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Abstract

Sample-efficient offline reinforcement learning (RL) with linear function approx-
imation has recently been studied extensively. Much of prior work has yielded the
minimax-optimal bound of (7)(\/—1?), with K being the number of episodes in the offline
data. In this work, we seek to understand instance-dependent bounds for offline
RL with function approximation. We present an algorithm called Bootstrapped and
Constrained Pessimistic Value Iteration (BCP-VI), which leverages data bootstrapping
and constrained optimization on top of pessimism. We show that under a partial data
coverage assumption, that of concentrability with respect to an optimal policy, the
proposed algorithm yields a fast rate of (’5(%) for offline RL when there is a positive gap
in the optimal Q-value functions, even when the offline data were adaptively collected.
Moreover, when the linear features of the optimal actions in the states reachable by an
optimal policy span those reachable by the behavior policy and the optimal actions
are unique, offline RL achieves absolute zero sub-optimality error when K exceeds
a (finite) instance-dependent threshold. To the best of our knowledge, these are the
first (7)(%) bound and absolute zero sub-optimality bound respectively for offline RL
with linear function approximation from adaptive data with partial coverage. We also
provide instance-agnostic and instance-dependent information-theoretical lower bounds
to complement our upper bounds.
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1 Introduction

We consider the problem of offline reinforcement learning (offline RL), where the goal is to
learn an optimal policy from a fixed dataset generated by some unknown behavior policy
(Lange et al., 2012; Levine et al., 2020). The offline RL problem has recently attracted much
attention from the research community. It provides a practical setting where logged datasets
are abundant but exploring the environment can be costly due to computational, economic,
or ethical reasons. It finds applications in a number of important domains including
healthcare (Gottesman et al., 2019; Nie et al., 2021), recommendation systems (Strehl
et al., 2010; Thomas et al., 2017; Zhang et al., 2022a), econometrics (Kitagawa & Tetenov,
2018; Athey & Wager, 2021), and more.

A large body of literature is devoted to providing generalization bounds for offline rein-
forcement learning with linear function approximation, wherein the reward and transition
probability functions are parameterized as linear functions of a given feature mapping.
For such linear MDPs, Jin et al. (2021) present a pessimistic value iteration (PEVI)
algorithm and show that it is sample-efficient. In particular, Jin et al. (2021) provide a
sample complexity bound for PEVI such that under the assumption that each trajectory is
independently sampled and the behaviour policy is uniformly explorative in all dimensions

of the feature mapping, the complexity bound improves to @(ds\/;fHQ) where d is the di-
mension of the feature mapping, H is the episode length, and K is the number of episodes
in the offline data. In a follow-up work, Xiong et al. (2022); Yin et al. (2022) leverage
variance reduction (to derive a variance-aware bound) and data-splitting (to circumvent
the uniform concentration argument) to further improve the result in Jin et al. (2021)
by a factor of O(VdH). Xie et al. (2021) propose a pessimistic framework with general
function approximation, and their bound improves that of Jin et al. (2021) by a factor of
v/d when the action space is finite, and the function approximation is linear. Uehara &
Sun (2021) also obtain the \/17 rate for offline RL with general function approximation,
but like Xie et al. (2021), their results are, in general, not computationally tractable as
they require an optimization subroutine over a general function class. Although the \/%
rate is minimax-optimal, in practice, assuming a worst-case setting is too pessimistic.
Indeed, several empirical works suggest that in such natural settings, we can learn at a



rate that is much faster than \/% (e.g., see Figure 1). We argue that to circumvent these
lower bounds and explain the rates we observe in practical settings, we should consider
the intrinsic instance-dependent structure of the underlying MDP. Furthermore, existing

works establishing the the minimax-optimal ﬁ rate still require a strong assumption

of uniform feature coverage and trajectory independence. ! This motivates us to study
tighter instance-dependent bounds for offline RL with the mildest data coverage condition
possible.

Instance/gap-dependent bounds have been extensively studied in online bandit and
reinforcement learning literature (Simchowitz & Jamieson, 2019; Yang et al., 2021; Xu
et al., 2021; He et al., 2021). These works typically rely on an instance-dependent quantity,
such as the minimum positive sub-optimality gap between an optimal action and the
sub-optimal ones. However, to the best of our knowledge, it is still largely unclear how
to leverage such an instance-dependent structure to improve offline RL, especially due
to the unique challenge of distributional shift in offline RL as compared to the online
case. A few recent works (Hu et al., 2021b; Wang et al., 2022) give gap-dependent bounds
for offline RL; however, these works either require a strong uniform feature coverage
assumption or only work for tabular MDPs. In addition, they require that the trajectories
are collected independently across episodes — an assumption that is not very realistic
as the data might have been collected by some online learning algorithms that interact
with the MDPs (Fu et al., 2020). We are unaware of any existing work that leverages an
instance/gap-dependent structure for offline RL with adaptive data and linear function
approximation, which motivates the following question we consider in this paper.

Can we derive instance/gap-dependent bounds for offline RL with linear representations?

We answer the above question affirmatively and thus narrow the literature gap that were
discussed in the recent work of Wang et al. (2022). In particular, we use A, to denote
the minimum positive sub-optimality gap between the optimal action and the sub-optimal
ones (Simchowitz & Jamieson, 2019; Yang et al., 2021; He et al., 2021). The larger the
Anmin, the faster we can learn in an online setting since the actions with larger rewards are
likely to be optimal, thereby reducing the time needed for exploration. Similarly, offline
learning with uniform data coverage can benefit from the gap information as the entire
state-action space is already fully explored by the offline policy (Hu et al., 2021b). However,
it remains elusive as how an offline learner can benefit from the gap information where the
learner cannot explore the environment anymore, and the offline data does not fully cover
the state-action space.
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Figure 1: A comparison of BCP-VI with its non-pessimistic variant (i.e., 8 = 0, where [ is
defined at line 7 of Algorithm 1). The plots show the sub-optimality of 4% returned by
Algorithm 1 for K € [1,...,1000] and various values of episode lengths H € {20, 30, 50,80}.



Algorithm Condition Upper Bound | Lower Bound Data
PEVI Uniform @) (Hf/‘%/z) Q (\/%) Independent
OPC Adaptive
BCP-VI OPC, Ain Adaptive
OPC, A,in, UO-SF, K > k* Adaptive
OPC Adaptive
BCP-VTR

OPC, Anin Adaptive

Table 1: Bounds on the sub-optimality of offline RL with linear function approximation
under different conditions and data coverage assumptions. Cells in gray are our contri-
butions. The results in the first line were obtained in Jin et al. (2021) under “sufficient”
data coverage. Here, K is the number of episodes in the offline dataset, d is the dimension
of the known linear mapping, H is the episode length, OPC stands for optimal policy
concentrability (Assumption 4.1), k. = maxye(g] kn Where iy, is the OPC coefficient de-
fined in Assumption 4.2, Kpin = Mminye(g) Kp, k* is defined in Eq. (2), “Uniform” means
uniform data coverage, “Independent” and “Adaptive” mean the episodes of the offline data
were collected independently and adaptively, respectively, and UO-SF stands for unique
optimality and spanning features in Assumption 4.4. BCP-VTR is a model-based offline
RL method for linear mixture MDPs which is presented in Section D.

Our Contributions

We propose a novel bootstrapped and constrained pessimistic value iteration (BCP-VI)
algorithm to leverage the gap information for an offline learner under partial data coverage,
adaptive data, and linear function approximation. The key idea is to apply constrained
optimization to the pessimistic value iteration (PEVI) algorithm of Jin et al. (2021) to
ensure that each policy estimate has the same support as the behaviour policy. We then
repeatedly apply the resulting algorithm to a sequence of partial splits bootstrapped from
the original data to form an ensemble of policy estimates. Our key contributions are:

1. We show that BCP-VI adapts to the instance-dependent quantity, A, to achieve
a fast rate of O(%) where K is the number of episodes in the offline data. Our
result holds under the single-policy concentration coverage even when the offline data
were adaptively collected.

2. As a byproduct, we also derive strong data-adaptive bounds for offline RL with
linear function approximation under the single-policy concentrability assumption,
which readily turns into a \/LF bound with the single-policy concentration coefficients

(without the gap information).

3. Under an additional condition that the linear features for optimal actions in states
reachable by the behavior policy span those in states reachable by an optimal policy,
we show that the policies returned by BCP-VI obtain an absolute zero sub-optimality
when K is larger than some problem-dependent constant.

!The only exception is Jin et al. (2021), but their bound is generic, and they do not show if they can
achieve a rate of \/LF under a partial data coverage assumption.
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4. We accompany our main result with information-theoretic lower bounds, which show
that our gap-dependent bounds for offline RL are nearly optimal up to a polylog
factor in terms of K and Apj,. We summarize our results in Table 1.

2 Related Work

Offline RL with (linear) function approximation. While there has been much focus
on provably efficient RL under linear function approximation, Jin et al. (2021) were the
first to show that pessimistic value iteration is provably efficient for offline linear MDPs.
Xiong et al. (2022) and Yin et al. (2022) improve upon Jin et al. (2021) by leveraging
variance reduction and data splitting. Xie et al. (2021) consider a Bellman-consistency
assumption with general function approximation, which improves the bound of Jin et al.
(2021) by a factor of v/d when realized to finite action spaces and linear MDPs. On the
other hand, Wang et al. (2020) study the statistical hardness of offline RL with linear
representation, suggesting that only realizability and strong uniform data coverage are
insufficient for sample-efficient offline RL. Beyond linearity, the sample complexity of offline
RL were studied with general, nonparametric or parametric, function approximation, either
based on Fitted-Q Iteration (FQI) (Munos & Szepesvari, 2008; Le et al., 2019; Chen &
Jiang, 2019; Duan et al., 2021a,b; Hu et al., 2021b,a; Nguyen-Tang et al., 2022b; Ji et al.,
2022) or pessimism principle (Uehara & Sun, 2021; Nguyen-Tang et al., 2022a; Jin et al.,
2021). However, all of the results above yield a worst-case bound of ﬁ without taking
into account the structure of a problem instance.

Instance-dependent bounds for offline RL. The gap assumption (Assumption 4.3)
has been studied extensively in online RL (Bubeck & Cesa-Bianchi, 2012; Lattimore &
Szepesvari, 2020), yielding gap-dependent logarithmic regret bounds for bandits, tabular
MDPs (Yang et al., 2021) and MDPs with linear representation (He et al., 2021). In online
RL, when learning MDPs with linear rewards, under an additional assumption that the
linear features of optimal actions span the space of the linear features of all actions (Papini
et al., 2021a), we can bound the regret by a constant. However, instance-dependent
results for offline RL are still sparse and limited, mainly due to the unique challenge of
distributional-shift in offline RL. There are only two instance-dependent works that we are
aware of in the context of offline RL. The work of Hu et al. (2021b) establishes a relationship
between pointwise error rate of an estimate of @* and the rate of the resulting policy
in Fitted Q-Iteration (FQI) and Bellman residual minimization under (a probabilistic
version of) the minimum positive sub-optimality gap. Hu et al. (2021b) showed that
under the uniform feature coverage, i.e. Amin (E(sh,ah)Nd;j [gf)h(sh, ap)on(sh, ah)T]) > 0 and
the assumption that gap information is uniformly bounded away from zero with high
probability, i.e. sup, Psoqr(0 < A(s) < J) < (§/p)” for some constants dp > 0, a € [0, 0]
and any ¢ > 0, FQI yields a rate of (’)(%) in linear MDP and O(e~¥) in tabular MDP,
respectively. A more recent work of Wang et al. (2022) obtained gap-dependent bounds
for offline RL; however, the results and technique (i.e. so-called the deficit thresholding
technique) are limited only to independent data and tabular settings.

Offline RL from adaptive data. A common assumption for sample-efficient guarantees
of offline RL is the assumption that the trajectories of different episodes are collected
independently. However, it is quite common in practice that offline data is collected
adaptively, for example, using contextual bandits, Q-learning, and optimistic value iteration.
Thus, it is natural to study sample-efficient RL from adaptive data. Most initial results
with adaptive data are for offline contextual bandits (Zhan et al., 2021a,b; Nguyen-Tang
et al., 2022a; Zhang et al., 2021). Pessimistic value iteration (PEVI) (Jin et al., 2021)



works in linear MDP for the general data compliance assumption (see (Jin et al., 2021,
Definition 2.1)), which is essentially equivalent to assuming that the data were adaptively
collected. However, when deriving the explicit \/% bound of their algorithm, they made
the assumption that the trajectories are independent (see their Corollary 4.6). The recent
work of Wang et al. (2022) derives a gap-dependent bound for offline tabular MDP but
still requires that trajectories are collected independently.

3 Problem Setting

Episodic time-inhomogenous Markov decision processes (MDPs). A finite-horizon
Markov decision process (MDP) is denoted as the tuple M = (S, A,P,r, H,d;), where
S is an arbitrary state space, A is an arbitrary action space, H the episode length, and
dy the initial state distribution. A time-inhomogeneous transition kernel P = {P,}2_ |
where Pj, : § x A — P(S) (where P(S) denotes the set of probability measures over S)
maps each state-action pair (sp,ap) to a probability distribution Py (:|sp, ap) (with the
corresponding density function pp(+|sp,ap) with respect to the Lebesgue measure p on
S), and 7 = {rp}L, where rj, : S x A — [0, 1] is the mean reward function at step h. A
policy m = {m, }fL| assigns each state s;, € S to a probability distribution, 7 (+|s), over
the action space and induces a random trajectory si,ai1,7r1,...,SH,0H,TH, SH+1 Where
s1 ~dy, ap ~ mh(:|Sh), She1 ~ Pr(:|sh,ap).

