. Thus, after sufficiently many phases, the error terms caused by non-negativity violations as discussed above will be sufficiently small (in at least one of the phases) for our purposes.

7.1 Convex program

In this section, we introduce EstTruncEmulator (Algorithm 8), which is a modification of the algorithm EstEmulator for the setting when M may not satisfy reachability. EstTruncEmulator proceeds similarly to EstEmulator, taking as input a policy cover Ψ_h for step h as well as a “backup” policy cover Γ ⊂ Π. It then uses the sets Ψ_h, Γ to construct datasets C_h = {(x^i_h, a^i_h, x^i_{h+1})}^n_{i=1} and D_h = {x̃^j_{h+1}}^m_{j=1}; note that these datasets are constructed using a mixture of policies from Ψ_h and Γ, which is different from EstEmulator (which only uses Ψ_h). Then, EstTruncEmulator solves a convex program (45) to compute a truncated version of an emulator, defined formally in Definition 7.1 below. We note that the program (45) is slightly different from the analogous program (9) used in EstEmulator, in that the non-negativity constraint (45c) must hold for all a ∈ A, whereas its analogue in EstEmulator, (9b), only needs to hold for a = a^i_h. This stronger constraint is needed since, in the definition of a truncated emulator, the non-negativity condition (in Eqs. (46) and (47)) involves a maximum over a ∈ A.

Theorem 7.7, whose proof is the main objective of this section, gives our guarantee for

EstTruncEmulator: it states that with high probability, EstTruncEmulator will output a truncated

emulator, as defined below:

Definition 7.1. Fix Γ ⊂ Π and h ∈ [H]. For any m ∈ N and ε_{apx}, ε_{neg}, C > 0, a set of vectors (μ̂^j )^m_{j=1} ⊂ R^d × {0} is a (ε_{apx}, ε_{neg}, C; Γ)-truncated emulator for the MDP at step h if the following conditions hold: 1. ∑_m j=1 ‖ ‖μ̂^j ‖ ‖_1 ≤ C

2. For any policy π ∈ Π and j ∈ [m], E^{M (∅),π} [ max { 0, max_{a∈A} −⟨ϕ_h(x_h, a), μ̂^j ⟩ }] ≤ ε_{neg} ‖ μ̂^j ‖ 1 , (46) E^{M (Γ),π} [ max { 0, max_{a∈A} −⟨ϕ_h(x_h, a), μ̂^j ⟩ }] ≤ ε_{neg} ‖ ‖μ̂^j ‖ ‖_1 . (47)

Algorithm 8 EstTruncEmulator(h, Ψ_h, Γ, ε_{cvx}, C_{nrm}, n, m) Require: Step h ∈ [H]; policy cover Ψ_h and backup policy cover Γ; tolerance ε_{cvx} > 0; norm parameter C_{nrm} ∈ R; sample complexity n; size m of output emulator.

1: C_h, D_h ← DrawTrajectoryData(h, Ψ_h, Γ, n, m) ▷ Algorithm 9 ▷ We write C_h = {(x^i_h, a^i_h, x^i_{h+1})}^n_{i=1}, and D_h = {x̃^j_{h+1}}^m_{j=1}.

2: For each ℓ ∈ [d], solve regression

ŵ_ℓ := arg min w∈R^d×{0}:‖w‖_1≤C_{nrm} n∑ i=1 ( ⟨ϕ_h(x^i_h, a^i_h), w⟩ − ϕ^{avg}_{h+1}(x^i_{h+1})_ℓ

)_2 (44)

3: Find μ̂^1_{h+1}, . . . , μ̂^m_{h+1} ∈ R^d × {0} satisfying the following convex program (45):^{10}

1 n n∑ i=1 ⟨ϕ_h(x^i_h, a^i_h), ŵ_ℓ⟩ − m∑ j=1 ⟨ ϕ_h(x^i_h, a^i_h), μ̂^j_{h+1} ⟩ ϕ^{avg}_{h+1}(x̃^j_{h+1})_ℓ 2 ≤ ε^2_{cvx} ∀ℓ ∈ [d]

(45a) m∑ j=1 ‖ ‖μ̂j_{h+1} ‖ ‖ 1 ≤ C_{nrm} (45b) ⟨ϕ_h(x^i_h, a), μ̂^j_{h+1}⟩ ≥ 0 ∀i ∈ [n], j ∈ [m], a ∈ A (45c)

4: Return: (μ̂^j_{h+1})^m_{j=1} if (45) is feasible, otherwise ⊥

3. There are states (x̃^j)^m_{j=1} ⊆ X so that for any policy π ∈ Π,

max_{ℓ∈[d]} | | | ∑ x∈X ⟨E^{M (Γ),π}[ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)], μ_{h+1}(x)⟩ · ϕ^{avg}_{h+1}(x) − m∑ j=1 ⟨E^{M (Γ),π}[ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)], μ̂^j ⟩ · ϕ^{avg}_{h+1}(x̃^j) | | | ≤ ε^{apx},

max_{ℓ∈[d]} | | | | ∑ x∈X ⟨E^{M (∅),π} [ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)], μ_{h+1}(x)⟩ · ϕ^{avg}_{h+1}(x) − m∑ j=1 ⟨E^{M (∅),π}[ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)], μ̂^j ⟩ · ϕ^{avg}_{h+1}(x̃^j) | | | | ≤ ε_{apx}.

Definition 7.1 is similar to its non-truncated analogue, Definition 3.8, with the difference that the conditions in Items 2 and 3 are required to hold in the two MDPs M (∅), M(Γ) (as opposed to in M). Moreover, the non-negativity constraint in Item 2 is slightly stronger in the truncated case, due to the maximum with 0 inside the expectation in Eqs. (46) and (47); this is needed in order to bound the error of PSDP with one of the vectors μ̂^j as a target reward, when the algorithm is only given truncated policy covers (see Section 7.4 and in particular Definition 7.17).

10As in the reachable case (Algorithm 3), we assume for now that we can efficiently find an exact solution to the stated convex program. In Appendix C we argue that an approximate solution suffices (and moreover that it can efficiently found via the ellipsoid algorithm).

Algorithm 9 DrawTrajectoryData(h, Ψ_h, Γ, n, m) 1: C_h, D_h ← ∅ 2: for 1 ≤ i ≤ n do 3: Sample (x^i_1, a^i_1, . . . , x^i_h, a^i_h, x^i_{h+1}) ∼^1_2 (unif(Ψ_h) ∘_h unif(A) + unif(Γ) ∘_h unif(A)) 4: Update dataset: C_h ← C_h ∪ {(x^i_h, a^i_h, x^i_{h+1})}

5: for 1 ≤ j ≤ m do 6: Sample (x̃^j_1, ã^j_1, . . . , x̃^j_h, ã^j_h, x̃^j_{h+1}) ∼^1_2 (unif(Ψ_h) ∘_h unif(A) + unif(Γ) ∘_h unif(A)) 7: Update dataset: D_h ← D_h ∪ {x̃^j_{h+1}}

8: Return: C_h, D_h

The remainder of the section is analyzed as follows. In Section 7.1.1, we prove the key coverage guarantee satisfied by the datasets C_h, D_h under the induction hypothesis that Ψ_{1:h} are α-truncated covers for steps 1, . . . , h. In Section 7.1.2, we show that the convex program in EstTruncEmulator is feasible with high probability. In Section 7.1.3, we show how the the non-negativity constraint (45c) ensures that the output of EstTruncEmulator will satisfy Item 2 of Definition 7.1. In Section 7.1.4, we show how the constraint (45a) of EstTruncEmulator will satisfy Item 3 of Definition 7.1. In Section 7.1.5, we put these pieces together and prove Theorem 7.7.

7.1.1 Coverage guarantee

Suppose we are given Ψ_h ⊂ Π so that Ψ_h satisfies (10), as well as a subset Γ ⊂ Π. In Lemma 7.2 below, we define distributions β_{h+1} ∈ Δ(X ), ι_h ∈ Δ(X × A × X ) to be the distributions of C_h, D_h as produced by DrawTrajectoryData (Algorithm 9). Explicitly, ι_h is the distribution of (x_h, a_h, x_{h+1}) in the MDP M under a policy π ∼^1_2 · (unif(Γ) ∘_h unif(A) + unif(Ψ_h) ∘_h unif(A)), and β_{h+1} is the marginal distribution of x_{h+1} under ν_h. Moreover, we recall the parameters σ_{bkup}, σ_{trunc} > 0 which are used to define M(Γ).

Lemma 7.2. Consider any odd h ∈ [H] and finite subsets Γ, Ψ_h ⊂ Π. Suppose that Ψ_h satisfies (10) for some α ≥^{σbkup}_{σtrunc} . For any n, m ∈ N, let C_h, D_h be the outputs of DrawTrajectoryData(h, Ψ_h, Γ, n, m) (Algorithm 9). Let ι_h ∈ Δ(X × A × X ) be the distribution of the i.i.d. samples (x^i_h, a^i_h, x^i_{h+1}) ∈ C_h, and let β_{h+1} ∈ Δ(X ) be the distribution of the i.i.d. samples x̃^j_{h+1} ∈ D_h. Let ν_h(x, a) denote the marginal distribution of (x, a) under (x, a, x^′) ∼ ι_h, and ν_h(x) denote the marginal distribution of x. Then the following inequalities hold, for all x ∈ X , a ∈ A: ν_h(x, a) ≥ α 2A · max_{π∈Π} d^{M (∅),π}_h (x, a), β_{h+1}(x) ≥ α 2A · max_{π∈Π} d^{M (∅),π}_{h+1} (x) (48)

ν_h(x) ≥ σ_{bkup} 2 · max_{π∈Π} d^{M (Γ),π}_h (x), ν_h(x, a) ≥ σ_{bkup} 2A · max_{π∈Π} d^{M (Γ),π}_h (x, a), β_{h+1}(x) ≥ σ_{bkup} 2A · max_{π∈Π} d^{M (Γ).π}_{h+1} (x) (49)

Proof. We treat the case h = 1 separately. In this case ν_1(x) = P_1(x) = max_{π∈Π} d^{M,π}_1 (x). Also ν_1(x, a) =^1_A P_1(x) ≥^1_A max_{π∈Π} d^{M,π}_1 (x, a). Similarly β_2(x) ≥^1_A max_{π∈Π} d^{M,π}_2 (x). Then (48) and (49) both follow from applications of Lemma 6.5 and the fact that α ≥ σ_{bkup}.

From now on suppose that h ≥ 2, so that Lemma 6.4 applies. We begin with the proof of (48): from (10) and the fact that for (x_h, a_h) ∼ ν_h, the action a_h is chosen uniformly in A, we have, for all x ∈ X , a ∈ A, ν_h(x, a) ≥ 1 2|Ψ_h| ∑ π^′∈Ψ_h d^{M,π′}_h (x, a) ≥ 1 2A|Ψ_h| ∑ π^′∈Ψ_h d^{M,π′}_h (x) (10) ≥ α 2A · max_{π∈Π} d^{M(∅),π}_h (x) ≥ α 2A max_{π∈Π} d^{M (∅),π}_h (x, a). Since the distribution of x^′ ∼ β_{h+1} is the distribution of x^′ ∼ P^M_h (·|x, a) for (x, a) ∼ ν_h and since P^{M (∅)}_h (x^′|x, a) ≤ P^M_h (x^′|x, a) for all x, x^′ ∈ X and a ∈ A, it follows that for all x ∈ X , β_{h+1}(x) ≥^α_{2A} max_{π∈Π} d^{M(∅),π}_{h+1} (x).

Next we prove (49). Fix any x ∈ X , a ∈ A. Using the assumption that h is odd, we will apply Lemma 6.4 to the set Γ, which yields that either (37) or (38) holds. In the event that (37) holds, we have ν_h(x, a) = 1 A ν_h(x) (10) ≥ α 2A · max_{π∈Π} d^{M (∅),π}_h (x)

(37) ≥ ασ_{trunc} 2A · ‖μ_h(x)‖_1 ≥ ασ_{trunc} 2A max_{π∈Π} d^{M (Γ),π}_h (x) ≥ ασ_{trunc} 2A max_{π∈Π} d^{M (Γ),π}_h (x, a).

In the event that (38) holds, we have ν_h(x, a) = 1 A ν_h(x) ≥ 1 2|Γ|A ∑ π^′∈Γ d^{M,π′}_h (x) (38) ≥ σ_{bkup} 2A · ‖μ_h(x)‖_1 ≥ σ_{bkup} 2A · max_{π∈Π} d^{M(Γ),π}_h (x) ≥ σ_{bkup} 2A · max_{π∈Π} d^{M(Γ),π}_h (x, a). In either case, since ασ_{trunc} ≥ σ_{bkup}, we have shown that the first and second inequalities in (49) hold. The third inequality holds since P^{M (Γ)}_h (x^′|x, a) ≤ P^M_h (x^′|x, a) for all x, x^′ ∈ X and a ∈ A.

7.1.2 Feasibility of the convex program

Lemma 7.3 below uses an importance sampling argument to ensure that the datasets C_h, D_h in Algorithm 8 have certain properties which will ensure that (45) is feasible. Its proof is similar to its counterpart Lemma 5.7 in the reachable setting, but we can no longer rely on (14) due to the lack of reachability. Instead, we aim for a weaker guarantee: namely, Item 2 of Lemma 7.3 only considers state-action pairs drawn from a certain roll-in distribution, for which hard-to-reach states cannot significantly contribute. We remark that there is a cost to not relying on reachability: Lemma 7.3 gets worse dependence on m than Lemma 5.7 (namely, m^{−1/4} as opposed to m^{−1/2}).

Lemma 7.3. Let δ ∈ (0, 1) and m ∈ N. Let G be a non-empty set of functions g : X → [−1, 1]. Suppose that δ ≤ √_{2 log(4|G|/δ2)} m . Fix h ∈ [H], and a distribution ν_h ∈ Δ(X × A). Let β_{h+1} denote the distribution of x^′ ∼ P_h(·|x, a) for (x, a) ∼ ν_h. Let D_h = {x̃^j_{h+1}}^m_{j=1} consist of i.i.d. draws x̃^j_{h+1} ∼ β_{h+1}. Then there are vectors ψ^1_{h+1}, . . . , ψ^m_{h+1} ∈ R^d × {0}, depending on the dataset D_h, with the following property. With probability at least 1 − δ over the draw of the dataset D_h (and the ensuing ψ^j_{h+1}), we have that:

1. For all i ∈ [m] and (x, a) ∈ X × A, ⟨ϕ_h(x, a), ψ^i_{h+1}⟩ ≥ 0.

2. It holds that E_{(x,a)∼νh} [ sup_{g∈G} | | | E_x′_{∼Ph(x,a)}[g(x^′)] − 1 m m∑ i=1 ⟨ϕ_h(x, a), ψ^i_{h+1}⟩ · g(x̃^i_{h+1}) | | | ] ≤ 9C^{1/2}_{nrm} log^{1/4}(4|G|/δ^2 ) m^{1/4} .

3. It holds that^1_m ∑_m j=1 ‖ψ^j_{h+1}‖_1 ≤ C_{nrm}.

Proof. Fix some R > 0, to be specified below, and set ϵ := 4R

√_{2 log(4|G|/δ2 )} m . Let us define X ⊆ X by X := { x^′ ∈ X : ‖μ_{h+1}(x^′)‖_1 β_{h+1}(x^′) ≤ R } . For all x, x^′ ∈ X and a ∈ A, define P_h(x^′|x, a) := P_h(x^′|x, a) · 1 [ x^′ ∈ X ] . Note that P_h(·|x, a) is a sub-distribution supported on X , for any x ∈ X and a ∈ A. We will write E_x′_{∼Ph(x,a)}[g(x^′)] to denote ∑ x^′∈X Ph(x ′|x, a) · g(x^′). For each j ∈ [m], we define the (random) vector ψ^j_{h+1} := 1 [ x̃^j_{h+1} ∈ X ] · (1 − ϵ/2) ·^{μh+1(x̃} j h+1) β_{h+1}(x̃^j_{h+1}) .

Note that x̃^j_{h+1} ∈ X so μ_{h+1}(x̃^j_{h+1}) ∈ R^d × {0} (as defined in Section 6.1).

Proof of Item 1. Since ψ^j_{h+1} is proportional to μ_{h+1}(x̃^j_{h+1}) (with non-negative constant of proportionality) for each j ∈ [m], the first claimed statement holds (with probability 1).

Proof of Item 2. For any (x, a) ∈ X × A, j ∈ [m] and g ∈ G, we have with probability 1 that | |⟨ϕ_h(x, a), ψj_{h+1}⟩ · g(x̃j_{h+1}) | | ≤ 1 [x̃j_{h+1} ∈ X ] · ⟨ ϕ_h(x, a), μ_{h+1}(x̃^j_{h+1}) β_{h+1}(x̃^j_{h+1}) ⟩

≤ 1 [ x̃^j_{h+1} ∈ X ] · ‖ ‖μ_{h+1}(x̃j_{h+1}) ‖ ‖ 1 β_{h+1}(x̃^j_{h+1}) ≤ R, (50) by the bounds ‖g‖_∞ ≤ 1, ‖ϕ_h(x, a)‖_∞ ≤ 1, and the definition of X . Also, for any g ∈ G we have that in expectation over the draw of x̃^j_{h+1} ∼ β_{h+1} (which determines ψ^j_{h+1}), E [ ⟨ϕ_h(x, a), ψ^j_{h+1}⟩ · g(x̃^j_{h+1}) ] = (1 − ϵ/2) · ∑ x^′∈X 1 [ x^′ ∈ X ] · β_{h+1}(x^′) · ⟨ ϕ_h(x, a), μ_{h+1}(x^′) β_{h+1}(x^′) ⟩ · g(x^′) = (1 − ϵ/2) · E_x′_{∼Ph(x,a)}[g(x^′)]. By Hoeffding’s inequality and a union bound, it follows that for any fixed (x, a) ∈ X × A, with probability at least 1 − δ^2/4 over the draw of D_h, for all g ∈ G, | | | |(1 − ϵ/2) · E^{x′ ∼P}h^{(x,a)}[g(x^′)] − 1 m m∑ j=1 ⟨ϕ_h(x, a), ψ^j_{h+1}⟩ · g(x̃^j_{h+1}) | | | | ≤ R · √ 2 log(4|G|/δ^2 ) m ≤ ϵ 4 . (51) by choice of ϵ.

Next, we have to bound the distance between P_h(·|x, a) and P_h(·|x, a), for (x, a) ∼ ν_h. To do so, define Δ_h : X × A → [0, 1] by Δ_h(x, a) := P_h(X \ X |x, a). Then for any (x, a) ∈ X × A and g ∈ G, we have that | E_x′_{∼Ph(x,a)}[g(x^′)] − E_x′_{∼Ph(x,a)}[g(x^′)] | = | | | ∑ x^′∈X 1 [ x^′ ∈ X \ X ] · P_h(x^′|x, a) · g(x^′) | | | ≤ Δ_h(x, a). Thus, for any (x, a), in the event that (51) holds for the given (x, a), it follows that | | | | E_x′_{∼Ph(x,a)}[g(x^′)] − 1 m m∑ j=1 ⟨ϕ_h(x, a), ψ^j_{h+1}⟩ · g(x̃^j_{h+1}) | | | | ≤ Δ_h(x, a) + ϵ 2 + ϵ 4 < Δ_h(x, a) + ϵ. (52)

Moreover, using that β_{h+1}(x^′) = ∑ (x,a)∈X ×A νh(x, a) · Ph(x ′|x, a), E_{(x,a)∼νh} [Δ_h(x, a)] = ∑ (x,a)∈X ×A ν_h(x, a) ∑ x^′∈X P_h(x^′|x, a) · 1 [ ‖μ_{h+1}(x^′)‖_1 β_{h+1}(x^′) > R ]

= ∑ x^′∈X β_{h+1}(x^′) · 1 [ ‖μ_{h+1}(x^′)‖_1

β_{h+1}(x^′) > R ] ≤ C_{nrm} R , (53)

where the final inequality is by Markov’s inequality and the fact that E_x′_{∼βh+1} [^{‖μh+1 (x′)‖1}_{βh+1(x′)} ] ≤ C_{nrm}.

For each (x, a) ∈ X × A, let I_{x,a} ∈ {0, 1} be equal to 1 if (51) does not hold, and 0 otherwise. For any fixed instantiation of D_h, we may now compute E_{(x,a)∼νh} [ sup_{g∈G} | | | E_x′_{∼Ph(·|x,a)}[g(x^′)] − 1 m m∑ i=1 ⟨ϕ_h(x, a), ψ^i_{h+1}⟩ · g(~x^i_{h+1}) | | | ]

≤ E_{(x,a)∼νh} [Δ_h(x, a) + ϵ + (R + 1)I_{x,a}] ≤ C_{nrm} R + ϵ + (R + 1)E_{(x,a)∼νh} [I_{x,a}], where the first inequality uses (52) for (x, a) such that I_{x,a} = 0, and otherwise uses (50), the bound ‖g‖_∞ ≤ 1, and the triangle inequality; and the second inequality uses (53). For any fixed (x, a), we have previously shown that E_{Dh} [I_{x,a}] ≤ δ^2/4, meaning that E_{Dh} E_{(x,a)∼νh} [I_{x,a}] ≤ δ^2/4. In particular, with probability at least 1 − δ/2 over the draw of D_h, we have E_{(x,a)∼νh} [I_{x,a}] ≤ δ/2. Finally, by choosing R = C^{1/2}_{nrm}m^{1/4} log^{−1/4}(4|G|/δ^2 ), we have

C_{nrm} R + ϵ + (R + 1)δ/2 ≤

C_{nrm} R + 4R √ 2 log(4|G|/δ^2) m + Rδ ≤ C_{nrm} R + 5R √ 2 log(4|G|/δ^2) m

≤ 9C^{1/2}_{nrm} log^{1/4}(4|G|/δ^2 ) m^{1/4} where the first two inequalities use that 1 ≤ R and δ ≤ √_{2 log(4|G|/δ2)} m respectively. Thus, on an event that occurs with probability at least 1 − δ/2, we have established that the second claimed statement of the lemma holds.

Proof of Item 3. For each j ∈ [m], we compute that in expectation over the draw of x̃^j_{h+1} ∼ β_{h+1}, E [ ‖ψ^j_{h+1}‖_1 ] =(1 − ϵ/2) · ∑ x^′∈X β_{h+1}(x^′) ·

‖μ_{h+1}(x^′)‖_1 β_{h+1}(x^′) · 1 [ x^′ ∈ X̄ ] ≤ (1 − ϵ/2) · C_{nrm}.

Additionally, ‖ψ^j_{h+1}‖_1 ≤ R for all j ∈ [m], so Hoeffding’s inequality gives that with probability at least 1 − δ/2 over the draw of D_{h+1}, 1 m m∑ j=1 ‖ψ^j_{h+1}‖_1 ≤ (1 − ϵ/2) · C_{nrm} + R · √ 2 log 2/δ m ≤ C_{nrm},

by choice of ϵ and the fact that C_{nrm} ≥ 1.

By a union bound, all 3 claimed statements of the lemma hold on an event that occurs with probability at least 1 − δ.

Using Lemma 7.3, Lemma 7.4 below establishes that the program (45) in EstTruncEmulator (Algorithm 8) is feasible with high probability over the draws of C_h, D_h.

Lemma 7.4. There is a universal constant C7.4 so that the following holds. Let ε_{cvx}, δ, α > 0 and n, m ∈ N. Fix h ∈ [H − 1] and suppose that Ψ_h, Γ ⊂ Π are given. Suppose that the following bounds hold:

n ≥ C7.4ε^{−4}_{cvx}C^4_{nrm} log(d/δ),

m ≥ C7.4ε^{−8}_{cvx}C^6_{nrm} log(d/δ). δ ≤ √ 2 log(4d/δ^2) m . Then with probability at least 1 − δ, the algorithm EstTruncEmulator(h, Ψ_h, Γ, ε_{cvx}, C_{nrm}, n, m) (Algorithm 8) produces a feasible solution (μ̂^j_{h+1})^m_{j=1} to Program (45).

Proof. We need to show that Program (45) is feasible with high probability over the draws of C_h = {(x^i_h, a^i_h, x^i_{h+1})}^n_{i=1} and D_h = {x̃^j_{h+1}}^m_{j=1}.

First, we invoke Lemma 7.3 with failure probability δ/3, function class G = {x^′ → ϕ^{avg}_{h+1}(x^′)_ℓ : ℓ ∈ [d]}, and the dataset D_h constructed in Algorithm 8. By construction, the elements x̃^j_{h+1} of D_h are i.i.d. draws from the following process: sample a policy π^′ ∼^1_2 · (unif(Ψ_h) ∘_h unif(A) + unif(Γ) ∘_hunif(A)) , then sample a trajectory (x̃_1, ã_1, . . . , x̃_h, ã_h) ∼ π^′, and finally a state x̃_{h+1} ∼ P_h(·|x̃_h, ã_h). We henceforth refer to the resulting distribution of (x̃_h, ã_h) as ν_h and to the resulting distribution of x̃_{h+1} as β_{h+1}. Thus, we may apply Lemma 7.3 with these choices of of ν_h and β_{h+1}. In particular, the dataset D_h = (x̃^j_{h+1})^m_{j=1} constructed in Algorithm 8 is drawn exactly as required by Lemma 7.3.

Now, Lemma 7.3 gives that, under some event E_1 that occurs with probability at least 1 − δ/3 over the draw of D_h (regardless of the choice of C_h), there are vectors ψ^1_{h+1}, . . . , ψ^m_{h+1} ∈ R^d × {0} so that ⟨ϕ_h(x, a), ψ^j_{h+1}⟩ ≥ 0 ∀x ∈ X , a ∈ A 1 m m∑ j=1 ‖ψ^j_{h+1}‖_1 ≤ C_{nrm}

E_{(x̄,ā)∼νh} max_{ℓ∈[d]} | | | |E^{x′ ∼P}h^{(x̄,ā)}[ϕ^{avg}h+1(x^′)^ℓ] − 1 m m∑ j=1 ⟨ϕ_h(x̄, ā), ψ^j_{h+1}⟩ · ϕ^{avg}_{h+1}(x̃^j_{h+1})_ℓ | | | |

≤ 9C^{1/2}_{nrm} log^{1/4}(36d/δ^2) m^{1/4} ∀i ∈ [n], ℓ ∈ [d]. (54)

Define μ̂^j_{h+1} := ψ^j_{h+1}/m for each j ∈ [m]. We claim that this choice of (μ̂^j_{h+1})^m_{j=1} satisfies Program (45) with high probability. Indeed, under the event E_1, it is immediate that (45b) and (45c) are satisfied. It remains to show that (45a) is satisfied with high probability.

