arXiv:2305.15621v1 [cs.LG] 24 May 2023

Matrix Estimation for Offline Reinforcement Learning with Low-Rank Structure

Xumei Xi^1, Christina Lee Yu^1, and Yudong Chen^2

1School of Operations Research and Information Engineering, Cornell University 2Department of Computer Sciences, University of Wisconsin-Madison

{xx269, cleeyu}@cornell.edu, yudong.chen@wisc.edu

Abstract We consider offline Reinforcement Learning (RL), where the agent does not interact with the environment and must rely on offline data collected using a behavior policy. Previous works provide policy evaluation guarantees when the target policy to be evaluated is covered by the behavior policy, that is, state-action pairs visited by the target policy must also be visited by the behavior policy. We show that when the MDP has a latent low-rank structure, this coverage condition can be relaxed. Building on the connection to weighted matrix completion with non-uniform observations, we propose an offline policy evaluation algorithm that leverages the low-rank structure to estimate the values of uncovered state-action pairs. Our algorithm does not require a known feature representation, and our finite-sample error bound involves a novel discrepancy measure quantifying the discrepancy between the behavior and target policies in the spectral space. We provide concrete examples where our algorithm achieves accurate estimation while existing coverage conditions are not satisfied. Building on the above evaluation algorithm, we further design an offline policy optimization algorithm and provide non-asymptotic performance guarantees.

1 Introduction

Reinforcement Learning (RL) has achieved significant empirical success in the online setting, where the agent continuously interacts with the environment to collect data and improve its performance. However, online exploration is costly and risky in many applications, such as healthcare [5] and autonomous driving [20], in which case it is preferable to learn from a pre-collected observational dataset from doctors or human drivers using their own policies. Due to lack of on-policy interaction with the environment, offline RL faces the fundamental challenge of distribution shift [9]. A standard approach for handling distribution shift is importance sampling [16, 15]. More sophisticated approaches have been proposed to alleviate the high variance of importance sampling [3, 26]. Recent works [22, 12, 28] consider estimating the state marginal importance ratio, a more tractable problem.

Existing work on offline RL requires the dataset to have sufficient coverage. A standard measure for coverage is the concentrability coefficient [24]: C^π = max_{s,a}^{dπ (s,a)}_{ρ(s,a)} , which is the ratio between the stateaction occupancy measure of a policy π of interest and the (empirical) occupancy measure ρ of the behavior policy generating the offline dataset. However, this can be restrictive as the support of ρ must contain that of d^π in order for C^π to be finite. Earlier work such as the Fitted Q-iteration (FQI) algorithm [11] requires full coverage, i.e. C^π < ∞ for all policies π. More recent works [24, 17, 10] requires a more relaxed, partial coverage condition C^{π∗} < ∞ with π^∗ being optimal policy. Partial coverage is still a fairly strong requirement: the behavior policy must visit every state the optimal policy would visit, and take every action the optimal policy would take.

In this paper, we seek to relax the coverage condition for offline policy evaluation in settings where the Markov decision process (MDP) has a latent low-rank structure. Similarly to [19, 18], we view the Q function as a matrix and exploit its low-rank structure to infer the entries that were not observed in the offline data. Unlike typical results from the low-rank matrix completion literature, our setting requires completing the matrix under non-uniform sampling, as in [4, 8]; moreover, the error is evaluated under a different distribution or weighted norm, leading to the fundamental challenge of distribution shift. By leveraging techniques from weighted and non-uniform matrix completion, we develop a new offline policy evaluation algorithm, which alternates between Q iteration and matrix estimation. For both the infinite and finite sample settings, we show that the evaluation error can be bounded in terms of a novel discrepancy measure between the behavior and target policies. In contrast to the standard concentrability coefficient, our discrepancy measure may remain finite even when the behavior policy does not cover the support of the target policy. We present a concrete example where the concentrability coefficient is infinite but our method achieves a meaningful error bound. Building on the above evaluation algorithm, we further design an offline policy optimization algorithm with provable performance guarantees.

There are several challenges that arise when we borrow ideas from low-rank matrix estimation to offline RL. Classical matrix estimation results require two assumptions that are hard to satisfy in MDP. First, independence is assumed between the sampling process and the observation noise. This is clearly not true for MDPs, where observation noise is intertwined with the sampling. For example, if a state-action pair is sampled more frequently, the empirical observations (e.g., transition frequencies) are bound to be less noisy than others sampled less often. Second, sampling in matrix estimation typically requires each entry to have a non-zero probability of being observed. Sampling in MDPs is very different: only entries on the support of the sampling distribution, which is determined by the behavior policy, can be sampled; those off the support have a zero observation probability. We note that various recent works attempt to relax the aforementioned assumptions to make matrix estimation more applicable to real-world sequential decision-making problems. For example, the paper [2] allows for some dependence between the noise and sampling pattern, and the smallest sampling probability can be zero. Their algorithm, which involves finding a maximum biclique, works best with datasets with a specific restrictive structure, which is often not present in offline RL. Our goal in this paper is to derive a performance guarantee for a more general class of sampling patterns.

2 Problem Setup

2.1 MDP with Low-Rank Structure

Consider an MDP M = (S, A, H, P, r, μ_1) with finite state space S, finite action space A, horizon H, transition kernel P = {P_t}_{t∈[H]}, bounded reward function r = {r_t : S × A → [0, 1]}_{t∈[H]}, and initial state distribution μ_1 ∈ Δ(S). Let S = |S| and A = |A|. For each policy π = {π_t : S → Δ(A)}_{t∈[H]}, the Q function Q^π_t : S × A → R is defined as Q^π_t (s, a) = E_π [ ∑_H i=t r_i(s_i, a_i)|s_t = s, a_t = a], and the total expected reward is J^π = E_π [ ∑_H t=1 r_t(s_t, a_t)|s_1 ∼ μ_1]. Let d^π_t : S × A → [0, 1] denote the state-action occupancy measure at time t ∈ [H] under policy π.

Given a dataset generated by the behavior policy π^β , our goal is to estimate J^{πθ} for a target policy π^θ. Our blanket assumption is that the MDP has the following low-rank structure, which implies that for any policy π, its Q function (viewed as an S-by-A matrix) is at most rank d.

Assumption. For all t, r_t ∈ [0, 1]^{S×A} has rank at most d^′ = ⌊d/2⌋, and P_t admits the decomposition P_t(s^′|s, a) = ∑_d′ i=1 u_{t,i}(s^′, s)w_{t,i}(a) or P_t(s^′|s, a) = ∑_d′ i=1 u_{t,i}(s)w_{t,i}(s^′, a), ∀s^′, s, a. The above low-rank model is different from the Low-rank MDP model considered in previous works [1, 25].

In Low-rank MDPs, the transition kernel P is assumed to have a factorization of the form P (s^′|s, a) = ∑_d′ i=1 u_i(s^′)w_i(s, a), where the factors u_i(·) and w_i(·, ·) are unknown. Closely related is the Linear MDP model [6, 27], where the feature maps w_i(·, ·) are known. In these models, the low-rank/linear structures are with respect to the relationship between the originating state-action pair (s, a) and the destination state s^′; they do not imply that Q function is low-rank when viewed as a matrix. In contrast, our model stipulates that the transition kernel can be factorized either between (i) a and (s, s^′) or (ii) s and (s^′, a), both of which imply a low dimensional relationship between the current state s and the action a taken at that state, resulting in a low-rank Q function. A key consequence of the Q function being low-rank is that we can bypass modeling the environment and directly estimate the Q function by leveraging its low-rankness, resulting in a model-free method. On the other hand, most works in Low-rank MDPs consider model-based methods.

Note that when the transition tensor is fully factorized: P_t(s^′|s, a) = ∑_d′ i=1 u_{t,i}(s^′)v_{t,i}(s)w_{t,i}(a), it satisfies both our assumption and the assumption of Low-rank MDPs.

2.2 Offline Dataset

The offline dataset is denoted by D = {(s^k_t , a^k_t , r^k_t )}_{t∈[H],k∈[K]}, which contains K independent trajectories generated from the behavior policy π^β . We consider two settings: the infinite-sample setting with K → ∞ and the finite-sample setting with K < ∞; we describe these two settings in detail below. For simplicity, we assume the immediate rewards are observed without noise, which can be easily relaxed. The uncertainty in the system completely comes from the transition probability.