V-values and )-values. For any policy 7, the V-value function V" € RS and the Q-
value function QF € RS*4 are defined as: Q7 (s,a) = B[S 1, re|sn = s,a5 = a], V{7 (s) =
Eqmr(1s)[@F (5, a)]. Wealso define (P,V)(s,a) := Eg p, (s,a)[V ()], (ThV)(s,a) := rp(s, a)+
(PnV)(s,a), We have: Qf = TV}, (the Bellman equation), V;™(s) = Eqr(.|s)[QF (s, a)],
Qy = TiV),, (the Bellman optimality equation), and V*(s) = maxqc4 Qj(s,a). Let
7 = {7} }he(m) be any deterministic, optimal policy, i.e., 7" € argmax, Q™ and de-
note v* = v™ . Moreover, let th’7r be the marginal state-visitation density for policy
7 at step h with respect to the Lebesgue measure p on S, ie., [ dﬁd’”(sh)p(dsh) =
P (sn € Bldy, 7, P). We overload the notation dy""(sp,an) = di"™ (sp)m(an|sy) for the

state-action visitation density when the context is clear. We abbreviate th’* = dﬁ/l’ﬂ*.

Let ‘S'}/LV(’Tr = {sp : dﬁ/l’ﬂ(sh) > 0} and S.Ai:/”r = {(sn,an) : déw’ﬂ(sh,ah) > 0} be the
set of feasible states and feasible state-action pairs, respectively at step A under policy
m. Denote by S/LM = U,TS}/LVI’Tr and S.A,/Z” = UW‘S’AiL\/l’7r the set of all feasible states and
feasible state-action pairs, respectively at step h. When the underlying MDP is clear, we
drop the superscript M in dM7™, dM* SM7 and SAM™ to become d~, d*, S, and SA™
respectively. We assume bounded marginal state(-action) visitation density functions and
without loss of generality, we assume d7 (sp, ap) < 1,V(h, sp, ap, 7).

Linear MDPs. When the state space is large or continuous, we often use a parametric
representation for value functions or transition kernels. A standard parametric represen-
tation is linear models with given feature maps. In this paper, we consider such linear
representation with the linear MDP (Yang & Wang, 2019; Jin et al., 2020) where the
transition kernel and the rewards are linear with respect to a given d-dimensional feature
map: ¢y : S x A — R%

Definition 1 (Linear MDPs). An MDP has a linear structure if for any (s,a,s’,h),

(s, a) = on(s, )" 0n, Pu(s']s, @) = dn(s,a) i (s),

2This trivially holds when S and A are discrete regardless of how large they are). When either S or A
are continuous, we assume dj (sp, ar) < B < oo and assume B = 1 for simplicity.




for some 6, € R? and some up : S — R For simplicity, we further assume that
10nll2 < Vd, || [ un(s)o(s)ds|lz < Vo]l for any v: S — R and ||¢n(s, a)ll2 < 1.

Remark 1. The linear MDP can be made practical with contrastive representation learning
(Zhang et al., 2022b). We only consider linear MDP in the main paper but also consider a
linear mizture model (Cai et al., 2020; Zhou et al., 2021) in Section D.

Offline Regime. In the offline learning setting, the goal is to learn the policy 7 that
maximizes v”, given the historical data D = {(s}, a},7}) Zee[[lg] generated by some unknown
behaviour policy p = {jin}hem). Here, we allow the trajectory at any episode k to depend
on the trajectories at all the previous episodes t < k. This reflects many practical scenarios
where episode trajectories are collected adaptively by some initial online learner (e.g.,
e-greedy, Q-learning, and LSVI-UCB).

In this paper, we assume that the support of up(-|sp) for each s, and h, denoted by
supp(un(+1sp)) is known to the learner. We also denote the p-supported policy class at
stage h, denoted by IT;(u) as the set of policies whose supports belong to the support of
the behavior policy:

Iy (p) :={mn : supp(ma(-[sn)) Ssupp(pn(-|sn)),Vsh € Sp}- (1)

Performance metric. We measure the performance of policy 7 via the sub-optimality
metric: SubOpt(#) := K, g4, [SubOpt(#; s1)], where SubOpt(#;s) := Vi (s1) — V{7 (s1).
As 7 is learnt from the offline data D, SubOpt(7) is random (with respect to the randomness
of D and possibly internal randomness of the offline algorithm). The goal of offline RL is
to learn 7 from D such that SubOpt(7) is small with high probability.

4 Bootstrapped and Constrained Pessimistic Value Itera-
tion

In this section, we describe our main algorithm and establish both instance-agnostic
and instance-dependent bounds for offline RL from adaptive data with linear function
approximation. Through this algorithm, we show that offline RL achieves a generic
data-dependent bound under the optimal-policy concentrability and adapts to the gap
information to accelerate to the lof(K bound and even obtain zero sub-optimality when the

optimal linear features under the behavior policy spans those under an optimal policy.

4.1 Algorithm

We build upon the Pessimistic Value Iteration (PEVI) algorithm (Jin et al., 2021) with
two additional modifications: bootstrapping and constrained optimization, thus the name
Bootstrapped and Constrained Pessimistic Value Iteration (BCP-VI) in Algorithm 1. The
constrained optimization in Line 10 ensures that the extracted policy is supported by
the behaviour policy. The bootstrapping part divides the offline data in a progressively
increasing split and applies the constrained version of PEVI in each split to form an
ensemble (Line 14).% The additional modifications are highlighted in red in Algorithm 1.

Overall, BCP-VI estimates the optimal action-value functions @)} leveraging its linear
representation. In Line 6, it solves the regularized least-squares regression on D*~1:

k

@y, := arg min > Uo(shsah), w) =7, = Vaga (shi))? + Allwll3.
weRs ;1

3To be precise, this is not exactly bootstrapping in the traditional sense where the data is sampled with
replacement and the ensemble is used to estimate uncertainty. Here we instead use progressive data splits
to deal with adaptive data and form an ensemble of policy estimates.



In Line 7, BCP-VI computes the action-value functions using @y, then offsets it with a
bonus function by, to ensure a pessimistic estimate. In Line 10, we extract policy 7, that is
most greedy with respect to (), among the set of all policies IT ().

Policy execution. Given the policy ensemble {#" : k € [K +1]}, we consider two policies
from the ensemble as the execution policy: the mizture policy #"** and the last-iteration
policy 7@t defined as: 7% := % Zle 7%, and #'est .= #K+1 Note that 7% is similar

to the PEVI policy in Jin et al. (2021).

Algorithm 1 Bootstrapped and Constrained Pessimistic Value Iteration (BCP-VI)

1: Input: Dataset D = {(s},a}, 7";1)}26@[[[2]7 uncertainty parameters {5 }re[k), regulariza-

tion hyperparameter A, p-supported policy class {I1y, (1) }he(m)-

2: for k=1,..., K +1do
3 VEL() 0.
4: for step h=H,H —1,...,1do
5: Sh < SI21 on(sh,af) - dn(sh af)" + A L.
6: @f = (SF) 728 dnlshyaf) - (rf, + Vi (shia))-
T bz(ﬂ ) B ‘|¢h(7 ')H(Eﬁ)—l'
8: QZ(? ) <¢h('7_'>>wi’§> - bi('v )
9: QF () « min{Q (), H — h + 1}
10 #¥ « argmax(QF, m,)
. mh €M (1)
1 V() = (QR (), mi (1)
12: end for
13: end for

14: Output: Ensemble {#* : k € [K + 1]}.

Practical consideration. In practice where the action space is large, the constrained op-
timization in Line 10 could be relaxed into the regularization optimization maxy, (QAQ, ) +
~vKL[7mp || pr] for some v > 0 (in the setting the behavior policy u is not given, it can be
simply estimated from the data). The relaxed regularization optimization assures that
frﬁ is supported by up and can be solved efficiently using an actor-critic framework. It
is possible to include the optimization error of this actor-critic framework with a more
involved analysis (Xie et al., 2021; Zanette et al., 2021; Cheng et al., 2022); we, however,

ignore this here for simplicity.

4.2 Data-dependent minimax bounds

Sample-efficient offline reinforcement learning is not possible without certain data-coverage
assumptions (Wang et al., 2020). In this work, we rely on the optimal-policy concentrability
(Assumption 4.1) which ensures that d* covers the trajectory of some optimal policy 7*
and can be agnostic to other locations.

Assumption 4.1 (Optimal-Policy Concentrability (OPC) (Liu et al., 2019)). There is an
optimal policy 7 : ¥(h, sp,ap), df (sp,ap) >0 = dj, (sn,ap) > 0.

Remark 2. Consider any s, € ST . If i (ap|sp) > 0, then df (sn,an) > 0, and thus
di\ (s, an) > 0 by Assumption 4.1 which implies that pp(ap|sp) > 0. For any s, ¢ S,’f*,
75 (+|sn) has mo impact on the optimal value function {Vy'}yeim. Thus, without loss of
generality, we can assume that supp(mi(-|sp)) C supp(un(-|sk)),Vsn ¢ SF . Owverall, we
have m; € I (p),Vh € [H].



Assumption 4.1 is arguably the weakest data coverage assumption for sample-efficient
offline RL, i.e., to ensure an optimal policy is statistically learnable from offline data (see
Appendix A.3.2 for a proof that the OPC condition is necessary). As such, Assumption 4.1 is
significantly weaker than uniform data coverage assumption which features in most existing
works in offline RL e.g., the uniform feature coverage (Duan et al., 2020; Yin et al., 2022), i.e.,

for all h € [H], Amin (E(Sh,ah,)NdZ [gbh(sh,ah)qﬁh(sh,ah)TD > 0, or minys, 4, d’}j(sh,ah) >
0, and the classical uniform concentrability (Szepesvari & Munos, 2005; Chen & Jiang,
d"]—i(shvah)

< o0

2019; Nguyen-Tang et al., 2022b), i.e., Sup, p, 5, a, T snan)
b K b h P
We further assume the positive occupancy density under p is bounded away from 0.

Assumption 4.2. ;' = Inf (g, an):dt (span)>0 di,(sp,ap) >0, Vh € [H].

Here, the infimum is over only the feasible state-action pairs under p and it is agnostic
to other locations. For example, the assumption is automatically satisfied when the state-
action space is finite (but can be exponentially large). We remark that Assumption 4.2 is
significantly milder than the uniform data coverage assumption d,, := infy, 5, 4, d’,f(sh, ap) >
0 in Yin et al. (2021a) as the infimum in the latter is uniformly over all states and actions.

dZ (sh 7ah)

wn(anlsh)
Combing with Assumption 4.1, kj, can be seen as (an upper bound on) the OPC' coefficient

at stage h as we have 4 (sn.an) < Kp,Y(h, sp,ap) € [H] x S x A.

i) (8n,an)
We fix any 0 € (0, 1] and set A = 1 for simplicity and S = Bx(d) := c¢1 - dH log(dHE/ )
for some absolute constant ¢; > 0,Vk € [K] in Algorithm 1. We now present our data-
dependent bound.

* Note that Assumption 4.2 also implies that d}(s;) = > ;! for any s;, € S

Theorem 1 (Data-dependent bound). Under Assumption 4.1, with probability at least
1 — 49 over the randomness of D, we have:

A ML ~last 46(5) T & d;;(slfua k _k
SubOpt(#™%) V SubOpt(#'**) < —= 3"y~ WH%(%,%)H(E@%

48(5) & H\ & (di(shaf)\® 2 16H . (logy(KH)
+7K 1J10g(5)z<“(8'5 z) +?+ Ve log< 5 )

Remark 3. The first term in the bound in Theorem 1 is the elliptical potential that
emerges from pessimism and is dominant while the other terms are generalization errors by
concentration phenomenon and peeling technique.

S
RESISES
—

The sub-optimality bound in Theorem 1 explicitly depends on the observed data in

d;(sﬁ,aﬁ) . . .
g o (which is valid thanks to
(k@)

Assumption 4.1). One immediate consequence of the data-dependent bound in Theorem 1
is that the bound can turn into a weaker yet more explicit rate of \/17 in Corollary 1.

the offline data via the marginalized density ratios

Corollary 1. Under Assumptions 4.1-4.2, with probability at least 1 — Q(1/K) over the
randommness of D, we have:

& [SubOpt(#™)] v E [SubOpt(#e)] = (’W) |

where K. = maxXpe(g) K-

As the \/% bound is minimax, we compare our result to other existing works.

4We notice that, interestingly, this assumption were also independently used in the prior work of Yin
et al. (2021b).




Comparing with Yin & Wang (2021). Yin & Wang (2021) also use OPC to establish
the intrinsic offline learning bound with pessimism and leverage the variance information
to obtain a tight dependence on H. Their result is valid only for tabular MDPs with the
finite state space and finite action space and cannot generalize to linear MDPs.

Comparing with Jin et al. (2021). Similarly, Jin et al. (2021) also consider linear
MDPs with pessimism and provide a generic bound under arbitrary data coverage. They
then realize their generic bound in the uniform feature coverage assumption (Duan et al.,

2020; Yin & Wang, 2021) to obtain a sub-optimality bound of @(WWHQ) However, the
uniform feature coverage is not necessary to obtain the \/% bound; in our result, we
demonstrate that OPC is sufficient to obtain the —= bound.