Fix ℓ ∈ [d], and define w^⋆_ℓ := ∑ x∈X μ_{h+1}(x) · ϕ^{avg}_{h+1}(x)_ℓ, so that E_x′_{∼Ph(x,a)}[ϕ^{avg}_{h+1}(x^′)_ℓ] = ⟨w^⋆_ℓ , ϕ_h(x, a)⟩ for all x ∈ X , a ∈ A. Note that ‖w^⋆_ℓ ‖_1 ≤ C_{nrm}. Thus, we can apply Lemma A.2 with covariates X_i := ϕ_h(x^i_h, a^i_h) (for i ∈ [n]), ground truth w^⋆_ℓ , and responses y_i := ϕ^{avg}_{h+1}(x^i_{h+1})_ℓ. By definition of ŵ_ℓ in (44), the lemma gives that for some constant C > 0, for any fixed (x^i_h, a^i_h)^n_{i=1}, with probability at least 1 − δ/(3d) over the conditional draws x^i_{h+1} ∼ P_h(·|x^i_h, a^i_h), 1 n n∑ i=1 ⟨ ϕ_h(x^i_h, a^i_h), ŵ_ℓ − w^⋆_ℓ ⟩_2 ≤C · C_{nrm} · √ log(3d^2/δ) n . (55)

By the union bound, this inequality holds for all ℓ ∈ [d] with probability at least 1 − δ/3; we let this event be denoted by E_2.

Next, fix any choice of D_h (which determines (μ̂^j_{h+1})^m_{j=1}) for which E_1 holds. Since the draw of (x^i_h, a^i_h)^n_{i=1} from ν_h is independent of the choice of D_h, Hoeffding’s inequality gives that with probability at least 1 − δ/3 over the choice of C_h, 1 n n∑ i=1 max_{ℓ∈[d]} | | | | ⟨ ϕ_h(x^i_h, a^i_h), w^⋆_ℓ − m∑ j=1 ϕ^{avg}_{h+1}(x̃^j_{h+1})_ℓ · μ̂^j_{h+1} ⟩| | |

≤ E_{(x̄,ā)∼νh} max_{ℓ∈[d]} | | | | ⟨ ϕ_h(x̄, ā), w^⋆_ℓ − m∑ j=1 ϕ^{avg}_{h+1}(x̃^j_{h+1})_ℓ · μ̂^j_{h+1} ⟩| | | | + 4C_{nrm} √ log 3/δ n ≤ 9C^{1/2}_{nrm} log(36d/δ^2)^{1/4} m^{1/4} + 4C_{nrm} √ log 3/δ n , (56)

where the final inequality uses that (54) holds under E_1. By integrating over D_h, there is some event E_3 that occurs with probability at least 1 − δ/3, so that under the event E_1 ∩ E_3, the above bound holds.

By Jensen’s inequality (to take the maximum over ℓ ∈ [d] outside the average over i ∈ [n]) and the fact that | |⟨ϕ_h(x_{ih}, a_{ih}), w_{⋆ℓ} − ∑m_{j=1} ϕavg_{h+1}(x̃j_{h+1})_ℓ · μ̂j_{h+1}⟩ | | ≤ 2C_{nrm} for all i ∈ [n], we have from

(56) that, under the event E_1 ∩ E_3,

max_{ℓ∈[d]} 1 n n∑ i=1 ⟨ ϕ_h(x^i_h, a^i_h), w^⋆_ℓ − m∑ j=1 ϕ^{avg}_{h+1}(x̃^j_{h+1})_ℓ · μ̂^j_{h+1} ⟩ 2 ≤ 18C^{3/2}_{nrm} log^{1/4}(36d/δ^2 ) m^{1/4} + 8C^2_{nrm} √ log 3/δ n . (57)

Combining (55) and (57) via the bound (a + b)^2 ≤ 2(a^2 + b^2) gives that for a sufficiently large constant C > 0, under the event E_1 ∩ E_2 ∩ E_3 (which occurs with probability at least 1 − δ), for all ℓ ∈ [d], 1 n n∑ i=1 ⟨ ϕ_h(x^i_h, a^i_h), ŵ_ℓ − 1 m m∑ j=1 ψ^j_{h+1}ϕ^{avg}_{h+1}(x̃^j_{h+1})_ℓ

⟩_2 ≤ C · ( C^2_{nrm} √ log(3d^2/δ) n + C^{3/2}_{nrm} log^{1/4}(36d/δ^2) m^{1/4} )

≤ ε^2_{cvx}

where the final inequality is by choice of m, n and holds as long as C7.4 is chosen sufficiently large. In this event, (45a) is satisfied.

7.1.3 Approximate non-negativity Using Lemma A.12 together with a union bound over the resulting discretized set of policies, we next show that the desired non-negativity property in Item 2 of Definition 7.1 is satisfied by the output of EstTruncEmulator.

Lemma 7.5. There is a constant C7.5 so that the following holds. Let Γ ⊂ Π, n ∈ N, h ∈ [H], and ε_{neg}, δ, ζ ∈ (0, 1) be given. Let (x^i_h)^n_{i=1} be i.i.d. samples from a distribution ν_h ∈ Δ(X ) satisfying

ν_h(x) ≥ ζ · max_{π∈Π} d^{M (Γ),π}_h (x) ∀x ∈ X (58)

Suppose that n ≥ C7.5A^2C^2_{nrm}H^3

ε^4_{neg}ζ log(8AHC_{nrm}/ε_{neg} ) log(4d/δ).

Then it holds with probability at least 1 − δ that for all π ∈ Π and all θ ∈ R^d × {0}, E^{M (Γ),π} [ min { 0, min_{a∈A}⟨ϕ_h(x_h, a), θ⟩ }] ≥ min { 0, min i∈[n],a∈A ⟨ϕ_h(x^i_h, a), θ⟩ } − ε_{neg} ‖θ‖_1 .

(59)

Proof. Let Π_{disc} be the set of policies guaranteed by Lemma A.12 applied to the ((d+1)-dimensional linear) MDP M(Γ) with error parameter ε_{disc} := ε_{neg}/2. For any π ∈ Π and θ ∈ R^d × {0}, because ϕ^{M(Γ)}_h (x, a)_{1:d} = ϕ_h(x, a)_{1:d} for all x ∈ X̄ , a ∈ A, it holds that ⟨ϕ_h(x, a), θ⟩ = ⟨ϕ^{M (Γ)}_h (x, a), θ⟩ for all h ∈ [H], x ∈ X , a ∈ A. Thus the guarantee of Lemma A.12 implies that there is some π_{disc} ∈ Π_{disc} so that ⟨E^{M (Γ),πdisc} [ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)], θ⟩ ≥ ⟨E^{M (Γ),π} [ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)], θ⟩ − ε_{neg} 2 ‖θ‖_1 . (60)

By the bound on |Π_{disc}| and choice of n, as long as C7.5 is sufficiently large, we have

n ≥ 2304A^2ε^{−2}_{neg}ζ^{−1} log(16d|Π_{disc}|/δ). (61)

Fix some π ∈ Π_{disc}. Define a random set S ⊆ [n] by including index i ∈ [n] in S with probability ζd^{M(Γ),π} h (x^i_h) ν_h(x^i_h) . By (58), this nonnegative fraction is at most 1; thus the sampling procedure is well-

defined. Moreover, in expectation over the randomness in both (x^i_h)^n_{i=1} and S, E|S| = n∑ i=1 E_xi_{h ∼νh} ζd^{M(Γ),π} h (x^i_h) ν_h(x^i_h) = ζn · d^{M(Γ),π}_h (X ) ≥ 3ζn 4 where the last inequality is by Lemma 6.7. By the Chernoff bound and the fact that n ≥ 64ζ^{−1} log(4|Π_{disc}|/δ), we have Pr[|S| ≥ ζn/2] ≥ 1 − δ/(4|Π_{disc} |). Condition on |S| = n^′ for some n^′ ≥ ζn/2. Write S = {i_1 < · · · < i_n′ }, and for notational simplicity, let x̃^j denote x^{ij}_h for each 1 ≤ j ≤ n^′. By construction of the sampling procedure, as j ranges from 1 to |S|, the random variables x̃^j are independent and identically distributed on X according to the density x →^{dM(Γ),πh (x)}_{dM(Γ),πh (X )} . We now need

to show that the empirical average^1_{n′} ∑_n′ j=1 min { 0, min_a′_{∈A}⟨ϕ_h(x̃^j , a^′), θ⟩ } concentrates around its expectation under this conditional density, uniformly over θ. To do so we invoke generalization bounds via Rademacher complexity. Consider the class F of functions mapping X to R, defined by

F := { x → min { min_{a′∈A}⟨ϕ_h(x, a^′), θ⟩, 0 } : θ ∈ R^d × {0}, ‖θ‖_1 ≤ 1 } . By Lemma A.8 (as well as the guarantee on n in (61)) we get that R_n′ (F) ≤ 2A √ π log d n^′ ≤ 6A √ log d ζn ≤ ε_{neg} 8 , and so Lemma A.9 with B = 1 (together with the guarantee on n in (61)) gives that with probability at least 1 − δ/(4|Π_{disc} |) over the draws x̃^j ∼^{1[·∈X ]·dM(Γ),πh (·)}_{dM(Γ),πh (X )} , for all θ ∈ R^d × {0},

E^{M (Γ),π} [ min { 0, min_{a′ ∈A}⟨ϕ_h(x_h, a^′), θ⟩ }| | |x^h ∈ X ]

≥ 1 n^′ n^′∑

j=1 min { 0, min_{a′∈A}⟨ϕ_h(x̃^j , a^′), θ⟩ } − 2‖θ‖_1R_n′ (F) − ε_{neg}‖θ‖_1 4 ≥ min { 0, min i∈[n],a^′∈A ⟨ϕ_h(x^i_h, a^′), θ⟩ } − ε_{neg}‖θ‖_1 2 . Recalling our convention that ϕ_h(t, a) = e_{d+1} for all a ∈ A (Section 6.1), so that ⟨ϕ_h(t, a), θ⟩ = 0, we have E^{M (Γ),π} [ min { 0, min_{a′∈A}⟨ϕ_h(x_h, a^′), θ⟩ }] = d^{M(Γ),π} (X ) · E^{M (Γ),π} [ min { 0, min_{a′∈A}⟨ϕ_h(x_h, a^′), θ⟩ }| |x_h ∈ X ]

≥ E^{M (Γ),π} [ min { 0, min_{a′ ∈A}⟨ϕ_h(x_h, a^′), θ⟩ }| | |x^h ∈ X ]

≥ min { 0, min i∈[n],a^′∈A ⟨ϕ_h(x^i_h, a^′), θ⟩ } − ε_{neg}‖θ‖_1 2 as well. Removing the conditioning on |S|, the above inequality holds with probability at least 1 − δ/(2|Π_{disc} |) over the randomness in (x^i_h)^n_{i=1}. By a union bound over π ∈ Π_{disc}, with probability at least 1 − δ, it holds for all π ∈ Π_{disc} and θ ∈ R^d × {0} that

⟨E^{M (Γ),π} [ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)], θ⟩ ≥ min { 0, min i∈[n],a∈A ⟨ϕ_h(x^i_h, a), θ⟩ } − ε_{neg} ‖θ‖_1 /2.

Suppose that this event holds. By the guarantee (60), we conclude that for all π ∈ Π and θ ∈ R^d × {0}, ⟨E^{M (Γ),π}[ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)], θ⟩ ≥ min { 0, min i∈[n],a∈A ⟨ϕ_h(x^i_h, a), θ⟩ } − ε_{neg} ‖θ‖_1 ,

which completes the proof.

7.1.4 All-policy approximation

Lemma 7.6. There is a constant C7.6 so that the following holds. Fix n, m ∈ N, an odd h ∈ [H], and ε_{cvx}, α, δ > 0. Consider Γ, Ψ_h ⊂ Π so that Ψ_h is an α-truncated cover at step h. With probability at least 1 − δ, the output of EstTruncEmulator(h, Ψ_h, Γ, ε_{cvx}, C_{nrm}, n, m) (Algorithm 8) is either ⊥ or a set of vectors (μ̂^j_{h+1})^m_{j=1} ⊂ R^d × {0} satisfying the following: there are states (x̃^j_{h+1})^m_{j=1} ⊆ X so that for any policy π ∈ Π, the following inequalities hold:

max_{ℓ∈[d]} | | | | ∑ x∈X ⟨E^{M̄ (∅),π} [ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)], μ_{h+1}(x)⟩ · ϕ^{avg}_{h+1}(x) − m∑ j=1 ⟨E^{M (∅),π} [ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)], μ̂^j_{h+1}⟩ · ϕ^{avg}_{h+1}(x̃^j_{h+1}) | | | | 2

≤ 2A α · ( 2ε^2_{cvx} + C7.6 ·

C^2_{nrm} √ log(2d/δ) √ n ) . (62)

max_{ℓ∈[d]} | | | | ∑ x∈X ⟨E^{M̄ (Γ),π} [ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)], μ_{h+1}(x)⟩ · ϕ^{avg}_{h+1}(x) − m∑ j=1 ⟨E^{M (Γ),π}[ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)], μ̂^j_{h+1}⟩ · ϕ^{avg}_{h+1}(x̃^j_{h+1}) | | | | 2

≤ 2A σ_{bkup} · ( 2ε^2_{cvx} + C7.6 ·

C^2_{nrm} √ log(2d/δ) √ n ) . (63)

Proof. As in the proof of Lemma 7.4, for ℓ ∈ [d], we define w^⋆_ℓ := ∑ x∈X μ_{h+1}(x) · ϕ^{avg}_{h+1}(x)_ℓ, so that E_x′_{∼Ph(x,a)}[ϕ^{avg}_{h+1}(x^′)_ℓ] = ⟨w^⋆_ℓ , ϕ_h(x, a)⟩ and ‖w^⋆_ℓ ‖_1 ≤ C_{nrm}.

Let ν_h be the distribution of (x_h, a_h) ∼^1_2 · (unif(Ψ_h) ∘_h unif(A) + unif(Γ) ∘_h unif(A)), which is the marginal distribution of (x^i_h, a^i_h) for each i ∈ [n] indexing the dataset C_h (defined in Line 3 of Algorithm 9). By Corollary A.3 and a union bound over ℓ ∈ [d], there is an event E_1 that occurs with probability at least 1 − δ/2 over the draw of C_h = {(x^i_h, a^i_h, x^i_{h+1})}_{i∈[n]}, so that in the event E_1, we have that for all ℓ ∈ [d], E_{(x,a)∼νh} [ ⟨ŵ_ℓ − w^⋆_ℓ , ϕ_h(x, a)⟩^2 ] ≤ 3CA.3 · C^2_{nrm} · √ log(2d^2/δ) n . (64)

By Lemma A.1, there is an event E_2 that occurs with probability at least 1 − δ/2 over the draw of C_h, so that in the event E_2, we have for all θ ∈ R^d × {0} that | | |E_{(x,a)∼νh} [⟨ϕh(x, a), θ⟩^2] − 1 n n∑ i=1 ⟨ϕ_h(x^i_h, a^i_h), θ⟩^2 | | | ≤ CA.1 ‖θ‖^2_1 √ log(d/δ) √ n . (65)

We claim that in the event E_1 ∩E_2, the output of EstTruncEmulator satisfies the guarantee claimed in the lemma statement, where the states (x̃^j_{h+1})^m_{j=1} are precisely as computed in EstTruncEmulator. If the output is ⊥, this is immediate. Otherwise, the output is a solution (μ̂^j_{h+1})^m_{j=1} to Program (45). Fix any ℓ ∈ [d], and recall the definition of ŵ_ℓ in (44). Set θ := ŵ_ℓ − ∑_m j=1 μ̂^j_{h+1} ·ϕ^{avg}_{h+1}(x̃^j_{h+1})_ℓ. By the constraint ‖ŵ_ℓ‖ ≤ C_{nrm} in (44) together with the program constraint (45b), we have ‖θ‖_1 ≤ 2C_{nrm}. Thus, combining the program constraint (45a) with (65) for this value of θ gives E_{(x,a)∼νh} ⟨ ϕ_h(x, a), ŵ_ℓ − m∑ j=1 μ̂^j_{h+1} · ϕ^{avg}_{h+1}(x̃^j_{h+1})_ℓ ⟩_2 ≤ ε^2_{cvx} + 4CA.1C^{2nrm} √ log(2d/δ) √ n . (66)

Combining (64) and (66) via the bound (a + b)^2 ≤ 2a^2 + 2b^2 gives that E_{(xh ,ah)∼νh} ⟨ ϕ_h(x_h, a_h), w^⋆_ℓ − m∑ j=1 μ̂^j_{h+1} · ϕ^{avg}_{h+1}(x̃^j_{h+1})_ℓ ⟩_2 ≤ 2ε^2_{cvx} + C7.6C^{2nrm} √ log(2d/δ) √ n where we define C7.6 := 6CA.3 + 8CA.1. Since Ψ_h is assumed to be an α-truncated policy cover (Definition 4.1) and h is odd, by (48) of Lemma 7.2 and definition of ν_h, we have that ν_h(x, a) ≥ α 2A · max_{π∈Π} d^{M(∅),π}_h (x, a) for all (x, a) ∈ X × A. Thus, a change-of-measure gives that for all π ∈ Π, E^{M (∅),π} ⟨ ϕ_h(x_h, a_h), w^⋆_ℓ − m∑ j=1 μ̂^j_{h+1} · ϕ^{avg}_{h+1}(x̃^j_{h+1})_ℓ ⟩_2 ≤ 2A α · ( 2ε^2_{cvx} +

C7.6C^2_{nrm} √ log(2d/δ) √ n ) . (67)

In a similar manner, by (49) of Lemma 7.2 and definition of ν_h, we have that ν_h(x, a) ≥^{σbkup}_{2A} · max_{π∈Π} d^{M (Γ),π}_h (x, a) for all (x, a) ∈ X × A. Thus, for all π ∈ Π, E^{M (Γ),π} ⟨ ϕ_h(x_h, a_h), w^⋆_ℓ − m∑ j=1 μ̂^j_{h+1} · ϕ^{avg}_{h+1}(x̃^j_{h+1})_ℓ ⟩_2 ≤ 2A σ_{bkup} · ( 2ε^2_{cvx} +

C7.6C^2_{nrm} √ log(2d/δ) √ n ) . (68)

Applying Jensen’s inequality to (67) and recalling the definition of w^⋆_ℓ yields that ∑ x∈X ⟨E^{M (∅),π} [ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)], μ_{h+1}(x)⟩ · ϕ^{avg}_{h+1}(x)_ℓ − m∑ j=1 ⟨E^{M (∅),π} [ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)], μ̂^j_{h+1}⟩ · ϕ^{avg}_{h+1}(x̃^j_{h+1})_ℓ 2

≤ 2A α · ( 2ε^2_{cvx} +

C7.6C^2_{nrm} √ log(2d/δ) √ n ) , which verifies (62) since ℓ ∈ [d] is arbitrary. Similarly, applying Jensen’s inequality to (68) yields (63).

7.1.5 Guarantee for emulator construction

Theorem 7.7 combines the results proven earlier in this section to establish that the output of

EstTruncEmulator is a truncated emulator (per Definition 7.1) with high probability.

Theorem 7.7. There is a constant C7.7 so that the following holds. Fix n, m ∈ N, h ∈ [H] with h odd, and ε_{neg}, ε_{apx}, ε_{cvx}, α, δ > 0. Let Ψ_h, Γ ⊂ Π be given so that Ψ_h is an α-truncated cover at step h (Definition 4.1). Suppose that the following bounds hold: n ≥ C7.7 · max { ε^{−4}_{cvx}C^4_{nrm} log(d/δ), ε^{−4}_{neg} σ^{−1}_{bkup}A^2C^2_{nrm}H^3 log(AHC_{nrm}/ε_{neg}) log(d/δ),

ε^{−4}_{apx}C^4_{nrm}(σ^{−2}_{bkup} + α^{−2})A^2 log(d/δ) } m ≥ C7.7 · ε^{−8}_{cvx}C^6_{nrm} log(d/δ),

ε_{cvx} ≤ ε_{apx} · min {√ α/A/4, √ σ_{bkup}/A/4 }

α ≥ σ_{bkup} σ_{trunc} δ ≤ 1/ √ m. Then with probability at least 1 − δ, the output of EstTruncEmulator(h, Ψ_h, Γ, ε_{cvx}, C_{nrm}, n, m) (Algorithm 8) is a (ε_{apx}, ε_{neg}, C_{nrm}; Γ)-truncated emulator at step h. Moreover, the sample complexity of EstTruncEmulator(h, Ψ_h, Γ, ε_{cvx}, C_{nrm}, n, m) is n + m, and the time complexity is poly(n, m, d, log(1/(ε_{neg} ε_{apx}ε_{cvx}))).

Remark 7.8 (Sample and computational costs; analogue of Remark 5.3). Note that the sample complexity of EstTruncEmulator in the context of Theorem 7.7 is n + m. As in the reachable setting, we have assumed for simplicity that the convex program (45) can be solved exactly in time poly(n, m, d). As this is not strictly speaking known to be true, we once again apply the argument in Appendix C to obtain that we can implement EstTruncEmulator in time poly(n, m, d, log(C_{nrm}/(ε_{cvx}ε_{apx}ε_{neg})), where a relaxation of (45) is solved, which is still sufficient to compute a (ε_{apx}, ε_{neg}, C_{nrm}; Γ)-truncated emulator (after decreasing the values of ε_{apx}, ε_{neg} passed to EstTruncEmulator by a constant factor).

Proof of Theorem 7.7. By Lemma 7.4 and our choices of n, m, ε_{cvx}, δ, with probability at least 1 − δ/3, EstTruncEmulator(h, Ψ_h, Γ, ε_{cvx}, C_{nrm}, n, m) produces a solution (μ̂^j_{h=1})^m_{j=1} ⊂ R^d × {0} to Program 45 (i.e., the program is feasible). Certainly any such solution satisfies Item 1 of Definition 7.1, with norm bound C := C_{nrm}.

Next, by the assumptions that Ψ_h is an α-truncated cover at step h, that h is odd, and that α ≥^{σbkup}_{σtrunc} , (49) of Lemma 7.2 gives the following: letting ν_h ∈ Δ(X ) denote the distribution of x_h under a policy π ∼^1_2 · (unif(Γ) ∘_h unif(A) + unif(Ψ_h) ∘_h unif(A)), we have that for all x ∈ X , ν_h(x) ≥ σ_{bkup} 2 · max_{π∈Π} d^{M(Γ),π}_h (x) ≥ σ_{bkup} 2 · max_{π∈Π} d^{M (∅),π}_h (x). (The second inequality above uses Lemma 6.5.) In particular, the condition (58) of Lemma 7.5 is satisfied with ζ = σ_{bkup}/2 and any Γ^′ ∈ {∅, Γ}. Thus, since the marginal of the points x^i_h in the dataset C_h = {(x^i_h, a^i_h, x^i_{h+1})}^n_{i=1} is according to ν_h, it follows from Lemma 7.5 that with probability at least 1 − δ/3, the output (μ̂^j_{h+1})^m_{j=1} produced by Algorithm 8 (if not ⊥) satisfies, for all π ∈ Π, j ∈ [m], and Γ^′ ∈ {∅, Γ}, E^{M (Γ′),π} [ max { 0, max_{a∈A} −⟨ϕ_h(x_h, a), μ̂^j_{h+1}⟩ }] ≤ max { 0, max i∈[n],a∈A −⟨ϕ_h(x^i_h, a), μ̂^j_{h+1}⟩ } + ε_{neg}‖μ̂^j_{h+1}‖_1

≤ ε_{neg}‖μ̂^j_{h+1}‖_1,

where the second inequality uses the constraint (45c). The above inequality establishes that (μ̂^j_{h+1})^m_{j=1} satisfies Item 2 of Definition 7.1.

Finally, by Lemma 7.6 and our choice of n, ε_{cvx}, with probability at least 1 − δ/3, if the output of Algorithm 8 is not ⊥, then the output (μ̂^j_{h+1})^m_{j=1} satisfies, for all π ∈ Π, Γ^′ ∈ {∅, Γ},

max_{ℓ∈[d]} | | | | ∑ x∈X ⟨E^{M (Γ′),π} [ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)], μ_{h+1}(x)⟩ · ϕ^{avg}_{h+1}(x) − m∑ j=1 ⟨E^{M (Γ′),π} [ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)], μ̂^j_{h+1}⟩ · ϕ^{avg}_{h+1}(x̃^j_{h+1}) | | | | ≤ ε_{apx},

which verifies Item 3 of Definition 7.1.

7.2 From emulator to policy cover

In this section, the main technical result is Lemma 7.12, which uses the properties of a truncated emulator to show that the GreedyCover algorithm can extend a truncated policy cover for steps 1, . . . , h to a truncated policy cover for steps 1, . . . , h + 2, unless certain policies have large extraneous visitation probability. The following definition formalizes the set of policies that need to be considered, when the truncated policy covers given to GreedyCover are Ψ_{1:h}, the backup policy cover is Γ, and the output of GreedyCover is Ψ^{apx}_{h+1}. These are also the policies that must be added to the backup policy cover in the next phase in order to make progress:

Definition 7.9 (Extraneous visitation probability). Let Ψ_1, . . . , Ψ_h, Ψ^{apx}_{h+1}, Γ ⊂ Π be sets of policies and let π_{final} ∈ Π. Let h ∈ [H]. Define

Σ_h(Ψ_{1:h}, Ψ^{apx}_{h+1}, π_{final}) :=Ψ^{apx}_{h+1} ∪ ⋃ 0≤h_0≤h π∈Ψ_{h0} π ∘_{h0} unif(A) ∘_{h0+1} π_{final} (69)

Δ_h(Ψ_{1:h}, Ψ^{apx}_{h+1}, π_{final}; Γ) := max

π∈Σ_h(Ψ_{1:h},Ψ^{apx}_{h+1},π_{final}) 1≤g≤h d^{M,π}_g (X \X^{rch}_g (Γ)) (70)

where for notational convenience we are defining Ψ_0 to contain a single arbitrary policy (recall that π ∘_1 π^′ = π^′ for all policies π, π^′, so the choice does not matter). We call the quantities Δ_h(Ψ_{1:h}, Ψ^{apx}_{h+1}, π_{final}; Γ) extraneous visitation probabilities.

Lemma 7.10 provides an analogue of Lemma 5.12 for the unreachable setting, stating that with high probability, when given a truncated emulator (μ̂^j_{h+1})^m_{j=1}, GreedyCover will output a set of policies that cover most of the emulator vectors μ̂^j_{h+1}.

Lemma 7.10 (Guarantee for GreedyCover; unreachable setting). Let α, ε_{apx}, ε_{neg}, ξ, C_{empnrm}, δ > 0 with ξ ≤ C_{empnrm}. Let h ∈ [H], N ∈ N, Γ ⊂ Π, and let (μ̂^j_{h+1})^m_{j=1} ⊆ R^d × {0} be an

(ε_{apx}, ε_{neg}, C_{empnrm}; Γ)-truncated emulator at step h (Definition 7.1) so that ε_{neg} ≤ ξ/(4C_{empnrm}H). Let Ψ_{1:h} be α-truncated policy covers for steps 1, . . . , h respectively (Definition 4.1).