In the infinite-sample setting, we have partial but noiseless knowledge of the MDP on the support of the state-action occupancy measure induced by the behavior policy. In other words, for all state-action pairs that can be visited using the behavior policy, namely, (s, a) ∈ supp(d^{πβ}_t ), we know the exact values of the transition probability P_t(·|s, a). It is important to note that even in this idealized setting, off-policy evaluation is still non-trivial. When the behavior policy does not have full coverage, i.e., supp(d^{πβ}_t ) ≠ S × A, we do not have any information for the state-action pairs off the support and they must be estimated by leveraging the low-rank structure of the Q function. The distribution shift that arises in the infinite-sample setting can be attributed to the difference in support, which is precisely reflected in our proposed distribution discrepancy in Definition 1 and the corresponding error bound in Theorem 1.

In the finite-sample setting, we have a noisy and unbiased estimate ^P_t(·|s, a) of the true transition probability P_t(·|s, a) for (s, a) ∈ supp( ^d^{πβ}_t ), where ^d^{πβ}_t denotes the empirical data distribution of K independent samples from the true distribution d^{πβ}_t . Since different estimates of the probability exhibit different levels of uncertainty, only considering the support is no longer sufficient. In particular, the finite-sample distribution shift depends not only on the difference in support, but also the difference in the specific distributions, which will be reflected in our proposed distribution discrepancy in Definition 2 and the subsequent error bound in Theorem 2.

2.3 Notation and Operator Discrepancy

For a matrix M ∈ R^{n×m} , let ‖M‖_∗ denote its nuclear norm (sum of singular values), ‖M‖_{op} its operator norm (maximum singular value), ‖M‖_∞ = max_{i,j} |M_{ij} | its entrywise ℓ_∞ norm, and supp(M) = {(i, j) : M_{ij} ≠ 0} its support. The max norm [21] of M is defined as ‖M‖_{max} = min_{U,V :X=UV} ⊤ ‖U‖_{2→∞} ‖V ‖_{2→∞}, where ‖·‖_{2→∞} denotes the maximum row ℓ_2 norm of a matrix. Both max norm and nuclear norm can be viewed as convex surrogates of the matrix rank [21]. For a rank-d matrix M, its max norm can be upper bounded as ‖M‖_{max} ≤ √ d ‖M‖_∞ . (1) The nuclear norm and the max norm satisfy: 1 √ nm ‖M‖_∗ ≤ ‖M‖_{max} ≤ ‖M‖_∗ . (2) The indicator matrix 1_M ∈ {0, 1}^{n×m} is a binary matrix encoding the position of the support of M. The entrywise product between two matrices M and M^′ is denoted by M ∘ M^′.

We propose a novel discrepancy measure defined below, and show that it can replace the role of the concentrability coefficient in our infinite-sample error bound under the low-rank assumption.

Definition 1 (Operator discrepancy). The operator discrepancy between two probability distributions p, q ∈ Δ(S × A) is defined as

Dis(p, q) := min { ‖g − q‖_{op} : g ∈ Δ(S × A), supp(g) ⊆ supp(p) } . (3)

Note that Dis(p, q) ≤ ‖p − q‖_{op} is always finite, and Dis(p, q) = 0 if and only if supp(q) ⊆ supp(p). To provide intuition for Dis(p, q), let the minimizer in (3) be g^∗. By generalized Hölder’s inequality, | | |E_{(s,a)∼g}∗ [ M(s, a) ] − E_{(s,a)∼q} [ M(s, a) ]| | = | | |⟨g^∗, M⟩ − ⟨q, M⟩ | | | ≤ Dis(p, q) · ‖M‖∗. (4)

If the nonzero singular values of M are of the same scale, then the RHS of (4) is of order Dis(p, q) · rank(M). Therefore, Dis(p, q) measures the distribution shift between p and q in terms of preserving the expectation of low-rank matrices. Compared to traditional measures such as the concentrability coefficient, the operator discrepancy takes into account the low-rank structure of the model and therefore can allow for a less restrictive coverage condition. Note that Dis(p, q) only depends on the support of p: if supp(p) = supp(p^′), then Dis(p, q) = Dis(p^′, q) for all q. As mentioned before, the infinite-sample distribution shift depends only on the support of the behavior policy and the operator discrepancy reflects exactly that. Moreover, thanks to the minimization in the definition (3), Dis(p, q) can be significantly smaller than ‖p − q‖_{op}. For instance, if p is the uniform distribution on S × A, then g^∗ = q and hence Dis(p, q) = 0 for all q.

For our finite-sample error bound, we consider a different notion of discrepancy. As we have a limited number of samples from the behavior policy, it is natural that the appropriate notion of discrepancy no longer depends only on the support of the distribution, but rather how closely the distributions match. In our analysis, the appropriate measure of closeness is given by the operator norm difference, which is also closely tied to Definition 1 when we restrict g to be equal to p.

Definition 2 (Empirical Operator Discrepancy). The empirical operator discrepancy between two probability distributions p, q ∈ Δ(S × A) is defined as

^Dis(p, q) := ‖p − q‖_{op} . (5)

When infinite samples are given from the behavior policy, the error bound for our proposed off-policy evaluation algorithm will be a function of Dis(d^{πβ}_t , d^{πθ}_t ). The operator discrepancy only depends on the support of the behavior policy and not the exact distribution, which is expected under the infinite-sample setting. As such, the operator discrepancy highlights the inherent error induced by distribution shift. In the finite-sample setting, our error bound depends on the empirical operator discrepancy ^Dis(d^{πβ}_t , d^{πθ}_t ), for which the exact distribution matters. This is expected since we are given observations with varying noise levels determined by the empirical data distribution.

We remark in passing that the inequality Dis(d^{πβ}_t , d^{πθ}_t ) ≤ ^Dis(d^{πβ}_t , d^{πθ}_t ) holds by definition. Also, the above discrepancy metrics share similarity with the parameter Λ in [8], which also measures the difference in two distributions in the operator norm.

3 Algorithm

In this section, we present our algorithm for offline policy evaluation. The algorithm takes as input an offline dataset D = {(s^k_t , a^k_t , r^k_t )}_{t∈[H],k∈[K]}, which contains K independent trajectories generated from the behavior policy π^β . The algorithm also takes as input the target policy π^θ, the initial state distribution μ_1, weight matrices (ρ_t)_{t∈[H]}, and a matrix estimation algorithm ME(·) which will be specified in (7) and (9) for the infinite-sample and finite-sample settings, respectively. The weight matrices {ρ_t} are chosen by the user and primarily used as an input to ME(·). As a typical choice, in the infinite-sample setting we set ρ_t to be the true state-action occupancy measure d^{πβ}_t of the behavior policy; in the finite-sample setting we set ρ_t to be the empirical measure ^d^{πβ}_t .

Our algorithm iterates backwards in the horizon from steps t = H to t = 1. For each step t, the algorithm has two parts. First, it applies Q-value iteration to empirically estimate the Q-values for state-action pairs in the support of d^{πβ}_t . In particular, the data is used to construct unbiased empirical estimates of the transition kernel and occupancy measure of the behavior policy, denoted by ^P_t and ^d^{πβ}_t , respectively. Let ^B^{πθ}_t denote the target policy’s empirical Bellman operator, which is given by ( ^B^{πθ}_t f)(s, a) = r_t(s, a) + ∑ s^′ ,a^′ ^Pt(s ′|s, a)π^θ_t (a^′|s^′)f(s^′, a^′) (6) for all f : S × A → R. Note that we can evaluate ( ^B^π_t f)(s, a) only over (s, a) ∈ supp( ^d^{πβ}_t ). With the given weight matrix ρ_t, which is chosen such that supp(ρ_t) ⊆ supp( ^d^{πβ}_t ), the in-support empirical estimate of the Q-value is computed via Z_t(s, a) ← ( ^B^{πθ}_t ^Q^{πθ}_{t+1})(s, a), for (s, a) ∈ supp(ρ_t).