VK

Comparing with Xie et al. (2021). Xie et al. (2021) consider Bellman-consistent
pessimism for offline RL with general function approximation, where they maintain a
version space of all functions that have small Bellman evaluation error and select a function
from the version space that has the smallest initial value. Their algorithm is however
computationally intractable in general. When realized to linear MDPs, they do have a
tractable algorithm but its guarantee requires the behaviour policy to be explorative all
dimensions of the feature mapping, i.e., E,[¢(s, a)é(s,a)”] = 0. We do not require such
assumption in our guarantee.

Theorem 1 is a byproduct that sets the stage for our instance-dependent bounds in the
following section; nonetheless, it is the first, to the best of our knowledge, that provides an

explicit \/% bound for linear MDPs with OPC.

Remark 4. We show in Appendix A.3.2 that OPC is necessary to guarantee sublinear
sub-optimality bound for offline RL. When OPC fails to hold, we show in Appendiz A.3.1
that BCP-VI suffers a constant sub-optimality incurred at optimal locations that are not
supported by the behavior policy. By intuition, such a constant sub-optimality occurs due
to the off-support actions and vanishes when the behaviour policy covers the trajectories of
at least one optimal policy (Assumption 4.1).

4.3 Instance-dependent bounds
We now show that BCP-VI automatically exploits various types of instance-dependent
structures of the underlying MDP to speed up the sub-optimality rate.

Gap-dependent bounds

The first measure of the hardness of an MDP instance is the minimum positive action
gap (Assumption 4.3) which determines how hard it is to distinguish optimal actions from
sub-optimal ones.

Definition 2. For any (s,a,h) € S x A x [H], the sub-optimality gap Ap(s,a) is defined
as: Ap(s,a) =V (s) — Q;(s,a), and the minimal sub-optimality gap is defined as:

Apin == mi%{Ah(s, a)|Ap(s,a) # 0}.

In this paper, we assume that the minimal sub-optimality gap is strictly positive, which
is a common assumption for gap-dependent analysis (Simchowitz & Jamieson, 2019; Yang
et al., 2021; He et al., 2021).

Assumption 4.3 (Minimum positive sub-optimality gap). Apin > 0.

10



We now present the sub-optimality bound under the gap information.

Theorem 2 (IO%K sub-optimality bound). Under Assumptions 4.1-4.2-4.3, with probability
at least 1 — (1 4 3logy(H/Amin))J,

d3H5K3
— " Yog?(dKH
A K08 (dKH/S) +

16 H K+

, 2
SubOpt(7"™*) < 2 loglogs (K Hk./d) + I3

where K. == maXpe(g) K-

Remark 5. If we set the 0 in Theorem 2 as 6 = Q(1/K), then for the expected sub-
optimality bound, we have:

E [SubOpt(#"7)| = O ( PH K, ) .

Amin - K

The sub-optimality bound in Theorem 2 depends on Ay, inversely. It is independent
of the state space S, action space A, and is logarithmic in the number of episodes K. This
suggests that our offline algorithm is sample-efficient for MDPs with large state and action
spaces. To our knowledge, this is the first theoretical result that can leverage the gap
information A, to accelerate to a O (%) bound for offline RL with linear function
approximation, partial data coverage and adaptive data.

We now provide the information-theoretic lower bound of learning offline linear MDPs
under Assumptions 4.1-4.2-4.3.

Theorem 3. Fix any H > 2. For any algorithm Algo(D), and any concentrability

coefficients {kp}n>1 such that Kk, > 2, there exists a linear MDP M = (S, A, H,P,r,dy)

with a positive minimum sub-optimality gap Ayin > 0 and dataset D = {(s}, al,, r}) ZGG[[IZ]] ~
dM’* 1) v
W < kn,Vh € [H] such that:

(sh 7ah) -

P(:|M, u) where supy, 5, o,

. 2
Ep-pm [SubOpt(Algo(D); M)] = Q <’;?Anfn> 7

where Kyin = min{ky, : h € [H|}.

Theorem 3 implies that any offline algorithm suffers the expected sub-optimality of
Q (%njj) under a certain linear MDP instance and behaviour policy that satisfy the
minimum positive action gap and the single concentrability. Thus, the result suggests that
our algorithm is optimal in terms of K and A, up to log factors.

Zero sub-optimality

We introduce extra assumptions on the linear mapping which our algorithm can exploit
further to accelerate the rate. For that, we assume the unique optimality and the spanning
feature property. Denote span(X) the vector space spanned by all linear combination of
elements in X.

Assumption 4.4 (Unique Optimality and Spanning features). We assume that
1. (Unique Optimality - UO): The optimal actions are unique, i.e.
|supp(7},(-|sp))| = 1,Y(h, sp) € [H] x Sj,.
2. (Spanning Features - SF): Let ¢} (s) := ¢n(s, 7} (s)). For any h € [H],

spanf{ ¢y, (sp) : Vs, € S} C span{dy(sp) : Vsp € i}

11



Intuitively, the features of optimal actions in states reachable by an optimal policy
provide all information about those in states reachable by the behaviour policy u. Note
that Assumption 4.4.2 is much milder than the uniform feature coverage assumption as it
does not impose any constraint on the linear features with respect to the offline policy and
does not require span{¢; (s) : Vs € S, d}(s) > 0} to span the entire R%. In online regime, a
similar assumption called “universally spanning optimal features” is used to obtain constant
regrets (Papini et al., 2021a). However, their assumption is strictly stronger than ours
as they require span{¢j (s) : Vs € S, dj (s) > 0} to span all the features of all actions and
states reachable by any policy. Assumption 4.4.2 instead requires such condition only over
optimal actions and states reachable by the behavior policy.

Let A\f be the smallest positive eigenvalue of 3} := E(Sh,ah)wdf [6n(sh, an)on(sn, an)T],

let k1. 1= H?:l ki, and define:

k™ = max kh \Y, kh, (2)
he[H)
_ - 6 10,6 " K2, K2ZHAd? ~ ~ 2 H% Ky,
where kh =) (m + 1: h) A Q (1’(L>\+))7 ]Ch =) <Ad?nlli()\%})b3> ’Vh

Theorem 4. Under Assumption 4.1-4.2-4.3-4.4, then with probability at least 1 — 465, we
have: SubOpt(#%) = 0,Vk > k*, where k* is defined in Eq. (2).

Remark 6. The thresholding value k* defined in Eq. (2) is independent of K, and it
scales with the inverse of Amin and the distributional shift measures kp,.

Theorem 4 suggests that when the linear feature at the optimal actions are sufficiently
informative and when the number of episodes is sufficiently large exceeding a instance-
dependent threshold specified by k*, the policies #* in the ensemble precisely match the
(unique) optimal policy with high probability.

5 Proof Overview

In the following, we provide a brief overview of the key proof ideas. The detailed proofs
are deferred to the appendix.

For Theorem 1. With the extended value difference and the constrained optimiza-
tion in Line 10 of Algorithm 1, we can convert bounding SubOpt(#*) to bounding
Ene [S8, b8 (s, an)]. We then use the marginalized importance sampling to convert

R, - [Zthl bg(shjah)] to the dominant term (¢ )Zh 1 d“ S}“ah H¢h(3haah)”(2k) 1. For
#last the key observation is that % < EhKH, thus

H H
Z 19n(sns an)l 1)) < Z Z [@n(sn, an)ll(sr)-]-
h—1 k: h—1

For Theorem 2. We convert bounding SubOpt(7#™%) to bounding its empirical quan-
tity % S K | SubOpt(#*; s¥) plus a generalization term. Using the original online-to-
batch argument (Cesa-Bianchi et al., 2004) only gives a ﬁ generalization error which

prevents us from obtaining @(%) bound. Instead, we propose an improved online-to-
batch argument (Lemma A.5) with @(%) generalization error which is of independent
interest. Then, SubOpt(#*;s1) is expressed through decomposition SubOpt(#*;s;) =
Ear[SSE | Ap(sh,an)| Fr-1,51] (Lemma B.1). To handle the gap terms, the key observation
is that #* belongs to the p-supported policy class (Lemma B.2), thus the concentrability

12



coefficients (Assumption 4.2) apply and so does the marginalized importance sampling.

The next step is to count the number of times the empirical gaps exceed a certain value,
3 r72,—2

Sy {Ag(sk, 78 (sf)) > A} < TE—" log®(dK H/5) (Lemma B.4).

For Theorem 4. A key observation is that Amin(3F) 2 kA (Lemma B.7) where A}
is the minimum positive eigenvalue of ¥7. Thus, for any v € span({¢;(s)|s € S;}),
||vH(E;c),1 < O(1/Vk) (Lemma B.8). Under Assumption 4.4, Vs;, € Si', Ap(sp, 75 (sp)) <

23 E [Zﬁ:h llon (sh, ah)”(zf,)*lu:kfl? sp) = O(ﬁ) < Amin, for sufficiently large k.

For Theorem 3. We reduce the lower bound construction to the statistical testing using
the Le Cam method, and construct a hard MDP instance based on the construction of Jin
et al. (2021) with a careful design of the behavior policy to incorporate the OPC coefficients
and the gap information Apiy.

6 Discussion

We study offline RL with linear function approximation and contribute the first instance-

dependent bounds of O (dSH:_ ;) additionally using the gap information and of zero
sub-optimality bound using the spanning features in the linear space. Notably, these
bounds hold with partial data coverage and adaptive data. We also derive the minimax
bounds with the optimal-policy concentrability coefficient (OPC). Our information-theoretic
lower bounds suggest that our upper bounds are optimal in terms of K and A, (up to
log factors). However, there is still a gap between upper bounds and lower bounds in terms
K, in both instance-dependent and instance-agnostic settings with OPC and adaptive data.
It remains an open problem to close such a gap.
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Notations

Meaning

NE RO

Pr(:|sn, an)
pu(:Isn, an)
Th(8h, an)

PV

T,V

T = {WZ}he[H]
Q™ = {QF Yherm
VT =A{V bhem
dp,

dq

dj,

bn(sn,an)

o1 (sn)

2

Ap(8n; an)

Amin

I

Kh

K

R1:h

SubOpt(7; s)

SubOpt ()

w7 (ansn)

ﬁ}last(ah‘sh)

0

Br(6)

[[All2

A>-B

supp(p)

[[v]l2

[[v]loo

WLOG

poly log K

0()

o()
()
()

jolje)

MDP instance, M = (S, A,P,r, H,dy)
The arbitrary state space in R?

The arbitrary action space

Episode length

Number of episodes

Next state probability distribution

Next state density function (with respect to the Lebesgue measure)

Reward function in [0, 1]

(PrV)(s,a) = ES’NIPIL('|S,G) [V(s)]

rn+ PRV

Optimal policy

Action-value functions under policy 7
Value functions under policy m

Marginal state-visitation density (with respect to the Lebesgue measure)

Initial state density
dr
h
Feature at step h
n(Sn,ar) where aj ~ i (-|sp) (thus ¢ (sp) is random w.r.t. 7
h h h h h
Eq~d;, |65 (50)65(51)7 |
Vii(sn) — Q*(sn, an)
miny, s, o, An(Sh,an)
Behavior policy

maxXs q dg(&a)

Zthl Kh

ITi #n

{(siy @i, i) biepn

Regularization parameter

The offline data, {(s¥,a}, 7‘,‘%)}166[[q

he[H]
o({(s},al,r) ZEE[[%]) where o(+) is the o-algebra generated by (-)
Vi(s) = V7(s)
Eswa, [SubOpt(m; s)]
7 i1 T (ansn)
,er-‘rl
Failure probability
C - dH log(dHFk /)
The spectral norm of matrix A, i.e. Apax(4)
A — B is positive semi-definite (p.s.d.)
The support set of density p, i.e. {s:p(s) > 0}

/—~d 2
i=1Y;

maxX;e(qd] Vi

Without loss of generality

A polynomial of log K

Big-Oh notation

Big-Oh notation with hidden log factors
Big-Omega notation

Big-Omega notation with hidden log factors

Table 2: Notations
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A Proofs for Section 4.2

In this section, we provide the detailed proofs for all the results stating in Section 4.2,
including Theorem 1, Corollary 1, and Remark 4. For convenience, we present all notations
in Table 2.

A.1 Proof of Theorem 1

A.1.1 For the mixture policy

AT

We first provide the proof for the bound of 7
into three main steps.

in Theorem 1. We decompose the proof

Step 1: Bounding sub-optimality of each #*. We first construct pointwise bounds
for the sub-optimality of each bootstrapped policies #* to bound SubOpt(#*; s),V(k, s) €
[K] x §. The techniques for this step are quite standard that use pessimism, linear
representation and self-normalized martingale concentrations. Define the Bellman error

CF(s,a) == (V) (s,a) — Q¥(s,a),Y(i, k,s,a) € [H] x [K] x S x A.

We show that if the uncertainty quantifier function bﬁ bounds the error of the empirical
Bellman operator, then the Bellman error is non-negative and is bounded above by a
constant factor of the uncertainty quantifier function.

Lemma A.1. Y(h,k,s,a) € [H]x[K]xSxA, if |(TaViF.1)(s,a)—(TEVE ) (s,a)| < b(s,a),
then (F(s,a) < 2bF (s, a).