Suppose that N ≥ max(n_{PSDP}(ξ/(8C_{empnrm}), α, δξ/(6C_{empnrm} )), n_{FE}(ξ/(8C_{empnrm}), δξ/(6C_{empnrm}))). Then GreedyCover (Algorithm 2) with parameters ξ, C_{empnrm}, N outputs a set of policies Ψ^{apx}_{h+1} of size |Ψ^{apx}_{h+1}| ≤ 2C_{empnrm}/ξ, a subset G ⊂ [m] and a policy π_{final} ∈ Π satisfying the following property. With probability at least 1 − δ, for all π ∈ Π: 1. ∑ j∈[m]\G⟨E^{M (∅),π}[ϕh(xh, ah)], μ̂ j h+1⟩ ≤ 3ξ/2 +^{2AH2Cempnrm}_α · Δ_h(Ψ_{1:h}, Ψ^{apx}_{h+1}, π_{final}; Γ).

2. In the event that Δ_h(Ψ_{1:h}, Ψ^{apx}_{h+1}, π_{final}; Γ) ≤^ξ_{4Cempnrm} , the following holds: for all j ∈ G, there is some π^′ ∈ Ψ^{apx}_{h+1} so that ⟨E^{M (Γ),π′} [ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)], μ̂^j_{h+1}⟩ ≥ ( ξ 4C_{empnrm}

− Δ_h(Ψ_{1:h}, Ψ^{apx}_{h+1}, π_{final}; Γ) ) · ⟨E^{M (∅),π} [ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)], μ̂^j_{h+1}⟩.

Proof. By Lemma 5.11 and the guarantee ∑_m j=1 ‖ ‖μ̂j_{h+1} ‖ ‖ 1 ≤ C_{empnrm} (Item 1 of Definition 7.1), we have |Ψ^{apx}_{h+1}| ≤ 2C_{empnrm}/ξ. It follows that the algorithm makes at most 1 + 2C_{empnrm}/ξ ≤ 3C_{empnrm}/ξ calls to each of PSDP and ValIteration. By the choice of N, each call has failure probability at most δξ/(6C_{empnrm}), so with probability at least 1 − δ all of the calls succeed (i.e. satisfy the guarantees of Lemmas 5.15 and 7.18). We assume from now on that this event holds. Also by the choice of N, the guarantee of Lemma 5.15 holds with ℓ_∞ error at most ε_{stat} := ξ/(8C_{empnrm}).

Proof of Item 1. For convenience set T = |Ψ^{apx}_{h+1}| + 1. Recall that π_{final} = π^T is the last policy computed by Algorithm 2 (the policy which is not added to Ψ^{apx}_{h+1}). The output set G of Algorithm 2 is given by G := [m] \ B_T .

By the termination condition (Line 6), we have ⟨ϕ̂^T_h , ∑ j∈[m]\G μ̂ j h+1⟩ = ⟨ϕ̂^T_h , ∑ j∈B_T μ̂ j h+1⟩ < ξ. By the guarantee of FeatureEstimation (Lemma 5.15) and the fact that ‖ ‖∑_{j∈[m]\J} μ̂j_{h+1} ‖ ‖ 1 ≤ C_{empnrm} (per Item 1 of Definition 7.1), it follows that ⟨ E^{M,πfinal} [ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)], ∑ j∈[m]\G μ̂^j_{h+1} ⟩ < ξ + ε_{stat}C_{empnrm}. (71)

Next we apply the guarantee of PSDP (Lemma 7.18); we first verify its preconditions. Note that π_{final} is the output of PSDP at step k := h with input vector θ := μ^{res,T} = ∑ j∈[m]\G μ̂ j h+1.

By Item 1 of Definition 7.1 we have ‖θ‖_1 ≤ C_{empnrm}. For any x, h, note that the function w → max{0, max_{a∈A} −⟨ϕ_h(x, a), w⟩} is subadditive. It follows by Item 2 (in particular, (47)) that θ is an ε_{neg}C_{empnrm}-nearly nonnegative target at step h with respect to Γ (Definition 7.17). By assumption, Ψ_{1:h−1} are α-truncated covers at steps 1, . . . , h−1. Thus, by choice of N ≥ n_{PSDP}(ε_{stat}, α, δξ/(6C_{empnrm})), we have that for all π ∈ Π,

⟨E^{M,πfinal} [ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)], θ⟩ ≥ ⟨E^{M (∅),π} [ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)], θ⟩ − ε_{stat}C_{empnrm} − ε_{neg}C_{empnrm}H −

2AC_{empnrm}H^2 α Δ_h(Ψ_{1:h}, Ψ^{apx}_{h+1}, π_{final}; Γ) where we obtained the third term by observing that for all h^′ ≤ g ≤ h and π^′ ∈ Ψ_h′_{−1}, we have d^{M,π′∘h′−1unif(A)∘h′ πfinal} g (X \ X^{rch}_g (Γ)) ≤ Δ_h(Ψ_{1:h}, Ψ^{apx}_{h+1}, π_{final}; Γ).

Rearranging and combining with (71), we get that for all π ∈ Π, ⟨ E^{M (∅),π} [ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)], ∑ j∈[m]\G μ̂^j_{h+1} ⟩

≤ ⟨ E^{M,πfinal} [ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)], ∑ j∈[m]\G μ̂^j_{h+1} ⟩ + ( ε_{stat} + ε_{neg}H + 2AH^2 α · Δ_h(Ψ_{1:h}, Ψ^{apx}_{h+1}, π_{final}; Γ) ) · C_{empnrm}

< ξ + ( 2ε_{stat} + ε_{neg}H + 2AH^2 α · Δ_h(Ψ_{1:h}, Ψ^{apx}_{h+1}, π_{final}; Γ) ) · C_{empnrm} ≤ 3ξ/2 + 2AH^2C_{empnrm} α · Δ_h(Ψ_{1:h}, Ψ^{apx}_{h+1}, π_{final}; Γ),

where the first inequality uses the previously-derived PSDP guarantee; the second inequality uses (71); and the third inequality uses the choice of ε_{stat} = ξ/(8C_{empnrm}) and the assumption that ε_{neg} ≤ ξ/(4C_{empnrm}H). The above display establishes the first claim of the lemma statement.

Proof of Item 2. To establish the second claim, we note that for each j ∈ G there is some t < T so that j ∈ G_t. But then the estimated feature vector ϕ̂^t_h of policy π^t ∈ Ψ^{apx}_{h+1} satisfies

⟨ϕ̂^t_h, μ̂^j_{h+1}⟩ ≥ (ξ/(2C_{empnrm})) · ‖ ‖μ̂j_{h+1} ‖ ‖ 1 , so by the guarantee of FeatureEstimation (Lemma 5.15), ⟨E^{M,πt} [ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)], μ̂^j_{h+1}⟩ ≥ ( ξ 2C_{empnrm}

− ε_{stat} ) · ‖ ‖μ̂j_{h+1} ‖ ‖ 1 . (72)

Moreover, by Lemma 6.8,

⟨E^{M,πt} [ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)], μ̂^j_{h+1}⟩ ≤ ⟨E^{M (Γ),πt} [ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)], μ̂^j_{h+1}⟩ + ‖μ̂^j_{h+1}‖_1 · h∑ g=1 d^{M,πt}_g (X \X^{rch}_g (Γ))

≤ ⟨E^{M (Γ),πt} [ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)], μ̂^j_{h+1}⟩ + ‖μ̂^j_{h+1}‖_1 · Δ_h(Ψ_{1:h}, Ψ^{apx}_{h+1}, π_{final}; Γ), (73)

where the second inequality uses that π^t ∈ Ψ^{apx}_{h+1}. Combining (72) and (73) and using the fact that ε_{stat} ≤ ξ/(4C_{empnrm}), we see that, in the event that Δ_h(Ψ_{1:h}, Ψ^{apx}_{h+1}, π_{final}; Γ) ≤^ξ_{4Cempnrm} , ⟨E^{M (Γ),πt} [ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)], μ̂^j_{h+1}⟩ ≥ ( ξ 4C_{empnrm}

− Δ_h(Ψ_{1:h}, Ψ^{apx}_{h+1}, π_{final}; Γ) ) · ‖ ‖μ̂j_{h+1} ‖ ‖ 1 ≥ ( ξ 4C_{empnrm}

− Δ_h(Ψ_{1:h}, Ψ^{apx}_{h+1}, π_{final}; Γ) ) · sup_{π∈Π}⟨E^{M (∅),π} [ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)], μ̂^j_{h+1}⟩, which completes the proof of Item 2.

The next lemma, an analogue of Lemma 5.13 in the unreachable setting, is a consequence of Lemma 7.10 and the approximate non-negativity property of a truncated emulator (Definition 7.1). Unlike Lemma 5.13, there is a failure event (Item (a)) in which the guarantee (74) may fail to hold. In this failure event, some policy found by GreedyCover (namely, one in the set Σ_h(Ψ_{1:h}, Ψ^{apx}_{h+1}, π_{final})) visits a truncated set X \X^{rch}_g (Γ), for some g ∈ [H].

Lemma 7.11. In the setting of Lemma 7.10, with probability at least 1 − δ (over the randomness in GreedyCover), at least one of the following statements holds:

(a) The output (Ψ^{apx}_{h+1}, π_{final}) of GreedyCover (Algorithm 2) satisfies Δ_h(Ψ_{1:h}, Ψ^{apx}_{h+1}, π_{final}; Γ) ≥ ξα 8AH^2C_{empnrm} (recall that Δh(Ψ1:h, Ψ apx h+1, π_{final}; Γ) is defined in (70)).

(b) For any π ∈ Π, B > 0, and function g : [m] → [0, B], m∑ j=1 ⟨E^{M (∅),π} [ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)], μ̂^j_{h+1}⟩ · g(j) ≤ 33C^3_{empnrm}Bε_{neg} ξ^2 + 2Bξ

+ 8C_{empnrm} ξ ∑ π^′∈Ψ^{apx}_{h+1} m∑ j=1 ⟨E^{M (Γ),π′} [ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)], μ̂^j_{h+1}⟩ · g(j). (74)

Proof. Recall that the output of GreedyCover is a tuple (Ψ^{apx}_{h+1}, G, π_{final}), where Ψ^{apx}_{h+1} ⊂ Π, G ⊂ [m], π_{final} ∈ Π. By Lemma 7.10, |Ψ^{apx}_{h+1}| ≤ 2C_{empnrm}/ξ. Let us assume henceforth that Item (a) does not hold, i.e. Δ_h(Ψ_{1:h}, Ψ^{apx}_{h+1}, π_{final}; Γ) <^{ξα}_{8AH2Cempnrm} <^ξ_{4Cempnrm} . We then will prove Item (b).

Combining the guarantees of Lemma 7.10 with the assumed bound on Δ_h(Ψ_{1:h}, Ψ^{apx}_{h+1}, π_{final}; Γ), we have that Ψ^{apx}_{h+1}, G, π_{final} satisfy (with probability at least 1 − δ) the following properties for all π ∈ Π: 1. ∑ j∈[m]\G⟨E^{M (∅),π}[ϕh(xh, ah)], μ̂ j h+1⟩ ≤ 2ξ. 2. For all j ∈ G, there is some π^′ ∈ Ψ^{apx}_{h+1} so that ⟨E^{M (Γ),π′} [ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)], μ̂^j_{h+1}⟩ ≥^ξ_{8Cempnrm} · ⟨E^{M (∅),π} [ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)], μ̂^j_{h+1}⟩. Additionally, the fact that (μ̂^j_{h+1})^m_{j=1} is assumed to be an (ε_{apx}, ε_{neg}, C_{empnrm}; Γ)-truncated coreset at step h (Definition 7.1) guarantees that for any π ∈ Π, Γ^′ ∈ {∅, Γ}, and f : [m] → [0, B], m∑ j=1 max ( 0, −⟨E^{M (Γ′),π} [ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)], μ̂^j_{h+1}⟩ · f(j) ) ≤ m∑ j=1 f(j) · max { 0, E^{M (Γ′),π} [ max_{a′∈A} −⟨ϕ_h(x_h, a^′), μ̂^j_{h+1}⟩ ]}

≤ m∑ j=1 f(j) · E^{M (Γ′),π} [ max { 0, max_{a′∈A} −⟨ϕ_h(x_h, a^′), μ̂^j_{h+1}⟩ }]

≤ m∑ j=1 Bε_{neg} ‖ ‖ ‖μ̂^j_{h+1} ‖ ‖ ‖_1

≤ Bε_{neg}C_{empnrm}, (75) where the second inequality uses Jensen’s inequality.

We use the above properties to prove the claimed bound (74). Fix π ∈ Π and g : [m] → [0, B]. We separate the left-hand side of (74) into two terms: m∑ j=1 ⟨E^{M (∅),π} [ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)], μ̂^j_{h+1}⟩ · g(j) = ∑ j∈[m]\G ⟨E^{M (∅),π} [ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)], μ̂^j_{h+1}⟩ · g(j) § + ∑ j∈G ⟨E^{M (∅),π} [ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)], μ̂^j_{h+1}⟩ · g(j) † .

Bounding §. By (75) with Γ^′ = ∅ and the bound g(j) ∈ [0, B] for all j, defining f(j) := B−g(j) ∈ [0, B], the first term § can be bounded as ∑ j∈[m]\G ⟨E^{M (∅),π} [ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)], μ̂^j_{h+1}⟩ · g(j) = B · ∑ j∈[m]\G ⟨E^{M (∅),π} [ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)], μ̂^j_{h+1}⟩ − ∑ j∈[m]\G E^{M (∅),π} [ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)], μ̂^j_{h+1}⟩ · f(j) ≤ B · ∑ j∈[m]\G ⟨E^{M (∅),π} [ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)], μ̂^j_{h+1}⟩ + Bε_{neg}C_{empnrm}

≤ 2Bξ + Bε_{neg}C_{empnrm},

where the last inequality uses Item 1 above.

Bounding †. Next, ∑ j∈G ⟨E^{M (∅),π} [ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)], μ̂^j_{h+1}⟩ · g(j) ≤ ∑ j∈G 8C_{empnrm} ξ max π^′∈Ψ^{apx}_{h+1} ⟨E^{π′ ,M(Γ)}[ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)], μ̂^j_{h+1}⟩ · g(j)

≤ ∑ j∈G 8C_{empnrm} ξ B|Ψ^{apx}_{h+1}|εneg ‖ ‖μ̂^j_{h+1} ‖ ‖_1 + ∑ π^′∈Ψ^{apx}_{h+1} ⟨E^{M (Γ),π′} [ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)], μ̂^j_{h+1}⟩ · g(j)

≤ 8C^2_{empnrm}B|Ψ^{apx}_{h+1}|ε_{neg} ξ + 8C_{empnrm} ξ ∑ π^′∈Ψ^{apx}_{h+1} ∑ j∈G ⟨E^{M (Γ),π′} [ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)], μ̂^j_{h+1}⟩ · g(j)

≤ 16C^3_{empnrm}Bε_{neg}

ξ^2 + 8C_{empnrm} ξ ∑ π^′∈Ψ^{apx}_{h+1} ∑ j∈G ⟨E^{M (Γ),π′} [ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)], μ̂^j_{h+1}⟩ · g(j)

≤ 32C^3_{empnrm}Bε_{neg}

ξ^2 + 8C_{empnrm} ξ ∑ π^′∈Ψ^{apx}_{h+1} m∑ j=1 ⟨E^{M (Γ),π′} [ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)], μ̂^j_{h+1}⟩ · g(j)

where the first inequality uses the property of Item 2 above, the second inequality uses the property (47) of Definition 7.1, the third inequality uses Item 1 of Definition 7.1, the fourth inequality uses the bound |Ψ^{apx}_{h+1}| ≤ 2C_{empnrm}/ξ, and the fifth inequality uses (75) with Γ^′ = Γ together with the bound |Ψ^{apx}_{h+1}| ≤ 2C_{empnrm}/ξ.

Putting everything together. Combining the two bounds § and †, and using that C_{empnrm}/ξ ≥ 1, we get that m∑ j=1 ⟨E^{M (∅),π} [ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)], μ̂^j_{h+1}⟩ · g(j) ≤ 33C^3_{empnrm}Bε_{neg} ξ^2 + 2Bξ

+ 8C_{empnrm} ξ ∑ π^′∈Ψ^{apx}_{h+1} m∑ j=1 ⟨E^{M (Γ),π′} [ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)], μ̂^j_{h+1}⟩ · g(j)

as claimed.

Lemma 7.12 below is an analogue of Lemma 5.4 in the unreachable setting: it states that, with high probability, GreedyCover will either return a truncated policy cover for the next step (Item (a)), or otherwise will find some policy (in the set Σ_h(Ψ_{1:h}, Ψ^{apx}_{h+1}, π_{final}Γ)) that explores states that were truncated in M(Γ) (Item (b)).

Lemma 7.12. Suppose h ∈ [H] is odd, ε_{apx}, ε_{neg}, α, C_{empnrm}, δ > 0, and ξ ∈ (0, C_{empnrm}). Suppose ε_{neg} ≤ ξ/(4C_{empnrm}H). Let Ψ_1, . . . , Ψ_h ⊂ Π denote α-truncated policy covers for steps 1, . . . , h, and Γ ⊂ Π be given. Let (μ̂^j_{h+1})^m_{j=1} denote an (ε_{apx}, ε_{neg}, C_{empnrm}; Γ)-truncated emulator (Definition 7.1) at step h.

Suppose that N ≥ max(n_{PSDP}(ξ/(8C_{empnrm}), α, δξ/(6C_{empnrm} )), n_{FE}(ξ/(8C_{empnrm}), δξ/(6C_{empnrm}))), and that

17C^2_{empnrm} ξ^2 ε_{apx} +

33C^3_{empnrm} ξ^2 ε_{neg} + 2ξ ≤ σ_{trunc} 2A . (76)

Let (Ψ^{apx}_{h+1}, π_{final}) denote the output of GreedyCover (Algorithm 2) with parameters ξ, C_{empnrm}, N. Define

Ψ_{h+2} := {π ∘_{h+1} unif(A) : π ∈ Ψ^{apx}_{h+1}}. (77)

Then with probability at least 1 − δ, at least one of the following two statements holds:

(a) Ψ_{h+2} is a ξ^2/(32C^2_{empnrm}A)-truncated policy cover at step h + 2 (Definition 4.1).

(b) Δ_h(Ψ_{1:h}, Ψ^{apx}_{h+1}, π_{final}; Γ) ≥^{ξα}_{8AH2Cempnrm}

Proof. Let us choose states x^1_{h+1}, . . . , x^m_{h+1} ∈ X per Item 3 of Definition 7.1 so that for any π ∈ Π and w ∈ R^d × {0}, | | | ∑ x∈X ⟨E^{M (∅),π} [ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)], μ_{h+1}(x)⟩⟨ϕ^{avg}_{h+1}(x), w⟩ − m∑ j=1 ⟨E^{M (∅),π} [ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)], μ̂^j_{h+1}⟩⟨ϕ^{avg}_{h+1}(x^j_{h+1}), w⟩ | | | ≤ ε_{apx}‖w‖_1 (78)

| | | | ∑ x∈X ⟨E^{M (Γ),π} [ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)], μ_{h+1}(x)⟩⟨ϕ^{avg}_{h+1}(x), w⟩ − m∑ j=1 ⟨E^{M (Γ),π} [ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)], μ̂^j_{h+1}⟩⟨ϕ^{avg}_{h+1}(x^j_{h+1}), w⟩ | | | | ≤ ε_{apx}‖w‖_1. (79)

By choice of ξ, ε_{neg}, N, the assumption that Ψ_{1:h} are α-truncated policy covers for steps 1, . . . , h, and the fact that (μ̂^j_{h+1})^m_{j=1} is a truncated emulator, we can invoke Lemma 7.11. By Lemma 7.11, there is an event E that occurs with probability at least 1−δ (over the randomness in GreedyCover) so that, under E, either the output (Ψ^{apx}_{h+1}, π_{final}) of GreedyCover satisfies Δ_h(Ψ_{1:h}, Ψ^{apx}_{h+1}, π_{final}; Γ) ≥ ξα 8AH^2C_{empnrm} , or else (74) holds. The former case is exactly Item (b) of the lemma statement. So let

us assume from here on that Ψ^{apx}_{h+1} satisfies (74).

Fix any π ∈ Π and x^′ ∈ X . Then we may compute

⟨E^{M (∅),π} [ϕ^{avg}_{h+1}(x_{h+1})], μ_{h+2}(x^′)⟩ = ∑ x∈X ⟨E^{M (∅),π} [ϕ^{M (∅)}_h (x_h, a_h)], μ^{M (∅)}_{h+1} (x)⟩ · ⟨ϕ^{avg}_{h+1}(x), μ_{h+2}(x^′)⟩ = ∑ x∈X ⟨E^{M (∅),π} [ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)], μ_{h+1}(x)⟩ · ⟨ϕ^{avg}_{h+1}(x), μ_{h+2}(x^′)⟩

≤ ε_{apx} · ‖μ_{h+2}(x^′)‖_1 + m∑ j=1 ⟨E^{M (∅),π} [ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)], μ̂^j_{h+1}⟩ · ⟨ϕ^{avg}_{h+1}(x^j_{h+1}), μ_{h+2}(x^′)⟩

≤ ε_{apx} · ‖μ_{h+2}(x^′)‖_1 +

33C^3_{empnrm} ‖μ_{h+2}(x^′)‖_1 ε_{neg} ξ^2

+ 2ξ · ‖μ_{h+2}(x^′)‖_1 + 8C_{empnrm} ξ · ∑ π^′∈Ψ^{apx}_{h+1} m∑ j=1 ⟨E^{M (Γ),π′} [ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)], μ̂^j_{h+1}⟩ · ⟨ϕ^{avg}_{h+1}(x^j_{h+1}), μ_{h+2}(x^′)⟩

≤ ε_{apx} · ‖μ_{h+2}(x^′)‖_1 +

33C^3_{empnrm} ‖μ_{h+2}(x^′)‖_1 ε_{neg} ξ^2

+ 2ξ · ‖μ_{h+2}(x^′)‖_1 + 8C_{empnrm} ξ ∑ π^′∈Ψ^{apx}_{h+1} ( ε_{apx} · ‖μ_{h+2}(x^′)‖_1 + ∑ x∈X ⟨E^{M (Γ),π′} [ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)], μ_{h+1}(x)⟩ · ⟨ϕ^{avg}_{h+1}(x), μ_{h+2}(x^′)⟩ )

≤ ( 17C^2_{empnrm}

ξ^2 ε_{apx} +

33C^3_{empnrm}ε_{neg}

ξ^2

+ 2ξ ) · ‖μ_{h+2}(x^′)‖_1 + 8C_{empnrm} ξ ∑ π^′∈Ψ^{apx}_{h+1} ∑ x∈X ⟨E^{M (Γ),π′} [ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)], μ_{h+1}(x)⟩ · ⟨ϕ^{avg}_{h+1}(x), μ_{h+2}(x^′)

= ( 17C^2_{empnrm}

ξ^2 ε_{apx} +

33C^3_{empnrm}ε_{neg}

ξ^2

+ 2ξ ) · ‖μ_{h+2}(x^′)‖_1 + 8C_{empnrm} ξ · ∑ π^′∈Ψ^{apx}_{h+1}

⟨E^{M (Γ),π′} [ϕ^{avg}_{h+1}(x_{h+1})], μ_{h+2}(x^′)⟩, (80)

where the first equality uses the definition of the transition dynamics of M (∅) as well as the fact that ⟨ϕ^{avg}_{h+1}(t), μ_{h+2}(x^′)⟩ = 0 for all x^′ ∈ X ; the second equality uses that h + 1 is even, so X^{rch}_{h+1}(∅) = X and hence ⟨ϕ^{M (∅)}_h (x, a), μ^{M (∅)}_{h+1} (x^′)⟩ = ⟨ϕ_h(x, a), μ_{h+1}(x^′)⟩ for all x, x^′ ∈ X , a ∈ A; the first inequality uses (78) and the fact that μ_{h+2}(x^′) ∈ R^d × {0} as x^′ ∈ X ; the second inequality uses (74) with the function g(j) := ⟨ϕ^{avg}_{h+1}(x^j_{h+1}), μ_{h+2}(x^′)⟩ (note that 0 ≤ g(j) ≤ ‖μ_{h+2}(x^′)‖_1 for all j ∈ [m] and x^′ ∈ X ); the third inequality uses (79); the fourth inequality collects terms and uses the bounds |Ψ^{apx}_{h+1}| ≤ 2C_{empnrm}/ξ and 1 ≤ C_{empnrm}/ξ; and the final equality uses the definition of the transition dynamics of M (Γ) as well as the facts that X^{rch}_{h+1}(Γ) = X and ⟨ϕ^{avg}_{h+1}(t), μ_{h+2}(x^′)⟩ = 0.

Next, since h + 2 is odd (and at least 2), by Lemma 6.4 with Γ = ∅, we have that for any x^′ ∈ X^{rch}_{h+2}(∅),

max_{π∈Π} ⟨E^{M (∅),π} [ϕ^{avg}_{h+1}(x_{h+1})], μ_{h+2}(x^′)⟩ = max_{π∈Π} d^{M(∅),π∘h+1 unif(A)} h+2 (x^′) ≥ 1 A max_{π∈Π} d^{M(∅),π}_{h+2} (x^′) ≥ σ_{trunc} A · ‖μ_{h+2}(x^′)‖_1.

Thus, for any x^′ ∈ X^{rch}_{h+2}(∅), the additive error term in (80) is bounded as follows: ( 17C^2_{empnrm}

ξ^2 ε_{apx} +

33C^3_{empnrm}ε_{neg} ξ^2

+ 2ξ ) · ‖μ_{h+2}(x^′)‖_1 ≤ σ_{trunc} 2A · ‖μ_{h+2}(x^′)‖_1 ≤ 1 2 · max_{π∈Π} ⟨E^{M (∅),π} [ϕ^{avg}_{h+1}(x_{h+1})], μ_{h+2}(x^′)⟩,

where the first inequality uses (76). Using the above display in (80) and rearranging terms, we obtain that for all x^′ ∈ X^{rch}_{h+2}(∅),

max_{π∈Π} ⟨E^{M (∅),π} [ϕ^{avg}_{h+1}(x_{h+1})], μ_{h+2}(x^′)⟩ ≤

16C_{empnrm} ξ · ∑ π^′∈Ψ^{apx}_{h+1}

⟨E^{M (Γ),π′} [ϕ^{avg}_{h+1}(x_{h+1})], μ_{h+2}(x^′)⟩

= 16C_{empnrm} ξ · ∑ π^′∈Ψ^{apx}_{h+1}

⟨E^{M (Γ),π′∘h+1unif(A)}[ϕ_{h+1}(x_{h+1}, a_{h+1})], μ_{h+2}(x^′)⟩

= 16C_{empnrm} ξ · ∑ π^′∈Ψ_{h+2}

⟨E^{M (Γ),π′} [ϕ_{h+1}(x_{h+1}, a_{h+1})], μ_{h+2}(x^′)⟩

≤ 32C^2_{empnrm} ξ^2 · 1 |Ψ_{h+2}| · ∑ π^′∈Ψ_{h+2}

⟨E^{M (Γ),π′} [ϕ_{h+1}(x_{h+1}, a_{h+1})], μ_{h+2}(x^′)⟩,

where the first equality uses the definition of ϕ^{avg}_{h+1}, the second equality uses the definition of Ψ_{h+2} in (77), and the final inequality uses that |Ψ_{h+2}| = |Ψ^{apx}_{h+1}| ≤ 2C_{empnrm}/ξ (Lemma 7.10). Finally, for any x^′ ∈ X and π ∈ Π we know that

⟨E^{M (∅),π} [ϕ^{avg}_{h+1}(x_{h+1})], μ_{h+2}(x^′)⟩ ≥ 1 A ⟨E^{M (∅),π}[ϕ_{h+1}(x_{h+1}, a_{h+1})], μ_{h+2}(x^′)⟩.