Subsequently, to infer the Q values off support, the algorithm uses the low-rank matrix estimation subroutine, ME(·), which takes as input the weight matrix ρ_t and the empirical estimates Z_t. While ME(·) can be any off-the-shelf matrix estimation algorithm, for the purpose of the analysis, we will use the max norm minimization method due to its computational tractability and robustness under nonuniform sampling. Specifically, our ME(·) subroutines are specified in (7) and (9) in the next section, in which different constraints are used for the infinite-sample and finite-sample settings.

The pseudocode for our algorithm is given below. Our algorithm is computationally efficient and easy to implement.

Algorithm 1: Matrix Completion in Low-Rank Offline RL

Data: dataset D, π^θ, initial state distribution μ_1, weight matrices (ρ_t)_{t∈[H]}, and ME(·). Result: estimator ^J. 1 ^Qπ^θ_{H+1}(s, a) ← 0, ∀(s, a) ∈ S × A. 2 for t = H, H-1, . . . , 1 do 3 Q iteration: Z_t(s, a) ← ( ^B^{πθ}_t ^Q^{πθ}_{t+1})(s, a), for all (s, a) ∈ supp(ρ_t). 4 Matrix estimation: ^Q^{πθ}_t ← ME (ρ_t, Z_t). 5 end 6 Output ^J ← ∑ s,a μ_1(s)π^θ_1 (a|s) ^Q^{πθ}_1 (s, a).

4 Analysis

We present evaluation error bounds under both the infinite-sample setting K → ∞ and the finite-sample setting K < ∞. Define the population Bellman operator B^{πθ}_t , which is given by equation (6) with ^P_t replaced by P_t. Define the matrix Y_t ∈ R^{S×A} via Y_t(s, a) = (B^{πθ}_t ^Q^{πθ}_{t+1})(s, a), which is the population version of Z_t computed in Algorithm 1.

4.1 Infinite-sample setting

In the infinite-sample setting, we have ^d^{πβ}_t (s, a) → d^{πβ}_t (s, a) and ^P_t(s, a) → P_t(s, a) for all (s, a) ∈ supp(d^{πβ}_t ). Consequently, both ^B^{πθ}_t and Z_t converge to their population versions B^{πθ}_t and Y_t, respectively. Note that the infinite samples does not imply complete knowledge of the MDP. Instead, we only know a subset of transition probabilities on the support of the state-action occupancy measure induced by the behavior policy. The matrix estimation subroutine is given by the following max norm minimization program with ρ_t = d^{πβ}_t and L_t := H − t + 1:

ME(ρ_t, Y_t) = argmin

M∈R^{S×A} ‖M‖_{max} s.t. 1_{ρt} ∘ M = 1_{ρt} ∘ Y_t, ‖M‖_∞ ≤ L_t. (7) We impose an entrywise equality constraint because the information on the support of ρ_t is assumed to be noiseless and naturally we want the solution to exactly fit those entries. We have the following performance guarantee. The proof of Theorem 1 involves two steps. We first decompose the evaluation error as a summation of the matrix estimation accuracy from future timesteps and then bound the accuracy at each timestep by a standard application of Hölder’s inequality. The complete proof is deferred to Appendix A.1.

Theorem 1 (Infinite samples). In the infinite-sample setting, under Algorithm 1 with ρ_t = d^{πβ}_t and ME(·) being (7), the output estimator ^J satisfies | | ^J − J^{πθ} | | ≤ 2H √ dSA ∑_H t=1 Dis(d^{πβ}_t , d^{πθ}_t ). (8)

In the above bound, note that the operator discrepancy only depends on the support of d^{πβ}_t , not the specific distribution. This makes sense since the information of the data entirely depends on the support of d^{πβ}_t , not the specific distribution. Once a state-action pair is supported, we know exactly what r_t(s, a) and P_t(·|s, a) are, and therefore it does not matter what the actual value of d^{πβ}_t (s, a) is. When the support of d^{πβ}_t is S × A for all t ∈ [H], it means the behavior policy is extremely exploratory and covers the whole state-action space. Consequently, we get a zero estimation bound in (8) because we know the MDP exactly.

4.2 Finite-sample setting

Next consider the setting with a finite dataset D = {(s^k_t , a^k_t , r^k_t )}_{t∈[H],k∈[K]}. Let n_t(s, a) := ∑ k∈[K] 1(s^k_t ,a^k_t )=(s,a) be the visitation count of each state-action pair. Accordingly, the empirical occupancy of π^β is given by ^dπ^β_t (s, a) = n_t(s, a)/K. Let ρ_t = ^dπ^β_t in Algorithm 1. The matrix estimation subroutine ME(·) is given by the following max norm minimization program:

ME(ρ_t, Z_t) = argmin

M∈R^{S×A} ‖M‖_{max} s.t. |⟨ρ_t, M − Z_t⟩| ≤ |⟨ρ_t, Z_t − Y_t⟩| , ‖M‖_∞ ≤ L_t. (9)

We state the following guarantee. The proof of Theorem 2 proceeds as follows. We build upon the proof of Theorem 1 to get the first discrepancy term on the RHS of (10). The second error term comes from the finite-sample error in the system and is obtained by applying a generalization error guarantee from [21]. The complete proof is deferred to Appendix A.2.

Theorem 2 (Finite samples). Consider the finite-sample setting under Algorithm 1 with ρ_t = ^d^{πβ}_t and ME(·) being (9). We assume 2 < K < SA. There exists an absolute constant C > 0 such that with probability at least 1 − δ, we have | | ^J − J^{πθ} | | ≤2H √ dSA ∑ t∈[H] ^Dis(d^{πβ}_t , d^πθ_t ) + CH^2 √ d(S + A) log(HS/δ) K . (10)

On the RHS of (10), the first term quantifies the population-level distribution shift and the second term takes into account the statistical error. The finite-sample distribution shift is reflected in the term ^Dis(dπ^β_t , d^πθ_t ), which is always finite, given any behavior policy πβ and target policy πθ, in contrast to the concentrability coefficient C^π = max_{s,a}^{dπ (s,a)}_{ρ(s,a)} . Suppose that there exists some (s, a) such that ρ_t(s, a) = 0

and d^{πθ}_t (s, a) > 0. Then, C^{πθ} = ∞ whereas ^Dis(d^{πβ}_t , d^{πθ}_t ) is finite and meaningful. We will subsequently present examples to showcase the effectiveness of our bound.

As a sanity check, let us consider the setting of evaluating the behavior policy, i.e. π^θ = π^β . Using our results, we obtain an error bound of | | | ^J − J^{πβ} | | | ≲ H^2 √ d(S + A) log(HS/δ) K , with probability at least 1 − δ. This implies that for evaluating the behavior policy, our method requires a sample complexity of order H^4d(S + A), which matches the standard linear dependence on the dimensions in low-rank matrix estimation.

4.3 Examples

We present some concrete examples showcasing the effectiveness of our algorithm.

4.3.1 Policies with Disjoint Support under Uniform Transitions

Assume S = A = n. Consider the simple setting where the transition is uniform over all state-action pairs. For each s and t, assume π^θ_t (·|s) selects an action uniformly at random amongst a subset of actions A^θ_t ⊆ A, where |A^θ_t | = m, and the subset A^θ_t is itself sampled uniformly at random amongst all subsets of size m. We assume π^β_t is generated from the same model independently, i.e. the behavior policy also randomizes uniformly amongst a subset of actions A^β_t , for a uniformly selected subset of actions. Note that the support of d^{πβ}_t and d^{πθ}_t will be mostly disjoint since | |Aθ_t ∩A^β_t | | can be very small, making the concentrability coefficient infinite with high probability. Using Theorem 1, we derive the following infinite-sample error bound, the proof of which is deferred to Appendix A.3.

Corollary 1. Under the aforementioned setting, there exists an absolute constant C > 0 such that when n ≥ C, with probability at least 1 −^1_n , we have | ^ J − J^{πθ} | ≤ CH^2 √ d log(nH) m . (11)

If m satisfies m ≳^{H2 d log(nH)}_{ϵ2} for some ϵ > 0, then we have | ^J − J^{πθ} | ≤ ϵH. It implies that even when m is logarithmic in n, we can still achieve a consistent error bound. For example, suppose m = n/2. In this setting, the behavior and target policies both randomize over half of the actions, but their actions may have little overlap. Our bound gives | ^J − J^{πθ} | ≲ H^2

√_{d log(nH)} n , which can be vanishingly small when n is large.