Proof of Lemma A.1. We fix any (h,k,s,a) € [H] x [K] x § x A. First, we show that:
CF(s,a) > 0. Indeed, if QF(s,a) < 0, Qk(s a) = 0, thus ¢¥(s,a) = (L;V{,)(s,a) —
Q%(s,a) = (T; V;H)(s, a) > 0. If Q¥(s,a) > 0, we have:

(F(s.a) = (TV1)(s,0) = QF (s,0) > (TiVii1)(s,a) — Qf (s, a)
= (LVE1)(s,0) = (Th Vi) (s, a) + b (s,a) > 0.
Next we show that: (F(s,a) < 2bF(s,a). We have Q% (s,a) = (T,’fvhkﬂ)(s,a) —bi(s,a) <
(T,fvlfﬂ)(s, a) < H — h+1. Thus, Q¥(s,a) = max{Q¥(s,a),0}. Thus, we have:
(F(s,a) = (TiV1)(s,a) = QF(s,a) < (TiV/1)(s,a) — QF (s, a)
= (LV5)(s.0) = (TRVia) (s, 0) + (TRViEL) (s, a) — QF (s, a) < 2bj(s, ).
O

We show that the stage-wise sub-optimality is bounded by the sum of the uncertainty
quantifier functions along the trajectories of the optimal policy.

Lemma A.2. Suppose that with probability at least 1 — 0, we have ](Thv}fﬂ)(s,a) -
(T,’fv,f+1)(s,a)| < bf(s,a),¥(h,k,s,a) € [H] x [K] x S x A. Then, under Assumption 4.1,
w.p.a.l. 1 — 6, we have:

H
V(h, sn k) € 8 x [H] x [K), Vi (sn) = Vi (s1) < 2 [Z e ai>|5h] |
i=h
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Proof of Lemma A.2. Con51der any (sp,ap) € S.A,7< (i.e. dj(sn,an) > 0). Recall from
Line 10 of Algorithm 1 that #¥ = arg MAaX, 1, (u )<Qk mi), Vi, and from Remark 2 (under
Assumption 4.1), that 7} € II; ( ), Vi € [H]. Thus, we have:

(QF.#F) = (QF,m}), Vi € [H].

Then, by the value decomposition lemma (Lemma C.2), V(h, sp), we have

H
* ~k
Vil (sn) = Vit (sn) <Y Eoe | CF (50, 0) |sn ZEM CF(sisaq) |sn
Py —_——— —_———

h
§2bi (si,as) = >0

H
+ 3 B [(QF(si )y mi Clsi) — 7E(Js0)) |sn
i=h

<0
H
< 2E g lz bf(si,ai)|5h1
i=h

where the second inequality also follows from Lemma A.1. O

Now we prove that bf = By - ||én(-, ')”(Eﬁ)—l is indeed a valid uncertainty quantifer
function.

Lemma A.3. There exists an absolute constant ¢y > 0 such that for any 6 > 0, if we
choose B, = Pr(9) := ¢1-dH log(dHEk/d) in Algorithm 1, then with probability at least 1 —§:

V(k, hys,a) € [K] x [H] x S x A [(Ty Vi) (s, @) = (TEViE) (s, @)l < Br - 1 dn(s, @)l sy

Proof. Let w} such that Tth+1 = (¢n, wf) (such a wf exists due to Lemma C.3). Recall
that T} Vh+1 = (¢p,wF). We have

(T (5. 0) — (V) (5, 0) = dn(s, )T (wf — )

k—1
= ¢n(s,a) wi — n(s,a)"(SH) Y dnlsh, ah) (] + Vitia (shi))
t=1
= ¢h(57a)T — ¢n(s, a Z% Shvah Tth+1)(3h7ah)
(4)
+ (s, a Z én( Shvah { Tth’il)(sZ,aZ) - 7"2 - ka+1(32+1)} .

(id)
We bound term (i) by

()] =

k—1
on(s,a) wf, — on(s,a) (S5) 71D du(sh, ap)on(sh, ah) " wy;
t=1

= ‘/\¢h(8,a)T(22)_1wlﬁ‘ <A [on(s, a)llsiy-1 - Hwﬁu(zﬁ)fl

< A llon(s, a)ll gy - lwhllzy/11(ZF) 1)
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< 2HVdA - |61 (s; @)l (zk)—1

Let 17j, = (Tth+1)(Sh7 ay) —rp — Vh+1(3h+1) We have

k-1
< llén (s, @)l sty - 11 D Snlshy ah) - il sy

t=1

k—1
on(s,a)T (Z5) 7 Y onlsh,ah) - e

t=1

|(@0)] =

(iid)
By Lemma C.4-C.5-C.12, for any d > 0, with probability at least 1 — d, we have:

(1i1)* < 4H? B log (’"“;A) + dlog(1 + 4H\/dk/\/€) + d*log(1 + 8VdS2/(Ae?)) + log(1/6)
8k2¢?
-

Choosing € = dH/k and A\ = 1, combining terms (i), (i7), (ii¢) and using the union bound
complete the proof. O

Combing Lemma A.1 and Lemma D.1 via the union bound, we have the following main
lemma for this step.

Lemma A.4. There exists an absolute constant ¢y > 0 such that if we choose B =
Br(0) :=c1 - dH log(dHK /) in Algorithm 1, under Assumption 4.1, then with probability
at least 1 — 25, V(s1,h, k) € S x [H]| x [K], we have:

SubOpt(7¥; 51) < 281,(8)Eq- Z 16 (sn> an)ll(sry-1[Fr-1, 81

Step 2: Generalization. Next, we bound SubOpt(7) in terms of its empirical bootstraps
SubOpt(7r s¥) (plus a generalization error). Working with individual observed initial
states 81 is helpful in constructing a complete trajectory (s’f, a’f e s’fq, a’}}) of p which
can then be connected to the trajectory of an optimal policy 7* via the optimal-policy
concentrability assumption in the next step. We first state and prove the an online-to-batch
argument which improves the generalization error of the original online-to-batch argument
(Cesa-Bianchi et al., 2004) from O( \F) to O(%) This result could be of independent
interest.

Lemma A.5 (Improved online-to-batch argument). Let { Xy} be any real-valued stochastic
process adapted to the filtration {Fy}, i.e. Xy is Fr-measurable. Suppose that for any k,
X € [0, H] almost surely for some H > 0. For any K > 0, with probability at least 1 — 9,
we have:

K K
16
DB Xyl Fioa] <237 Xi + - Hlog(logy (K H)/5) +2
k=1 k=1

Proof of Lemma A.5 . Let Zy, = Xj, — E[Xp|Fr_1] and f(K) = K | E[X.|Fr_1]. We
have Zj, is a real-valued difference martingale with the corresponding filtration {F} and
that

K K K
V=Y E[ZF] < Y E[XHFL] <H 2 EXelFia] = HI(K)
k=1 k=1 k=1
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Note that |Z;| < H and f(K) € [0, KH]| and let m = logy(K H). Also note that f(K) =
Zszl X — Zle Zy > —Zszl Zy,. Thus if Zle Zy < —1, we have f(K) > 1. For any
t > 0, leveraging the peeling technique (Bartlett et al., 2005), we have:

P (i Zp < 7271{15 — \J4H f(K)t — 1) =P <Z Zy < 72—Ht —\JAHf(K)t — 1, f(K) € [1,KH]>
k=1

<y (z Zis =2t - JAH(K)E -1, f(K) € [2i—1,2i>>
=1
K 2Ht — i i—1 o
<) P sz < —T—x/wzz 1t — 1,V < H2', f(K) € 271,29
=1 =1

m K
gZP(Z <_27Ht_\/ 21V<H2@>

where the first equation is by that Zﬁ(zl Zy < —%Ht —VAH f(K)t—1 < —1 thus f(K) > 1,
the second inequality is by that V < H f(K), and the last inequality is by Lemma C.13.
Thus, with probability at least 1 — me™t, we have:

K
> X — f( ZZ,{>—¥—\/4HJ“( )t —1.
k=1

The above inequality implies that f(K) < 2 Zﬁ(zl X +4Ht/3+2+4Ht, due to the simple
inequality: if * < a\/z+b, x < a®+2b. Then setting ¢ = log(m/J) completes the proof. [

Now, we state and prove the main lemma for the generalization step.

Lemma A.6. With probability at least 1 — §, we have:

K
> SubOpt(#¥) < 2 Z SubOpt(#"; s7) + 36Hlog(log2(KH)/5)
k=1 k=1

Remark 7. Lemma A.6 is similar to (Nguyen-Tang et al., 2022a, Lemma A.3) but here
we obtain the loglog(K) error while the latter only obtains the VK error. The key for this
improvement is to use the peeling technique and the variance information via Freedman
inequality.

PTOOf of Lemma A.6. Let X; = SubOpt(#¥; s¥) and recall that Fj, = o ({(sh,ah, Th)}ife[’?[])
As 7% is Fj,_i-measurable, and 31 is Fp-measurable, we have that X, is Fp-measurable

and B [Xy|F_1] = E [SubOpt(#*; s1)|F_1| = SubOpt(#*). Note that X € [0, H]. Thus,
by Lemma A.5, with probability at least 1 — §, we have:

K K
16

D E[Xp|Froa] <2 Xi+ 3 H log(logy (K H)/9) +2

k=1 k=1

As # is uniformly sampled from {#*} (x| conditioned on D,

E [SubOpt(#) ZSubOpt ZE [X k| Fr1]-
k=1 k=1

Thus we can complete the proof. O
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Step 3: Marginalized importance sampling. This step is the key in our proof to
handle the distributional shift under the OPC. The high-level idea is to use importance
sampling for the marginalized visitation density functions.

Lemma A.7. Under Assumption 4.1, for any h € [H], with probability at least 1 — §, we
have:

K

S By ot (- [nm(shmn .

k=1

S ak
] < 32 B o -

1 d*(sk,ak)>2
 log(1/5 En\Sh 0h) )
» et )JA;(dZ(sz?aﬁ)

| pn(sk, aﬁ)H(EZ)—l. We have ZF is Fj-measurable,

d;‘b(s’fb,afb)

Proof of Lemma A.7. Let Z;f =

and by Assumption 4.1, we have,

12 < BB o ok o/ 1)1 < 1V <

sl;] |
Thus, by Lemma C.10, for any h € [H], with probability at least 1 — §, we have:
> Bty 1605 an)lisgy-o| i, of
k=1
sgv]

K
d}; (sn,an)
= Epamndi) [M”(ﬁh(sh,ahw(zg)—l
d S ,a 1 K d* Sk,ak 2
< Z h h h H(;bh(sh,ah)ﬂ (k) )\log(l/é)\lz <(hh)> ) (3)

k=1
h’ h djy ( h’ah)

d’;(sﬁ,aﬁ)

and

ds Sh,Qp
E [Zlff’fkfl’ Sﬂ = E(op.an)~dl () [W!Wh(sh,ah)!\(zg)l

K

where the second equation is valid due to Assumption 4.1.

Theorem 1 is the direct combination of Lemma A.4-A.6-A.7 via the union bound.

A.1.2 For the last-iteration policy

In this part, we provide the proof for the bound of 7pgy; in Theorem 1. The proof
is similar to that of ,,;; except that we directly reason on the elliptical potential

BOSH K, [Hgbh(sh,ah)H ) 1|8k, Fre 1} rather than the empirical sub-optimality met-
ric SubOpt(#*; s¥). We establish the proof steps in the following.

Step 1: The sub-optimality bound of the last-iteration policy #!. The first
step directly follows the original proof of PEVI (Jin et al., 2021) with a simple modification.
In particular, with probability at least 1 — 25, we have:

SubOpt( last) < min{H Qﬁ 81~d1 [ZE [Hgf)h Shaah)Hz) ‘81” },

where E -~ is with respect to the trajectory (si,a1,...,sq,an) induced by 7*.
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Step 2: Generalization. The key idea for this step is to bound the expectation
Eg,~d,[|51] in terms of the empirical quantities [|s}] (plus a generalization error). The
empirical quantities [-|s¥] is useful in constructing a complete trajectory (s¥,a¥, ..., sk ak)
of 1 which can then be connected to the trajectory of the optimal policy 7* via the density
dominance assumption. However, as ¥; depends on {51}ke , the generalization error
from the expectation Eg, g4,[-|s1] to the empirical quantities [ |sl] cannot guarantee. °

Instead we use a simple trick to break such data dependence and form a valid martingale for
strong generalization. Let ZF := 28(8) 1| B, [Hqﬁh(sh,ah)H(Zg),ﬂs’f,]:k,l]. We have:

=)

K - SubOpt(#'est) me{H 2B(0)Es, ~d, lZE [H‘bh (s, a5,

)

<

Mw

H
min {29000 - [z [nwh,amuzw

h=1

b
Il
—

tllﬁx

{H E [Zk|Fi— 1]}

>
Il
—

E [min{ H, Zy } | Fr—1]

Eod

INA
N
MN =

min{H, Z;.} + ?Hlog(logz(KH)/é) +2

=
Il
—

2

Mw

A 16
{H 26(6 Z T {”Qbh Shyap) || (2K) 1|51a—7:k 1} }+ ngog(logQ(KH)/é) +2

k=1

where the second inequality is by min{a, b} < min{a,c} if b < ¢ and E,:l < (ZH)L vk e
[K + 1], the third inequality is by Jensen’s inequality (as f(x) = min{H,z} is convex),
and the fourth inequality is by Lemma A.5 (where the use of (X§)~! in the place of E,:l is
crucial to form a valid martingale for applying Lemma A.5 and min{H, Z} < H).

