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Abstract

Simulators are a pervasive tool in reinforcement learning, but most existing algorithms cannot effi-
ciently exploit simulator access—particularly in high-dimensional domains that require general function
approximation. We explore the power of simulators through online reinforcement learning with local
stmulator access (or, local planning), an RL protocol where the agent is allowed to reset to previously
observed states and follow their dynamics during training. We use local simulator access to unlock new
statistical guarantees that were previously out of reach:

1. We show that MDPs with low coverability (Xie et al., 2023)—a general structural condition that
subsumes Block MDPs and Low-Rank MDPs—can be learned in a sample-efficient fashion with
only Q" -realizability (realizability of the optimal state-value function); existing online RL algorithms
require significantly stronger representation conditions.

2. As a consequence, we show that the notorious Ezogenous Block MDP problem (Efroni et al., 2022b)
is tractable under local simulator access.

The results above are achieved through a computationally inefficient algorithm. We complement them
with a more computationally efficient algorithm, RVFS (Recursive Value Function Search), which achieves
provable sample complexity guarantees under a strengthened statistical assumption known as pushforward
coverability. RVFS can be viewed as a principled, provable counterpart to a successful empirical paradigm
that combines recursive search (e.g., MCTS) with value function approximation.

1 Introduction

Simulators are a widely used tool in reinforcement learning. Many of the most well-known benchmarks for
reinforcement learning research make use of simulators (Atari (Bellemare et al., 2012), MuJoCo (Todorov et al.,
2012), OpenAl Gym (Brockman et al., 2016), DeepMind Control Suite (Tassa et al., 2018)), and high-quality
simulators are available for a wide range of real-world control tasks, including robotic control (Qassem et al.,
2010; Akkaya et al., 2019), autonomous vehicles (Bojarski et al., 2016; Aradi, 2020), and game playing (Silver
et al., 2016, 2018). Simulators also provide a useful abstraction for planning with a known or learned model,
an important building block for many RL techniques (Schrittwieser et al., 2020). Yet, in spite of the ubiquity
of simulators, almost all existing research into algorithm design—empirical and theoretical—has focused
on the online reinforcement learning (where only trajectory-based feedback is available), and does not take
advantage of the extra information available through the simulator. Relatively little is known about the full
power of RL with simulator access, either in terms of algorithmic principles or fundamental limits.

We explore the power of simulators through online reinforcement learning with local simulator access (RLLS
for short), also known as local planning (Weisz et al., 2021a; Li et al., 2021; Amortila et al., 2022; Weisz
et al., 2022; Yin et al., 2022, 2023). Here, the agent learns by repeatedly executing policies and observing the
resulting trajectories (as in online RL), but is allowed to reset to previously observed states and follow their
dynamics during training.

Empirically, algorithms based on local simulators have received limited investigation, but with promising
results. Notably, the Go-Explore algorithm (Ecoffet et al., 2019, 2021) uses local simulator access to achieve
state-of-the-art performance for Montezuma’s Revenge (a difficult Atari game that requires systematic
exploration), beating the performance of the best agents trained with online RL (Badia et al., 2020; Guo
et al., 2022) by a significant margin that has yet to be closed. The successful line of research on AlphaGo



and successors (Silver et al., 2016, 2018; Schrittwieser et al., 2020) also uses local simulator access, albeit at
test time in addition to training time.

These results suggest that developing improved algorithm design principles for RL with local simulator access
could have significant practical implications, but current theoretical understanding of local simulators is
limited. Recent work has shown that local simulator access has provable benefits for reinforcement learning
with various types of linear function approximation (Weisz et al., 2021a; Li et al., 2021; Amortila et al., 2022;
Yin et al., 2022; Weisz et al., 2022), but essentially nothing is known for RL problems in large state spaces
that demand general, potential neural function approximation. This leads us to ask:

Can we develop algorithms for reinforcement learning with general function approzimation that
provably benefit from local simulator access?