The bound (11) identifies the inherent difficulty of distribution shift, manifested as a quantity proportional to H^2 √_d m , ignoring the logarithmic factor. When d and H are fixed, we have a larger estimation error when

m is small, which is expected since small m indicates little to no overlap between d^{πθ}_t and d^{πβ}_t .

For the finite-sample case, we apply Theorem 2 and get the following corollary, the proof of which is deferred to Appendix A.5.

Corollary 2. Under the same setting as in Corollary 1, there exists an absolute constant C > 0 such that when n ≥ C, with probability at least 1 −^1_n , we have | | | ^J − J^{πθ} | | | ≤ CH^2 (√ d log(nH) m + √ dn log(nH) K ) . (12)

Interestingly, the first term on the RHS of (12) will dominate if K ≳ nm, i.e. when there is at least a constant number of samples per state-action pair in the support of the behavior policy. This indicates that when K is sufficiently large or m is small enough, the population-level distribution shift will become the main source of estimation error.

4.3.2 Contextual Bandits

In this section, we consider specializing our results to the problem of contextual bandits. Specifically, we consider H = 1. In this case, the states are the contexts and the agent acts based on the given contexts. Theorem 1 yields the following corollary. For notation simplicity, let d^{πθ} ≡ d^{πθ}_1 and d^{πβ} ≡ d^{πβ}_1 .

Corollary 3 (Infinite samples with H = 1). In the infinite-sample setting, under Algorithm 1 with ρ = d^{πβ} and ME(·) being (7), the output estimator ^J satisfies | | ^J − J^{πθ} | | ≤ 2 √ dSA Dis(d^{πβ} , d^{πθ} ). (13) The following result deals with finite-sample setting, which is a direct corollary of Theorem 2.

Corollary 4 (Finite samples with H = 1). Consider the finite-sample setting under Algorithm 1 with ρ = ^d^{πβ} and ME(·) being (9). There exists an absolute constant C > 0 such that with probability at least 1 − δ, we have | | ^J − J^{πθ} | | ≤2 √ dSA ^Dis(d^{πβ} , d^{πθ} ) + C √ d(S + A) log(HS/δ) K . (14)

We now analyze the operator discrepancy between d^{πβ} and d^{πθ} . Recall that the environment has a fixed initial state distribution, μ ∈ Δ(S). For all policy π, the state-action occupancy measure d^π can be written as d^π(s, a) = μ(s)π(a|s). If we view μ ∈ R^S as a vector and d^π, π ∈ R^{S×A} as matrices, we can write d^π = (μ1^⊤) ∘ π, where 1 ∈ R^S is an all-one vector. Under this notation, we have ‖ ‖d_π^θ − d_π^β ‖ ‖ op = ‖ (μ1^⊤) ∘ (π^θ − π^β ) ‖ op ≤ ‖μ‖_∞ ‖ ‖π^θ − π^β ‖ ‖_{op} ,

since μ1^⊤ is a rank-1 matrix. Hence, inequality (14) can be written as | | ^J − J^{πθ} | | ≤2 √ dSA ‖μ‖_∞ ‖ ‖π^θ − π^β ‖ ‖_{op} + C √ d(S + A) log(HS/δ) K . For the infinite-sample case, we consider an arbitrary policy π that satisfies supp(π) ⊆ supp(π^β ). Consequently, we have supp(d^π) ⊆ supp(d^{πβ} ) and Dis(d^{πβ} , d^{πθ} ) ≤ ‖ ‖ ‖d^π − d^{πθ} ‖ ‖ ‖_{op} as a result. With a slight abuse of notation, we denote the operator discrepancy between two policies as

Dis(π^β , π^θ) = min {‖ ‖π − π^θ ‖ ‖_{op} : policy π, supp(π) ⊆ supp(π^β ) } . Thus, the infinite-sample bound (13) can be further upper bounded by | | ^J − J^{πθ} | | ≤ 2 √ dSA ‖μ‖_∞ Dis(π^β , π^θ). Because of the simplicity of contextual bandits, we are able to transform the discrepancy between distributions to the discrepancy between policies which is easier to directly evaluate.

5 Constrained Off-policy Improvement

In this section, we build on our policy evaluation methods to design an offline policy optimization algorithm. Given a dataset D generated by a behavior policy π^β , we use Algorithm 1 to obtain an value estimate ^J^π for each policy π. We then optimize over a subclass of policies for which we can guarantee that the above estimate is reliable. Ideally, we could optimize over the following set of candidate policies Π_B , for which the empirical operator discrepancy, as defined in (2), between the candidate and behavior policies is bounded above by some parameter B_t ≥ 0 for all t ∈ [H],

Π_B := { π : ^Dis(d^{πβ}_t , d^π_t ) ≤ B_t, ∀t ∈ [H] } . Importantly, when B_t > 0, the set Π_B contains policies with infinite concentrability coefficients, as demonstrated in the example from the last section. With a bigger B_t, the set Π_B includes more policies, at a price of weaker evaluation guarantees for these policies.

Policy constraint/penalty method is prevalent in offline learning to address distribution shift. Researchers have proposed a variety of measures to enforce the constraint. For instance, KL-divergence is a popular choice to make sure the learned policy is close to the behavior policy, as seen in [14, 13]. The maximum mean discrepancy (MMD) also proves to be useful in practice [7]. However, both KL-divergence and MMD are sensitive to the support shift, whereas our operator discrepancy imposes a milder condition on the difference between the support.

Determining whether a policy π is in Π_B is non-trivial as computing the empirical operator discrepancy requires knowledge of the transition dynamics. In practice, we can instead optimize over a smaller set of candidate policies ~Π_B ⊆ Π_B , for which determining ~Π_B is feasible; we will subsequently illustrate a construction for ~Π_B via an ε-net of the set specified in (18). Among all candidate policies in ~Π_B , we maximize the estimated values obtained by Algorithm 1 to get

^π = argmax π∈~Π_B ^J^π. (15)

We present the following guarantee for ^π, the proof of which can be found in Appendix A.9.

Theorem 3. Suppose π^β ∈ ~Π_B . We obtain ^π by solving (15). There exists an absolute constant C > 0 such that with probability at least 1 − δ, we have J^{^π} ≥ J^π − 4H √ dSA ∑ t∈[H] B_t − C √ d(S + A) log(|~Π_B |HS/δ) K , ∀π ∈ ~Π_B . (16)

The above bound shows that we are able to find a policy ^π with a nearly optimal value, compared to other policies in ~Π_B . How close ^π is to the optimal policy in ~Π_B depends on how accurately we can evaluate all policies in ~Π_B . According to Theorem 2, the estimations are accurate if ∑ t∈[H] Bt is small (policies are

close to behavior) and K is large (dataset is large), which is reflected in the bound (16). Similarly as before, the two error terms in (16) quantify the fundamental difficulty of distribution shift and finite-sample noise, respectively.

One way to find such a subset ~Π_B is by constraining the policy directly. We do this with the help of the following lemma, which implies two policies that are close in terms of operator norm difference produce state-action occupancy measures close in empirical operator discrepancy. The proof of Lemma 1 can be found in Appendix A.8.

Lemma 1. For an arbitrary pair of policies π^θ = {π^θ_t }_{t∈[H]}, π^β = {π^β_t }_{t∈[H]}, we have ^Dis(d^{πθ}_t , d^{πβ}_t ) ≤^t ∑ i=1 (√ dS^2A )_{t−i} ‖ ‖π^θ_i − π^β_i ‖ ‖ ‖_{op} , ∀t ∈ [H]. (17)

Following Lemma 1, we can define ~Π_B as a finite subset (e.g. an ε net) of the following set: { π : ‖ ‖π_{θt} − πβ_t ‖ ‖ op ≤ B_t (√ dS^2A )_{t−H} , ∀t ∈ [H] } . (18)

For all π ∈ ~Π_B , we have ^Dis(d^{πθ}_t , d^{πβ}_t ) ≤ B_t for all t ∈ [H], indicating π ∈ Π_B . The exponential factor (√ dS^2A )_{t−H} restricts the candidate policies to be exceedingly close to the behavior policy, especially at earlier stages. Intuitively, this makes sense since if the policies at early stages are too different, the resulting deviation will be amplified in later steps of the horizon, resulting in the exponentially growing multiplicative factor in the discrepancy bound.