Step 3: Marginalized importance sampling. This step is the same as the marginal-
ized importance sampling step for #™%

A.2 Proof of Corollary 1
We give a proof for Corollary 1. Using Theorem 1, it suffices to prove the following lemma.

Lemma A.8. Under Assumption 4.1-4.2, for any h € [H], we have:

K *(k Lk
di (s}, a _
S I Gy (ko) tyor < ity 2K dlog(1 + K/d).
= di(si.ap) h

Proof of Lemma A.8. We have:

K k k K
dy (sy,af)

N hCm R g (s, af)| (zky-1 SRy Z [[on( Shaah)H(E’“) L <k K 1 (s> @) By
dy, (sy, ay) k=1 "

k=1 k=1

K+1
gnhl\/ZKI dedtz() Ky, V2K \/dlog(1 + K/d).

Or at least we must use the uniform convergence argument to overcome this data-dependent structure
which makes up a large and unnecessary generalization error.
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where the first inequality is by Assumption 4.1, the second inequality is by Cauchy-Schwartz
inequality, and the last two inequalities are by (Abbasi-yadkori et al., 2011, Lemma 11). [

We also provide an information-theoretical lower bound for Assumption 4.1-4.2.

Theorem 5. Fix any H > 2. For any algorithm Algo(D), and any concentrability

coefficients {kp}p>1 such that Kk, > 2, there exist a linear MDP M = (S, A, H,P,r,dy) and
te[K M (s,

dataset D = {(s},al,r) hee[[H]] ~ P(|M,p) where supy, g, o WZ}LZZ; < kp,Yh € [H]

such that:

Ep~a [SubOpt(Algo(D); M)] = Q <H\/\/’;%nim> ,

where Kmin := min{ky, : h € [H]}.

A.3 Proofs of the remarks
A.3.1 Learning bounds under arbitrary data coverage

Note that Theorem 1 requires the OPC assumption (Assumption 4.1) to be valid. In practice,
as we do not have control over the behavior policy, it happens that the behavior policy
does not fully cover all the trajectories of the optimal policy, thus the OPC assumption
might fail to hold. This raises the question of how much an offline algorithm can suffer
when it learns from the offline data of arbitrary coverage.

To tackle this issue, we construct a new MDP M under which the trajectories of the
optimal policy 7* (with respect to M) are best covered by the behavior policy u. Then,
the sub-optimality gap incurred by the under-coverage data must be the gap between the
original optimal policy 7* and the data-supported optimal policies 7*.

Augmented MDP. For any small positive € > 0, we consider the augmented MDP
M = (S U {8p11}neim AP, 7, H, dy), where for any h € [H]

P o Ph(~‘8h, ah) if (Sh, ah) S Cu . Th<8h, ah) if <8h, ah) S C;:
n(-snyan) = o Th(shyan) =4 . "
6§h+1 f ($h7 a‘h) ¢ C _E/H lf (Sh? ah) ¢ Ch

Here M extends the original state S to include arbitrary states {551} he(H) Where 8,11 ¢ S.
The transition distributions and the reward functions are the same as the original M
except at the infeasible state-action (sp,ap) ¢ C) where the augmented MDP always
absorbs into the dummy state 55,1 and yields small negative reward. Under M, we denote
the corresponding marginal state-visitation density by d™ and the corresponding optimal
policy 7*. We abbreviate d* = d*. Our augmented MDP construction is similar to the
construction in Yin & Wang (2021) except that we allow an arbitrary small negative reward
—€é/H in unsupported state-action pairs. This design guarantees that the optimal policy
under M is dominated by u (Lemma A.9). The following theorem (Theorem 6) provides a
generic (instance-agnostic) bound that works under arbitrary data coverage.

Theorem 6. Under Assumption 4.1, w.p.a.l. 1 — 46 over the randomness of D, we have:

K 3k k k:
AMAT as d S ,(I
SU-bOpt( ) v Subopt( o t) < 9AP support + Z Z Z }]; Z H¢h(8h7 ah)H Zk
s Ay sy ap)
- 2
48(8) & H\ & (i (s, ab) 2 16H log, (K H)
+ — log() 1 | t—=+ log< >,
K = ) kgl dﬁ(s’fL, a’fL) K 3K )
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where gapsupport = Z,jle f(cg)c dp (sn,ap)dspap + € is the sub-optimality gap incurred in
locations that are supported by m* but unsupported by u, and d* is the marginal visitation
density of the optimal policy under the augmented MDP M.

Theorem 6 is valid for any data coverage. When the behavior policy p does not fully
support the trajectories of any optimal policy 7*, the algorithm must suffer a constant
sub-optimality gap gapgupport Which is incurred by the total rewards at the locations
supported by the optimal policy but not by the behavior policy. When the OPC assumption
(Assumption 4.1) holds, gapgpport = 0 and d; = d; (Lemma A.9), and Theorem 6 reduces
into Theorem 1.

Before proving Theorem 6, we provide and prove useful properties of the augmented
MDP M from the perspective of the original MDP M.

Lemma A.9. Consider any (h, sp,an) € [H] x S x A, and any policy .
(a) di(sp) = di(sp),¥(h, sp,ap) € [H] x S x A.
(b) For any policy 7, if (sn,an) ¢ Cl, QF (sp,ap) = —(H —h +1).
(c) For any (h, sp,ap) € [H] x S x A, if di(sh,an) > 0, then d};(sp,ap) > 0.
(d) Under Assumption 4.1, dj = di,Vh € [H].

Proof. We provide the proof in the following.

(a) We prove (a) by induction. First, we have:
Vs € S, (TIF(Sl) = Jl(sl) = dl(sl) = dTlr(Sl)

Suppose that for some h € [H], df(sp) = df(sp), Vsp € Ch. Consider any sp+1 € S. We
have:

dyy1(8n41) = /ﬁh(8h+1|8h,ah)JZ(Smah)d(Shah)

Ph(Shi1lsn, an)dh, (sn,an)d(span) + /c“ Pr(Shi1lsn, an)dh (sn, an)d(span)
h

RS

=0

[, ol

c
/ Pr(Sh1|sn, an)d) (sh, an)d(span) +/, Pr(Sht1lsn, an) i (sp, an) d(span)
Ch e NN

/ Pr(Sht1|sn, an)d), (sh, ap)d(span) +/_ Pr(Sht1lsn, an) i (sp, an) d(span)
Ch e ——

= dl}:-{-l (Sh+1)7

where the third equation is due to that py(spi1|h, an) = pr(satilsh, an) for (sp,an) € cy,
di (s, ap) = dli (s, ap) for any (sp,ap) (by the induction step), and the fourth equation is
by di, (sp,ap) = 0 for any (sp, ap) ¢ C), (by definition).

(b) Forany (sp,an) ¢ Cl, the feasible trajectory must admit the following form: (sp,, an, Sp+1, ap41,
which has zero cumulative reward under 7 by definition.
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(c) By (a), we now replace d} by d in (c) and prove (c) by induction. At initial state
h =1, if di(s1,a1) = dl(sl)ﬂl(aﬂsl) > 0, we have dj(s1) > 0 and 7} (a1]s1) > 0. Thus
a; must be an optimal action given s; (under M). Suppose that (si,a1) ¢ C{'. By (b),
Qi(s1,a1) = —H. Let any a1 such that (s1,a1) € C} (such a; exists as s; € Cf'). Then,

we have Q*(Sl,&l) = 7"1(81,&1) + Kz« {ZZ-HQ’I“Z‘ 81,&1:| > —(H — 1) > Q’{(sl,al). This

contradicts that a; must be an optimal action given s; (under M).

Now assume that we have (¢) for some h > 1. We will prove (¢) for h + 1. Indeed,
consider any (Sp11,ap+1) such that J}"lﬂ(shﬂ, apy1) > 0. Then we must have s, € Cf 4
and apy1 is an optimal action given sy (under ./\;l) Since sp41 € C’,’:_H, there must be
some (s, ap) € Cj such that py(sp41|sn, ap) > 0. By induction, we have (sp, as) € Cj; C CJ..
Thus, 0 < pp(Sp+1|Sh, an) = Pr(Shi1|sk, an). Hence, sp1q € CﬁH. Given spy1 € C’ﬁJrl and
any1 is an optimal action given s, (under M), similar to the base case, we must have

(Sht1,any1) € C iy

(d) Under Assumption 4.1, we can prove by induction from H, H—1, ..., 1 that: QZ(sh, ap) =
Q7 (sh,ap) and Vi*(sp) > Qp (sn,an) if dj (sp) > 0 and 7 (ap|sy) > 0 and =} (d@p|sp) = 0.
This then implies (d).

]

Now we are ready to prove the result in this subsection.

Proof of Theorem 6. For any policy m, we have:

Erxpmlrn] —Ep glrn] = /ﬂ Th(8h, an)df, (Sh, an)dspan +/ Th(Sh, an)df, (sh, ap)dspan

- /c" 1 (Sh, an)dfy (s, ap)dspap —/ Th(8hy an)dp, (sh, ap)dspan

m™\c
h h

= Th(Sh, ap)dy (Sh, ap)dspan + €9 € (O,/ d7 (sp,ap)dspap + €/H]

(€r)e (€r)e
where (Cjr)¢ denotes the complement of Cj. Thus, we have:
B H
oM Mo — ZE”’M[T}L] — (0, Z/ . »(sn,ap)dspap + €. (4)
h=1
Define gapsupport := Ethl f(c;;)c dy (sn,ap)dspap, + €, we have
UM,W* o /\/l,7r _ (UM,W* _ ,U./\/l,ﬂ') + (v./\/t,ﬂ'* o U./\;IJT*)
< (rU./\/l,ﬂ-* _ UM 7") + 9aPsupport
< UM,ﬂ-* . UMJ") + 9aPsupport
_ - 2
46(0) o~ - di(shaaf) |k 4B(9) | HY <~ (dish, af)
< ==Y kg (sh, ai) || sy + = D 4| log () > s
K =3 di(shaf) & K i3 0 ) (= \dy(sh, af)

5 ) + gapsupport

K
_4B() A di(shah) g B8 & HY\ <& (di(stoaf) )’
= TR Y otk by + g > los () X e

16Hlo <log2(;(H)

W

~—

>
Il
—

) +g AP support s
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where the first inequality is by Eq. (4), the second inequality is by 7* is an optimal policy
under M, the third inequality is by Theorem 1 (as under M, the single concentrability
holds), and the last equality is by d* = d* (Lemma A.9). O

A.3.2 OPC is necessary for learnability from offline data

This result affirms the necessity of the single-policy concentrability for learnability in offline
RL.

Lemma A.10. For any offline algorithm Algo(-), there exist an MDP instance M and an
offline dataset D such that M generates D, the single concentrability (Assumption 4.1) is
not met, and Algo(D) incurs a constant sub-optimality almost surely over the randomness
of D.

Proof. Consider a class of bandit instances parameterized by B(q1, g2, g3) where {a1, a2, a3}
is the shared action space of the class and ¢; is the corresponding deterministic reward
of action a; for any ¢ € [3]. Now consider two bandit instances within the above class,
namely By := B(0,0,1) and By := B(0,1,0), and construct dataset D = {(bs,7¢) }¢e[k]
where by = a1,Vt € [K] and r, = 0,Vt € [K]. As D only selects action a; and receives
reward r; = 0 while the reward of a; under both By and By is also 0, D is consistent with
both B; and Bj (in the sense that D could have been generated under either B; or Bs).
Note that D does not satisfy the single concentrability (Assumption 4.1) under both By
and By as D covers only action a; while the optimal actions for B; and Bs are as and as,
respectively.

As the dataset D provides no information about as and as, for any algorithm « =

Algo(D) = (n(a1),m(az2),m(a3)) € {(p1,p2,p3) : pi > 0,p1 +p2 +p3 = 1}, 7(az) and
m(az) do not depend on D. Without loss of generality, suppose m(az2) > 7m(ag). Then,
m(az) < 7r(a2);7r(a3) < 7r(a2)+7r(§3)+7r(a1) — % Thus, 7(a1) + 7(az2) = 1 — w(a3z) > %
Therefore, we have:

1
SubOpt(Algo(D); Bz) = w(a1) + w(az) > 3

It is crucial to note that the above inequality holds almost surely over the randomness
of D as m(a2) and m(a3) are agnostic to D. Thus, any Algo(D) almost surely suffers a
sub-optimality at least as large as % under at least By or Bs. O

B Proofs for Section 4.3

B.1 Proof of Theorem 2

In this section, we provide the detailed proof for Theorem 2. We first state and prove a
series of intermediate lemmas. The following lemma decomposes the sub-optimality of any
policy into the gap information.

Lemma B.1 (Sub-optimality decomposition). We have:

H
V(Sh k) €S x [K], Vl*(Sl) — Vlﬁk (Sl) = ]Eﬁ.k [Z Ah(Sh, ah)
h=1

]:k—l,Sl] .

Proof of Lemma B.1. Conditioned on Fj;_1 and s1, we have:
Vi(s1) = Vi (s1) = V' (s1) — Qi (51,78 (1)) + Qi (51,78 (1)) — QF (51,75 (51))
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= Eqn [A1(s1,01)| Fr—1, 1] + Ezn [ F(s2) — Q3 (527a2)|fk:—1>51}
= Eﬂ.k [Al(sl,al)]fk,l,sl] +E7Ark [V;(SQ) — VQﬁ (82)’fk71,51} .