It follows that, for all x^′ ∈ X^{rch}_{h+2}(∅),

max_{π∈Π} ⟨E^{M (∅),π}[ϕ_{h+1}(x_{h+1}, a_{h+1})], μ_{h+2}(x^′)⟩

≤ 32C^2_{empnrm}A ξ^2 1 |Ψ_{h+2}| ∑ π^′∈Ψ_{h+2}

⟨E^{M (Γ),π′} [ϕ_{h+1}(x_{h+1}, a_{h+1})], μ_{h+2}(x^′)⟩

≤ 32C^2_{empnrm}A ξ^2 1 |Ψ_{h+2}| ∑ π^′∈Ψ_{h+2}

⟨E^{M,π′} [ϕ_{h+1}(x_{h+1}, a_{h+1})], μ_{h+2}(x^′)⟩

where the last inequality uses that d^{M (Γ),π′}_{h+1} (x) ≤ d^{M,π′}_{h+1} (x) for all x ∈ X (Lemma 6.5) as well as the fact that ⟨ϕ_{h+1}(x, a), μ_{h+2}(x^′)⟩ ≥ 0 for all x, a, x^′. Thus, Ψ_{h+2} satisfies the coverage condition (10) of Definition 4.1 for all states x ∈ X^{rch}_{h+2}(∅). It remains to observe that (10) holds trivially when x ∈ X \ X^{rch}_{h+2}(∅), since d^{M(∅),π}_{h+2} (x) = 0 for such x. This verifies Item (a) of the lemma statement.

7.3 Analysis of the full algorithm: ExploreLMDP

We now analyze the full algorithm ExploreLMDP (Algorithm 11), which consists of T phases. Each phase starts with a backup policy cover Γ^t (which grows as t increases) and seeks to construct truncated policy covers for steps 1, . . . , H as per Definition 4.1. As a consequence of Lemma 7.12, for any given phase t, where the backup policy cover is Γ^t, for any step h where we have already constructed policy covers Ψ_{1:h} for steps 1, . . . , h, if the extraneous visitation probability Δ_h(Ψ_{1:h}, Ψ^{apx}_{h+1}, π_{final}; Γ^t) is small, then the induction step succeeds and we can construct a policy cover at step h + 2. It remains to show that there is some phase t during which the extraneous visitation probabilities are small at every step h; this is the content of Lemma 7.13 below.

Lemma 7.13. Let ε_{final}, δ > 0, and consider the execution of ExploreLMDP(ε_{final}, δ). Recall the definitions of T , σ_{bkup}, and ξ (Line 2). Consider the event in which EstTruncEmulator never outputs ⊥ in phases 1, . . . , T . Then there is some t ∈ [T ] so that for all h ∈ [H − 2] with h odd, the values of Γ^t, Ψ^t_{1:h}, Ψ^{apx,t}_{h+1} , π^{t,h}_{final} maintained by ExploreLMDP(ε_{final}, δ) satisfy

Δ_h(Ψ^t_{1:h}, Ψ^{apx,t}_{h+1} , π^{t,h}_{final}; Γ^t) < ρ := max 4HC^{nrm} T , √ 16C^3_{nrm}H^3σ_{bkup} ξ .

We next discuss the main idea behind the proof of Lemma 7.13. At any phase t, if some policy π (belonging to any of the policy sets Σ_h(Ψ^t_{1:h}, Ψ^{apx,t}_{h+1} , π_{final})) visits a state x ∈ X \ X^{rch}_g (Γ^t) with at least some probability p · ‖μ_g(x)‖_1, then since π gets added to subsequent backup covers (Line 13), at every subsequent phase t^′, a uniformly random policy from Γ^{t′} will visit x with probability at least^p_{|Γt′ |} · ‖μ_g(x)‖_1. If p/|Γ^{t′} | ≥ σ_{bkup}, then by definition we will have x ∈ X^{rch}_g (Γ^{t′} ), so x cannot

contribute to any subsequent extraneous visitation probabilities. Of course, since |Γ^{t′} | typically grows linearly in t^′, the inequality p/|Γ^{t′} | ≥ σ_{bkup} cannot hold indefinitely. However, if we restrict attention to the first O(1/δ) phases and assume that σ_{bkup} = O(δ^2) (ignoring factors of ξ,C_{nrm},H, etc.) we can show that any state x contributes extraneous visitation probability Ω(δ)·‖μ_g(x)‖_1 to at most one phase (for each step g). The sum of all other contributions at each phase can be bounded by O(δ · C_{nrm}). As long as δ is sufficiently small, it follows that there must be some phase in the first O(1/δ) phases which has sufficiently small extraneous visitation probability of roughly O(δ) (ignoring factors of ξ, C_{nrm}, H, etc.). We emphasize that, as long as the algorithm ExploreLMDP does not prematurely exit (which happens if the convex program in EstTruncEmulator is infeasible at some step), this guarantee holds deterministically.

Algorithm 10 ParamSettings(A, H, C_{nrm}, δ, ε_{final}, d): ParaMEter SettingS for ExploreLMDP Require: action count A, horizon H, norm param. C_{nrm}, failure prob. δ, error ε_{final}, dimension d. 1: σ_{trunc} ←^{εfinal}_{8C3nrmH4} . 2: ξ ←^{σtrunc}_{16A} . 3: α ←^{ξ2}_{32C2nrm A2} . 4: T ←^{32AH3C2nrm}_{ξα} . 5: σ_{bkup} ←^{ξ3α2}

1024A^2H^7C^5_{nrm} .

6: ε_{apx} ←^{σtruncξ2}

136C^2_{nrm} A .

7: ε_{neg} ←^{σtruncξ2}

264C^2_{nrm}HA .

8: ε_{cvx} ← ε_{apx} · min {√ α/A/4, √ σ_{bkup}/A/4 } . 9: m ← 2 max{C7.7, C7.4} ·^{C6nrm}_{ε8cvx} · log ( max{C7.7, C7.4} ·^{2dT H}_δ ·^{C6nrm}_{ε8cvx} ) . 10: n ← max{C7.7, C7.4}·max {_{A2C2} nrmH^3 log(AHC_{nrm} /ε_{neg}) log(2dT H √ m/δ) ε^4_{neg}σ_{bkup} ,

16C^2_{nrm}A^2(σ^{−2}_{bkup} +α^{−2}) log(2dT H √ m/δ) ε^4_{apx} } . 11: N ← max(n_{PSDP}(ξ/(8C_{nrm}), α, δξ/(12T HC_{nrm})), n_{FE}(ξ/(8C_{nrm}), δξ/(12T HC_{nrm}))). 12: return (T, σ_{trunc}, σ_{bkup}, α, ξ, ε_{apx}, ε_{neg}, ε_{cvx}, n, m, N).

Algorithm 11 ExploreLMDP(ε_{final}, δ): Explore ℓ_1-Bounded Linear MDP Require: Error tolerance ε_{final}; failure probability δ 1: Let π_{unif} = unif(A) ∘ unif(A) ∘ · · · ∘ unif(A) be the uniform policy 2: (T, σ_{trunc}, σ_{bkup}, α, ξ, ε_{apx}, ε_{neg}, ε_{cvx}, n, m, N) ← ParamSettings(A, H, C_{nrm}, δ, ε_{final}, d) ▷ Algorithm 10.

3: Γ^1 ← ∅ 4: for 1 ≤ t ≤ T do ▷ Phase t 5: Set Ψ^t_1 = Ψ^t_2 = {π_{unif} } 6: for 1 ≤ h ≤ H − 2 with h odd do 7: (μ̂^{j,t}_{h+1})^m_{j=1} ← EstTruncEmulator(h, Ψ^t_h, Γ^t, ε_{apx} √ α/(4A), C_{nrm}, n, m) ▷ Algorithm 8 8: if (μ̂^{j,t}_{h+1})^m_{j=1} =⊥ then ▷ EstTruncEmulator returned ⊥ 9: return ⊥ 10: (Ψ^{apx,t}_{h+1} , π^{t,h}_{final}) ← GreedyCover(h, (μ̂^{j,t}_{h+1})^m_{j=1}, ξ, C_{nrm}, Ψ^t_{1:h−1}, N) ▷ Algorithm 2 11: Ψ^t_{h+2} ← {π ∘_{h+1} unif(A) : π ∈ Ψ^{apx,t}_{h+1} } 12: Ψ^t_{h+3} ← {π ∘_{h+2} unif(A) : π ∈ Ψ^t_{h+2}}. 13: Set Γ^{t+1} ← Γ^t ∪ ⋃ h∈[H−2],h odd Σh(Ψ t 1:h, Ψ^{apx,t}_{h+1} , π^{t,h}_{final}) ▷ (Definition 7.9) 14: Return: {Ψ^t_{1:H} }_{1≤t≤T} , α, T

Proof of Lemma 7.13. Set T_0 := 4HC_{nrm}/ρ and W :=^{2T0CnrmH2}_ξ , so that T ≥ T_0. Recall the definition of Σ_h(Ψ^t_{1:h}, Ψ^{apx,t}_{h+1} , π^{t,h}_{final}) from Definition 7.9. Since

|Σ_h(Ψ^t_{1:h}, Ψ^{apx,t}_{h+1} , π^{t,h}_{final})| ≤ |Ψ^{apx,t}_{h+1} | + 1 + h · max_{1≤h0≤h} |Ψ^t_{h0} | ≤

2C_{nrm}H ξ , for each odd h ∈ [H −2] and t ∈ [T ], (where we have used Lemma 5.11 with C_{empnrm} = C_{nrm}, the fact that the output (μ̂^{j,t}_{h+1})^m_{j=1} of EstTruncEmulator, if not ⊥, always satisfies ∑_m j=1 ‖ ‖μ̂j,t_{h+1} ‖ ‖ 1 ≤ C_{nrm}, and the fact that |Ψ_{h0} | = |Ψ^{apx}_{h0−b}| for some b ∈ {1, 2} to bound the size of Ψ^{apx}_{h+1} and Ψ_{h0} by 2C_{nrm}/ξ), it follows that |Γ^t| ≤^{2tCnrm H2}_ξ ≤ W for all t ∈ [T_0].

Now suppose that the lemma statement is false, i.e. for each t ∈ [T ], there is some odd h^t ∈ [H − 2] and policy π^t ∈ Σ_ht (Ψ^t_{1:ht} , Ψ^{apx,t}_{ht+1}, π^{t,ht}_{final}) so that, for some g^t ∈ [h^t] ⊂ [H], d^{M,πt}_{gt} (X \ X^{rch}_{gt} (Γ^t)) ≥ ρ. Then for each t, define Z^t ⊂ X × [H] by

Z^t := {(x, g^t) : x ∈ X \ X^{rch}_gt (Γ^t) and d^{M,πt}_{gt} (x) ≥ W σ_{bkup} · ‖μ_gt (x)‖_1}.

Further, write ~Z^t := {x : (x, g^t) ∈ Z^t}. We claim that for all t ∈ [T ], ∑ (x,h)∈Z^t ‖μ_h(x)‖_1 = ∑ x∈ ~Z^t ‖μ_gt (x)‖_1 ≥ ρ 2 . (81)

To see that (81) holds, we write

ρ ≤ d^{M,πt}_{gt} (X \ X^{rch}_gt (Γ^t)) ≤ d^{M,πt}_{gt} ( ~Z^t) + d^{M,πt}_{gt} ((X \ X^{rch}_gt (Γ^t)) \ ~Z^t) ≤ ∑ x∈ ~Z^t ‖μ_gt (x)‖_1 + W σ_{bkup} · ∑ x∈X ‖μ_gt (x)‖_1 ≤ ∑ x∈ ~Z^t ‖μ_gt (x)‖_1 + W σ_{bkup}C_{nrm} ≤ ∑ x∈ ~Z^t ‖μ_gt (x)‖_1 + ρ 2 ,

where the final inequality holds by our assumption that ρ ≥

√_{16C3nrmH3σbkup} ξ (which implies that W σ_{bkup} =^{2T0Cnrmσbkup H2}_ξ ≤^ρ_{2Cnrm} ). Rearranging gives (81).

Moreover, for any 1 ≤ t < t^′ ≤ T_0, we have (by construction of Γ^{t′} ) that

π^t ∈ Σ_ht (Ψ^t_{1:h}t , Ψ^{apx,t}_{ht+1}, π^{t,ht}_{final}) ⊆ Γ^{t′} .

As a result, for any x ∈ ~Z^t, E_{π′ ∼unif(Γt}′_)[d^{M,π′}_{gt} (x)] ≥ 1 W · d^{M,πt}_{gt} (x) ≥ σ_{bkup} · ‖μ_gt (x)‖_1, which implies that x ∈ X^{rch}_{gt} (Γ^{t′} ) (by the definition of X^{rch}_{gt} (Γ^{t′} ) in (36)), and hence (x, g^t) ∉ Z^{t′} . It follows that the sets (Z^t : t ∈ [T_0]) are disjoint, and hence ∑ t∈[T_0] ∑ (x,h)∈Z^t ‖μh(x)‖1 ≤ HCnrm (where this sum is well-defined because T_0 ≤ T ). Combining this inequality with (81) gives that T_0 · (ρ/2) ≤ HC_{nrm}, which contradicts the definition of T_0.

We also observe a few non-obvious consequences of the parameter settings of ParamSettings, which will be needed when we invoke Theorem 7.7 in the proof of Theorem 7.15:

Lemma 7.14. Fix ϵ, δ ∈ (0, 1). Consider the parameters (T, σ_{trunc}, σ_{bkup}, α, ξ, ε_{apx}, ε_{neg}, ε_{cvx}, n, m, N) produced by ParamSettings(A, H, C_{nrm}, δ, ϵ, d) (Algorithm 10). Then the following inequalities hold:

α ≥ σ_{bkup}/σ_{trunc}. m ≥ max{C7.7, C7.4} · C^6_{nrm} log(2dT H √ m/δ) ε^8_{cvx} . As a result, the parameters n, m, ε_{apx}, ε_{neg}, ε_{cvx}, α, δ/(2T H √ m) satisfy the preconditions of Theorem 7.7 and Lemma 7.4.

Proof. For the first inequality we note that, since ξ ≤ σ_{trunc}, we have σ_{bkup}/σ_{trunc} ≤ σ_{bkup}/ξ ≤ α (since A, H, C_{nrm}, T ≥ 1 and ξ, α ≤ 1). For the second inequality, we use the fact that for any x, y, C > 0, if y = 2x log(Cx) then

x log(Cy) = x log(2Cx log(Cx)) = x log(Cx) + x log(2 log(Cx)) ≤ 2x log(Cx) = y

where the last inequality uses that 2 log(Cx) ≤ Cx if Cx > 0. Applying this bound with x := max{C7.7, C7.4} · C^6_{nrm}/ε^8_{cvx} and C := 2dT H/δ and y := m = 2x log(Cx) (by definition of m), we get that m ≥ x log(Cm) ≥ x log(C √ m), which implies the second inequality of the lemma statement.

The remaining preconditions of Theorem 7.7 and Lemma 7.4 are immediate from the definitions of n and ε_{cvx}, as well as the fact that we are taking the failure probability to be δ/(2T H √ m) (which is therefore trivially at most 1/ √ m). Theorem 7.15. Let ε_{final}, δ ∈ (0, 1), and consider the execution of ExploreLMDP(ε_{final}, δ) (Algorithm 11). Recall the definitions of T , α (Line 2). Then with probability at least 1 − δ, there is some t ∈ [T ] so that the output Ψ^t_{1:H} of ExploreLMDP(ε_{final}, δ) satisfies that Ψ^t_h is an α-truncated policy cover for all h ∈ [H] (Definition 4.1). Moreover, the sample complexity of ExploreLMDP(δ) is poly(C_{nrm}, A, H, ε^{−1}_{final}, log(d/δ)), and the time complexity is poly(d, C_{nrm}, A, H, ε^{−1}_{final}, log(1/δ)).

Proof. We start by proving the following claim, which shows that every phase either produces a collection of truncated policy covers (the desired outcome) or has large extraneous visitation probability at some timestep.

Claim 7.16. Fix any t ∈ [T ]. Conditioned on Γ^t, with probability at least 1 − δ/(2T ) over the randomness in phase t, at least one of the following statements holds:

• For every h ∈ [H], Ψ^t_h is an α-truncated policy cover at step h.

• There is some odd h ∈ [H − 2] so that Δ_h(Ψ^t_{1:h}, Ψ^{apx,t}_{h+1} , π^{t,h}_{final}; Γ^t) ≥^{ξα}_{8AH2Cnrm} , where ξ is as defined in Line 2.

Proof of Claim 7.16. Fix any t ∈ [T ] and condition on Γ^t. We prove by induction that for all odd h ∈ [H − 2], the following statement (that we denote by S(h)) holds: with probability at least 1 − (h + 1)δ/(2T H) over the randomness of the first h steps of phase t, either (i) Ψ^t_g is an α-truncated policy cover at step g, for all g ≤ min(h + 3, H), or (ii) there is some odd g ≤ h so that Δ_g(Ψ^t_{1:g}, Ψ^{apx,t}_{g+1} , π^{t,g}_{final}; Γ^t) ≥^{ξα}_{8AH2Cnrm} .

Since Ψ^t_1 contains the policy that takes uniformly random actions, it is a (1/A)-truncated policy cover for step 1. Similarly, Ψ^t_2 is a (1/A^2)-truncated policy cover for step 2. Since α ≤ 1/A^2, this proves the statement S(−1).

Now fix an odd value of h ∈ [H − 2] and suppose that the statement S(h − 2) holds. Let us condition on the first h steps of phase t. On the one hand, if event (ii) holds for h − 2, then we immediately get that (ii) holds for h. On the other hand, suppose that event (i) holds for h−2, i.e. suppose that Ψ^t_g is an α-truncated policy cover for all steps g ≤ h + 1. By Theorem 7.7 (which is applicable by Lemma 7.14), the set of vectors (μ̂^{j,t}_{h+1})^m_{j=1} is a (ε_{apx}, ε_{neg}, C_{nrm}; Γ)-truncated emulator for step h with probability at least 1 − δ/(2T H √ m) ≥ 1 − δ/(2T H). Suppose that this event occurs. We can then apply Lemma 7.12 with the sets Ψ^t_1, . . . , Ψ^t_h, Γ^t ⊂ Π and vectors (μ̂^{j,t}_{h+1})^m_{j=1}. By the fact that (μ̂^{j,t}_{h+1})^m_{j=1} is a (ε_{apx}, ε_{neg}, C_{nrm}; Γ)-truncated emulator; the choice of N; and the choices of ε_{apx}, ε_{neg}, ξ (so that in particular (76) and the bound ε_{neg} ≤ ξ/(4C_{nrm}H) both hold), the preconditions of Lemma 7.12 are satisfied with parameters ε_{apx}, ε_{neg}, α, C_{nrm}, δ/(2T H), ξ. Thus we get that, with probability at least 1 − δ/(2T H), either (a) Ψ^t_{h+2} is a ξ^2/(32C^2_{nrm}A)-truncated policy cover for step h + 2, or (b) Δ_h(Ψ^t_{1:h}, Ψ^{apx,t}_{h+1} , π^{t,h}_{final}; Γ^t) ≥^{ξα}_{8AH2Cnrm} . In the former case, since α =^{ξ2}_{32C2nrm A2} , we get that Ψ^t_{h+2} and Ψ^t_{h+3} (if h + 3 ≤ H) are α-truncated policy covers for steps h + 2 and h + 3 respectively. Hence, (i) holds for h. In the latter case, (ii) holds for h. A union bound (over the bad event of Theorem 7.7, the bad event of Lemma 7.12, and the bad event of the statement S(h − 2)) proves the statement S(h), completing the inductive step.

For each t ∈ [T ], let E_t be the good event of Claim 7.16. By Claim 7.16 and a union bound over t ∈ [T ], we have that E_1 ∩ · · · ∩ E_T holds with probability at least 1 − δ/2. Next, for each t ∈ [T ] and odd h ∈ [H − 2], let F_{t,h} be the event that EstTruncEmulator does not output ⊥ in iteration t at step h. For each t ∈ [T ] and odd h ∈ [H − 2], we apply Lemma 7.4 with the sets Ψ^t_h, Γ^t and parameters ε_{cvx}, δ/(2T H √ m), α, n, m. By Lemma 7.14, the preconditions of Lemma 7.4 are satisfied. Thus, by Lemma 7.4 and a union bound, we have that ∩_{t,h}F_{t,h} holds with probability at least 1 − δ/(2 √ m) ≥ 1 − δ/2. Consider the event in which both E_1 ∩ · · · ∩ E_T and ∩_{t,h}F_{t,h} hold, which occurs with probability at least 1 − δ. By Lemma 7.13, since EstTruncEmulator never outputs ⊥, there is some t^⋆ ∈ [T ] so that for all h ∈ [H − 2] with h odd, it holds that

Δ_h(Ψ^{t⋆}_{1:h}, Ψ^{apx,t⋆}_{h+1} , π^{t⋆,h}_{final}; Γ^{t⋆} ) < max 4HC^{nrm} T , √ 16C^3_{nrm}H^3σ_{bkup} ξ ≤ ξα 8AH^2C_{nrm}

where the last inequality is by choice of T and σ_{bkup}. But since we have assumed that event E_t⋆ holds, it must then be that Ψ^{t⋆}_h is an α-truncated policy cover at step h, for all h ∈ [H].

It remains to analyze the sample and time complexity of ExploreLMDP, which are dominated by the (at most HT ) calls to each of EstTruncEmulator and GreedyCover. By Remark 7.8, the sample complexity of each call to EstTruncEmulator is n + m, and by Lemma 5.11, the sample complexity of each call to GreedyCover is O(NC_{nrm}/ξ), where N, n, m are defined in Algorithm 10. Altogether, the sample complexity is O(T H · (n + m + NC_{nrm}/ξ)), which is bounded above by poly(C_{nrm}, A, H, ε^{−1}_{final}, log(d/δ)), where we have used the definitions of n_{PSDP} and n_{FE} in Lemmas 5.15 and 7.18 respectively. A similar analysis shows that the overall time complexity is poly(d, C_{nrm}, A, H, ε^{−1}_{final}, log(1/δ)), where we use Remark 7.8 to bound the running time of each call to EstTruncEmulator.

7.4 Analysis of PSDP on truncated covers We now re-analyze PSDP (Algorithm 6) under the weaker assumption (compared to Lemma 5.14) that the inputs Ψ_{1:k−1} are truncated policy covers. As previously discussed in Section 4, this leads to additional error terms in the suboptimality of the output policy, stemming from a generalized performance difference lemma (Lemma 7.19) that compares the value of a policy π in the original MDP M with the value of the optimal policy π^⋆ (with respect to M) in the truncated MDP M (∅).

This is made simpler when the rewards are non-negative, since then the value of any policy under M(∅) is no more than its value under M (by definition of truncation, see e.g. Lemma 6.5). In our applications of PSDP we were not able to exactly ensure this, but we could ensure that the target reward vector satisfied the following approximate non-negativity property:

Definition 7.17 (Nearly non-negative target). Consider Γ ⊂ Π and h ∈ [H]. For ϵ > 0, we say that a vector w ∈ R^d × {0} is a ϵ-nearly non-negative target with respect to Γ at step h if

max_{π∈Π} E^{M (Γ),π} [ max { 0, max_{a∈A} {−⟨ϕ_h(x_h, a), w⟩} }] ≤ ϵ. Lemma 7.18 (PSDP; unreachable setting). There is a constant C7.18 > 0 so that the following holds. Fix k ∈ [H] and α, ε_{nnnt}, ε_{stat}, δ ∈ (0, 1), and some θ ∈ R^d × {0}, as well as the following:

• Ψ_1, . . . , Ψ_{k−1} ⊂ Π, so that each Ψ_h is an α-truncated cover at step h (per (10)).

• Γ ⊂ Π, so that θ is an ε_{nnnt}-nearly non-negative target at step k with respect to Γ (per Definition 7.17).

Fix N ∈ N such that

N ≥ n_{PSDP}(ε_{stat}, α, δ) :=

C7.18H^4A^2C^4_{nrm} log(Hd/δ) α^4ε^4_{stat}

. (82)

Then the output of the algorithm PSDP(d+1, k, C_{nrm}, θ, Ψ_{1:k−1}, N) (Algorithm 6) is a policy π̂ := π̂^{1:k} that, with probability at least 1 − δ, satisfies

⟨E^{M,π̂} [ϕ_k(x_k, a_k)], θ⟩ ≥ max_{π∈Π} ⟨E^{M (∅),π} [ϕ_k(x_k, a_k)], θ⟩ − ε_{stat} ‖θ‖_1 − ε_{nnnt}H − 2A‖θ‖_1 α k∑ h=1 k∑ g=h E_π′_{∼unif(Ψh−1)}d^{M,π′∘h−1unif (A)∘hπ̂} g (X \X^{rch}_g (Γ)).

While the guarantee of Lemma 7.18 depends on the backup cover Γ, notice that the algorithm

PSDP does not.

Proof. Let r = (r_1, . . . , r_H ) be the reward function which is given by (x, a) → ⟨θ, ϕ_k(x, a)⟩ at step k and 0 at all other steps.