6 Conclusion

We propose a novel algorithm for efficient offline evaluation when low-rank structure is present in the MDP. Our algorithm is a combination of Q iteration and low-rank matrix estimation, which is easy to implement. We show that the proposed operator discrepancy measure better captures the difficulty of policy evaluation in the offline setting, compared to the traditional concentrability coefficient. We also combine the evaluation algorithm with policy optimization and provide performance guarantee. We believe that this work is a first step in exploiting the benefit of low-rank structure in the Q function in offline RL. Future directions of interest include extending our results to the infinite-horizon setting with stationary policies, and understanding lower bounds for estimation that would provide insight on whether or not our estimation error bounds are optimal.

Acknowledgement: C. Yu is partially supported by NSF grants CCF-1948256 and CNS-1955997, AFOSR grant FA9550-23-1-0301, and by an Intel Rising Stars award. Y. Chen is partially supported by NSF grants CCF-1704828 and CCF-2047910.

References

[1] Alekh Agarwal, Sham Kakade, Akshay Krishnamurthy, and Wen Sun. Flambe: Structural complexity and representation learning of low rank mdps. Advances in neural information processing systems, 33:20095–20107, 2020.

[2] Anish Agarwal, Munther Dahleh, Devavrat Shah, and Dennis Shen. Causal matrix completion. arXiv preprint arXiv:2109.15154, 2021.

[3] Mehrdad Farajtabar, Yinlam Chow, and Mohammad Ghavamzadeh. More robust doubly robust offpolicy evaluation. arXiv preprint arXiv:1802.03493, 2018.

[4] Simon Foucart, Deanna Needell, Reese Pathak, Yaniv Plan, and Mary Wootters. Weighted matrix completion from non-random, non-uniform sampling patterns. IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, 67(2):1264–1290, Feb 2021.

[5] Omer Gottesman, Fredrik Johansson, Matthieu Komorowski, Aldo Faisal, David Sontag, Finale Doshi- Velez, and Leo Anthony Celi. Guidelines for reinforcement learning in healthcare. Nature Medicine, pages 16–32, 2019.

[6] Nan Jiang, Akshay Krishnamurthy, Alekh Agarwal, John Langford, and Robert E Schapire. Contextual decision processes with low bellman rank are PAC-learnable. In International Conference on Machine Learning, pages 1704–1713. PMLR, 2017.

[7] Aviral Kumar, Justin Fu, Matthew Soh, George Tucker, and Sergey Levine. Stabilizing off-policy qlearning via bootstrapping error reduction. Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, 32, 2019.

[8] Troy Lee and Adi Shraibman. Matrix completion from any given set of observations. In Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, volume 26, 2013.

[9] Sergey Levine, Aviral Kumar, George Tucker, and Justin Fu. Offline reinforcement learning: Tutorial, review, and perspectives on open problems. arXiv preprint arXiv:2005.01643, 2020.

[10] Yao Liu, Adith Swaminathan, Alekh Agarwal, and Emma Brunskill. Provably good batch off-policy reinforcement learning without great exploration. In Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, 2020.

[11] Rémi Munos and Csaba Szepesvári. Finite-time bounds for fitted value iteration. Journal of Machine Learning Research, 9:815–857, Jun 2008.

[12] Ofir Nachum, Yinlam Chow, Bo Dai, and Lihong Li. Dualdice: Behavior-agnostic estimation of discounted stationary distribution corrections. In Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, 2019.

[13] Ashvin Nair, Abhishek Gupta, Murtaza Dalal, and Sergey Levine. Awac: Accelerating online reinforcement learning with offline datasets. arXiv preprint arXiv:2006.09359, 2020.

[14] Xue Bin Peng, Aviral Kumar, Grace Zhang, and Sergey Levine. Advantage-weighted regression: Simple and scalable off-policy reinforcement learning. arXiv preprint arXiv:1910.00177, 2019.

[15] Doina Precup, Richard S. Sutton, and Sanjoy Dasgupta. Off-policy temporal difference learning with function approximation. In Proceedings of the 18th International Conference on Machine Learning, page 417–424, 2001.

[16] Doina Precup, Richard S. Sutton, and Satinder P. Singh. Eligibility traces for off-policy policy evaluation.

In Proceedings of the 17th International Conference on Machine Learning, page 759–766, 2000.

[17] Paria Rashidinejad, Banghua Zhu, Cong Ma, Jiantao Jiao, and Stuart Russell. Bridging offline reinforcement learning and imitation learning: A tale of pessimism. arXiv preprint arXiv:2103.12021, 2021.

[18] Tyler Sam, Yudong Chen, and Christina Lee Yu. Overcoming the long horizon barrier for sample-efficient reinforcement learning with latent low-rank structure. ACM SIGMETRICS Performance Evaluation Review, 50(4):41–43, 2023.

[19] Devavrat Shah, Dogyoon Song, Zhi Xu, and Yuzhe Yang. Sample efficient reinforcement learning via low-rank matrix estimation. In Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, 2020.

[20] Shai Shalev-Shwartz, Shaked Shammah, and Amnon Shashua. Safe, multi-agent, reinforcement learning for autonomous driving. arXiv preprint arXiv:1610.03295, 2016.

[21] Nathan Srebro and Adi Shraibman. Rank, trace-norm and max-norm. In Learning Theory: 18th Annual Conference on Learning Theory, COLT 2005, Bertinoro, Italy, June 27-30, 2005. Proceedings 18, pages 545–560. Springer, 2005.

[22] Richard S. Sutton, A. Rupam Mahmood, and Martha White. An emphatic approach to the problem of off-policy temporal-difference learning. Journal of Machine Learning Research, 17(1):2603–2631, Jan 2016.

[23] Joel A. Tropp. An Introduction to Matrix Concentration Inequalities. Now Foundations and Trends, 2015.

[24] Masatoshi Uehara and Wen Sun. Pessimistic model-based offline reinforcement learning under partial coverage. In International Conference on Learning Representations (ICLR), 2022.

[25] Masatoshi Uehara, Xuezhou Zhang, and Wen Sun. Representation learning for online and offline RL in low-rank MDPs. arXiv preprint arXiv:2110.04652, 2021.

[26] Yu-Xiang Wang, Alekh Agarwal, and Miroslav Dudík. Optimal and adaptive off-policy evaluation in contextual bandits. In Proceedings of the 34th International Conference on Machine Learning, 2017.

[27] Lin Yang and Mengdi Wang. Reinforcement learning in feature space: Matrix bandit, kernels, and regret bound. In International Conference on Machine Learning, pages 10746–10756. PMLR, 2020.

[28] Shangtong Zhang, Bo Liu, and Shimon Whiteson. GradientDICE: Rethinking generalized offline estimation of stationary values. In Proceedings of the 37th International Conference on Machine Learning, 2020.

A Proofs

Let μ^π_t : S → [0, 1] denote the state occupancy measure at time t ∈ [H] under policy π.

A.1 Proof of Theorem 1

We present two lemmas before analyzing the evaluation error. The first one analyzes the error incurred at the matrix estimation step. The proof is deferred to Appendix A.6.

Lemma 2. For arbitrary real matrices A, B, P, W ∈ R^{m×n} , we have | | | | | ∑ i,j W_{ij} (A_{ij} − B_{ij} ) | | | | | ≤ | | | | | ∑ i,j P_{ij} (A_{ij} − B_{ij} ) | | | | | + (‖A‖_∗ + ‖B‖_∗) ‖P − W ‖_{op} .

Remark. Under the matrix estimation framework, we can interpret matrix P as the sampling pattern and W as the weights for evaluation.

Next, we introduce a lemma decomposing the evaluation error as a summation of the matrix estimation accuracy from future timesteps. The proof can be found in Appendix A.7.