Recursively applying the above equation over h € [H| and using the telescoping sum
complete the proof. O

The next lemma shows that any policy in the p-supported policy class II(x) induce
marginalized density functions that concentrate only within the support of the marginalized
density functions under pu.

Lemma B.2 (Concentrability for the u-supported policy class). For any (7, h, sp,an) €
II(p) x [H] x S x A, we have:

df (sn,an)

< Q.
i, (sh, an)

Proof of Lemma B.2. Consider any 7 € II(u). Note that the lemma statement is equivalent
to

Vh € [H],Sf C Sl, and SA] C SA,. (5)

We prove Eq. (5) by induction with h. We have ST = S' = & by definition. For
any (s1,a1) € SAT, we have s; € §; and m(ai]s1) > 0. By the definition of II;(u),
pi(a]s1) > 0. Thus, we have SAT C SAY, i.e. Eq. (5) holds for h = 1.

Now assume that Eq. (5) holds for A > 1, we prove that Eq. (5) holds for A+ 1. Indeed,
since SA} C S.AZ , we have:

Shi1 = {8h+1 € Sht1 2 I(sn, an) € SA}, such that py(spq1|sn, an) > 0}
C {Sh+1 € Sh41 : I(sp,an) € SA} such that py(sp+1|sp, an) > 0} = SﬁH.

Now consider any (Sp41,apt1) € SAj .. Then, we have sp11 € Sp, C S,’;rl and
Tha1(apt1|spe1) > 0. By the definition of IIjy1(u), we have pp(api1|spi1) > 0. Thus,
(Sh+1,ah+1) S SAZ+1. ]

The next lemma uses marginalized importance sampling to handle the distributional
shift of the offline data to connect the sub-optimality of each #* to the sub-optimality gap
Ap(sk, 7 (sF)) under the behavior policy .

Lemma B.3 (Marginalized importance sampling for #*). Under Assumption 4.2, w.p.a.l.
1 — 6, we have For any k € [K], we have:

K
Z SubOpt(#*; s&

K
16
Z n(sh 7k (sE)) + 3 —Hr"loglogy(KHE"/§) +
k=1 k=1

||Mm

where K 1= maxpec(p) K

Proof of Lemma B.3. The key for the proof is to use the marginalized importance sampling
due to Lemma B.3 and then apply the improved online-to-batch argument Lemma A.5. In
particular, we have:

K H
ZSubOpt(w 31 Z ik [Z Shaﬂ'h Sh) ‘fk 1751]

k=1 k=1
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K H
< ZE/‘ ZHhAh(Sh,ﬁﬁ(sh))‘fk_l,Slf]
k=1 h=1

K H
16
<237 3 mnAn(sh wf(sh)) + 5 Hr" loglogy(KH"/6) +2

where the first equation is by Lemma B.1, the first inequality is by Assumption 4.2, and
the second inequality is by Lemma A.5. O

The following lemma bounds the number of times a sub-optimality gap Ap(sf, #F(sF)
exceeds a certain threshold.

Lemma B.4. Under Assumption 4.1-4.2, for any A > 0, w.p.a.l. 1 — 34, for any h € [H],
we have:

d3H?k?

thw D)z ars S

log3(dK H/6).

Proof of Lemma B.J. Define K' = S0 1{A,(sF, #F(sF)) > A}. Note that K’ is the
number of episodes k where Ay (sF,aF) is bounded below by A. Define {ki}ic[xv) such
episodes, i.e. k; = min{k € [K]: k > k;_1, Ap(sF,af) > A}. Then, we have:

K/

ST An(syap) > K'A.

i=1

Thus, with probability at least 1 — 34, for any h € [H]|, we have

K/
> Anlsy s Tyt (sy) th (s3) — Qnspy )< th (sh') = QR (s A3 (51))
=1
K k. ~kj ks
— ZV;(shl) - Vit (s,))
i=1
H K
§2ZZE [h’ Sh’ ah’)|8h}
=hi=1
H K .
=2 30 52 ok 008 [l oty o
=hi=1
h/ Sz/7a/h/) dh/ Sh/,ai/) 2
< 26306 z > e o sl oy -+ 265000 Z Vies(1/8) X2 | G i
—hi=1 Op Sh/v h’) (S ap’)
H
< 2650(8) S k2K dlog(1 + K'/d) + 285 (6)y/ K log(1/5) Z .y
h!=h h'/=h

< QK,BK/(é)(\/QK’dlog(l + K'/d) + 2\/K’ log(1/4))

< kHA2K?10g??(dK'H/§)
where the second inequality is by Lemma A.2, the third equality is by Lemma D.1, the
third inequality is by Lemma A.7, the fourth inequality is by Lemma A.8. Thus, we have:

3 2.2
K' < d ZI log®(dK H/$6).
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Next we bound the total sub-optimality gaps accumulated over K episodes under pu.

Lemma B.5. Under Assumption 4.1-4.2-4.3, with probability at least 1 —31ogy(H /Amin)J,
for any h € [H],

d3H2 2

log®(dK H/6).

k=1 min

Proof of Lemma B.5. Let m = logy(H/Amin). As Ap(sk, #F(sF)) € [0, H], and Ay (sF, 75 (sF)) =
0if Ah(sﬁ,ﬁﬁ(sﬁ) < Anmnin, We have:

K K m
Z An(sk, & (sh)) < Z Z {2 Apin < An(sk, 7 (55)) < 2 Amin}2' Amin

k=1 k=11i=1
K
<2 Amin > H{AW(sE 7R () = 27 Apin}
=1 k=1
mnoo d3H? K2
<N 2ALi————log3(dK H/5
d3H2 2
< " log3(dK H/S),

where the first inequality is the peeling argument and the third inequality is by Lemma
B.4. O

Theorem 2 is a direct combination of Lemma B.3 and Lemma B.5 via union bound.

B.2 Proof of Theorem 4
Let =5, be the set of all trajectories 7, := (s1,a1,...,sp,ap) induced by the underlying
MDP and some policy 7, i.e. s1 ~ dy,a; ~ 7;(+|8i), Si+1 ~ Pi(+]84,a;). Let

E;If ={m = (s1,a1,...,8n,an) € Ep, : Vi € [h],a; = 7 (si) = 7n(si)},

be the set of all h-length trajectories (s1,ar,..., sy, ap) at which #% and 7 agree on up to
step h.

Support lemmas

Next we show that the probability that 7* and 4* do not agree on a h-length trajectory is
controlled by the sub-optimality and the minimum value gap.

Lemma B.6. Under Assumption 4.3-4.4.1, for any (k,h) € [K] x [H], if f(k) >
Sk SubOpt(#?), we have:

k
SE, e [Lr ¢ ENF] < (0.

t=1

Proof of Lemma B.6. We have:
k

k h
S B, et U £ ENF] S DD B e [Las # 7 (i) HFe]

t=1 t=11i=1
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t=11i=1
< kLl E 1(3176%) T
=~ Z 84,a3)~dF Amln t—1
t=11i=1
1
ZETA"‘ [ZA (80, ;)| Fi— 1‘|
mmt 1
ZEwt [ZA si, ;)| Fi 1]
mmt 1
1 & y
= A E;SubOpt(w)
min j—
< fh)
- Amin

where the first equation is by Assumption 4.3 and Assumption 4.4.1, and the last equation

is by Lemma B.1. ]
The following lemma lower-bounds the empirical accumulated covariance matrix Z’ZH
by the covariance matrix at the optimal actions.

Lemma B.7. Under Assumption 4.1-4.3-4.4.1, for any (k, h) € [K] x [H], with probability
at least 1 — 6, we have:

SEHL o AT RS — I}LIA ZSubOpt( )—glog(d/é)f— 2k log(d/é)1.

mll’lt 1

Proof. Let Z; := 1{r}, € )i (sh)op(sh)T — B [1{rf € &35 (s})oh(s5) [ Fia | and
krn = [1, ki. We have:

k

KL AL =Y on(sh ab)on(shyab)T
t=1

1{r}, € & }Yon(sh, ap)dn(sh, af)”

Y
M=

~+

Il
M-I

—
S)
N

L{rh € )05 (sh)on(sh)"

t=1
k k
= Erpar [L{mh € E1}6h(s0) 0 (1)1 it | + > Z
t=1 t=1

—~
=
=

Y
Mw

k
KA En i (L € RS (0) 1 Fit] + 302

t=1 t=1

k k
= kinErar |67 (51)67 () | Fia | - Z K Br e [L{mn & EnY67(sn) 0k (sn) 1P| + 3 Z0

t=1 t=1 t=1
(© F k k
= S BiASh = Rpd D By [L{mn ¢ EYF] + D Z

t=1 t=1 t=1

k k
= k1 kEh = kil D Eryds [1 —U{m e g}i}|ft—1} +> %
t=1 t=1
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k k

= KhkS7 = ipd Y (1= Eqpea [Hrn € EMF1)) + Y 2
= t=1

k k
d) 1, _
D ks — kb 2(1 —E, g [ € EMNFi]) + Z Z
=1

— kL kS — }LIZET%M [1{mn ¢ &L} Fi] +ZZt
t=1

(@) (i2)

where (a) is by the definition of £F, (b) is by that under Assumption 4.1, we have

d“(Th) o d‘f(sl,al)Pl(sﬂsl,al) .. .Ph_1(5h|5h_1,ah_l)dﬁf(sh,ah) ﬁ du( ) > o h
* 1:h>?
h

d*(1p)  di(s1,a1)P1(s2]s1,a1) ... Pr_1(Sh|Sh_1,an_1)d: (sn,an) 1 d; (sis a;)
(c) is by that ¢} (sn)},(sn)" = T+ (67, (sn)5 ()" || < Ill¢5(sn)lI3 = 1, and that
Byt g |00 (51)07 () 1Fi1] = By anyay 05 ()65 (50)7| = T4,
and (d) is by that d*(,|EL) = d*' (1| EL).
Term (i) is bounded by Lemma B.6. For term (i7), note that Z; is F;-measurable,

E[Z|Fi—1] =0, and || Z;||2 < 1. Thus, by Lemma C.14, with probability at least 1 — §, we
have:

k
2
= 7> —3 log(d/0)] — \/2k1og(d/5)1.
t=1

O]

Lemma B.8. Let )\Z be the smallest positive eigenvalue of Xy, k1. 1= H?:l Kn, and define

L 6 74,6 2 {2 g3
ky, = Ci fjr _|_th AQ M .
A ()\h)Q >\h (Ah)

min

Under Assumption 4.1-4.3-4.4.1, w.p.a.l. 1 =26, for any h € [H], any k > max;¢( ky,
and any v € col(X}) such that ||v||2 <1, we have:

R1:h
foll gty = © ( (AW) |

Proof. By Lemma B.7 and the union bound, with probability at least 1 — §, for any
(k,h) € [K] x [H], we have: X3 = AF where

1 2
Af = M+ kLK — R I f (k) — S log(dK H/9)! —\/2klog(dK H/0)1,

where f(k) is any upper bound of >-F_; SubOpt(#). We can choose f(k) = O (ﬁHd3/2 \/E)
by Corollary 1, or f(k) = O (%) by Theorem 2. We fix h. Let 0 < A\ < ... < A\g be
the eigenvalues of ¥; with the corresponding orthonormal vectors u1,...,uq, and let )\Z
the smallest positive eigenvalue of 3. Then, Ai has the eigenvalues \| < ... < X, with
the same corresponding orthonormal vectors u1, ..., uq, where:

1 2

M= 1+ Kk kN — K A k) - g1og(d/<;H/5) — \/2klog(dkH/$)
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It is easy to verify that if k > kj, we have:

1- Hfi%f(k:) - glog(dk:H/cS) < 1\/2klog(dkH/d), and

1 2
L+ ko kN — m;}lm f(k) = 3 log(dkH/) - \/2k log(dkH/5) > 0.

Thus, for any k > kp, \, # 0,Vi € [d], i.e. A} is invertible, we have:

- 1
)\2‘ =1+ ﬁ;}lk)\,f — K)i}llA

2
—f(k) — glog(dk‘H/&) —\/2klog(dkH/9)
is the smallest positive eigenvalue of A¥, and hence for any v € span{¢; (s)|d;(s) > 0},
such that [|v|2 <1, let 2 = v/||v||2. We have:

/ / /
lollgeryr < loll ey < lollagyn < S < 2 = M ( “ﬁ”;)
: ; D= N el = O 2 Telle — ) (N

where the first inequality is by [|v]|2 < 1, the second inequality is by (E’,j“)*1 =< (AR,
the third inequality is by Lemma C.8, and the fourth inequality is by Lemma C.7, ||v|| Ak 2

|v]l24/A)f. Choosing k = maxy, kj, completes the proof. O

Proof of Theorem 4

Proof of Theorem 4. Let € be the event that the inequalities in Corollary 1, Theorem 2,
and Lemma B.8 hold simultaneously. We now consider event £ for the rest of the proof.
Consider any state s, € Si'. By Assumption 4.4.2, we have ¢j.(s5) € col(X5). Thus, by
Lemma B.8, if k > ky,

2850 lén (s, an) g+ = O (dH (A?)%) |

We choose k such that k > maxy, kj, and
~ R1:h Amin
Q(dH < ,
( \/ (/\7{)3k> - H

~ d2H4/€1.h
k>0 ——2" ) Vh.
- <A2 (M)

min

i.e.