Fix h ∈ [k]. By Lemma 2.6, there is some vector w^⋆_h ∈ R^d × {0} with ‖w^⋆_h‖_1 ≤ ‖θ‖_1 · C_{nrm} so that Q^{M,π̂h+1:k,r} h (x, a) = ⟨ϕ_h(x, a), w^⋆_h⟩ for all x ∈ X and a ∈ A. Define ε_0 ∈ (0, 1) by ε^2_0 :=

12CA.3^{·C2nrm‖θ‖21} √_{log(Hd/δ)} √ N . Since E^{M,π̂h+1:k} [⟨ϕ_k(x_k, a_k), θ⟩|(x_h, a_h) = (x, a)] = Q^{M,π̂h+1:k,r}_h (x, a), it follows by Corollary A.3 that, for some event E_h that holds with probability at least 1 − δ/H,

E_π′_{∼unif(Ψh)}E^{M,π′ ∘hunif(A)} [ ⟨ϕ_h(x_h, a_h), w^⋆_h − ŵ_h⟩^2 ] ≤ ε^2_0/4. (83)

For each x ∈ X and h ∈ [k], let us write Δ_h(x) := max_{a∈A} |⟨ϕ_h(x, a), w^⋆_h − ŵ_h⟩|. It follows from (83) that

E_π′_{∼unif(Ψh)}E^{M,π′} [Δ_h(x_h)^2] ≤ E_π′_{∼unif(Ψh)}E^{M,π′} [ ∑ a∈A ⟨ϕ_h(x_h, a), w^⋆_h − ŵ_h⟩^2 ] ≤ A · ε^2_0/4,

which yields, via Jensen’s inequality, that E_π′_{∼unif(Ψh)}E^{M,π′} [Δ_h(x_h)] ≤ √ A · ε_0/2. Using the assumption that each Ψ_h satisfies the condition (10) together with non-negativity of Δ_h(x), it follows that under the event E_h,

max_{π∈Π} E^{M (∅),π} [Δ_h(x_h)] = max_{π∈Π} ∑ x∈X d^{M(∅),π} h (x) · Δ_h(x)

≤ E_π′_{∼unif(Ψh)} ∑ x∈X 1 α · d^{M,π′}_h (x) · Δ_h(x)

= 1 α E_π′_{∼unif(Ψh)}E^{M,π′} [Δ_h(x_h)] ≤ √ A · ε_0 2α . (84)

where we have defined Δ_h(t) := 0. Define π^⋆ ∈ Π by π^⋆ := arg max_{π∈Π}⟨E^{M (∅),π} [ϕ_k(x_k, a_k)], θ⟩. Then for any x ∈ X , we can bound Q^{M,π̂,r}_h (x, π^⋆_h(x)) − Q^{M,π̂,r}_h (x, π̂_h(x)) = ⟨ϕ_h(x, π^⋆_h(x)), w^⋆_h⟩ − ⟨ϕ_h(x, π̂_h(x)), w^⋆_h⟩ ≤ ⟨ϕ_h(x, π^⋆_h(x)), ŵ_h⟩ − ⟨ϕ_h(x, π̂_h(x)), w^⋆_h⟩ + Δ_h(x) ≤ ⟨ϕ_h(x, π̂_h(x)), ŵ_h⟩ − ⟨ϕ_h(x, π̂_h(x)), w^⋆_h⟩ + Δ_h(x) ≤ 2Δ_h(x),

where the first and third inequalities use the definition of Δ_h(x) and the second inequality uses the definition π̂_h(x) := arg max_{a∈A}⟨ϕ_h(x, a), ŵ_h⟩. When x = t we have Q^{M,π̂,r}(t, a) = 0 for all a ∈ A, so the above inequality still holds. Then by Lemma 7.19, we conclude that, under the event ⋂_k h=1 E_h (which occurs with probability at least 1 − δ), ⟨E^{M (∅),π⋆} [ϕ_k(x_k, a_k)], θ⟩ − ⟨E^{M,π̂} [ϕ_k(x_k, a_k)], θ⟩ ≤ ε_{nnnt}k + k∑ h=1 E^{M (∅),π⋆} [Q^{M,π̂,r}_h (x_h, a_h) − V^{M,π̂,r}_h (x_h)]

+ 2A‖θ‖_1 α k∑ h=1 k∑ g=h E_π′_{∼unif(Ψh−1)}d^{M,π′∘h−1unif(A)∘hπ̂} g (X \X^{rch}_g (Γ))

= ε_{nnnt}k + k∑ h=1 E^{M (∅),π⋆} [Q^{M,π̂,r}_h (x_h, π^⋆_h(x_h)) − Q^{M,π̂,r}_h (x_h, π̂_h(x_h))]

+ ‖θ‖_1 2A α k∑ h=1 k∑ g=h E_π′_{∼unif(Ψh−1)}d^{M,π′∘h−1unif(A)∘hπ̂} g (X \X^{rch}_g (Γ))

≤ ε_{nnnt}k + k∑ h=1 E^{M (∅),π⋆} [2Δ_h(x_h)] + ‖θ‖_1 2A α k∑ h=1 k∑ g=h E_π′_{∼unif(Ψh−1)}d^{M,π′∘h−1unif(A)∘hπ̂} g (X \X^{rch}_g (Γ))

≤ ε_{nnnt}k + ε_0H √ A α + ‖θ‖_1 2A α k∑ h=1 k∑ g=h E_π′_{∼unif(Ψh−1)}d^{M,π′∘h−1unif(A)∘hπ̂} g (X \X^{rch}_g (Γ))

where the last inequality is by (84). Substituting in the definition of ε_0 and the definition of N in (82) completes the proof, as long as the constant C7.18 is chosen sufficiently large.

The below lemma is used in the proof of Lemma 7.18, and can be viewed as a variant of the performance difference lemma.

Lemma 7.19. Consider any k ∈ [H] and vector w ∈ R^d × {0}. Also fix the following:

• Ψ_1, . . . , Ψ_{k−1} ⊂ Π such that each Ψ_h is an α-truncated cover at step h (per (10)).

• Γ ⊂ Π such that w is an ε_{nnnt}-nearly non-negative target at step k with respect to Γ (per Definition 7.17).

Let r = (r_1, . . . , r_H ) denote the reward function defined by (x, a) → ⟨w, ϕ_k(x, a)⟩ at step k and 0 at all other steps. Then for any π, π^⋆ ∈ Π, ⟨w, E^{M (∅),π⋆} [ϕ_k(x_k, a_k)]⟩ − ⟨w, E^{M,π} [ϕ_k(x_k, a_k)]⟩ ≤ ε_{nnnt}k + k∑ h=1 E^{M (∅),π⋆} [Q^{M,π,r}_h (x_h, a_h) − V^{M,π,r}_h (x_h)]

+ 2A‖w‖_1 α k∑ h=1 k∑ g=h E_π′_{∼unif(Ψh−1)}d^{M,π′∘h−1unif(A)∘hπ} g (X \X^{rch}_g (Γ)).

Proof of Lemma 7.19. Note that, for each h < k, each x ∈ X̄ , a ∈ A, and each π ∈ Π, Q^{M,π,r}_h (x, a) = E_x′_{∼P}M_{h (x,a)}[V^{M,π,r}_{h+1} (x^′)] = E_{x′ ∼PMhh (x,a)}[V^{M,π,r}_{h+1} (x^′)]. (85) where the last equality is by Fact 6.3.

Consider policies π, π^⋆ as in the lemma statement. For 1 ≤ h ≤ H, write M_h := M_h(∅). Then M_1 = M and M_H = M . As a matter of convention, we further write M_0 := M. By telescoping, we have ⟨w, E^{M ,π⋆} [ϕ_k(x_k, a_k)]⟩ − ⟨w, E^{M,π} [ϕ_k(x_k, a_k)]⟩ = E^{M ,π⋆} [Q^{M,π,r}_k (x_k, a_k)] − V^{M,π,r}_1 (x_1)

= E^{M ,π⋆} [Q^{M,π,r}_k (x_k, a_k)] − V^{M,π,r}_1 (x_1) + k−1∑ h=1 E^{M h,π⋆} [Q^{M,π,r}_h (x_h, a_h)] − E^{M h,π⋆} [V^{M,π,r}_{h+1} (x_{h+1})]

= k∑ h=1 E^{M h,π⋆} [Q^{M,π,r}_h (x_h, a_h)] − E^{M h−1,π⋆} [V^{M,π,r}_h (x_h)]

= k∑ h=1 ( E^{M h,π⋆} [V^{M,π,r}_h (x_h)] − E^{M h−1,π⋆} [V^{M,π,r}_h (x_h)] ) + k∑ h=1 E^{M h,π⋆} [Q^{M,π,r}_h (x_h, a_h) − V^{M,π,r}_h (x_h)] (86) where the second equality is by (85). By Fact 6.2, the second summation above is precisely the second term in the claimed bound of the lemma statement. We proceed to bound each term of the first summation above. If r were exactly non-negative, then every term in the first summation would be non-positive (since M_h is “more truncated” than M_{h−1}), but since we only assume approximate non-negativity (in the sense specified by the second lemma hypothesis), bounding these terms requires more work and leads to the additional error terms in the lemma statement. For each 1 ≤ h ≤ k, we use the following triangle inequality:

E^{M h,π⋆} [V^{M,π}_h (x_h)] − E^{M h−1,π⋆} [V^{M,π}_h (x_h)] ≤ E^{M h,π⋆} [V^{M(Γ),π}_h (x_h)] − E^{M h−1,π⋆} [V^{M(Γ),π}_h (x_h)] § + | |E^{M h,π⋆} [V^{M,π}_h (xh)] − E^{M h,π⋆} [V^{M(Γ),π}_h (xh)] | | ‡ + | |E^{M h−1,π⋆} [V^{M,π}_h (xh)] − E^{M h−1,π⋆} [V^{M(Γ),π}_h (xh)] | | † where V^{M(Γ),π}_h (x) denotes the V -value function for the MDP M(Γ), policy π, and reward given by (x, a) → ⟨w, ϕ_k(x, a)⟩ for all (x, a) ∈ X × A at step k, reward 0 for x = t, and reward 0 for all other steps. (In particular, in the above inequality and in the remainder of the proof of this lemma, we omit the superscript r in the value functions.) We proceed to bound terms §, ‡, and † individually.

Bounding ‡ and †. For any h ∈ [H] and x ∈ X , and all π ∈ Π, we have that |V^{M,π}_h (x) − V^{M(Γ),π}_h (x)| ≤ ‖w‖_1 k∑ g=h+1 P^{M,π} (x_g ∈ X \X^{rch}_g (Γ) | x_h = x), (87)

where we have used the fact that |⟨w, ϕ_k (x_k, a_k)⟩| ≤ ‖w‖_1 (see the proof of Lemma 6.8). Moreover V^{M,π}_h (t) = V^{M(Γ),π}_h (t) = 0. Thus, | |E^{M h−1,π⋆} [V^{M,π}_h (xh)] − E^{M h−1,π⋆} [V^{M(Γ),π}_h (xh)] | | ≤ ‖w‖_1 · ∑ x∈X d^{Mh−1,π⋆} h (x) k∑ g=h+1 P^{M,π} (x_g ∈ X \X^{rch}_g (Γ) | x_h = x)

≤ ‖w‖_1A α · E_π′_{∼unif(Ψh−1)} ∑ x∈X d^{M,π′∘h−1unif(A)} h (x) k∑ g=h+1 P^{M,π} (x_g ∈ X \X^{rch}_g (Γ) | x_h = x)

= ‖w‖_1A α · E_π′_{∼unif(Ψh−1)} k∑ g=h+1 d^{M,π′∘h−1unif(A)∘hπ} g (X \X^{rch}_g (Γ)), (88) where the second inequality uses Lemma 7.20 (note that M_0 = M_1, so when h = 1 the desired inequality still holds). By an identical argument, we also have that | |E^{M h,π⋆} [V^{M,π}_h (xh)] − E^{M h,π⋆} [V^{M(Γ),π}_h (xh)] | | ≤ A‖w‖_1 α · E_π′_{∼unif(Ψh−1)} k∑ g=h+1 d^{M,π′∘h−1unif(A)∘hπ} g (X \X^{rch}_g (Γ)).

(89)

Bounding §. We finally bound § using the assumption that w is an ε_{nnnt}-nearly non-negative target at step k with respect to Γ (Definition 7.17). For any 1 ≤ h ≤ k, since V^{M(Γ),π}_h (t) = 0 and d^{Mh,π⋆}_h (x) = d^{Mh−1,π⋆}_h (x) for all x ∈ X^{rch}_h (∅) (and on the other hand d^{M h,π⋆}_h (x) = 0 for all x ∈ X \ X^{rch}_h (∅)), we have that E^{M h,π⋆} [V^{M(Γ),π}_h (x_h)] − E^{M h−1,π⋆} [V^{M(Γ),π}_h (x_h)] = ∑ x∈X \X^{rch}_h (∅) −d^{Mh−1,π⋆} h (x) · V^{M(Γ),π}_h (x) = ∑ x∈X \X^{rch}_h (Γ) −d^{M h−1,π⋆} h (x) · V^{M(Γ),π}_h (x) + ∑ x∈X^{rch}_h (Γ)\X^{rch}_h (∅) −d^{Mh−1,π⋆} h (x) · V^{M(Γ),π}_h (x)

To bound the first term, we simply note that |V^{M(Γ),π}_h (x)| ≤ ‖w‖_1 for all x ∈ X and π ∈ Π, so that ∑ x∈X \X^{rch}_h (Γ) −d^{Mh−1,π⋆} h (x) · V^{M(Γ),π}_h (x) ≤ ‖w‖_1 · d^{Mh−1,π⋆}_h (X \X^{rch}_h (Γ))

≤ A‖w‖_1 α · E_π′_{∼unif(Ψh−1)}d^{M,π′∘h−1unif(A)} h (X \X^{rch}_h (Γ))

where the final inequality uses Lemma 7.20.

To bound the second term, note that for any x ∈ X , −V^{M(Γ),π} h (x) ≤ E^{M (Γ),π} [ max { 0, max_{a∈A} −⟨w, ϕ_k(x_k, a)⟩ } | | x_h = x ] . Hence, ∑ x∈X^{rch}_h (Γ)\X^{rch}_h (∅) −d^{Mh−1,π⋆} h (x) · V^{M(Γ),π}_h (x)

≤ ∑ x∈X^{rch}_h (Γ)\X^{rch}_h (∅) d^{Mh−1,π⋆} h (x) · E^{M (Γ),π} [ max { 0, max_{a∈A} −⟨w, ϕ_k(x_k, a)⟩ } | | x_h = x ]

≤ ∑ x∈X^{rch}_h (Γ)\X^{rch}_h (∅) d^{M(Γ),π⋆} h (x) · E^{M (Γ),π} [ max { 0, max_{a∈A} −⟨w, ϕ_k(x_k, a)⟩ } | | | x^h = x ]

≤ E^{M (Γ),π⋆∘hπ} [ max { 0, max_{a∈A} −⟨w, ϕ_k(x_k, a)⟩ }]

≤ ε_{nnnt}k where the second inequality uses that d^{Mh−1,π⋆}_h (x) ≤ d^{M h−1(Γ),π⋆}_h (x) = d^{M(Γ),π⋆}_h (x) for all x ∈ X^{rch}_h (Γ); and the final inequality uses the assumption that w is an ε_{nnnt}-nearly non-negative target at step k with respect to Γ. We conclude that

E^{M h,π⋆} [V^{M(Γ),π}_h (x_h)] − E^{M h−1,π⋆} [V^{M(Γ),π}_h (x_h)] ≤ ε_{nnnt}k + A‖w‖_1 α · E_π′_{∼unif(Ψh−1)}d^{M,π′∘h−1unif(A)} h (X \X^{rch}_h (Γ)). (90)

Putting everything together. Combining the bounds (88), (89), and (90) on †, ‡, and §, and substituting into (86), we have that ⟨w, E^{M ,π⋆} [ϕ_k(x_k, a_k)]⟩ − ⟨w, E^{M,π} [ϕ_k(x_k, a_k)]⟩ ≤ k∑ h=1 E^{M h,π⋆} [Q^{M,π}_h (x_h, a_h) − V^{M,π}_h (x_h)] + k∑ h=1 | |E_{M h−1,π}⋆ [V M,π_h (x_h)] − E_{M h−1,π}⋆ [V M(Γ),π_h (x_h)] | |

+ k∑ h=1 | |E^{M h,π⋆} [V^{M,π}_h (xh)] − E^{M h,π⋆} [V^{M(Γ),π}_h (xh)] | | + k∑ h=1 E^{M h,π⋆} [V^{M(Γ),π}_h (x_h)] − E^{M h−1,π⋆} [V^{M(Γ),π}_h (x_h)]

≤ ε_{nnnt}k + k∑ h=1 E^{M h,π⋆} [Q^{M,π}_h (x_h, a_h) − V^{M,π}_h (x_h)]

+ 2A‖w‖_1 α k∑ h=1 k∑ g=h E_π′_{∼unif(Ψh−1)}d^{M,π′∘h−1unif(A)∘hπ} g (X \X^{rch}_g (Γ)).

The proof is completed by noting that E^{M h,π⋆} [Q^{M,π}_h (x_h, a_h) − V^{M,π}_h (x_h)] = E^{M ,π⋆} [Q^{M,π}_h (x_h, a_h) − V^{M,π}_h (x_h)] for each h (using Fact 6.2 with Γ = ∅).

We finally prove the following helper lemma, which relates the state visitation probabilities under any policy π in M_h(∅) to the visitation probabilities under a uniform policy from Ψ_{h−1} in M, and was used in the proof of Lemma 7.19.

Lemma 7.20. Let α > 0 and 2 ≤ h ≤ H. Suppose that Ψ_{h−1} is an α-truncated cover at step h − 1. Then for all x ∈ X and π ∈ Π, it holds that d^{Mh(∅),π} h (x) ≤ d^{M h−1(∅),π} h (x) ≤ A α · E_π′_{∼unif(Ψh−1)}d^{M,π′∘h−1unif(A)} h (x). Proof. Throughout the proof of the lemma, we write M_h := M_h(∅) for h ∈ [H]. The first inequality in the lemma statement is by construction of the truncated MDPs: if x ∈ X^{rch}_h (∅) then d^{M h,π}_h (x) = d^{M h−1,π} h (x), and otherwise d^{M h,π}_h (x) = 0. It remains to prove the second inequality. We have that d^{Mh−1,π} h (x) ≤ A · d^{Mh−1,π∘h−1unif (A)} h (x) = ∑ z∈X d^{Mh−1,π} h−1 (z) ∑ a∈A P^{M h−1} [x_h = x|x_{h−1} = z, a_{h−1} = a] ≤ 1 α ∑ z∈X E_π′_{∼unif(Ψh−1)}d^{M,π′}_{h−1} (z) ∑ a∈A P^{M h−1} [x_h = x|x_{h−1} = z, a_{h−1} = a]

Algorithm 12 POEM(ε_{final}, δ): Policy Learning with Emulator-driven Exploration Require: Error tolerance ε_{final}; failure probability δ 1: {Ψ^t_{1:H} }_{1≤t≤T} , α, T ← ExploreLMDP(ε_{final}, δ/2). ▷ Algorithm 11 2: N ← n_{PSDPrew}(ε_{final}/2, α/T, δ/2).

3: π̂ ← PSDPrew((∪_{1≤t≤T} Ψ^t_h)_{1≤h≤H} , N). ▷ Algorithm 13 4: Return: π̂.

≤ 1 α ∑ z∈X E_π′_{∼unif(Ψh−1)}d^{M,π′}_{h−1} (z) ∑ a∈A P^M [x_h = x|x_{h−1} = z, a_{h−1} = a] = A α · E_π′_{∼unif(Ψh−1)}d^{M,π′∘h−1unif(A)} h (x) (91)

where the second inequality uses the fact that d^{M h−1,π}_{h−1} = d^{M (∅),π}_{h−1} (Fact 6.2) together with the assumption that Ψ_{h−1} is an α-truncated cover at step h − 1 (per (10)), and the final equality uses the definition of π^′ ∘_{h−1} unif(A).

8 Learning a near-optimal policy

In this section we formally present and analyze POEM (Algorithm 12), our algorithm for learning a near-optimal policy in a ℓ_1-bounded linear MDP. This will yield a proof of the following theorem, which implies Theorem 1.1.

Theorem 8.1 (Efficient learning of ℓ_1-bounded linear MDPs). Let d, C_{nrm}, A, H ∈ N and ε_{final}, δ > 0. Let M be an ℓ_1-bounded d-dimensional linear MDP (Definition 2.4) with A actions, planning horizon H, and norm bound C_{nrm}. With probability at least 1 − δ, the algorithm POEM(ε_{final}, δ) outputs a policy with suboptimality at most ε_{final}. Moreover, the sample complexity of the algorithm is poly(C_{nrm}, A, H, ε^{−1}_{final}, log(d/δ)) and the time complexity is poly(d, A, H, ε^{−1}_{final}, log(1/δ)).

The bulk of the work was in proving Theorem 7.15, where we showed that ExploreLMDP produces truncated policy covers (Definition 4.1) for all h ∈ [H]. It remains to show that truncated policy covers suffice for policy optimization.

We accomplish this by introducing PSDPrew (Algorithm 13), a slight variant of the PSDP algorithm (Algorithm 6) discussed previously. Algorithmically, the only difference with PSDP is that

PSDPrew aims to find an optimal policy for the value function given by the environmental (true)

rewards of the MDP, rather than the rewards induced by an input vector at a particular step. As such, it requires policy covers at all steps, namely Ψ_1, . . . , Ψ_H .

Analytically, the proof is a slight generalization of Lemma 5.14, which assumed access to true policy covers (see Definition 3.3, a stronger condition than that of a truncated policy cover). However, it is significantly simpler than the proof of Lemma 7.18 (which also only assumed access to truncated policy covers), because the parameter σ_{trunc} is allowed to appear in the error below, whereas Lemma 7.18 required more fine-grained control – to be useful for inductively constructing the truncated policy covers that we now get to use.

Lemma 8.2 (PSDP with environmental rewards). There is a constant C8.2 > 0 so that the following holds. Fix α, ϵ, δ ∈ (0, 1), and suppose that Ψ_{1:H} are α-truncated policy covers (Definition 4.1) at

Algorithm 13 PSDPrew(p, Ψ_{1:H} , N): Policy Search by Dynamic Programming (variant of [BKSN03]) Require: Dimension p ∈ N; norm parameter C_{nrm} ∈ R; policy covers Ψ_1, . . . , Ψ_H ; number of samples N ∈ N.

1: for h = H, . . . , 1 do 2: D_h ← ∅.

3: for n times do 4: Sample (x_h, a_h, r_{h:H} ) ∼ unif(Ψ_h) ∘_h unif(A) ∘_{h+1} π̂^{h+1:H} . 5: Update dataset: D_h ← D_h ∪ {(x_h, a_h, ∑_H g=h r_g)}. 6: Solve regression:

ŵ_h ← arg min w∈R^p:‖w‖_1≤C_{nrm} ∑ (x,a,r)∈D (⟨ϕ_h(x, a), w⟩ − r)^2.

7: Define π̂_h : X → A via π̂_h(x) := arg max_{a∈A} ⟨ϕ_h(x, a), ŵ_h⟩,

and write π̂^{h:H} = (π̂_h, . . . , π̂_H ). 8: Return: Policy π̂^{1:H} ∈ Π.

step 1, . . . , H respectively. Fix any N ∈ N such that

N ≥ n_{PSDPrew}(ϵ, α, δ) :=

C8.2H^8A^2C^4_{nrm} log(Hd/δ) α^4ϵ^4

. (92)

Then the output of the algorithm PSDPrew(Ψ_{1:H} , N) (Algorithm 13) is a policy π̂ that, with probability at least 1 − δ, satisfies E^{M,π̂} [_H ∑ h=1 r_h ] ≥ max_{π∈Π} E^{M,π} [_H ∑ h=1 r_h ] − ϵ − 4σ_{trunc}C^3_{nrm}H^4 (93)

where σ_{trunc} is the truncation parameter used in defining M (∅) (Section 6.1), which in turn is used in the definition of an α-truncated policy cover.

Proof. Let r = (r_1, . . . , r_H ) denote the environmental reward function of M, specified by r_h(x, a) = ⟨ϕ_h(x, a), θ_h⟩; recall that E^M [r_h|x_h = x, a_h = a] = r_h(x, a) and r_h ∈ [0, 1] almost surely, for all (x, a) ∈ X ×A. For each h ∈ [H], by Lemma 2.7, there is some vector w^⋆_h ∈ R^d with ‖w^⋆_h‖_1 ≤ C_{nrm}H so that, for all (x, a) ∈ X × A, Q^{M,π̂}_h (x, a) = ⟨ϕ_h(x, a), w^⋆_h⟩.

Let π^⋆ ∈ arg max_{π∈Π} E^{M,π} [∑_H h=1 r_h ] . The performance difference lemma (Lemma A.10) gives

E^{M,π⋆} [_H ∑ h=1 r_h ] − E^{M,π̂} [_H ∑ h=1 r_h ] = H∑ h=1 E^{M,π⋆} [Q^{M,π̂}_h (x_h, π^⋆_h(x_h)) − Q^{M,π̂}_h (x_h, π̂_h(x_h))].

However, we can only bound the RHS difference in expectation under M(∅), not under M (unlike in Lemma 5.14), so we must bound the discrepancy. By Lemma 6.8 with k := h and policy π^⋆, we have | | |E^{M,π⋆} [Q^{M,π̂}_h (xh, ah)] − E^{M (∅),π⋆} [Q^{M,π̂}_h (xh, ah)] | | | = | | |E^{M,π⋆} [⟨ϕh(xh, ah), w^⋆_h⟩] − E^{M (∅),π⋆} [⟨ϕh(xh, ah), w^⋆_h⟩] | | | ≤ ‖w^⋆_h‖_1 · h∑ g=1 d^{M,π⋆}_g (X \X^{rch}_g (∅))

≤ 2σ_{trunc}C^3_{nrm}H^4

where the final inequality uses the bound ‖w^⋆_h‖_1 ≤ C_{nrm}H together with Lemma 6.7. Similarly, applying Lemma 6.8 with k := h and policy π^⋆ ∘_h π̂ yields | |E_{M,π}⋆ [QM,π̂_h (x_h, π̂_h(x_h))] − E_{M (∅),π}⋆ [QM,π̂_h (x_h, π̂_h(x_h))] | | ≤ 2σ_{trunc}C_{3nrm}H_4.

Therefore the suboptimality of π̂ can be bounded as E^{M,π⋆} [_H ∑ h=1 r_h ] − E^{M,π̂} [_H ∑ h=1 r_h ] ≤ H∑ h=1 E^{M (∅),π⋆} [Q^{M,π̂}_h (x_h, π^⋆_h(x_h)) − Q^{M,π̂}_h (x_h, π̂_h(x_h))]

+ 4σ_{trunc}C^3_{nrm}H^4. (94)

The remainder of the proof proceeds akin to that of Lemma 5.14. Fix h ∈ [H]. By definition we have π̂_h(x) ∈ arg max_{a∈A}⟨ϕ_h(x, a), ŵ_h⟩ for all x ∈ X . For each x ∈ X and h ∈ [H], let us define Δ_h(x) := max_{a∈A} |⟨ϕ_h(x, a), w^⋆_h − ŵ_h⟩|. Then for any x ∈ X , we have Q^{M,^π}_h (x, π^⋆_h(x)) − Q^{M,^π}_h (x, ^π_h(x)) = ⟨ϕ_h(x, π^⋆_h(x)), w^⋆_h⟩ − ⟨ϕ_h(x, ^π_h(x)), w^⋆_h⟩ ≤ ⟨ϕ_h(x, π^⋆_h(x)), ŵ_h⟩ − ⟨ϕ_h(x, ^π_h(x)), w^⋆_h⟩ + Δ_h(x) ≤ ⟨ϕ_h(x, ^π_h(x)), ŵ_h⟩ − ⟨ϕ_h(x, ^π_h(x)), w^⋆_h⟩ + Δ_h(x) ≤ 2Δ_h(x), (95)

where the first and third inequalities use the definition of Δ_h(x) and the second inequality uses the fact that ^π_h(x) ∈ arg max_{a∈A}⟨ϕ_h(x, a), ŵ_h⟩. Substituting into (94), we get

E^{M,π⋆} [_H ∑ h=1 r_h ] − E^{M,π̂} [_H ∑ h=1 r_h ] ≤ H∑ h=1 E^{M (∅),π⋆} [2Δ_h(x_h)] + 4σ_{trunc}C^3_{nrm}H^4, (96)

so it remains to bound E^{M (∅),π⋆} [2Δ_h(x_h)] for all h. Once more fix h ∈ [H]. The dataset D_h consists of N independent samples (x, a, r) with E[r|x, a] = E^{M,π̂} H∑ g=h r_g = Q^{M,π̂}_h (x, a).