Lemma 3. For the Q function and its estimator Q^{πθ}_t , ^Q^{πθ}_t ∈ R^{S×A} , we have ⟨ d^{πθ}_t , ^Q^{πθ}_t − Q^{πθ}_t ⟩ = ⟨ d^{πθ}_t , ^Q^{πθ}_t − Y_t ⟩ + ⟨ d^{πθ}_{t+1}, ^Q^{πθ}_{t+1} − Q^{πθ}_{t+1} ⟩ , t ∈ [H], and consequently ⟨ d^{πθ}_1 , ^Q^{πθ}_1 − Q^{πθ}_1 ⟩ = H∑ t=1 ⟨ d^{πθ}_t , ^Q^{πθ}_t − Y_t ⟩ . Based on Lemma 2 and 3, we derive the following error bound. For each t ∈ [H] and an arbitrary

g_t ∈ Δ(S × A) with supp(g_t) ⊆ supp(d^{πβ}_t ), we have | | | | | ∑ s,a d^{πθ}_t (s, a) ( ^Q^{πθ}_t (s, a) − Y_t(s, a) ) | | | | | ≤ | | | | ∑ s,a g_t(s, a) ( ^Q^{πθ}_t (s, a) − Y_t(s, a) ) | | | | + ( ‖Y_t‖_∗ + ‖ ‖ ^Q_π^θ_t ‖ ‖ ∗ ) ‖ ‖d^{πθ}_t − gt ‖ ‖ op = ( ‖Y_t‖_∗ + ‖ ‖ ‖ ^Q^{πθ}_t ‖ ‖ ‖_∗ ) ‖ ‖d^{πθ}_t − gt ‖ ‖ ‖_{op} ≤ √ SA ( ‖Y_t‖_{max} + ‖ ‖ ^Q^{πθ}_t ‖ ‖_{max} ) ‖ ‖d^{πθ}_t − gt ‖ ‖_{op} ≤2 √ SA ‖Y_t‖_{max} ‖ ‖d_π^θ_t − g_t ‖ ‖ op . ≤2H √ dSA ‖ ‖d_π^θ_t − g_t ‖ ‖ op . where the first step follows from Lemma 2, the second equality follows from the constraints in (7) and the remaining steps follow from properties of the max norm (1) and (2). Then, combining with the decomposition in Lemma 3, we obtain the desired bound by minimizing over all such g_t.

A.2 Proof of Theorem 2

Fix t ∈ [H]. The solution ^Q^{πθ}_t satisfies ‖ ‖ ‖ ^Q^{πθ}_t ‖ ‖ ‖_{max} ≤ ‖Yt‖_{max} ≤ √ dH (19)

| | | ⟨ ρ_t, ^Q^{πθ}_t − Z_t ⟩| | ≤ |⟨ρt, Zt − Yt⟩| (20) We apply Theorem 6 in [21] with loss function g(x; y) = x − y, target matrix Y = Y_t, distribution P =

d^{πβ}_t . The discrepancy weighted by P corresponds to ⟨ d^{πβ}_t , ^Q^{πθ}_t − Y_t ⟩ and the empirical discrepancy is ⟨ ρ_t, ^Q^{πθ}_t − Y_t ⟩ . With probability at least 1 −^δ_{2H} , we obtain ⟨ d^{πβ}_t , ^Q^{πθ}_t − Y_t ⟩ ≤ ⟨ ρ_t, ^Q^{πθ}_t − Y_t ⟩ + 17 √ dH^2(S + A) + log(2H/δ) K , (21)

where we use (19). Hence, the estimation error can be upper bounded by | | ^J − J^{πθ} | | ≤ ∑ t∈[H] | | ⟨ d^{πθ}_t , ^Q^{πθ}_t − Y_t ⟩| | (i) ≤ ∑ t∈[H] | | | ⟨ d^{πβ}_t , ^Q^{πθ}_t − Y_t ⟩| | + 2 ∑ t∈[H] (‖Y_t‖_∗ + ‖ ‖ ‖ ^Q^{πθ}_t ‖ ‖ ‖_∗) · ‖ ‖ ‖d^{πθ}_t − d^{πβ}_t ‖ ‖ ‖_{op}

(ii) ≤ ∑ t∈[H] | | | ⟨ ρ_t, ^Q^{πθ}_t − Y_t ⟩| | + 17H √ dH^2(S + A) + log(2H/δ) K + 2H √ dSA ∑ t∈[H] ‖ ‖ ‖d^{πθ}_t − d^{πβ}_t ‖ ‖ ‖_{op}

(iii) ≤ 2 ∑ t∈[H] | | | ⟨ ρ_t, ^Z_t − Y_t ⟩| | + 17H √ dH^2(S + A) + log(2H/δ) K + 2H √ dSA ∑ t∈[H] ‖ ‖ ‖d^{πθ}_t − d^{πβ}_t ‖ ‖ ‖_{op} ,

where step (i) invokes Lemma 2; step (ii) follows from (21), and properties of the max norm (1) and (2); step (iii) uses the triangle inequality and (20). Applying Lemma 4 and the union bound, we conclude that | | | ^J − J^{πθ} | | | ≤ 2CH^2 √ S log(HS/δ) K + 17H √ dH^2(S + A) + log(2H/δ) K + 2H √ dSA ∑ t∈[H] ‖ ‖ ‖d^{πθ}_t − d^{πβ}_t ‖ ‖ ‖_{op}

≤ 2H √ dSA ∑ t∈[H] ‖ ‖ ‖d^{πθ}_t − d^{πβ}_t ‖ ‖ ‖_{op} + C^′H^2 √ d(S + A) log(HS/δ) K ≤ 2H √ dSA ∑ t∈[H] ‖ ‖d^{πθ}_t − d^{πβ}_t ‖ ‖_{op} + C^′H^2 √ d(S + A) log(HS/δ) K ,

with probability at least 1 − δ.

Lemma 4. There exists an absolute constant C > 0 such that with probability at least 1 − δ, we have |⟨ρ_t, Z_t − Y_t⟩| ≤ CH √ S log(HS/δ) K , ∀t ∈ [H]. (22) Proof. Fix t ∈ [H]. Recall that Z_t(s, a) − Y_t(s, a) = ∑ s^′,a^′ ( ^P_t(s^′|s, a) − P_t(s^′|s, a))π^θ_{t+1}(a^′|s^′) ^Q^{πθ}_{t+1}(s^′, a^′). To further analyze the above expression, we write down an explicit formula for the empirical transition probability: ^P_t(s^′|s, a) is obtained by ^P_t(s^′|s, a) = 1 n_t(s, a) K∑ k=1 1_{{(s}k_{t ,a}k_{t ,s}k_{t+1 )=(s,a,s}′_{)}}. Under the above notations, we get Z_t(s, a) − Y_t(s, a) = ∑ s′ ( 1 n_t(s, a) K∑ k=1 1_{{(s}k_{t ,a}k_{t ,s}k_{t+1)=(s,a,s′)}} − P_t(s^′|s, a) ) ∑ a′ π^θ_{t+1}(a^′|s^′) ^Q^{πθ}_{t+1}(s^′, a^′).

For simplicity, define f_t(s^′) = ∑ a^′ π θ t+1(a^′|s^′) ^Q^{πθ}_{t+1}(s^′, a^′). It is guaranteed that |f_t(s^′)| ≤ H. Invoke the identity ρ_t(s, a) =^{nt(s,a)}_K and we obtain ∑ s,a ρ_t(s, a) (Z_t(s, a) − Y_t(s, a))

= 1 K ∑ s^′ f_t(s^′) K∑ k=1 ∑ s,a ( 1{_{(s}k_{t ,a}k_{t )=(s,a)}}1{_sk_{t+1 =s′} } − 1{_{(s}k_{t ,a}k_{t )=(s,a)}}P_t(s^′|s, a) )

α .