Then, we have:

< Anmnin-
=

Thus, Ay (sp, 7%(sp,)) = 0,Vh. Therefore, for any initial state s; ~ dy, we have:

H
Subopt(ﬁ'k; 81) = Eﬁ.k [Z Ah(sh, ah)
h=1

Fr-1, 511
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H
_E., [Z Ah(sh,ﬁ,’g(sh))‘fk_l, 51]
h=1

H
> wnAn(sn, 4 (sn)
h=1

<E,

Fr-1, 31] =0

where the first equation is by Lemma B.1 and the inequality is by Lemma B.2 and
Assumption 4.2.
O

B.3 Proof of Theorem 3

In this section, we give the proof of Theorem 3. To prove the lower bound, we construct
the hard MDP instances introduced by Jin et al. (2021). The key difference is that in
our construction, we need to carefully design the behavior policy i to incorporate the
optimal-policy concentrability {’fh}he[ g) and the minimum positive action gap Apin into
the lower bound. As a byproduct, we also construct a minimax lower bound without
incorporating Amin.

Construction of a hard instance

We construct a class of MDPs parameterized by M (p1,p2) with horizon H > 2, action
space A = {b;}{L, (where A > 2), state space S = {x¢, 21,22}, initial state distribution
di(xzo) = 1, transition kernels Py (z1|xo,pi) = pi, P1(z2|zo,pi) = 1 — pi, Vi € [A] where
p; = min{py,p2},Vi > 3, Py(x1|x1,a) = 1,VY(h,a) € [H] x A, and reward functions
rh(Sh,an) = 1{sp = x1,h > 2}. Tt is not hard to see that the optimal action at the first
stage is bj= where i* = argmax{p; : ¢ € {1,2}} and the optimal action at any stage h > 2
is any action a € A. The diagram of M (p;,p2) is depicted in Figure 2. It is easy to see
that this MDP satisfies both the definition of a linear MDP (see Definition 1) and of a
mixture linear MDP (see Definition 3). By direct computation, we have:

Th:1

Vi (o) = max{py,p2}(H — 1),

Qi (z0,b;) =pi(H —1),Vi € [4],

Qj(x1,a) =H—hV(h,a)€{2,...,H} x A,
Qj(x2,a) =0,Y(h,a) €{2,...,H} x A

ZL‘o,bi) :pi(H— 1),Vi S [A],
zxi,a) =H —h,¥(h,a) €{2,...,H} x A,
zr2,a) =0,Y(h,a)€{2,..., H} x A.

(
(
Vi (o) = S mi(bslzo)pi(H — 1),
(
(
(
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di(zo) =1,

dy(z1) = max{pi,p2},Vh > 2,
dy(z2) =1—max{pi,pa},Vh > 2.
df(zg) =1,

di(z1) =ity m(bilzo)pi,

df(zg) = Y mi(bilzo)(1 — pi).

Via direct computation, we have the minimum gap as Ay = |p1 — po|(H — 1).

Proof of Theorem 3

Proof of Theorem 3. We consider two MDP instances M; := M (p*,p) and My := M(p, p*)
(the parameterization is defined in Subsection B.3) where p* > p, whose optimal actions in
the first stage are by and bo, respectively, where by # by. The intuition for the hardness of
these two instances is that any policy is sub-optimal in at least one of the instances. We
have:

SubOpt(m; M) = (H — 1)(p" — p)(1 — m1(b1]z0)),
SubOpt(m; M) = (H — 1)(p" — p)(1 — m1(b2]z0))-

Consider any policy 7 = Algo(D) and let a; ~ mi(-|xo) (note that a; is a random
variable). We have:

2 max Ep.y, [SubOpt(Algo(D); M;)]
le{1,2}

> Ep, [SubOpt(Algo(D); M1)] + Epas, [SubOpt(Algo(D); My)]

[
= (H = 1)(p" — p) Ep~npy [1 — m1(b1]x0)] + Epnsy [1 — m1(ba]x0)])
> (H = 1)(p" = p) (Epnr, [1 = m1(b1]m0)] + Epns, [m1(b120)])
=(H-1)(p* —p) (ED~M1 [H{a1 # bi}] + Ep~ns, [1{a1 = b1}])
> (H 1)(1?* )(1 (PMNPMz))
> (H = 1)(p" = p)(1 — \/KL(Ppear, | Ppeass) /2),

where the third inequality is by the definition of the total variation distance TV(P, Q) =
sup{|P(B) — Q(B)| : VB is measurable}, and the last inequality is by Donsker’s inequality.

Construction of behavior policy. To construct the behaviour policy u that satisfies
SUD, s, ay, Z“EZZ’Z:; < kp,Vh € [H| in both M (p*,p) and M (p,p*), we consider pup(a|z;) =

LV(h,a,i) € {2,...,H} x Ax {1,2}. We also set p1(b1|zo) = p1(bao|zo) = g, where
q < 1/2 since by # by. By direct computation, we have:

M, *

d; v (s1,a1) 1
max A ==
TG (sar)

d, " (sn,0n) { * 1—p* } * 1

h ’ P P —_D
max —h "0V < max D 4 = P <1
Soth gl (s an) T a*+p)’ a(2—p*—p) a(p*+p) = ¢
A 1 1 1 dj (sp,an)
S Kkp > 2, we can set ¢ = mEr = e € (0, 5], and thus we have SUDhsn.an @l (spaan) =

Kn,Vh € [H]
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Computing KL(Pps, [|Ppns,). We consider dataset D = {(s}, al,7}) Zee[[lg] such that

st = xo,Vt € [K] and D agrees with the class {M (p1,p2) : p1 # p2} and behavior policy
p. Under M(p1,p2), we have ri = 0,Vt € [K] and s} = sb,rl = rb,Vt € [K]|,Vh > 2.
Thus, D' := {(s,a}, sb, 74) €Kl is as informative as D. ¢ Thus, KL(Ppas |Ppns,) =
KL(Pp sy [Pprns,)-

Let ny := 3.5 1{al = b;} be the number of episodes in D’ with the first-stage action
by and Z; = {r} : a} = b;,t € [K]} be the set of the second-stage reward in D’ in such
episodes. We have:

P, (D) = a5 (o) (pF) =21 (1 = )™ 2mem " T bulao)p?=-e2 " (1 = p) " 2we”,
i#£1

Pasy (D) = 1 (balg) (p") 222622 *(1 — p)"*~ 2esez ™ [ i (bifao)p=eess *(1 — )™~ 2vea ™,
i£2

Thus, we have:

Pas, (D) p*(1—p) 1—p*
1 1 0121 — 1
Og ]P)M2 (D/) 172 Og (1 *) + (nl n2) Og 1 _ p Y

where 019 := >, cz 2 — > .cz, #- Thus, we have:
P, (D)
KL(Pprn [|[Pprans,) = Eprng [log PM; (D’)}
p*(1—p) 1—p*
= Epron, [01,2] log ——= + Eprons, [n1 — ng] log
p*(1-p)

= Kq(p* —p)log——=
( ) S —p)

= Kq(p" - p)log (1+H).

Construction of (p*,p). Now we choose p,p* € [1,2] and p* —p < %. For such p*, p,

we have log (1 + ﬁ) <log(1+ 16(p* —p)) < 16(p* — p), where the last inequality is
by that log(1 + z) < z,Vx € (0,1]. Thus, we have KL(Pprps, [|[Pprons,) < 16¢K (p* — p)?.

Hence, we have:

2 ma Epey, [SubOPi(Algo(D); Mi)] > (H ~1)(p* = p)(1 = {KL(Ppess, [Ppess,)/2)
(H—=1)(" —p)1-20p" — p)V24K). (6)

Recall that we choose ¢ = 1/Kkmin. Now, we simply set:

v

1 Rmin

Por=anV K

*

Then, we have 1 — 2(p* — p)v/2¢K = %

Minimax lower bound. By Eq. (6), with the parameter choice above, we have

Rmin
21?{?};} Ep~, [SubOpt(Algo(D); M;)] = Q2 <H e ) .

5In the sense that knowing D’ implies D.
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Gap-dependent lower bound. To incorporate the gap information into the lower

bound, note that Api, = (p* —p)(H — 1) = 4\[1 “min - Thus
P N—— L (H = 1)*Kmin
32 KAmm

Therefore, by Eq. (6), we have:
1
max, Epna, [SubOpt(Algo(D); My)] 2 S (H — 1)(p" — p)(1 - 2(p" — p)V2¢K)

H —1)2km; H? i
— 2_7( min _ Q min )
KAmin (KAmin>

C Auxiliary Lemmas

MDPs

Lemma C.1 (Extended Value Difference (Cai et al., 2020, Section B.1)). Let 7 = {m, }}L,
and ' = {m} }L| be two arbitrary policies and let {QnHL | be arbitrary functions S x A —
R. Let V}, :=(Qp, 7). Then Vs € S, Vh € [H],

H
Vi(s) = ViF (s) = S B [(Qils4, ), mil-]85) — 7i(-|2)) ] s = ]
i=h

H
+> Er [Qi(si; ai) — TyViga(si, a5)|sp = 5],
i=h

where T;V := r;+ P;V and E, is the expectation over the randomness of (Sp,ap, ..., SH, Q)
induced by 7'.

Proof of Lemma C.1. Fix h € [H]. Denote & := Q; —T;Viy1. For Vi € [h, H — 1], Vs, € S,
we have

Er [Vi(si) = Vi¥ (s0)]sn] = Bar [(Qu(si ), milc[0)) = (QF (52, ), wi(-[s:)) ]
= Er [(Qu(sis ) mclse) = 7 Clsi)) + (Qilsis) = QF (s, 7 (Lsi)) s
= Exv [(Qi(si, ) mclsi) = mi(-Js))sn]
+ B |(€ils0,) + TV (si ) = (i, ) + BViTy(sis ), i Cfsi)) s
= B [(Qusi).miCcs0) = miCJs) sn] + Ex [(sic a0l
+Eor | Pi(Visr = V1) (10 2) s

= Ex [(Qi(sis ) mi(tsi) — mi(-[si)sn] + Ear [Gi(s4, ai)|sn]
+ Ew’ {V;—ﬁ-l(sz’—&—l) - Wil(8i+1)‘8h} .

Taking Zilih both sides of the last equation above completes the proof.
O

Lemma C.2. Let # = {#,}tL| and Qu(-,-) be arbitrary policy and Q-function. Let
Vi(s) = (Qn(s,-), Tn(-[s)) and Cu(s,a) := (ThVhy1)(s, a) — Qnu(s,a). For any policy T and
h € [H], we have

H H
Vir(s) = Vi (s) = > B [Gilsi, a0)sh = 5] — > Ea [Gi(si, ai)|sn = o]
i=h i=h

38



2 B [(Qulsnr ) mnClsn) = AnClsn)sn = 5]

Proof. We apply Lemma C.1 with 7 =#, 7/ =7, Q), = Qh and apply Lemma C.1 again
with m =7, 7’ = 7, Qn = Q) and take the difference between two results to complete the
proof. O

Lemma C.3. For any 0 < V(-) < H, there exists a wy, € R? such that T,V = (¢p,wy,) and
llwplle < 2HVd. In addition, for any policy = € 11, JuT € R? s.t. QF(s,a) = ¢p(s,a)Tw]
with |wf||2 < 2(H — h+1)Vd.

Proof. By definition,
TWV = 1+ PV = (6,00) + (0, [ V(s)dun(s)) = (6, 0n)
where wy, = 0, + [V (s)dvp(s). By the assumption of linear MDP,
lwnllz = 100+ [ V(s)dvn(lle < 10412+ | [ Vis)dn(s)ll2 < Vi + HVE < 2V

The second part is similar with V;" < H — h + 1. O

Lemma C.4 (Bound on weights in algorithm). For any (k,h) € [K] x [H], the weight W

in Algorithm 1 satisfies:
|wrlla < (H — h+1)y/dk/A.

Proof. For any v € R?, we have

k

VISR TN dnlsh ah) (rh + Vil (shea))| <
t=1

< (H = h+ Dol zr)- Z l6n (sh ah)ll )~

(H h+ 1)H’UH Ek k E H(ﬁh Shvah>H2 k H h+ 1 HUHQ Ek v
E
H h+ 1 \/k‘d/ HUHQ,

where the penultimate inequality is due to that

TAk’

k
|v g | = (H—-h+1) Z‘UT s%,aﬂ)’
t=1

k k
3 lln(shsah gy = L (&n(shy ah) " (Sh) " on(sh.af))
t=1

k
A
k _ i
= ;tr( (S5) " b (s}, ah,) (s}, af,) ) = ; NS <d
with {\;}¢, being the eigenvalues of ¢ (sh,al)on(sh,at)?. Finally, using |[@f|s =
MaX:|y)l,=1 |vT'| completes the proof. O
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Lemma C.5 (Jin et al. (2020)). Let V(L,B,\) C {S — R} be a class of functions with
the following parametric form:

V()= min{%leaj( on(- a)Tw — Bllo(- a)|ls-1, H — h + 1}+’

where the parameters (w,3,%) satisfy: |w|2 < L, € [0,B], Amin(X) > X. Assume

lon(s,a)lla < 1,Y(s,a). Let N, be the e-covering number of V(L, B, \) with respect to the
mazimal norm || - ||c. We have:

log N, < dlog(1 4 4L/€) + d*log(1 + 8VdB?/(\é?)).