Thus, we can apply Corollary A.3 with covariates (ϕ_h(x, a) : (x, a, r) ∈ D_h), ground truth w^⋆_h, and responses (r : (x, a, r) ∈ D_h). For any sample (x, a, r) ∈ D_h, it holds that |r| ≤ H, so

|r − Q^{M,π̂}_h (x, a)| ≤ 2H. Also, we have seen that ‖w^⋆_h‖_1 ≤ C_{nrm}H. Recalling the definition of ŵ_h, Corollary A.3 gives some event E_h that holds with probability at least 1 − δ/H, under which E_π′_{∼unif(Ψh)∘hunif(A)}E^{M,π′} [ ⟨ϕ_h(x_h, a_h), w^⋆_h − ŵ_h⟩^2 ] ≤ 3CA.3 · C^2_{nrm}H^2 √ log(dH/δ) √ N =: ε^2_0. (97)

It follows from (97), and the fact that the action a_h above is uniformly random, that

E_π′_{∼unif(Ψh)}E^{M,π′} [Δ_h(x_h)^2] ≤ E_{π∼unif (Ψh)}E^{M,π′} [ ∑ a∈A ⟨ϕ_h(x_h, a), w^⋆_h − ŵ_h⟩^2 ] ≤ A · ε^2_0,

which yields, via Jensen’s inequality, that E_π′_{∼unif(Ψh)}E^{M,π′} [Δ_h(x_h)] ≤ √ A · ε_0. By the assumption that each Ψ_h is an α-truncated policy cover (Definition 4.1) together with non-negativity of Δ_h(x), it follows that

max_{π∈Π} E^{M (∅),π} [Δ_h(x_h)] = max_{π∈Π} ∑ x∈X d^{M (∅),π} h (x) · Δ_h(x)

≤ E_π′_{∼unif(Ψh)} ∑ x∈X 1 α · d^{M,π′}_h (x) · Δ_h(x) = 1 α E_π′_{∼unif(Ψh)}E^{M,π′} [Δ_h(x_h)] ≤ √ A · ε_0 α . (98)

Substituting into (96) yields E^{M,π⋆} [_H ∑ h=1 r_h ] − E^{M,π̂} [_H ∑ h=1 r_h ] ≤ 2ε_0H √ A α + 4σ_{trunc}C^3_{nrm}H^4

which completes the proof by definition of ε_0 and choice of N in (92), with C8.2 := 144C^2A.3.

Proof of Theorem 8.1. By Theorem 7.15, with probability at least 1 − δ/2, there is some t ∈ [T ] so that Ψ^t_h is an α-truncated policy cover at step h, for all h ∈ [H]. In this event, it is immediate (from Definition 4.1) that for all h ∈ [H], the set ⋃ t∈[T ] Ψ t h is an α/T -truncated policy cover at step h.

By Lemma 8.2 (with ϵ set to ε_{final}/2, δ set to δ/2, and α set to the value defined in Algorithm 11) and choice of N on Line 2 of Algorithm 12, it follows that with probability at least 1 − δ/2, the output policy π̂ computed by PSDPrew satisfies E^{M,π̂} [_H ∑ h=1 r_h ] ≥ max_{π∈Π} E^{M,π} [_H ∑ h=1 r_h ] − ε_{final} 2 − 4σ_{trunc}C^3_{nrm}H^4.

But now recall that we defined σ_{trunc} :=^{εfinal}_{8C3nrmH4} (Section 6.1). Substituting in, we get E^{M,π̂} [_H ∑ h=1 r_h ] ≥ max_{π∈Π} E^{M,π} [_H ∑ h=1 r_h ] − ε_{final}.

By the union bound, this occurs with probability at least 1−δ, as desired. The claimed sample complexity bound is immediate from Theorem 7.15 and the definition of N = n_{PSDPrew}(ε_{final}/2, α/T, δ/2) ((92)), noting that T/α ≤ poly(C_{nrm}, A, H, ε^{−1}_{final}) (as defined in Algorithm 10). The claimed time complexity bound is immediate from Theorem 7.15 and inspection of PSDPrew.

Acknowledgments

We thank Zakaria Mhammedi, Dylan Foster, and Sasha Rakhlin for helpful early discussions on this problem, and for pointing out the relevance of the concentrability coefficient [XFB^+22].

References

[AJKS22] Alekh Agarwal, Nan Jian, Sham M. Kakade, and Wen Sun, Reinforcement learning: Theory and algorithms, 2022.

[AJZ22] Alekh Agarwal, Yujia Jin, and Tong Zhang, Vo q l: Towards optimal regret in model-free rl with nonlinear function approximation, arXiv preprint arXiv:2212.06069 (2022).

[AK08] Baruch Awerbuch and Robert Kleinberg, Online linear optimization and adaptive routing, Journal of Computer and System Sciences 74 (2008), no. 1, 97–114.

[AKKS20] Alekh Agarwal, Sham Kakade, Akshay Krishnamurthy, and Wen Sun, Flambe: Structural complexity and representation learning of low rank mdps, Proceedings of the 34th International Conference on Neural Information Processing Systems (Red Hook, NY, USA), NIPS’20, Curran Associates Inc., 2020.

[AOM17] Mohammad Gheshlaghi Azar, Ian Osband, and Rémi Munos, Minimax regret bounds for reinforcement learning, Proceedings of the 34th International Conference on Machine Learning - Volume 70, ICML’17, JMLR.org, 2017, p. 263–272.

[AT^+07] Robert J Adler, Jonathan E Taylor, et al., Random fields and geometry, vol. 80, Springer, 2007.

[AYPS12] Yasin Abbasi-Yadkori, David Pal, and Csaba Szepesvari, Online-to-confidence-set conversions and application to sparse stochastic bandits, Proceedings of the Fifteenth International Conference on Artificial Intelligence and Statistics (La Palma, Canary Islands) (Neil D. Lawrence and Mark Girolami, eds.), Proceedings of Machine Learning Research, vol. 22, PMLR, 21–23 Apr 2012, pp. 1–9.

[BCW11] Alexandre Belloni, Victor Chernozhukov, and Lie Wang, Square-root lasso: pivotal recovery of sparse signals via conic programming, Biometrika 98 (2011), no. 4, 791– 806.

[BKSN03] James Bagnell, Sham M Kakade, Jeff Schneider, and Andrew Ng, Policy search by dynamic programming, Advances in neural information processing systems 16 (2003).

[BKW03] Avrim Blum, Adam Kalai, and Hal Wasserman, Noise-tolerant learning, the parity problem, and the statistical query model, Journal of the ACM (JACM) 50 (2003), no. 4, 506–519.

[BM02] Peter L Bartlett and Shahar Mendelson, Rademacher and gaussian complexities: Risk bounds and structural results, Journal of Machine Learning Research 3 (2002), no. Nov, 463–482.

[BRT^+09] Peter J Bickel, Ya’acov Ritov, Alexandre B Tsybakov, et al., Simultaneous analysis of lasso and dantzig selector, The Annals of statistics 37 (2009), no. 4, 1705–1732.

[BT02] Ronen I Brafman and Moshe Tennenholtz, R-max-a general polynomial time algorithm for near-optimal reinforcement learning, Journal of Machine Learning Research 3 (2002), no. Oct, 213–231.

[Bub15] Sébastien Bubeck, Convex optimization: Algorithms and complexity, Found. Trends Mach. Learn. 8 (2015), no. 3–4, 231–357.

[CHLY23] Yuan Cheng, Ruiquan Huang, Yingbin Liang, and Jing Yang, Improved sample complexity for reward-free reinforcement learning under low-rank MDPs, The Eleventh International Conference on Learning Representations, 2023.

[CT07] Emmanuel Candes and Terence Tao, The dantzig selector: Statistical estimation when p is much larger than n.

[CW11] T Tony Cai and Lie Wang, Orthogonal matching pursuit for sparse signal recovery with noise, IEEE Transactions on Information theory 57 (2011), no. 7, 4680–4688.

[DDJ22] Zihao Deng, Siddartha Devic, and Brendan Juba, Polynomial time reinforcement learning in factored state mdps with linear value functions, International Conference on Artificial Intelligence and Statistics, PMLR, 2022, pp. 11280–11304.

[DKH07] Varsha Dani, Sham M Kakade, and Thomas Hayes, The price of bandit information for online optimization, Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems 20 (2007).

[DKJ^+19] Simon Du, Akshay Krishnamurthy, Nan Jiang, Alekh Agarwal, Miroslav Dudik, and John Langford, Provably efficient rl with rich observations via latent state decoding, International Conference on Machine Learning, PMLR, 2019, pp. 1665–1674.

[DKL^+21] Simon Du, Sham Kakade, Jason Lee, Shachar Lovett, Gaurav Mahajan, Wen Sun, and Ruosong Wang, Bilinear classes: A structural framework for provable generalization in rl, International Conference on Machine Learning, PMLR, 2021, pp. 2826–2836.

[DSZ21] Constantinos Daskalakis, Stratis Skoulakis, and Manolis Zampetakis, The complexity of constrained min-max optimization, Proceedings of the 53rd Annual ACM SIGACT Symposium on Theory of Computing, 2021, pp. 1466–1478.

[EH89] Andrzej Ehrenfeucht and David Haussler, Learning decision trees from random examples, Information and Computation 82 (1989), no. 3, 231–246.

[EIS^+20] Logan Engstrom, Andrew Ilyas, Shibani Santurkar, Dimitris Tsipras, Firdaus Janoos, Larry Rudolph, and Aleksander Madry, Implementation matters in deep rl: A case study on ppo and trpo, International Conference on Learning Representations, 2020.

[FKQR21] Dylan J Foster, Sham M Kakade, Jian Qian, and Alexander Rakhlin, The statistical complexity of interactive decision making, arXiv preprint arXiv:2112.13487 (2021).

[GHLL17] Shixiang Gu, Ethan Holly, Timothy Lillicrap, and Sergey Levine, Deep reinforcement learning for robotic manipulation with asynchronous off-policy updates, 2017 IEEE international conference on robotics and automation (ICRA), IEEE, 2017, pp. 3389–3396.

[GL20] Aparna Ajit Gupte and Kerri Lu, Fine-grained complexity of sparse linear regression.

[GMR22] Noah Golowich, Ankur Moitra, and Dhruv Rohatgi, Learning in observable pomdps, without computationally intractable oracles, Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems 35 (2022), 1458–1473.

[GMR23] , Planning and learning in partially observable systems via filter stability, Proceedings of the 55th Annual ACM Symposium on Theory of Computing, 2023, pp. 349– 362.

[HLSW21] Botao Hao, Tor Lattimore, Csaba Szepesvári, and Mengdi Wang, Online sparse reinforcement learning, International Conference on Artificial Intelligence and Statistics, PMLR, 2021, pp. 316–324.

[IES^+20] Andrew Ilyas, Logan Engstrom, Shibani Santurkar, Dimitris Tsipras, Firdaus Janoos, Larry Rudolph, and Aleksander Madry, A closer look at deep policy gradients, International Conference on Learning Representations, 2020.

[IPE^+22] Andrew Ilyas, Sung Min Park, Logan Engstrom, Guillaume Leclerc, and Aleksander Madry, Datamodels: Understanding predictions with data and data with predictions, International Conference on Machine Learning, PMLR, 2022, pp. 9525–9587.

[JAZBJ18] Chi Jin, Zeyuan Allen-Zhu, Sebastien Bubeck, and Michael I Jordan, Is q-learning provably efficient?, Advances in neural information processing systems 31 (2018).

[JKA^+17] Nan Jiang, Akshay Krishnamurthy, Alekh Agarwal, John Langford, and Robert E Schapire, Contextual decision processes with low bellman rank are pac-learnable, International Conference on Machine Learning, PMLR, 2017, pp. 1704–1713.

[JKKL20] Chi Jin, Sham Kakade, Akshay Krishnamurthy, and Qinghua Liu, Sample-efficient reinforcement learning of undercomplete pomdps, Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems 33 (2020), 18530–18539.

[JLM21] Chi Jin, Qinghua Liu, and Sobhan Miryoosefi, Bellman eluder dimension: New rich classes of rl problems, and sample-efficient algorithms, Advances in neural information processing systems 34 (2021), 13406–13418.

[JOA10] Thomas Jaksch, Ronald Ortner, and Peter Auer, Near-optimal regret bounds for reinforcement learning, J. Mach. Learn. Res. 11 (2010), 1563–1600.

[JYWJ20] Chi Jin, Zhuoran Yang, Zhaoran Wang, and Michael I Jordan, Provably efficient reinforcement learning with linear function approximation, Conference on Learning Theory, PMLR, 2020, pp. 2137–2143.

[KECM23] Jeongyeol Kwon, Yonathan Efroni, Constantine Caramanis, and Shie Mannor, Rewardmixing mdps with few latent contexts are learnable, International Conference on Machine Learning, PMLR, 2023, pp. 18057–18082.

[KKL07] Sham M Kakade, Adam Tauman Kalai, and Katrina Ligett, Playing games with approximation algorithms, Proceedings of the thirty-ninth annual ACM symposium on Theory of computing, 2007, pp. 546–555.

[KKMR22] Jonathan A Kelner, Frederic Koehler, Raghu Meka, and Dhruv Rohatgi, On the power of preconditioning in sparse linear regression, 2021 IEEE 62nd Annual Symposium on Foundations of Computer Science (FOCS), IEEE, 2022, pp. 550–561.

[KKMR23] Jonathan Kelner, Frederic Koehler, Raghu Meka, and Dhruv Rohatgi, Feature adaptation for sparse linear regression, arXiv preprint arXiv:2305.16892 (2023).

[KL02] Sham Kakade and John Langford, Approximately optimal approximate reinforcement learning, Proceedings of the Nineteenth International Conference on Machine Learning, 2002, pp. 267–274.

[KLLM22] Daniel Kane, Sihan Liu, Shachar Lovett, and Gaurav Mahajan, Computationalstatistical gap in reinforcement learning, Conference on Learning Theory, PMLR, 2022, pp. 1282–1302.

[KS02] Michael Kearns and Satinder Singh, Near-optimal reinforcement learning in polynomial time, Machine learning 49 (2002), 209–232.

[KSR06] Adam R Klivans, Rocco A Servedio, and Dana Ron, Toward attribute efficient learning of decision lists and parities., Journal of Machine Learning Research 7 (2006), no. 4.

[LMK^+23] Sihan Liu, Gaurav Mahajan, Daniel Kane, Shachar Lovett, Gellért Weisz, and Csaba Szepesvári, Exponential hardness of reinforcement learning with linear function approximation, The Thirty Sixth Annual Conference on Learning Theory, PMLR, 2023, pp. 1588–1617.

[LS17] Tor Lattimore and Csaba Szepesvari, The end of optimism? an asymptotic analysis of finite-armed linear bandits, Artificial Intelligence and Statistics, PMLR, 2017, pp. 728– 737.

[MBFR23] Zakaria Mhammedi, Adam Block, Dylan J Foster, and Alexander Rakhlin, Efficient model-free exploration in low-rank mdps, arXiv preprint arXiv:2307.03997 (2023).

[MCK^+21] Aditya Modi, Jinglin Chen, Akshay Krishnamurthy, Nan Jiang, and Alekh Agarwal, Model-free representation learning and exploration in low-rank mdps, arXiv preprint arXiv:2102.07035 (2021).

[MFR23] Zakaria Mhammedi, Dylan J Foster, and Alexander Rakhlin, Representation learning with multi-step inverse kinematics: An efficient and optimal approach to richobservation rl, arXiv preprint arXiv:2304.05889 (2023).

[MHKL20] Dipendra Misra, Mikael Henaff, Akshay Krishnamurthy, and John Langford, Kinematic state abstraction and provably efficient rich-observation reinforcement learning, International conference on machine learning, PMLR, 2020, pp. 6961–6971.

[NT09] Deanna Needell and Joel A Tropp, Cosamp: Iterative signal recovery from incomplete and inaccurate samples, Applied and computational harmonic analysis 26 (2009), no. 3, 301–321.

[RHL^+20] Meisam Razaviyayn, Tianjian Huang, Songtao Lu, Maher Nouiehed, Maziar Sanjabi, and Mingyi Hong, Nonconvex min-max optimization: Applications, challenges, and recent theoretical advances, IEEE Signal Processing Magazine 37 (2020), no. 5, 55–66.

[Riv87] Ronald L Rivest, Learning decision lists, Machine learning 2 (1987), 229–246.

[RVR13] Daniel Russo and Benjamin Van Roy, Eluder dimension and the sample complexity of optimistic exploration, Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems 26 (2013).

[RWY10] Garvesh Raskutti, Martin J Wainwright, and Bin Yu, Restricted eigenvalue properties for correlated gaussian designs, The Journal of Machine Learning Research 11 (2010), 2241–2259.

[RXZ19] Galen Reeves, Jiaming Xu, and Ilias Zadik, The all-or-nothing phenomenon in sparse linear regression, Conference on Learning Theory, PMLR, 2019, pp. 2652–2663.

[Sak93] Yasubumi Sakakibara, Noise-tolerant occam algorithms and their applications to learning decision trees, Machine Learning 11 (1993), 37–62.

[SAPY17] Ahmad EL Sallab, Mohammed Abdou, Etienne Perot, and Senthil Yogamani, Deep reinforcement learning framework for autonomous driving, arXiv preprint arXiv:1704.02532 (2017).

[SC16] Jonathan Scarlett and Volkan Cevher, Limits on support recovery with probabilistic models: An information-theoretic framework, IEEE Transactions on Information Theory 63 (2016), no. 1, 593–620.

[SHS^+18] David Silver, Thomas Hubert, Julian Schrittwieser, Ioannis Antonoglou, Matthew Lai, Arthur Guez, Marc Lanctot, Laurent Sifre, Dharshan Kumaran, Thore Graepel, et al., A general reinforcement learning algorithm that masters chess, shogi, and go through self-play, Science 362 (2018), no. 6419, 1140–1144.

[SSBD14] Shai Shalev-Shwartz and Shai Ben-David, Understanding machine learning: From theory to algorithms, Cambridge university press, 2014.

[SST10] Nathan Srebro, Karthik Sridharan, and Ambuj Tewari, Optimistic rates for learning with a smooth loss, arXiv preprint arXiv:1009.3896 (2010).

[STT12] Rocco Servedio, Li-Yang Tan, and Justin Thaler, Attribute-efficient learning andweightdegree tradeoffs for polynomial threshold functions, Conference on Learning Theory, JMLR Workshop and Conference Proceedings, 2012, pp. 14–1.

[TG07] Joel A Tropp and Anna C Gilbert, Signal recovery from random measurements via orthogonal matching pursuit, IEEE Transactions on information theory 53 (2007), no. 12, 4655–4666.

[Tib96] Robert Tibshirani, Regression shrinkage and selection via the lasso, Journal of the Royal Statistical Society: Series B (Methodological) 58 (1996), no. 1, 267–288.

[UGH09] M Graziano Usai, Mike E Goddard, and Ben J Hayes, Lasso with cross-validation for genomic selection, Genetics research 91 (2009), no. 6, 427–436.

[USL^+23] Masatoshi Uehara, Ayush Sekhari, Jason D Lee, Nathan Kallus, and Wen Sun, Computationally efficient pac rl in pomdps with latent determinism and conditional embeddings, International Conference on Machine Learning, PMLR, 2023, pp. 34615–34641.

[UZS22] Masatoshi Uehara, Xuezhou Zhang, and Wen Sun, Representation learning for online and offline RL in low-rank MDPs, International Conference on Learning Representations, 2022.

[Val12] Gregory Valiant, Finding correlations in subquadratic time, with applications to learning parities and juntas, 2012 IEEE 53rd Annual Symposium on Foundations of Computer Science, IEEE, 2012, pp. 11–20.

[Wai09] Martin J Wainwright, Sharp thresholds for high-dimensional and noisy sparsity recovery using l1-constrained quadratic programming (lasso), IEEE transactions on information theory 55 (2009), no. 5, 2183–2202.

[Wai19] , High-dimensional statistics: A non-asymptotic viewpoint, vol. 48, Cambridge university press, 2019.

[WR13] Zheng Wen and Benjamin Van Roy, Efficient exploration and value function generalization in deterministic systems, Proceedings of the 26th International Conference on Neural Information Processing Systems - Volume 2 (Red Hook, NY, USA), NIPS’13, Curran Associates Inc., 2013, p. 3021–3029.

[WSY20] Ruosong Wang, Russ R Salakhutdinov, and Lin Yang, Reinforcement learning with general value function approximation: Provably efficient approach via bounded eluder dimension, Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems 33 (2020), 6123–6135.

[XFB^+22] Tengyang Xie, Dylan J Foster, Yu Bai, Nan Jiang, and Sham M Kakade, The role of coverage in online reinforcement learning, arXiv preprint arXiv:2210.04157 (2022).

[YLNY21] Chao Yu, Jiming Liu, Shamim Nemati, and Guosheng Yin, Reinforcement learning in healthcare: A survey, ACM Computing Surveys (CSUR) 55 (2021), no. 1, 1–36.

[ZJD22] Zihan Zhang, Xiangyang Ji, and Simon Du, Horizon-free reinforcement learning in polynomial time: the power of stationary policies, Conference on Learning Theory, PMLR, 2022, pp. 3858–3904.

[ZMW19] Yaojie Zhang, Feng Ma, and Yudong Wang, Forecasting crude oil prices with a large set of predictors: Can lasso select powerful predictors?, Journal of Empirical Finance 54 (2019), 97–117.

[ZSU^+22] Xuezhou Zhang, Yuda Song, Masatoshi Uehara, Mengdi Wang, Alekh Agarwal, and Wen Sun, Efficient reinforcement learning in block mdps: A model-free representation learning approach, International Conference on Machine Learning, PMLR, 2022, pp. 26517–26547.

[ZWJ14] Yuchen Zhang, Martin J Wainwright, and Michael I Jordan, Lower bounds on the performance of polynomial-time algorithms for sparse linear regression, Conference on Learning Theory, PMLR, 2014, pp. 921–948.

[ZWL23] Hanlin Zhu, Ruosong Wang, and Jason Lee, Provably efficient reinforcement learning via surprise bound, International Conference on Artificial Intelligence and Statistics, PMLR, 2023, pp. 4006–4032.

A Technical lemmas

A.1 Lemmas for sparse regression

Lemma A.1. There is a constant CA.1 with the following property. Fix n, d ∈ N, k > 0, and consider a distribution ν on R^d which is supported on {x ∈ R^d : ‖x‖_∞ ≤ 1}. Then, with probability 1 − δ over X_1, . . . , X_n ∼ ν, it holds that sup w∈R^d: ‖w‖_1≤k | | | | E_{X∼ν} [⟨w, X⟩^2] − 1 n n∑ i=1 ⟨w, X_i⟩^2 | | | | ≤ CA.1k^2 √ log(d/δ) √ n .

Proof. Define Σ = E_{X∼ν} XX^⊤ and Σ̂ =^1_n ∑_n i=1 X_iX^⊤_i . For any a, b ∈ [d] by Hoeffding’s inequality

we have with probability at least 1 − δ/d^2 that |Σ_{ab} − Σ̂_{ab}| ≤^C √_{log(d/δ)} √ n for an absolute constant

C. By the union bound we get that ‖ ‖Σ − Σ̂ ‖ ‖ ∞ ≤^C √_{log(d/δ)} √ n with probability at least 1 − δ. In this

event, we have |w^⊤(Σ − Σ̂)w| = | | ∑_d a,b=1(Σ − Σ̂)abwawb | | ≤^{C‖w‖21} √_{log(d/δ)} √ n for any w ∈ R^d .

Lemma A.2 (Fixed-design error, see e.g. [Wai19, Theorem 7.20]). There is a constant CA.2 with the following property. Fix n, d ∈ N and σ, k > 0 and let X ∈ [−1, 1]^{n×d}. Fix some w^∗ ∈ R^n with ‖w^∗‖_1 ≤ k. Define y = Xw^∗ + ξ where ξ_1, . . . , ξ_n are independent random variables satisfying E ξ_i = 0 and |ξ_i| ≤ σ almost surely. Define the estimator

ŵ ∈ arg min w∈R^d:‖w‖_1≤k m∑ i=1 (⟨x_i, w⟩ − y_i)^2. Then with probability 1 − δ, it holds that 1 n ‖X(ŵ − w^∗)‖^2 ≤ CA.2σk √ log(d/δ) √ n . The following bound on out-of-sample prediction error of the constrained Lasso is immediate from combining Lemmas A.1 and A.2.

Corollary A.3 (Random-design error). There is some constant CA.3 with the following property. Fix n, d ∈ N and k, σ, δ > 0 and let ν be a distribution on [−1, 1]^d. Fix some w^∗ ∈ R^n with ‖w^∗‖_1 ≤ k. Consider i.i.d. samples (x_i, y_i)^n_{i=1} where x_i ∼ ν and y_i = ⟨x_i, w^∗⟩ + ξ_i where ξ_i is independent noise satisfying E ξ_i = 0 and |ξ_i| ≤ σ almost surely. Define the estimator

ŵ ∈ arg min w∈R^d:‖w‖_1≤k n∑ i=1 (⟨x_i, w⟩ − y_i)^2. Then with probability 1 − δ, it holds that E_{x∼ν} [⟨x, w^∗ − ŵ⟩^2] ≤ CA.3(k + σ)k √ log(d/δ) √ n . A.2 Lemmas for Rademacher complexity

The main result of this section is Lemma A.8, which bounds the Rademacher complexity of a certain class of “min-linear” functions. We also state a standard uniform convergence bound based on Rademacher complexity (Lemma A.9).

Definition A.4. For a set X and a class F of functions f : X → R, and n ∈ N, the Rademacher complexity of F with respect to samples x_1, . . . , x_n ∈ X is

R_n(F; x_{1:n}) := 1 n E_{ϵ1:n ∼unif({±1})} [ sup_{f∈F} n∑ i=1 ϵ_if(x_i) ] . We further write R_n(F) := sup_{x1:n} R_n(F; x_{1:n}).

The Gaussian complexity of F with respect to samples x_1, . . . , x_n ∈ X is

G_n(F; x_{1:n}) := 1 n E_{ξ1:n ∼N(0,1)} [ sup_{f∈F} n∑ i=1 ξ_if(x_i) ] . We write G_n(F) = sup_{x1:n} G_n(F; x_{1:n}).

It will be more convenient to work with the Gaussian complexity, which upper bounds the Rademacher complexity as stated below:

Lemma A.5 (see e.g. [Wai19, Exercise 5.5]). Let n ∈ N. For any set X and class F of functions f : X → R, it holds that R_n(F) ≤ √_π 2 G_n(F).