For α, we first use the fact that f_t(s^′) is bounded to derive that |α| ≤ H K ∑ s^′ | | | | K∑ k=1 ∑ s,a ( 1{_{(s}k_{t ,a}k_{t )=(s,a)}}1{_sk_{t+1 =s′} } − 1{_{(s}k_{t ,a}k_{t )=(s,a)}}P_t(s^′|s, a) ) | | | | . Let X^{s′}_k = ∑ s,a ( 1{_{(s}k_{t ,a}k_{t )=(s,a)}}1{_sk_{t+1 =s′}} − 1{_{(s}k_{t ,a}k_{t )=(s,a)}}P_t(s^′|s, a) ) for all s^′ and k. If we fix s^′, it is easy

to see that {X^{s′}_k , k ∈ [K]} are independent. Even if X^{s′}_k is defined as a sum, exactly one of the indicators can

be non-zero. Hence, we get | | |X^{s′}_k | | | ≤ 2. However, this upper bound is not enough for a tight concentration.

To resolve this, we calculate the variance of X^{s′}_k . Fix s^′ and k = 1. We rewrite X^{s′}_1 as

X^{s′}_1 = ∑ s,a 1_{{(s}1_{t ,a}1_{t )=(s,a)}} ( 1{_sk_{t+1 =s′}} − P_t(s^′|s, a) ) . Define F_{s,a} = 1_{{(s}1_{t ,a}1_{t )=(s,a)}}, which follows a Bernoulli distribution with success probability d^{πβ}_t (s, a). Define

G_s′ = 1{_sk_{t+1 =s′}}, which follows a Bernoulli distribution with success probability μ^{πβ}_{t+1}(s^′). We use the

shorthand P_s′_{|s,a} = P_t(s^′|s, a). Under these notations, we get X^{s′}_1 = ∑ s,a F_{s,a} ( G_s′ − P_s′_{|s,a} ) . Next, we calculate the variance of X^{s′}_1 as E [( X^{s′}_1 )_2] = E ( ∑ s,a F_{s,a} ( G_s′ − P_s′_{|s,a} ) )_2

(i) = ∑ s,a E [ F^2_{s,a} ( G_s′ − P_s′_{|s,a} )_2]

= ∑ s,a d^{πβ}_t (s, a) [ μ^{πβ}_{t+1}(s^′) ( 1 − P_s′_{|s,a} )_2 + ( 1 − μ^{πβ}_{t+1}(s^′) ) P^2_s′_{|s,a} ]

= ∑ s,a d^{πβ}_t (s, a) [ μ^{πβ}_{t+1}(s^′) − 2μ^{πβ}_{t+1}(s^′)P_s′_{|s,a} + P^2_s′_{|s,a} ]

(ii)

≤ μ^{πβ}_{t+1}(s^′) − 2 [ μ^{πβ}_{t+1}(s^′)

]_2

+ μ^{πβ}_{t+1}(s^′)

= 2μ^{πβ}_{t+1}(s^′) [ 1 − μ^{πβ}_{t+1}(s^′) ] ≤ 2μ^{πβ}_{t+1}(s^′), where step (i) ignores all cross terms since F_{s,a}F_{s̄,ā} = 0 for (s, a) ≠ (s̄, ā); step (ii) follows from P^2_{s′ |s,a} ≤ P_s′_{|s,a}.

Therefore, we can control the sampling error by applying Bernstein’s inequality over the sums^1_K ∑_K k=1 X^{s′}_k for all s^′: |α| ≤ CH √ log(HS/δ) K ∑ s^′ √ μ^{πβ}_{t+1}(s^′) ≤ CH √ S log(HS/δ) K , with probability at least 1 −^δ_H . The last step follows directly from AM-QM inequality. Therefore, we obtain |⟨ρ_t, Z_t − Y_t⟩| ≤ CH √ S log(HS/δ) K , with probability at least 1 −^δ_H . Applying the union bound over all t ∈ [H] yields the desired result.

A.3 Proof of Corollary 1

For simplicity, define b :=^m_n . Since the transition is uniform, the state occupancy μ^π_t (·) is uniform under any policy π, i.e. μ^π_t (s) =^1_n . By the way the policies are generated, d^{πθ}_t (·, ·) = μ^{πθ}_t (·)π^θ_t (·|·) ∈ R^{n×n} is supported on mn entries whose locations are realization of random sampling, and on these entries d^{πθ}_t (s, a) =^1_{mn} . Specifically, all d^{πθ}_t (s, a) are i.i.d. Bernoulli random variables that take the value 1 with probability b. The behavior policy π^β is generated independently via the same process. Let M := d^{πθ}_t − d^{πβ}_t and we have

M_{ij} = 1 mn with probability b(1 − b) −^1_{mn} with probability b(1 − b) 0 with probability 1 − 2b(1 − b)

(23)

independently across all entries (i, j). By matrix Bernstein inequality, we obtain the following result, the proof of which is deferred to Appendix A.4.

Lemma 5. There exists an absolute constant C > 0 such that when n ≥ C, with probability at least 1 −^1_n , we have ‖M‖_{op} ≤ C √ log n n^2m

. (24)

Combining Theorem 1, (24) and the union bound over all t ∈ [H], with probability at least 1 −^1_n , we get | | ^J − J^{πθ} | | ≤ 2nH √ d H∑ t=1 ‖ ‖d^{πβ}_t − d^{πθ}_t ‖ ‖_{op}

≲ H · nH √ d · √ log(nH)

n^2m

= H^2 √ d log(nH) m , where the first upper bound is obtained by plugging d^{πβ}_t into the objective of (3).

A.4 Proof of Lemma 5

We apply matrix Berstein’s inequality (Theorem 6.1.1 in [23]). Let S_k = M_{ij} e_ie^⊤_j , for all k ∈ [n^2]. Since |M_{ij} | ≤^1_{mn} , we derive that ‖S_k‖_{op} ≤^1_{mn} . We calculate that ∑ k E[S_k S^⊤_k ] = ∑ i,j E[M^2_{ij} ]e_ie^⊤_i

= 2b(1 − b) 1 m^2n I_n. As a result, we have ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ∑ k E[S_k S^⊤_k ] ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ op = 2b(1 − b) 1 m^2n = 2(n − m) n^3m ≤ 2 n^2m . By symmetry, we also have ‖ ‖∑_k E[S⊤_k S_k] ‖ ‖_{op} ≤^2_{n2m} . Hence, we get

P ( ‖M‖_{op} ≥ t ) ≤ 2n exp ( −t^2/2 2 mn^2 + t 3mn ) . Letting the RHS be upper bounded by^1_n yields the desired result.

A.5 Proof of Corollary 2

Since generating d^{πβ}_t is done independently from the offline data collection, we first condition on d^{πβ}_t and

d^{πθ}_t . d By Theorem 2, with probability at least 1 −^1_{2n} , we have | | ^J − J^{πθ} | | ≤2nH √ d ∑ t∈[H] ‖ ‖ ‖d^{πθ}_t − d^{πβ}_t ‖ ‖ ‖_{op} + CH^2 √ dn log(nH) K .

Invoking Lemma 5, with probability at least 1 −^1_{2n} , we have ‖ ‖dπ_{θt} − d_π^β_t ‖ ‖ op ≲ √_{log(nH)}

n^2m for all t ∈ [H].

Applying the union bound, we get | | ^J − J^{πθ} | | ≲H^2 √ d log(nH) m + H^2 √ dn log(nH) K , with probability at least 1 −^1_n .

A.6 Proof of Lemma 2

The proof uses the following result, which holds for any pairs of dual norms. In this paper, we only consider using ‖·‖_∗ and ‖·‖_{op}.

Lemma 6. For a real matrix M ∈ R^{m×n} and two weight matrices P, W ∈ R^{m×n} , we have that | | | | | ∑ i,j P_{ij} M_{ij} − ∑ i,j W_{ij} M_{ij} | | | | | ≤ ‖M‖∗ ‖P − W ‖op . Proof. We can rewrite ∑ i,j P_{ij} M_{ij} − ∑ i,j W_{ij} M_{ij} as ⟨M, P − W ⟩ , where ⟨·, ·⟩ denotes the trace inner product between matrices. Applying Hölder’s inequality, we obtain |⟨M, P − W ⟩| ≤ ‖M‖_∗ ‖P − W ‖_{op} .

Substituing M_{ij} = A_{ij} − B_{ij} in Lemma 6, we immediately obtain the desired results in Lemma 2.