Linear features

Lemma C.6. Let ¢ : S — R be any feature and p be any density with respect to the
Lebesgue measure on S. Let A =Ty ) {gf)(s)qﬁ(s)T] We have

col(A) = span({d(s) : Vs € S s.t. p(s) > 0}),
where col(A) denotes the column space of A.

Proof. Let B :=span({¢(s) : Vs € S s.t. p(s) > 0}). We need to prove that A = B. First,
as the i-th column of A, coli(A) = [¢,., )03 ?(5)@(s)idp(s) € B, where ¢(s); denotes the
i-component of ¢(s) € R?. Thus, col(4) C B. Now we prove that B C col(A).

For any z € R, we have 27 Az = f{s:p(s)>0} (2T ¢(s))?p(s)ds. Thus, for any z € null(A)
(i.e. Az = 0), we have 27¢(s) = 0,Vs such that p(s) > 0. Hence, null(A) L B. But we
have col(A) = null(A)*, thus B C col(A). O

Lemma C.7 (Papini et al. (2021b)). For any symmetric p.s.d. matriz A € R with
|A|| > 0, the smallest positive eigenvalue of A is:

AE(A) = min xT Az,
x€col(A):||z|l2=1

Proof. Let 0 < A\ < ... < Ay be the eigenvalues of A with corresponding orthonormal
eigenvectors uq, ..., uq. By the iterative representation of eigenvalues, we have:

A= min 2T Az

ze{u1,...,ui—1 }:||z||2=1

Let d' = min{i € [d] : \; > 0}. As ||A]| = Ag > 0, such d’ exists. Thus, span({uy,...,ug_1}) =
null(A). Note that null(A)” = col(A) as A is symmetric, we complete the proof. O

Lemma C.8. Let A € R™? be a symmetric matriz with non-zero eigenvalues \j < A ... <
Mg and corresponding orthonormal eigenvectors uy, ..., uq. Assume ||Al| >0 (i.e. Ag > 0).
Let d" = min;c(g.\,>0- We have:

A
Va € col(A), |z 4-1 - |z)a < i
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Concentration inequalities
Lemma C.9 (Hoeffding-Azuma inequality). Suppose { X}, }32, is a martingale, i.e. E[|X}|] <
oo and E [Xj 41| Xk, . .., Xo] = Xk, Vk, and suppose that Yk, | X — Xi—1] < cx almost surely.
Then for all positive n and t, we have:

1€

—12
P(| X, — Xo| > t) <2exp <2> .

Lemma C.10 (A variant of Hoeffding-Azuma inequality). Suppose {Z}72, s a real-
valued stochastic process with corresponding filtration {Fj}32, i.e. Vk, Zy, is Fi-measurable.
Suppose that for any k, E[|Z;|] < oo and |Z — E [Zg|Fr-1]| < cr almost surely. Then for

all positive n and t, we have:
—$2
<2exp| = |-
S ¢

P (
k=1
Proof. This lemma is a direct application of Lemma C.9 with X = le(Zi —E[Z|Fi-1])-

> 7, Z (25| Fr—1]
O

Lemma C.11 (Concentration of self-normalized processes (Abbasi-yadkori et al., 2011)
). Let {n:}22, be a real-valued stochastic process with corresponding filtration {F:}52,
(i.e. n is Fy-measurable). Assume that ny|Fi;—1 is zero-mean and R-subGaussian, i.e.,

E [1¢|Ft—1] = 0, and
VA ER,E [emm_l} < NR2,

Let {x;}$2, be an R%-valued stochastic process where x; is F;_1-measurable and ||x¢|| < L.
Let X, = My + Zle zyx] . Then for any & > 0, with probability at least 1 — &, it holds for
all k > 0 that

2

EL? + ) 1

1/2 ~1/2
det(Xg) ™/ *det(Xo) ; 4 log :

o

< 2R%log l

d
< 2R? l log
1 2
Ek

Lemma C.12 (Uniform concentration of self-normalized processes (Jin et al., 2020)).
Let {s:}72, be a stochastic process on state space S with corresponding filtration {F:}32,
(i.e. s; is Fy-measurable). Let {¢:}22, be an R¥-valued stochastic process where ¢y is
Fi—1-measurable and ||¢¢||a < 1. Let X = Mg+ Zf;ll 0l . Then for any 6 > 0, with
probability at least 1 — 6, for all k >0 and any V € V C {S — [0, H]}, we have

d k+ A N k2e?
< 4H? {2log(+)+log}+8 6,

—E[V(s¢)|Fi_1]) ) 5 A

—1
Ek

where Ne is the e-covering number of V with respect to the distance || - ||oo-

Proof. For any V € V, there exists V in the e-covering such that V = V + Ay where
sup, |Ay(s)| < e. We have the following decomposition:

o (7o) B [T o017

2 2

— E [V (st)|F-1])

—1 —1
Ek Zk
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2
+2

k
>0 (Av(se) — E[Av(se)| Fi-1])
t=1

-1
D

where the first term can be bounded by Lemma C.11 and the second term is bounded by
8k2e2/\. Then using the union bound over the e-covering completes the proof. O

Lemma C.13 (Freedman’s inequality (Tropp, 2011)). Let {Xy}}_, be a real-valued
martingale difference sequence with the corresponding filtration {Fi}p_,, i.e. Xy is Fp-

measurable and B[ X|Fr_1] = 0. Suppose for any k, |Xi| < M almost surely and define
V=37 E[X?|Fk-1]. For any a,b > 0, we have:

n —a?
P X.>a,V<b| < — .
(; h=®V = )-eXp <2b+2aM/3>
In an alternative form, for any t > 0, we have:

" 2Mt
IP’(ZXk > 3+\/2bt,V§b> <e .

k=1

Lemma C.14 (Matrix Freedman’s inequality (Tropp, 2011)). Let { X} be a dx d stochastic
matrices adapted to the filtration {Fy}, i.e. Xy is Fx-measurable. Suppose that Vk, || Xy —
E [ Xk|Fi-1]|| < M almost surely for some M > 0. Define the quadratic variation process

k
Vi =Y Var[X;|Fi1].

i=1

For any a,b > 0, we have:

k 2
—a
P <E|k‘ >0 §1Xi —E[Xi|Fica] | = a, [[Vill2 < b) < dexp <2b+2a.M/3> :

In an alternative form, for any t > 0, we have:

k
> Xi — E[Xi|Fid]

P(Elk >0:
1=1

2Mt
> o+ V2 |Vi )2 < b) <de ™t

D Linear Mixture Models

In this section, we consider the linear mixture MDP model (Ayoub et al., 2020) that
assumes that the unknown transition function is an unknown linear mixture of several
basic known probabilities.

Definition 3 (Linear mixture MDP). An MDP M(S, A, H, {rp, HL {P,}L ) is said to
be a linear mizture MDP if there is a known feature mapping ¢(s'|s,a) : S x A x S — R?
and an unknown vector wi € R with ||w}||2 < Cy, such that Py(s'|s,a) = (¢(s'|s, a), w})
for all (s,a,s',h) and ry is deterministic and known (for simplicity). Moreover, for
any bounded function V : S — [0,1], we have ||py(s,a)ll2 < 1 for any (s,a), where
$v(s,a) = Yges 8(s'ls,a)V(s) € R
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Algorithm 2 Bootstrapped and Constrained Pessimistic Value-Targeted Regression (BCP-
VTR)

1: Input: Dataset D = {(s},al, rh)}he[ H)’ uncertainty parameters {5 }re(k], regulariza-

tion hyperparameter A, p-supported policy class {I1y, (1) }re(m
2. for k=1,..., K +1do

3: V}l}+1() 0.
4: for step h=H,H —1,...,1do
5: I ik, (shoaf) - ¢Vf+1(8§i’ at)l' + - 1.
6: UA’;gL — (= ) Z ¢vk (S;L’aI;L) : fo+1(5§z+1)-
m W) e B g (O s
8: QiCo) = {bgr (o) R) = BEC,-).
9: () mln{Qh( ), H —h+1}F.
10: 7k« arg max (QF, 7p)
. W},GH/}\I(H)
11 Vi () = (QE G ) (1))
12: end for
13: end for

14: Output: Ensemble {#* : k € [K + 1]}.

We consider the bootstrapped, constrained and pessimistic variant of Value-Targeted
Regression (Ayoub et al., 2020) which is shown in Algorithm . The algorithm is very
similar to Algorithm 1 except that we compute 1@,’2 by solving the following regularized
least-square regression in Line 6:

k—1

2
Wy < argmln Alwl3 + Z (¢Vk (s, ap) w — Vh+1(3h+1)) .
=1

The flow of the results is very similar to the case of BCPVI except some minor
modifications to reflect the changes from model-free methods to model-based methods.
Here we only present the results that are different from their counterpart in BCPVI.

Lemma D.1. In Algorithm 2, if we choose

H+ kH3
By = H\/dlog—i—]g/)\ +VAC,

then with probability at least 1 — §:
v(k7h737a) € [K] X [H] X S x Av ‘(TthkJrl)(Saa) - (Tflfvthrl)(saa)‘ < ﬁk : ”(25\7411 (sﬂa)”(Eﬁ)—l

Proof. We have:

(Thvlf+1)(s7a) = rh(s,a) + ( lxﬁ/k (S7a)7w;§>7

h+1
(Thvif—&—l)(sa a) = Th(sv a) <¢Vf+1 (57 a)7 wlﬁ)

Moreover, by (Abbasi-yadkori et al., 2011, Theorem 2), with probability at least 1 — ¢, we
have:

vh € [H],wy, € {w € R? : |lw — @j|lgr < B(K)}.

Finally, using the inequality (x,y) < ||z||a - |ly||a—1 for any invertible matrix A and vectors
x,y completes the proof. O
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Theorem 7. Under Assumption 4.1-4.2, w.p.a.l. 1 — Q(%) over the randomness of D, for
the sub-optimality bound of BCP-VTR, we have:

AT ~last A kHd

E [SubOpt(#™*)] v E [SubOpt(#'**!)| = O (\/?) .

where k=S| Ky,

Theorem 8 (%—type sub-optimality bound ). Under Assumption 4.1-4.2-4.3, w.p.a.l.
1— (14 3logy(H/Amin))d, for the sub-optimality bound of BCP-VTR, we have:
d>H?k3

SubOpt(#™*) < 2————log*(dK H/§) + ;67]: log log, (K k/0)

~ Amin - K K

Remark 8. If we set the 6 in Theorem 2 as 6 = Q(1/K), then for the expected sub-
optimality bound of BCP-VTR, we have:

, ~ 2772,.3
E [SubOpt(#™*)| = O (H) .

Theorem 9. Fix any H > 2. For any algorithm Algo(D), and any concentrability coeffi-
cients {kp}n>1 such that k, > 2, there exist a linear mizture MDP M = (S, A, H,P,r,dp)

d dataset D = {(s!,, a!,, ¥ YKL« P (M, 1) wh G wan) o un e g
and datase {(Shaaharh)}he[[—[] (-|M, ) where supy, 5, 4, ; < kp,Vh € [H]

2O (snyan)
such that:

Ep~m [SubOpt(Algo(D); M)] = Q) < H\/\/f;%Tn > 7

where Kmin := min{ky, : h € [H]}.

E Numerical Simulation

In this appendix, we provide the details for the numerical simulation for Figure 1 in the
main paper.

Linear MDP construction. We construct a simple linear MDP following (Yin et al.,
2022; Min et al., 2021). We consider an MDP instance with S = {0,1}, A= {0,1,---,99},
and the feature dimension d = 10. Each action a € [99] is represented by its binary
encoding vector u, € R® with entry being either —1 or 1. We define

5(s.0) = {1 if 1{s =0} = 1{a = 0},

0 otherwise.
o The feature mapping ¢(s, a) is given by
d(s,a) = [ul,8(s,a),1 — d(s,a)]’ € RO,
o The true measure v(s) is given by
vp(s) = [0+, 0,(1 = 5) S an, 5 &
where {ap}pepm) € {0, 1} and @ is the XOR operator. We define
0, =[0,---,0,7,1—7r]T € R,
where r = 0.99. Recall that the transition follows Py (s'|s,a) = (¢(s,a),vp(s")) and

the mean reward r(s,a) = (¢(s,a), 0p).
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Behavior policy. At state s = 0, choose action a = 0 with probability p and action
a = 1 with probability (1 — p); at state s = 1, choose action a = 0 with probability p and
choose the other actions uniformly with probability (1 — p)/99. This behavior policy does
not uniformly cover all state-space pairs but only need to satisfy Assumption 4.1.

Experiment. We computed SubOpt(#%) for each K € {1,...,1000} where #¥ is re-
turned by Algorithm 1. We tested for different values of 5 € {0,0.1,0.2,0.5,1,2} with
different episode lengths H € {20, 30,50,80}. We run each experiment for 30 times and
plot the mean and standard variance of the sub-optimality in Figure 1. We observe that
B =1 gives the best performance in all cases of H. It also confirms the benefit of being
properly pessimistic (i.e. = 1) versus being non-pessimistic (i.e. 5 = 0) for offline RL. In
the case of f = 1, we observe both phenomenon in the main paper: fast rate in the first
100 episodes and zero sub-optimality in the later stage.
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