In particular, Gaussian complexity has the following composition property. The proof essentially follows that of [BM02, Theorem 14].^{11}

11In [BM02], the Rademacher complexity and Gaussian complexity are defined slightly differently (with absolute values around the sum). This introduces a slight technical flaw in the proof of [BM02, Theorem 14], which can be avoided in several ways. Perhaps the simplest is to drop the absolute values. This matches the definition in e.g. [SSBD14], and still suffices for uniform convergence as stated in Lemma A.9.

Lemma A.6. Let X be a set. Fix A, L ∈ N and let F_1, . . . , F_A be classes of functions mapping X to R. Let ϕ : R^A → R be L-Lipschitz with respect to the Euclidean distance on R^A . Let F be the class of real-valued functions on X defined as follows: F := {x → ϕ(f_1(x), . . . , f_A(x)) : f_1 ∈ F_1, . . . , f_A ∈ F_A} . Then for all n ∈ N, G_n(F) ≤ L A∑ a=1 G_n(F_a). Proof. Fix x_1, . . . , x_n ∈ X . Let Z_1, . . . , Z_n ∼ N(0, 1) be independent standard normal random variables. For each f = f_{1:A} ∈ F_1 × · · · × F_A, define the random variable

X_f := n∑ i=1 Z_iϕ(f_1(x_i), . . . , f_A(x_i)). Also, for each a ∈ [A], let Z^′_{a1}, . . . , Z^′_{an} ∼ N(0, 1) be independent standard normal random variables. For each f = f_{1:A} ∈ F_1 × . . . F_A, define the random variable

Y_f := A∑ a=1 n∑ i=1 Z^′_{ai}f_a(x_i). On the one hand, we have nG_n(F; x_{1:n}) = E sup_f X_f . On the other hand,

E sup_f Y_f = E sup_f A∑ a=1 n∑ i=1 Z^′_{ai}f_a(x_i) = A∑ a=1 E sup_{fa ∈Fa} n∑ i=1 Z^′_{ai}f_a(x_i) = A∑ a=1 nG_n(F_a; x_{1:n}).

It remains to show that E sup_f X_f ≤ LE sup_f Y_f . By the Sudakov-Fernique inequality (Lemma A.7) applied to the centered Gaussian processes {X_f }_f and {Y_f }_f , it suffices to show that E (X_f −X_f ′ )^2 ≤ L^2E (Y_f − Y_f ′ )^2 for all f, f^′ ∈ F_1 × · · · × F_A. Fix f = f_{1:A} and f^′ = f^′_{1:A}. Then we have

E(X_f − X_f ′ )^2 = n∑ i=1 ( ϕ(f_1(x_i), . . . , f_A(x_i)) − ϕ(f^′_1(x_i), . . . , f^′_A(x_i))

)_2

≤ L^2 n∑ i=1 A∑ a=1 (f_a(x_i) − f^′_a(x_i))^2

= L^2E (Y_f − Y_f ′ )^2

where the inequality uses the assumption that ϕ : (R^A , ‖·‖_2) → (R, | · |) is L-Lipschitz. The lemma follows.

Lemma A.7 (Sudakov-Fernique inequality; see e.g. [AT^+07, Theorem 2.2.3]). Let T be an index set, and let (X_t)_{t∈T} and (Y_t)_{t∈T} be centered Gaussian processes. If E(X_t − X_s)^2 ≤ E (Y_t − Y_s)^2 for all s, t ∈ T , then E sup_{t∈T} X_t ≤ E sup_{t∈T} Y_t.

Lemma A.8. Fix d, A, B ∈ N and write X ⊂ R^{d×A} to denote the space of d×A real-valued matrices whose columns have ℓ_∞ norm at most 1. For θ ∈ R^d and X ∈ X , write

f_θ(X) := min { 0, min_{a∈[A]}⟨X_a, θ⟩ } , where X_a ∈ R^d denotes the ath column of X. Write F_{d,B} := {f_θ : θ ∈ R^d , ‖θ‖_1 ≤ B}. Then for n ∈ N, R_n(F_{d,B} ) ≤ AB √ π log(2d) n . Proof. Write B_{d,∞} := {x ∈ R^d : ‖x‖_∞ ≤ 1}, and let W_{d,B} denote the class of functions from B_{d,∞} to R defined as: W_{d,B} := { x → ⟨θ, x⟩ : θ ∈ R^d , ‖θ‖_1 ≤ B } . For any x_1, . . . , x_n ∈ B_{d,∞} we have G_n(W_{d,B} ; x_{1:n}) =^B_n E_{ξ∼N(0,In )} ‖ ∑_n i=1 ξ_ix_i‖_∞. For any j ∈ [d], the j-th entry of ∑_n i=1 ξ_ix_i is a mean-0 Gaussian with variance ∑_n i=1 x^2_{ij} ≤ n, so by the Gaussian maximal inequality, it holds that E_{ξ∼N(0,In )} ‖ ∑_n i=1 ξ_ix_i‖_∞ ≤ √ 2n log(2d) and thus G_n(W_{d,B}; x_{1:n}) ≤ B √_{2 log(2d)} n . Since x_1, . . . , x_n ∈ B_{d,∞} were arbitrary it follows that G_n(W_{d,B}) ≤ B

√_{2 log(2d)} n as well.

We can now bound R_n(F_{d,B} ). For the (1-Lipschitz) function ϕ : R^A → R defined by ϕ(z_1, . . . , z_A) := min{0, min_{a∈[A]} z_a}, the function class F_{d,B} defined in the lemma statement can be rewritten as F_{d,B} = {X → ϕ(g_1(X_1), . . . , g_A(x_A)) : g_1 ∈ G_{d,B}, . . . , g_A ∈ G_{d,B}} . It follows from Lemma A.5 and Lemma A.6 that R_n(F_{d,B} ) ≤ √ π 2 G_n(F_{d,B} ) ≤ √ π 2 A∑ a=1 G_n(W_{d,B}) ≤ AB √ π log(2d) n as claimed.

Lemma A.9 ([SSBD14, Theorem 26.5]). Suppose X is a set and F is a class of functions f : X → [−B, B] for some B > 0. Suppose P is a distribution on X . Then for any n ∈ N and δ ∈ (0, 1), with probability at least 1 − δ over an i.i.d. sample X_1, . . . , X_n ∼ P , it holds that sup_{f∈F} | | |E X∼P [f(X)] − 1 n n∑ i=1 f(X_i) | | | ≤ 2Rn(F) + 4B √ 2 log(4/δ) n .

A.3 Miscellaneous lemmas

Lemma A.10 (Performance difference lemma [KL02]). For any MDP M, policies π, π^′ ∈ Π, and collection of reward functions r = (r_1, . . . , r_H ), it holds that E^{M,π} [_H ∑ h=1 r_h(x_h, a_h) ] − E^{M,π′} [_H ∑ h=1 r_h(x_h, a_h) ] = H∑ h=1 E^{M,π′} [ V^{M,π,r} h (x_h) − Q^{M,π,r}_h (x_h, a_h) ] .

Lemma A.11 (Simulation lemma; Lemma F.3 of [FKQR21]). Let M, M denote two horizon-H MDPs with state space X , action space A, and reward functions r, r, respectively. Then, for any π ∈ Π, V^{M,π,r} 1 (x_1) − V^{M,π,r}_1 (x_1) = H∑ h=1 E^{M ,π} [ Q^{M,π,r}_h (x_h, a_h) − V^{M,π,r}_{h+1} (x_{h+1}) ] + H∑ h=1 E^{M ,π} [r_h(x_h, a_h) − r_h(x_h, a_h)] .

A.4 Policy discretization for ℓ_1-bounded linear MDPs

Lemma A.12 below shows that in a d-dimensional ℓ_1-bounded linear MDP, there is a discretization Π_{disc} of Π, so that for any π ∈ Π and θ ∈ R^d specifying a linear objective, some policy π_{disc} ∈ Π_{disc} optimizes the linear objective induced by θ nearly as well as π. Importantly, log |Π_{disc}| depends only logarithmically on d, which allows us to take a union bound over all policies in Π_{disc} without incurring poly(d) factors in the sample complexity.

Lemma A.12. Let ε_{disc}, C_{nrm} > 0, d ∈ N. Fix any ℓ_1-bounded d-dimensional linear MDP M = (H, X , A, P_1, (ϕ_h)_h, (μ_{h+1})_h, (θ_h)_h) with norm bound C_{nrm}. Then there is a set of policies Π_{disc} ⊆ Π with log |Π_{disc}| ≤

64C^2_{nrm}H^3

ε^2_{disc}

· log(4AHC_{nrm}/ε_{disc}) log(2d)

such that the following holds: for all θ ∈ R^d , h ∈ [H], and π ∈ Π, there is some π_{disc} ∈ Π_{disc} so that ⟨E^{M,πdisc} [ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)], θ⟩ ≥ ⟨E^{M,π} [ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)], θ⟩ − ε_{disc} ‖θ‖_1 . We next prove Lemma A.12. We first prove the following basic lemma that allow us to sparsify a vector of small ℓ_1 norm.

Lemma A.13. Consider any vector w ∈ R^d . Define P ∈ Δ([d]) by P (i) =^{|wi|}_{‖w‖1} . Given n ∈ N, consider the random vector ŵ ∈ R^d defined as follows: take i.i.d. samples i_1, . . . , i_n ∼ P , and write ŵ =^{‖w‖1}_n ∑_n j=1 sign(w_{ij} ) · e_{ij} . Then for any fixed v ∈ R^d with ‖v‖_∞ ≤ 1, it holds that Pr ( |⟨w − ŵ, v⟩| > 2‖w‖_1 · √ log 1/δ √ n ) ≤ δ. Proof. For each j ∈ [n], the random variable ‖w‖_1 · ⟨sign(w_{ij} ) · e_{ij} , v⟩ has absolute value at most ‖w‖_1 and has expectation equal to ⟨w, v⟩. The result then follows from Hoeffding’s inequality.

The proof of Lemma A.12 proceeds by letting Π_{disc} be a set of linear policies, as defined below.

Definition A.14 (Linear policy). Given a sequence of vectors w = (w_1, . . . , w_H ) ∈ (R^d )^H and features ϕ̂ = (ϕ̂_1, . . . , ϕ̂_H ), with ϕ̂_h : X × A → R, we define the (deterministic) linear policy corresponding to w and ϕ̂, denoted π^{lin}(w; ϕ̂), as follows:

π^{lin}(w; ϕ̂)_h(x) := arg max_{a∈A} ⟨ϕ̂_h(x, a), w_h⟩ ∀h ∈ [H], x ∈ X .

We remark that a naive attempt to proving Lemma A.12 would let Π_{disc} be the set of all π^{lin}(w; ϕ), where w ranges over an ε_{disc}-net of (R^d )^H . However, the resulting set Π_{disc} would have log |Π_{disc}| ≥ Ω(d), which does not obtain the desired log(d) scaling of log |Π_{disc}|. To overcome this issue, we only include policies π^{lin}(w; ϕ̂^{M̂} ) where w is sufficiently sparse.

Proof of Lemma A.12. Write δ := ε_{disc}/(4AHC_{nrm}) and s :=^{64C2nrm H2·log 1/δ}_{ε2disc} . Define

Π_{disc} := {π^{lin}((w_1, . . . , w_H ); ϕ) : ‖w_h‖_1 ≤ 1 and (w_h)_i ∈ (1/s)Z ∀h ∈ [H], i ∈ [d]}.

It’s easy to see that |Π_{disc}| ≤ (2d)^{sH} , which implies the claimed bound on log |Π_{disc}|. It remains to show that for all π ∈ Π, h ∈ [H], and θ ∈ R^d , there is some π_{disc} ∈ Π_{disc} so that

⟨E^{M,πdisc} [ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)], θ⟩ ≥ ⟨E^{M,π} [ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)], θ⟩ − ε_{disc} ‖θ‖_1 . (99)

Fix θ ∈ R^d and h ∈ [H]. To establish this claim, we first note that without loss of generality, π ∈ arg max_π′_{∈Π}⟨E^{M,π′} [ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)], θ⟩ (as otherwise we may replace π with such a maximizer). By Lemma 2.6, for each k ∈ [h], there is a vector v^π_k ∈ R^d with ‖v^π_k ‖_1 ≤ C_{nrm} · ‖θ‖_1 so that Q^{M,π,r}_k (x, a) = ⟨ϕ_k(x, a), v^π_k ⟩ for all x, a, where r = (r_1, . . . , r_h) is the reward function defined by

r_k(x, a) = { ⟨ϕ_k(x, a), θ⟩ if k = h 0 otherwise .

Without loss of generality, π is deterministic, with π_k(x) ∈ arg max_{a∈A} Q^{M,π,r}_k (x, a) for all x ∈ X and k ∈ [h]. By Lemma A.10, for any deterministic policy π^′, we have ⟨θ, E^{M,π} [ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)] − E^{M,π′} [ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)]⟩ = h∑ k=1 E^{M,π′} [ ⟨v^π_k , ϕ_k(x_k, π_k(x_k)) − ϕ_k(x_k, π^′_k(x_k))⟩ ] . (100)

We define π_{disc} = π^{lin}(w_1, . . . , w_H ) where we will iteratively define w_1, . . . , w_h (to establish (99), it does not matter how w_{h+1}, . . . , w_H are picked). Specifically, fix k ∈ [h] and suppose that we have already picked w_1, . . . , w_{k−1}. We will show that there must exist a choice of w_k such that

E^{M,πdisc} [⟨v^π_k , ϕ_k(x_k, π_k(x_k)) − ϕ_k(x_k, (π_{disc})_k(x_k))⟩] ≤ ε_{disc} ‖θ‖_1 /H. (101)

Once we have proven this, we can iteratively apply it for k = 1, . . . , h to construct π_{disc}. By applying (100) with π^′ = π_{disc}, π_{disc} will satisfy (99). It remains to prove the existence of w_k so that the induced policy π_{disc} satisfies (101), which we do so by the probabilistic method.

Suppose that we randomly pick w_k = ŵ/ ‖v^π_k ‖_1 where ŵ is the random vector generated by the procedure in Lemma A.13 with n := s and w := v^π_k . It follows from Lemma A.13 that ‖w_k‖_1 ≤ 1 and (w_k)_i ∈ (1/s)Z for all i ∈ [d], and moreover that for any x_k ∈ X , Pr ( |⟨v^π_k − ‖v^π_k ‖_1 w_k, ϕ_k(x_k, a)⟩| ≤ ε_{disc} 4C_{nrm}H ‖v^π_k ‖_1 ∀a ∈ A ) ≥ 1 − δA. For the above inequality we have also used the choice of parameters s, δ and a union bound over a ∈ A. As a result, for any fixed x_k ∈ X , we have with probability at least 1 − δA (over the choice of w_k) that

⟨v^π_k , ϕ_k(x_k, (π_{disc})_k(x_k))⟩ ≥ ‖v^π_k ‖_1 ⟨w_k, ϕ_k(x_k, (π_{disc})_k(x_k))⟩ − ε_{disc} ‖v^π_k ‖_1 /(4C_{nrm}H) ≥ ‖v^π_k ‖_1 ⟨w_k, ϕ_k(x_k, π_k(x_k))⟩ − ε_{disc} ‖v^π_k ‖_1 /(4C_{nrm}H) ≥ ⟨v^π_k , ϕ_k(x_k, π_k(x_k))⟩ − ε_{disc} ‖v^π_k ‖_1 /(2C_{nrm}H) (102) where the second inequality uses the definition that (π_{disc})_k(x) ∈ arg max_{a∈A}⟨w_k, ϕ_k(x_k, a)⟩. Also, for any x_k ∈ X we have with probability 1 that

⟨v^π_k , ϕ_k(x_k, (π_{disc})_k(x_k))⟩ ≥ ⟨v^π_k , ϕ_k(x_k, π_k(x_k))⟩ − 2 ‖v^π_k ‖_1 . (103)

Taking expectation over the randomness in choosing w_k, it therefore holds that for any fixed x_k ∈ X ,

E_{wk} [⟨v^π_k , ϕ_k(x_k, π_k(x_k)) − ϕ_k(x_k, (π_{disc})_k(x_k))⟩] ≤ ε_{disc} 2C_{nrm}H

‖v^π_k ‖_1 + 2δA ‖v^π_k ‖_1 ≤ ε_{disc} C_{nrm}H

‖v^π_k ‖_1

where the last inequality is by choice of δ. Now note that the prior choice of w_1, . . . , w_{k−1} fully determines (π_{disc})_{1:k−1} and therefore the distribution of x_k ∼ π_{disc}. Thus, we get

E^{M,πdisc} [E_{wk} [⟨v^π_k , ϕ_k(x_k, π_k(x_k)) − ϕ_k(x_k, (π_{disc})_k(x_k))⟩]] ≤ ε_{disc} C_{nrm}H

‖v^π_k ‖_1 .

and thus, since w_k is independent of x_k,

E_{wk} [E^{M,πdisc} [⟨v^π_k , ϕ_k(x_k, π_k(x_k)) − ϕ_k(x_k, (π_{disc})_k(x_k))⟩]] ≤ ε_{disc} C_{nrm}H

‖v^π_k ‖_1 .

In particular, by the probabilistic method, there exists a choice of w_k so that the induced policy π_{disc} satisfies

E^{M,πdisc} [⟨v^π_k , ϕ_k(x_k, π_k(x_k)) − ϕ_k(x_k, (π_{disc})_k(x_k))⟩] ≤ ε_{disc} C_{nrm}H

‖v^π_k ‖_1 .

Since ‖v^π_k ‖_1 ≤ C_{nrm} · ‖θ‖_1, we get that w_k satisfies (101), which completes the proof.

B Prior approaches for constructing policy covers

In this section, we discuss why existing computationally efficient approaches from prior work do not suffice to efficiently construct a policy cover in sparse linear MDPs (let alone the more general ℓ_1- bounded linear MDPs), without incurring poly(d) sample complexity. In particular, we consider the following question: if we are given α-approximate policy covers Ψ_1, . . . , Ψ_h, how can we construct an α-approximate policy cover Ψ_{h+1}?

Exploration via basis vectors. A naive approach is to iterate over standard basis vectors θ = e_i, and, at each step i, to use the covers Ψ_1, . . . , Ψ_h together with PSDP to compute a policy π^{(ei)} that approximately maximizes E^{M,π(ei )} ⟨ϕ_h(x_h, a_h), e_i⟩. Then we add the policy π^{(ei)} to Ψ_{h+1} if E^{M,π(ei )} ⟨ϕ_h(x_h, a_h), e_i⟩ is significantly greater than max_{π∈Ψh+1} E^{M,π} ⟨ϕ_h(x_h, a_h), e_i⟩. Unfortunately, this approach runs into issues regarding cancellations in the expected feature vectors: even if π^{(e1)} maximizes E^{M,π} ⟨ϕ_h(x_h, a_h), e_1⟩ and π^{(2)} maximizes E^{M,π} ⟨ϕ_h(x_h, a_h), e_2⟩, due to cancellations there may be a policy π^⋆ so that E^{M,π⋆} ⟨ϕ_h(x_h, a_h), e_1 + e_2⟩ is much larger than both E^{M,π(e1 )} ⟨ϕ_h(x_h, a_h), e_1 + e_2⟩ and E^{M,π(e2 )} ⟨ϕ_h(x_h, a_h), e_1 + e_2⟩.

Barycentric spanners. To deal with the issue of cancellation, one can try to choose the directions θ adaptively by constructing an (approximate) barycentric spanner [AK08] of the ddimensional polytope {E^{M,π} [ϕ_h(x_h, a_h)] : π ∈ Π}. While this approach has been successful for many reinforcement learning and bandit problems [AK08, DKH07, KKL07, LS17, FKQR21, GMR22, MBFR23] (in particular, [MBFR23] gave a new algorithm for linear MDPs based on a generalization of the barycentric spanner algorithm from [AK08]), it fails in our setting since a barycentric spanner is typically of size |Ψ_{h+1}| = d, and the parameter α in (1) scales inversely proportional to |Ψ_{h+1}|. Thus, the sample complexity of PSDP in future steps would scale polynomially in d.

Representation learning. In the the case that the MDP M is k-sparse (Definition 2.3, which is a special case of ℓ_1-bounded linear MDPs), one could attempt to circumvent the issue in the previous bullet point by applying one of several approaches from prior work on representation learning in RL [MCK^+21, ZSU^+22, MBFR23] to learn a (size-k) set S ⊂ [d] of features that well-approximate the transitions. One could then construct a barycentric spanner of the feature vectors restricted to coordinates in S, which is guaranteed to have size at most |S| ≤ k. Unfortunately, this approach runs into computational issues, as discussed in Section 1.4: in order to implement the oracles in such existing algorithms, there is no clear way to avoid iterating over all subsets S with |S| ≤ k, which takes time d^k. Moreover, there is some evidence that such brute-force approaches cannot be improved in general [GL20, ZWJ14]. Learning a larger set S ⊂ [d] of k/ϵ features for some accuracy parameter ϵ > 0 could plausibly avoid these intractability results. However, doing so would still seem to require implementing a max-min optimization oracle that finds some discriminator function (roughly, from the class of value functions) that maximizes the representation error of the current features. It is unclear how to do this in a computationally efficient manner.

Existence of a small policy cover. Finally, we remark that in the more general ℓ_1-bounded setting (Definition 2.4) that we consider, none of the above approaches could even plausibly show existence of a policy cover of size poly(k), when the ℓ_1 norm bound is k. This results from the fact that the above approaches are linear algebraic in nature, relying on the fact that in k-sparse linear MDPs, it is only necessary to explore a k-dimensional subspace of features. Such a fact fails to hold in the ℓ_1-bounded setting.

C Convex optimization details

The algorithms EstEmulator (Algorithm 3) and EstTruncEmulator (Algorithm 8) both require solving a (feasibility) convex program. For simplicity, we assumed in the main body of the paper that we could efficiently compute solutions that exactly satisfy the constraints of the respective programs whenever they were feasible. In this section we remove that assumption, by showing two facts:

1. First, we can solve a relaxation of each program in polynomial time via the ellipsoid algorithm.

2. Second, the guarantees of EstEmulator and EstTruncEmulator still hold (up to constant factors) when they compute solutions to the relaxed programs rather than solutions to the original programs.

We focus on Algorithm 3 here; the details for Algorithm 8 are essentially the same.

Solving a relaxed program via the ellipsoid algorithm. Instead of solving (9) in Algorithm 3, we use the ellipsoid algorithm to solve the following program (104), where we take ε_{relax} = min(ε_{neg}, ε_{cvx}, ε_{neg}ε_{apx}/(2m), ε_{apx}/(2mC_{nrm})). m∑ j=1 ‖ ‖μ̂j_{h+1} ‖ ‖ 1 ≤ C_{nrm} + ε_{relax} (104a) ⟨ϕ_h(x^i_h, a^i_h), μ̂^j_{h+1}⟩ ≥ −ε_{relax} ∀i ∈ [n], j ∈ [m] (104b) 1 n n∑ i=1 ⟨ϕ_h(x^i_h, a^i_h), ŵ_ℓ⟩ − m∑ j=1 ⟨ ϕ_h(x^i_h, a^i_h), μ̂^j_{h+1} ⟩ ϕ^{avg}_{h+1}(x̃^j_{h+1})_ℓ 2 ≤ ε^2_{cvx} + ε^2_{relax} ∀ℓ ∈ [d]

(104c)

Since each constraint of the program (104) is either an ℓ_1-norm constraint, or linear, or of the form ‖Ax − b‖^2 ≤ c, it’s clear that we can implement a separating hyperplane oracle in time poly(d, m, n). Additionally, by (104a) and the fact that ε_{relax} ≤ 1 ≤ C_{nrm}, the feasible region of (104) is contained in an ℓ_2-ball of radius 2C_{nrm} (centered at the origin) within R^{dm} . Finally, whenever the original program (9) is feasible, say realized by (μ̂^j_{h+1})^m_{j=1} ∈ (R^d )^m, we claim that the feasible region of the relaxed program contains an ℓ_2-ball of radius ε^2_{relax}/(5mC_{nrm} √ d) ≤ ε_{relax}/(m √ d). Indeed, consider any (ν̂^j_{h+1})^m_{j=1} ∈ (R^d )^m which has ℓ_2-distance (in R^{dm} ) at most ε^2_{relax}/(5mC_{nrm} √ d) from (μ̂^j_{h+1})^m_{j=1}. Then (ν̂^j_{h+1})^m_{j=1} satisfies the relaxed program (104):

• To see that (104a) holds, we compute m∑ j=1 ‖ν̂^j_{h+1}‖_1 ≤ m∑ j=1 ‖μ̂^j_{h+1}‖_1 + √ d m∑ j=1 ‖ν̂^j_{h+1} − μ̂^j_{h+1}‖_2 ≤ C_{nrm} + ε_{relax}.

• To see that (104b) holds, note that for all i ∈ [n], j ∈ [m], we have

⟨ϕ_h(x^i_h, a^i_h), ν̂^j_{h+1}⟩ ≥ ⟨ϕ_h(x^i_h, a^i_h), μ̂^j_{h+1}⟩ − ‖ϕ_h(x^i_h, a^i_h)‖_2 · ‖ν̂^j_{h+1} − μ̂^j_{h+1}‖_2 ≥ −ε_{relax}.

• To see that (104c) holds, note that for any ℓ ∈ [d] and i ∈ [n], | | | | m∑ j=1 ⟨ ϕ_h(x^i_h, a^i_h), μ̂^j_{h+1} ⟩ ϕ^{avg}_{h+1}(x̃^j_{h+1})_ℓ − m∑ j=1 ⟨ ϕ_h(x^i_h, a^i_h), ν̂^j_{h+1} ⟩ ϕ^{avg}_{h+1}(x̃^j_{h+1})_ℓ | | | | ≤ m √ d max_{j∈[m]} ‖μ̂^j_{h+1} − ν̂^j_{h+1}‖_2

and also | | | |⟨ϕ^h(x^ih, a^ih), ŵ^ℓ⟩ − m∑ j=1 ⟨ ϕ_h(x^i_h, a^i_h), μ̂^j_{h+1} ⟩ ϕ^{avg}_{h+1}(x̃^j_{h+1})_ℓ | | | | ≤ ‖ŵ^ℓ‖1 + m∑ j=1 ‖ ‖μ̂j_{h+1} ‖ ‖ 1 ≤ 2C_{nrm}

and similarly | | | |⟨ϕ^h(x^ih, a^ih), ŵ^ℓ⟩ − m∑ j=1 ⟨ ϕ_h(x^i_h, a^i_h), ν̂^j_{h+1} ⟩ ϕ^{avg}_{h+1}(x̃^j_{h+1})_ℓ | | | | ≤ 3C^{nrm}.

Thus, since (μ̂^j_{h+1})^m_{j=1}) satisfies (9c), we see that 1 n n∑ i=1 ⟨ϕ_h(x^i_h, a^i_h), ŵ_ℓ⟩ − m∑ j=1 ⟨ ϕ_h(x^i_h, a^i_h), ν̂^j_{h+1} ⟩ ϕ^{avg}_{h+1}(x̃^j_{h+1})_ℓ 2

≤ ε^2_{cvx} + m √ d max_{j∈[m]} ‖μ̂^j_{h+1} − ν̂^j_{h+1}‖_2 · 5C_{nrm} ≤ ε^2_{cvx} + ε^2_{relax},

ensuring that (ν̂^j_{h+1})^m_{j=1} satisfies (104c).