A.7 Proof of Lemma 3

Recall that Q^{πθ}_t (s, a) = ( B^{πθ}_t Q^{πθ}_{t+1} ) (s, a), (25) Y_t(s, a) = ( B^{πθ}_t ^Q^{πθ}_{t+1} ) (s, a). (26) For each (s, a) ∈ S × A, we have ^Q^{πθ}_t (s, a) − Q^{πθ}_t (s, a) = ( ^Q^{πθ}_t (s, a) − Y_t(s, a) ) + ( Y_t(s, a) − Q^{πθ}_t (s, a) )

= ( ^Q^{πθ}_t (s, a) − Y_t(s, a) ) + ∑ s^′ ,a^′ P_t(s^′|s, a)π^θ_{t+1}(a^′|s^′) ( ^Q^{πθ}_{t+1}(s^′, a^′) − Q^{πθ}_{t+1}(s^′, a^′) ) , where the last step follows from equations (26) and (25). Multiplying both sides by d^{πθ}_t (s, a) and summing

over (s, a), we obtain ⟨ d^{πθ}_t , ^Q^{πθ}_t − Q^{πθ}_t ⟩

= ⟨ d^{πθ}_t , ^Q^{πθ}_t − Y_t ⟩ + ∑ s^′ ,a^′ ∑ s,a d^{πθ}_t (s, a)P_t(s^′|s, a)π^θ_{t+1}(a^′|s^′) =d^{πθ}_{t+1}(s^′,a^′ )

( ^Q^{πθ}_{t+1}(s^′, a^′) − Q^{πθ}_{t+1}(s^′, a^′) )

= ⟨ d^{πθ}_t , ^Q^{πθ}_t − Y_t ⟩ + ⟨ d^{πθ}_{t+1}, ^Q^{πθ}_{t+1} − Q^{πθ}_{t+1} ⟩ , thereby proving the first equation in the lemma. Continuing the above recursion yields the second equation.

A.8 Proof of Lemma 1

The state marginal distribution at time t for an arbitrary policy π satisfies μ^π_t (s) = ∑ s^′,a^′ d π t−1(s^′, a^′)P_{t−1}(s|s^′, a^′). Accordingly, the state-action occupancy measure satisfies d^π_t (s, a) = ∑ s μ^π_t (s)π_t(a|s). Equivalently, we write

d^π_t = (μ^π_t 1^⊤) ∘ π, when we view d^π_t as a S-by-A matrix.

Fix t ≥ 2, we have ‖ ‖ ‖d^{πθ}_t − d^{πβ}_t ‖ ‖ ‖_{op} = ‖ ‖ ‖(μ^{πθ}_t 1^⊤) ∘ π^θ_t − (μ^{πβ}_t 1^⊤) ∘ π^β_t ‖ ‖ ‖_{op} ≤ ‖ ‖ ‖(μ^{πθ}_t 1^⊤) ∘ π^θ_t − (μ^{πβ}_t 1^⊤) ∘ π^θ_t ‖ ‖ ‖_{op} + ‖ ‖ ‖(μ^{πβ}_t 1^⊤) ∘ π^θ_t − (μ^{πβ}_t 1^⊤) ∘ π^β_t ‖ ‖ ‖_{op} ≤ √ dS^2A ‖ ‖ ‖d^{πβ}_{t−1} − d^{πθ}_{t−1} ‖ ‖ ‖_{op} + ‖ ‖ ‖π^θ_t − π^β_t ‖ ‖ ‖_{op} , (27)

where the first inequality uses the triangle inequality and the second one uses Lemma 7 and 8. We take the

last display inequality (27) as it is and obtain: ‖ ‖d^{πθ}_t − d^{πβ}_t ‖ ‖_{op} ≤ t∑ i=1 (√ dS^2A )_{t−i} ‖ ‖π^θ_i − π^β_i ‖ ‖_{op} ,

for all t ∈ [H]. Finally, we prove the two lemmas used before.

Lemma 7. For all t ≥ 2, we have ‖ ‖ ‖(μ^{πθ}_t 1^⊤) ∘ π^θ_t − (μ^{πβ}_t 1^⊤) ∘ π^θ_t ‖ ‖ ‖_{op} ≤ √ dS^2A ‖ ‖ ‖d^{πβ}_{t−1} − d^{πθ}_{t−1} ‖ ‖ ‖_{op} .

Proof. The matrix μ^{πθ}_t 1^⊤ − μ^{πβ}_t 1^⊤ is at most rank 2. Hence, we have ‖ ‖(μ^{πθ}_t 1^⊤) ∘ π^θ_t − (μ^{πβ}_t 1^⊤) ∘ π^θ_t ‖ ‖_{op} = ‖ ‖(μ^{πθ}_t 1^⊤ − μ^{πβ}_t 1^⊤) ∘ π^θ_t ‖ ‖_{op} ≤ √ 2 ‖ ‖μ^{πθ}_t 1^⊤ − μ^{πβ}_t 1^⊤ ‖ ‖_∞ ‖ π^θ_t ‖ op ≤ √ 2S max_s | | |μ^{πθ}_t (s) − μ^{πβ}_t (s) | | | , where in the last line we use the fact that ‖ π^θ_t ‖ op ≤ √ S since π^θ_t is a right stochastic matrix (i.e., the sum

of each row is 1). For each state s, we have μ^{πθ}_t (s) − μ^{πβ}_t (s) = ∑ s^′ ,a^′ ( d^{πθ}_{t−1}(s^′, a^′) − d^{πβ}_{t−1}(s^′, a^′) ) P_{t−1}(s|s^′, a^′) ≤ ‖ ‖d_π^θ_{t−1} − d_π^β_{t−1} ‖ ‖ op ‖P_{t−1}(s|·, ·)‖_∗ , where the last step invokes Hölder’s inequality and the notation P_{t−1}(s|·, ·) denotes a S × A matrix by fixing

the next state in the transition probability. Note that by assumption, P_{t−1}(s|·, ·) is at most rank d/2. Hence,

we further deduce that ‖P_{t−1}(s|·, ·)‖_∗ ≤ √ dSA 2 . Combining pieces, we obtain the desired result.

Lemma 8. For all t, we have ‖ ‖ ‖(μ^{πβ}_t 1^⊤) ∘ π^θ_t − (μ^{πβ}_t 1^⊤) ∘ π^β_t ‖ ‖ ‖_{op} ≤ ‖ ‖ ‖π^θ_t − π^β_t ‖ ‖ ‖_{op} .

Proof. We use the fact that the matrix μ^{πβ}_t 1^⊤ is rank 1 to deduce that ‖ ‖ ‖(μ^{πβ}_t 1^⊤) ∘ π^θ_t − (μ^{πβ}_t 1^⊤) ∘ π^β_t ‖ ‖ ‖_{op} = ‖ ‖ ‖(μ^{πβ}_t 1^⊤) ∘ (π^θ_t − π^β_t ) ‖ ‖ ‖_{op} ≤ ‖ ‖ ‖μ^{πβ}_t ‖ ‖ ‖_∞ ‖ ‖ ‖π^θ_t − π^β_t ‖ ‖ ‖_{op} ≤ ‖ ‖ ‖π^θ_t − π^β_t ‖ ‖ ‖_{op} .

A.9 Proof of Theorem 3

We first apply Theorem 2. For ^π and an arbitrary policy π ∈ ~Π_B , with probability at least 1 − δ, we have | ^ J − J^{^π} | ≤ 2H √ dSA ∑ t∈[H] B_t + CH^2 √ d(S + A) log(|~Π_B |HS/δ) K | | ^J − J^π | | ≤ 2H √ dSA ∑ t∈[H] B_t + CH^2 √ d(S + A) log(|~Π_B |HS/δ) K .

Then, we deduce that

J^{^π} ≥ ^J^{^π} − 2H √ dSA ∑ t∈[H] B_t − CH^2 √ d(S + A) log(|~Π_B |HS/δ) K

≥ ^J^π − 2H √ dSA ∑ t∈[H] B_t − CH^2 √ d(S + A) log(|~Π_B |HS/δ) K

≥ J^π − 4H √ dSA ∑ t∈[H] B_t − 2CH^2 √ d(S + A) log(|~Π_B |HS/δ) K .