Since ε^2_{relax}/(5mC_{nrm} √ d) ≥ poly(m^{−1}, C^{−1}_{nrm}, ε_{apx}, ε_{neg}, ε_{cvx}), it follows that the ellipsoid algorithm finds a solution to (104) in time poly(d, m, n, log(dmC_{nrm}/(ε_{apx}ε_{neg}ε_{cvx}))) [Bub15, Theorem 2.4].

Correctness guarantees. It remains to argue that a solution to this relaxed program still suffices to prove Lemma 5.2, the main guarantee of EstEmulator, up to constant factors. Indeed, under the conditions of Lemma 5.2, let (μ̂^j_{h+1})^m_{j=1} be a solution to (104). For every j ∈ [m] define

μ̃^j_{h+1} =

0 if ‖ ‖μ̂^j_{h+1} ‖ ‖_1 < εapx/m C_{nrm} C_{nrm}+ε_{relax} · μ̂ j h+1 otherwise.

We claim that (μ̃^j_{h+1})^m_{j=1} is an (3ε_{apx}, 3ε_{neg} , C_{nrm})-emulator (Definition 3.8):

• Item 1 is immediate from (104a).

• Following the original proof of Lemma 5.2, it’s easy to check that the approximate nonnegativity condition (Item 2) holds for each j ∈ [m] with error at most ε_{neg} ‖ ‖μ̃j_{h+1} ‖ ‖ 1 + ε_{relax} (in

particular, this follows from (24)). If μ̃^j_{h+1} ≠ 0, then ‖ ‖μ̃j_{h+1} ‖ ‖ 1 ≥^1_2 ‖ ‖μ̂j_{h+1} ‖ ‖ 1 ≥ ε_{apx}/(2m), so

this error is at most 3ε_{neg} ‖ ‖μ̃j_{h+1} ‖ ‖ 1 by choice of ε_{relax} ≤ ε_{neg}ε_{apx}/m. Of course, if μ̃^j_{h+1} = 0, then the approximate nonnegativity condition for j is satisfied with error 0.

• Finally, since Lemma 5.10 still holds with ε^2_{cvx} replaced by ε^2_{cvx} + ε^2_{relax} ≤ 2ε^2_{cvx}, we get that the vectors (μ̂^j_{h+1})^m_{j=1} satisfy Item 3 with bound ε_{apx} √ 2. Since ‖ ‖μ̃j_{h+1} − μ̂j_{h+1} ‖ ‖ 1 ≤ max{ε_{apx}/m, ε_{relax} · ‖μ̂^j_{h+1}‖_1} ≤ ε_{apx}/m for all j ∈ [m] (where the last inequality uses that ε_{relax} ≤ ε_{apx}/(2mC_{nrm}) and ‖ ‖μ̂j_{h+1} ‖ ‖ 1 ≤ C_{nrm} + ε_{relax} ≤ 2C_{nrm}), it follows that the vectors

(μ̃^j_{h+1})^m_{j=1} satisfy Item 3 with bound ε_{apx}(1 + √ 2) ≤ 3ε_{apx}.

The claim follows.

Finally, we note that by decreasing the parameters ε_{apx}, ε_{neg} that are passed to Lemma 5.2 by a factor of 3, we can ensure that the solution (μ̂^j_{h+1})^m_{j=1} to (104) is in fact a (ε_{apx}, ε_{neg}, C_{nrm})-emulator (see Remark 5.3).

D Reducing sparse linear regression to policy learning

In this appendix, we show that the boundedness assumption on the reward vector in our definition of a sparse linear MDP (Definition 2.3) is necessary for statistically and computationally efficient learning, barring breakthroughs in sparse linear regression. In particular, we show that even for the special case H = 1 (i.e. sparse contextual bandits), polynomial dependence on the bound is necessary. The reduction is likely not novel, but we include it for completeness.

Suppose that there is an algorithm H that, for any ϵ > 0, for any d-dimensional k-sparse linear MDP (Definition 2.4) with A actions and horizon H = 1, where the (sparse) reward vector satisfies ‖θ_1‖_1 ≤ B, learns a policy π with suboptimality at most ϵ using N(d, k, A, B, ϵ) samples and T (d, k, A, B, ϵ) runtime, with high probability (omitting the dependence on failure probability for simplicity). We do not make any assumption about the representation of the policy, other than that it be efficiently queryable: for any given state x, one can compute π(x) (or more generally, for a stochastic policy π, draw a sample from π(x)) in time T (d, k, A, B, ϵ).

We consider an instance of noiseless sparse linear regression of the following form. Let D ∈ Δ([−1, 1]^d) be a known covariate distribution (i.e., so that we can draw an arbitrary number of unlabelled samples from it). Fix some unknown k-sparse vector w^⋆ ∈ R^d with ‖w^⋆‖_1 ≤ B and ⟨x, w^⋆⟩ ∈ [0, 1] for all x ∈ supp(D). We are given m independent labelled samples (x^i, y^i)^m_{i=1} where x^i ∼ D and y^i = ⟨w^⋆, x^i⟩ ∈ [0, 1]. Our goal is to find ŵ ∈ R^d approximately minimizing the out-of-sample prediction error E_{x∼D} ⟨w^⋆ − ŵ, x⟩^2.

Preliminary notation. Fix ε_{disc} > 0. Define a horizon-1 linear MDP M^{w⋆} = (1, X , A, P_1, ϕ, θ^{w⋆}_1 ) as follows. Let the set of states be X := supp(D) ⊆ [−1, 1]^d, and let the set of actions be A := {0, ε_{disc}, 2ε_{disc}, . . . , 1}. Define the feature mapping ϕ : X × A → R(^{d2})^{+d+1} as follows: (x, a) → ϕ(x, a) := (1 − a^2, ax_1, . . . , ax_d, x^2_1, x_1x_2, . . . , x^2_d). Let the initial distribution be P_1 := D. Finally, let the reward vector be

θ^{w⋆}_1 := (1, 2w^⋆_1 , . . . , 2w^⋆_d, −(w^⋆_1 )^2, −2w^⋆_1 w^⋆_2, . . . , −(w^⋆_d)^2)

so that ⟨ϕ(x, a), θ^{w⋆}_1 ⟩ = 1 − (⟨w^⋆, x⟩ − a)^2 for any (x, a) ∈ X × A. Note that M is a (_d 2 ) + d + 1- dimensional (_k 2 ) +k+1-sparse linear MDP with 1/ε_{disc} actions and horizon 1, and we have ‖ θ^{w⋆}_1 ‖ 1 ≤ (B + 1)^2 by definition of θ^{w⋆}_1 and the fact that ‖w^⋆‖_1 ≤ B. Also, there is a policy with expected reward at least 1 − ε^2_{disc}: namely, the map x → ε_{disc}⌊⟨w^⋆, x⟩/ε_{disc}⌋.

Reduction. We can now define our sparse linear regression algorithm. We invoke the algorithm H with error parameter ε^2_{disc}, and simulate interaction with M^{w⋆} using the samples (x^i, y^i)^m_{i=1}. In particular, at the beginning of an episode we give H a new covariate x^i ∼ D. Then H chooses an action a, and we return 1 − (y^i − a)^2. Note that this reward is equal to ⟨ϕ(x^i, a), θ^{w⋆}_1 ⟩, as desired. Also, it’s clear that given x and a we can compute ϕ(x, a). Thus, so long as N( (_d 2 ) + d + 1, (_k 2 ) + k + 1, ε^{−1}_{disc}, (B + 1)^2, ε^2_{disc}) ≤ m, we have that H produces a policy π̂ with suboptimality at most ε^2_{disc}, in time at most T ( (_d 2 ) + d + 1, (_k 2 ) + k + 1, ε^{−1}_{disc}, (B + 1)^2, ε^2_{disc}). As a result, π̂ satisfies the bound

E_{x∼D} E_{a∼π̂(x)} (⟨w^⋆, x⟩ − a)^2 ≤ 2ε^2_{disc}.

We now draw n := poly(d, ε^{−1}_{disc}, B) unlabeled samples (x̃^j )^n_{j=1} independently from D, and for each j ∈ [n] draw a^j ∼ π̂(x̃^j ). (Note that we use here that D is known and efficiently sampleable, which allows us to draw many samples from it without incurring a larger sample complexity cost.) Finally, we compute

ŵ := arg min w∈R^d, ‖w‖_2≤B 1 n n∑ j=1 (⟨w, x^j ⟩ − a^j)^2. Standard concentration arguments give that E_{x∼D} ⟨w^⋆ − ŵ, x⟩^2 ≤ 3ε^2_{disc} with high probability, as desired. Setting ϵ := 3ε^2_{disc}, we get that this algorithm computes a regressor ŵ with prediction error at most ϵ, with high probability. Moreover, it uses N(O(d^2), O(k^2), O(ϵ^{−1/2}), O(B^2 + 1), O(ϵ)) samples and poly(d, ϵ^{−1/2}, B) · T (O(d^2), O(k^2), ϵ^{−1/2}, B^2 + 1, ϵ^{−1}) time.

Consequences. Our algorithm for learning sparse linear MDPs with the above parameter bounds has sample complexity poly(k, A, H, B, ϵ^{−1}, log d) and time complexity poly(d, A, H, B, ϵ^{−1}). Ignoring computational efficiency, it’s possible to achieve sample complexity poly(k, A, H, ϵ^{−1}, log dB), i.e. with a much weaker dependence on the norm bound B [JKA^+17]. However, in the above sparse linear regression setting, there is no known computationally efficient algorithm that achieves better than polynomial dependence on B in the sample complexity (even when the covariate distribution D is known, and the sample complexity only measures labelled samples).^{12} The above reduction implies that this same dependence may be necessary in the reinforcement learning setting as well.

Remark D.1. The above reduction only pertains to the norm of the reward vector, not the norm of the “cumulative transitions” ∑ x∈X μ_h(x). Of course, when H = 1 there are no transitions. But by considering H = 2, one can show that the norm bound on the cumulative transitions is necessary as well. In particular, rather than simulating interaction with the horizon-1 linear MDP M^{w⋆} , we simulate interaction with a horizon-2 linear MDP where at step 2 there are two states r_1 and r_0, which have deterministic rewards 1 and 0 respectively. Essentially, θ^{w⋆}_1 now defines μ_2(r_1), and we define μ_2(r_0) so that all probabilities sum to 1. This can be done by augmenting ϕ(x, a) with an additional feature a^2. We omit the details.

12See e.g. the discussion after Theorem 7.20 in [Wai19] on rates achieved by Lasso under various conditions. The “fast rate” sample complexity has no dependence on B (and better dependence on the desired prediction error) but requires the covariate distribution D to satisfy a restricted eigenvalue condition. The “slow rate” sample complexity holds for any sub-Gaussian covariate distribution, but has polynomial dependence on B. No computationally efficient algorithm is known to achieve the fast rate without a restricted eigenvalue condition.

To be clear, the majority of the literature on sparse linear regression studies the more general setting where D is unknown. However, even when D is partially or completely known, significant algorithmic challenges remain [KKMR22, KKMR23], and removing the restricted eigenvalue condition seems out-of-reach of current techniques. On a similar note, our assumptions above that D has bounded support, and that ⟨x, w^⋆⟩ ∈ [0, 1] for all x ∈ supp(D), are somewhat non-standard. However, since they do not preclude the types of constructions that seem hard for current algorithms (e.g. where the covariates contain a sparse approximate linear dependence, and w^⋆ is a large vector in the direction of this dependence), it’s unclear whether these assumptions make the problem any easier. In fact, we would not be surprised if the general setting where D is sub-Gaussian (but still known) can be reduced to our setting.

See also [ZWJ14, GL20], which prove lower bounds for the more challenging problem of outputting a sparse estimator, for related discussion.

E Details for decision tree block MDPs

In this appendix, we show that decision tree block MDPs, as introduced in Section 1.3, are sparse linear MDPs with known feature mapping but unknown sparsity pattern. Corollary 1.3 (stated formally below as Corollary E.4) then follows immediately from Theorem 8.1.

E.1 Preliminaries on block MDPs.

We first formally define block MDPs [DKJ^+19].

Definition E.1 (Block MDP (BMDP)). Let M be an MDP with state space X , action space A, horizon H, initial distribution P_1 ∈ Δ(X ), transition distributions P_h : X × A → Δ(A), and rewards r_h : X × A → [0, 1]. For a set S and a mapping ρ^⋆ : X → S, we say that that M is a block MDP (BMDP) with latent state space S and decoding function ρ^⋆ if the following holds: for each h ∈ [H − 1], there are latent transition distributions P̃_h : S × A → Δ(S) and emission distributions Õ_{h+1} : S → Δ(X ), and for each h ∈ [H] there is a latent reward function r̃_h : S × A → [0, 1], so that for all x, x^′ ∈ X and a ∈ A,

• P_h(x^′|x, a) = P̃_h(ρ^⋆(x^′)|ρ^⋆(x), a)Õ_{h+1} (x^′|ρ^⋆(x^′)), and

• r_h(x, a) = r̃_h(ρ^⋆(x), a).

Moreover, it is required that for all distinct s, s^′ ∈ S, the supports of Õ_{h+1} (·|s) and Õ_{h+1} (·|s^′) are disjoint.

The decoding function ρ^⋆, latent transitions P̃_h, emissions Õ_{h+1} , and latent reward functions r̃_h are unknown to the learning algorithm. However, the following realizability assumption is made:

Assumption E.2 (Realizability for BMDPs). For some known class Φ ⊂ (X → S), we have that ρ^⋆ ∈ Φ.

All prior work in the literature assumes some type of oracle to access the class Φ: for instance, [MCK^+21, ZSU^+22] assume access to an oracle which can solve max-min problems where the maximization is over ϕ ∈ Φ as well as a discriminator class defined in terms of Φ, and the minimization is over linear weight vectors. The oracle in [MFR23] only requires minimizing over ϕ ∈ Φ, but (as discussed further in Section 1.4) is required to be proper, i.e., to output an element of Φ, and is not known to be efficiently implementable for essentially any interesting concrete classes.

E.2 Learning decision tree BMDPs

Decision tree BMDPs. We next introduce a concrete set of decoding functions Φ for which we can establish end-to-end computationally efficient learning algorithms for the corresponding family of BMDPs. Fix n, s ∈ N, and let Φ_{n,s} be the class of functions ϕ : {0, 1}^n → [s] that can be expressed as depth-log(s) decision trees, where, for example, depth-1 decision trees are functions of the form ρ(x) = { s_0 if x_j = 0 s_1 if x_j = 1 for s_0, s_1 ∈ [s] and j ∈ [n], and more generally, a depth-k decision tree is a function of the form ρ(x) = { ψ^0(x) if x_j = 0 ψ^1(x) if x_j = 1

for depth-(k − 1) decision trees ψ^0, ψ^1 and j ∈ [n].

Definition E.3 (Decision tree BMDP). For n, s ∈ N, let M be an MDP with state space X = {0, 1}^n, action space A, and horizon H ∈ N. We say that M is an (n, s)-decision tree BMDP if it is a BMDP (Definition E.1) with latent state space S = [s] and some decoding function ρ^⋆ ∈ Φ_{n,s}.

It is straightforward to see that log |Φ_{n,s}| ≤ O(s log n), and therefore numerous existing results in the literature [JKA^+17, JLM21, ZJD22, MBFR23] imply that there is an algorithm that requires poly(A, H, s, log n, 1/ϵ) samples and which outputs an ϵ-optimal policy. However, the best known computational cost of any such algorithm was at least n^{O(s)} (see e.g. the discussion in [MCK^+21, Section 7], which likely also applies to [ZSU^+22]). In constrast, as a corollary of our results, we get an algorithm whose computational cost scales only as n^{O(log s)} (without sacrificing sampleefficiency).

Clause feature mapping. To apply Theorem 8.1, we need to show that decision tree BMDPs are a special case of sparse linear MDPs. To do so, let C_{n,s} be the set of Boolean conjunctions of length log(s) in the variables x_1, . . . , x_n (e.g. x_1 ∧ ¬x_3 ∧ x_4 is a conjunction of length three). Note that |C_{n,s}| ≤ (_{2n} log s ) . We define a feature mapping ϕ^{DT(n,s)} : {0, 1}^n × A → R^{|Cn,s |·|A|}. Each feature vector is indexed by clauses C ∈ C_{n,a} and actions a ∈ A. For a clause C ∈ C_{n,s} and action a ∈ A, we define the component of ϕ^{DT(n,s)} corresponding to (C, a), namely ϕ^{DT(n,s)}_{(C,a)} : {0, 1}^n × A → R, by ϕ^{DT(n,s)} (C,a) (x ′, a^′) := 1[(C(x^′) = True) ∧ (a = a^′)]. (105)

Note that for any given x^′ ∈ X , a^′ ∈ A, one can evaluate ϕ^{DT(n,s)}(x^′, a^′) in time n^{O(log s)} · |A|. We are now ready to formally state our main result regarding efficient learnability of decision tree BMDPs:

Corollary E.4 (Formal version of Corollary 1.3). Let n, s, A, H ∈ N and ϵ, δ > 0. Let M be a block MDP on {0, 1}^n with (unknown) decoding function ρ^⋆ ∈ Φ_{n,s}. Then with probability at least 1 − δ, POEM(ϵ, δ) with feature mapping ϕ^{DT} outputs a policy with suboptimality at most ϵ. Moreover, the sample complexity of the algorithm is poly(s, A, H, ϵ^{−1}, log(n/δ)), and the time complexity is poly(n^{log s}, A, H, ϵ^{−1}, log(1/δ)).

Proposition E.5. Let n, s ∈ N, and let M be an (n, s)-decision tree BMDP. Then M is a sA-sparse linear MDP with bound s (Definition 2.3), where the feature mapping is ϕ^{DT(n,s)}.

Proof. Let ρ^⋆ ∈ Φ_{n,s} be the decoding function for M, and let P̃_h and r̃_h denote the latent transitions and latent rewards respectively, as per Definitions E.1 and E.3. Since ρ^⋆ can be expressed as a depth-log(s) decision tree, there are conjunctions C_1, . . . , C_s ∈ C and latent states g_1, . . . , g_s ∈ [s] such that for every x ∈ {0, 1}^n, there is exactly one i ∈ [s] with C_i(x) = True, and moreover ρ^⋆(x) = g_i.

Now for any h ∈ [H − 1] and x^′ ∈ X , we define the vector μ_{h+1}(x^′) ∈ R^{|C|×|A|} by

μ_{h+1}(x^′)_{(C,a)} := O_{h+1} (x^′|ρ^⋆(x^′)) · s∑ i=1 1[C = C_i]P̃_h(ρ^⋆(x^′)|g_i, a).

Then for any h ∈ [H − 1], x, x^′ ∈ X , and a ∈ A, we can observe that

⟨ϕ^{DT(n,s)}(x, a), μ_{h+1}(x^′)⟩ = Õ_{h+1} (x^′|ρ^⋆(x^′)) · s∑ i=1 ∑ a^′∈A ϕ^{DT(n,s)} (C_i,a^′) (x, a) P̃_h(ρ^⋆(x^′)|g_i, a^′)

= Õ_{h+1} (x^′|ρ^⋆(x^′)) · s∑ i=1 ∑ a^′∈A 1 [C_i(x) = True] 1[a^′ = a]P̃_h(ρ^⋆(x^′)|g_i, a^′)

= Õ_{h+1} (x^′|ρ^⋆(x^′)) · s∑ i=1 1 [C_i(x) = True] P̃_h(ρ^⋆(x^′)|g_i, a)

= Õ_{h+1} (x^′|ρ^⋆(x^′)) · P̃_h(ρ^⋆(x^′)|ρ^⋆(x), a) = P_h(x^′|x, a)

where the first two equalities are by the definitions of μ_{h+1}(x^′) and ϕ^{DT(n,s)}(x, a) respectively, the fourth equality is by the representation of ρ^⋆ described above, and the final equality is by Definition E.3.

Next, for any h ∈ [H], we define the vector θ_h ∈ R^{|C|×|A|} by

(θ_h)_{(C,a)} := s∑ i=1 1[C = C_i]r̃_h(g_i, a).

Similar to above, we can compute that for any h ∈ [H], x ∈ X , and a ∈ A, ⟨ϕ^{DT(n,s)}(x, a), θ_h⟩ = s∑ i=1 1 [C_i(x) = True] r̃_h(g_i, a) = r̃_h(ρ^⋆(x), a) = r_h(x, a)

as desired. Thus, the transitions and rewards are linear in ϕ^{DT(n,s)}. It’s clear by definition that the vectors (μ_{h+1}(x^′))_{h∈[H−1],x}′_{∈X} and (θ_h)_{h∈[H]} have common support of size at most sA. It only remains to bound the norms of the vectors. Indeed, for any h ∈ [H − 1] and x^′ ∈ X , it’s clear that ‖μ_{h+1}(x^′)‖_∞ ≤ O_{h+1} (x^′|ρ^⋆(x^′)). Thus, ∑ x^′∈X ‖ μ_{h+1}(x^′) ‖ ∞ ≤ ∑ x^′∈X O_{h+1} (x^′|ρ^⋆(x^′)) = s∑ i=1 ∑ x^′∈X :ρ^⋆(x^′)=i O_{h+1} (x^′|i) = s.

Similarly, it’s clear that ‖θ_h‖_∞ ≤ 1 for all h ∈ [H]. Finally, the fact that ‖ϕ^{DT(n,s)}(x, a)‖_∞ ≤ 1 for all x ∈ X , a ∈ A is immediate from the definition.

Now Corollary E.4 is immediate from Theorem 8.1 with ambient dimension d := n^{O(log s)} and sparsity k := sA.

F Computational lower bounds for block MDPs

In this section, we state a (previously unwritten) result due to Sitan Chen, Fred Koehler, Morris Yau, and the second author. The result is that there is a family of block MDPs (BMDPs), defined by an explicit decoding function class Φ, such that the time complexity of any learning algorithm must scale nearly polynomially in |Φ|, assuming the hardness of learning noisy parity [BKW03] (a standard conjecture in learning theory). In contrast, the optimal sample complexity for learning this family of BMDPs only scales with log |Φ|.

We first describe the hard family of BMDPs. Fix n ∈ N. For any vector w^⋆ ∈ {0, 1}^n, we define an MDP M(w^⋆) with horizon H = 2, action set A = {0, 1}, and state space X = {0, 1}^n ∪ {s_0, s_1}. The initial state distribution is uniform over {0, 1}^n ⊂ X . All rewards at step h = 1 are 0, and the rewards at step h = 2 are given by r_2(x, a) = 1 [x = s_1]. Finally, the transitions are parametrized by w^⋆, as follows: for x ∈ X , a ∈ A, we define

P_1(s_1|x, a) = 1 3 + 1 3 1 [⟨x, w^⋆⟩ ≡ a (mod 2)] , P_1(s_0|x, a) = 1 − P_1(s_1|x, a).

Each MDP M(w^⋆) is a block MDP with latent state space S = {0, 1}, and with decoding function given by ρ^⋆(x) = ρ_w⋆ (x), where we define, for w ∈ {0, 1}^n,

ρ_w(x) := ⟨x, w⟩ (mod 2) : x ∈ {0, 1}^n 0 : x = s_0 1 : x = s_1.

Note that the latent state transitions and emission distributions of this block MDP do not depend on w^⋆, and are given as follows (using the notation of Definition E.1):

P̃_1(s^′|s, a) = 1 3 + 1 3 · 1 [ s = s^′ ] ∀a ∈ A, s ∈ S Õ_2 (s_s|s) = 1 ∀s ∈ S.

The true decoding function ρ^⋆ is contained in the function class Φ := {ρ_w(x) : w ∈ {0, 1}^n}, which has size 2^n. Thus, a near-optimal policy can be found with sample complexity poly(n) (e.g., [JKA^+17, JLM21, DKL^+21]). However, there is likely no computationally efficient learning algorithm:

Proposition F.1. Suppose that improperly PAC learning a parity function over the uniform distribution on {0, 1}^n with noise level 1/3 and constant advantage δ ∈ (0, 1/2) requires time exp(n^{Ω(1)}). Then for any ϵ ∈ (0, 1/6 − δ/3], any algorithm that learns an ϵ-near optimal policy in the family of block MDPs M = {M(w) : w ∈ {0, 1}^n} also requires time exp(n^{Ω(1)}).

Proof. The problem of PAC learning noisy parity functions (with noise level 1/3) can be reduced to that of finding a near-optimal policy in the class M of BMDPs. This follows because an interaction with M(w^⋆) can be simulated using a noisy parity sample (x, y), i.e. where x ∼ unif({0, 1}^n) and y ∈ {0, 1} satisfies Pr[y ≡ ⟨x, w^⋆⟩ (mod 2)] = 2/3. Moreover, any policy π : X → Δ({0, 1}) has expected reward^1_3 +^1_3 Pr_{x∼{0,1}}n [π(x) ≡ ⟨x, w^⋆⟩ (mod 2)]. Thus, finding a policy with constant suboptimality ϵ ∈ (0, 1/6) gives, in the same running time, a (possibly improper) predictor with constant advantage at predicting ⟨x, w^⋆⟩ mod 2.

We remark that the best-known algorithm for learning parity functions from noisy samples has time complexity exp(Ω(n/ log n)) [BKW03].

Remark F.2. Proposition F.1 relies on hardness of improper learning, i.e. the problem of finding any predictor π such that Pr_{x∼{0,1}}n [π(x) ≡ ⟨x, w^⋆⟩ (mod 2)] ≥ 1/2 + δ for some constant δ > 0. However, by self-reducibility of parity functions, this is equivalent to hardness of proper learning (up to polynomial factors), i.e. the problem of finding w ∈ {0, 1}^n such that Pr_{x∼{0,1}}n [⟨x, w⟩ ≡ ⟨x, w^⋆⟩ (mod 2)] ≥ 1/2 + δ^′, for some (possibly different) constant δ^′ > 0.

Remark F.3. The above reduction also straightforwardly extends to any function class Φ of maps ϕ : {0, 1}^n → {0, 1}, providing a direct reduction from supervising learning to reinforcement learning in block MDPs with two latent states and decoding function class Φ. If the improper learning problem is computationally hard for Φ (as is believed to be the case for many concrete classes even when log |Φ| = poly(n)), then there is no hope for solving the corresponding reinforcement learning problem in a computationally efficient manner.

Remark F.4 (Computational-statistical gaps in RL). Since, as we have remarked above, the class M can be learned statistically efficiently (i.e., with poly(n) samples), Proposition F.1 yields a computational-statistical gap in reinforcement learning. Such gaps have recently been shown [KLLM22, LMK^+23], using a much more involved technique, for the problem of learning a nearoptimal policy in the class of MDPs for which Q^⋆(x, a) and V^⋆(x) are assumed to be linear functions of known features.