From an algorithm design perspective, perhaps the greatest challenge in using local simulators to speed up
learning is to understand which states are “informative” in the sense that we should prioritize revisiting
them. Here, we are faced with a chicken-and-egg problem: to understand which states to prioritize, we
must explore and gather information, but it is unclear how to do so efficiently unless we already have a
way to understand which states are informative. It is natural to let function approximation (valued-based,
model-based, or otherwise) guide us; to this end, recent research (Li et al., 2021; Yin et al., 2022; Weisz
et al., 2022) on linearly-parameterized RL with local simulators makes use of core-sets: small, adaptively
chosen sets of informative state-action pairs designed to cover the feature space and enable efficient value
function learning. Core-sets facilitate sample complexity guarantees for linear models that are not possible
without local simulator access (e.g., Li et al. (2021)). Yet, for general function classes—particularly rich
models like neural networks that do not readily support extrapolation—defining a suitable notion of core-set
is challenging. Consequently, existing techniques have yet to meaningfully leverage local simulator access
beyond the linear regime.

1.1 Contributions

We show that local simulator access unlocks new guarantees for online reinforcement learning with general
value function approximation—statistical and computational—that were previously out of reach.

Sample-efficient learning. We show that MDPs with low coverability (Xie et al., 2023)—a general
structural condition that subsumes Block MDPs and Low-Rank MDPs—can be learned in a sample-efficient
fashion with only Q*-realizability (that is, realizability for the optimal state-action value function). This
is achieved through a new algorithm, SimGolf, that augments the principle of global optimism with local
simulator access, and improves upon the best existing guarantees for the fully online RL setting, which
require significantly stronger representation conditions. As a consequence, we show for the first time that
the notoriously challenging Ezogenous Block MDP (ExBMDP) problem (Efroni et al., 2022b,a) is tractable
in its most general form under local simulator access.

Practical, computationally efficient learning. Our results above are achieved through a computation-
ally ineflicient algorithm. We complement them with a practical and computationally efficient algorithm,
RVFS (“Recursive Value Function Search”), which achieves sample-efficient learning guarantees with general
value function approximation under a strengthened, yet novel, statistical assumption known as pushforward
coverability (Xie and Jiang, 2021; Amortila et al., 2024b). Assuming either i) realizability of the optimal
state-value function V* and a state-action gap or ii) realizability of V™ for all w, RVFS achieves polynomial
sample complexity in a computationally efficient fashion, and leads to guarantees for a new class of Exogenous
Block MDPs with weakly correlated exogenous noise. RVFS explores by building core-sets with a novel value
function-guided scheme, and can be viewed as a principled counterpart to algorithms including MCTS and
AlphaZero (Silver et al., 2016, 2018; Ecoffet et al., 2019, 2021; Yin et al., 2023), that combine recursive search
with value function approximation. Compared to these approaches, RVFS is designed to provably address
stochastic environments and distribution shift.



Paper organization. Section 2 formally introduces our problem setting, including the local simulator
framework. Section 3 presents our main sample complexity guarantees, and Section 4 gives computationally
efficient algorithms. We close with discussion in Section 5. All proofs are deferred to the appendix.

2 Setup: Reinforcement Learning with Local Simulator Access

We consider an episodic reinforcement learning setting. A Markov Decision Process (MDP) is a tuple
M=(X, AT, R, H), where X is a (large/potentially infinite) state space, A is the action space (we abbre-
viate A = |A|), H € N is the horizon, R = {Rp,}/_, is the reward function (where Ry : X x A - [0,1]) and
T ={T,,}1, is the transition distribution (where T}, : X x A = A(X)), with the convention that Ty(- | @) is the
initial state distribution. A policy is a sequence of functions 7 = {7, : X - A(A)}FL,; we use Ils to denote the
set of all such functions. When a policy is executed, it generates a trajectory (x1,a1,71),...,(xg,ay,ry) via
the process ay, ~ mp(xy), 7h ~ Ru(@h, an), @pe1 ~ Th(- | €, ap), initialized from @1 ~ Ty(- | @) (we use g4
to denote a terminal state with zero reward). We write P™[-] and E™[-] to denote the law and expectation
under this process.

For a policy =, J(x) = E”[Zthl rh] denotes expected reward, and the value functions are given by

H H
Vi (x) ::E’T[Z rh1|rh:x], and Qf(x,a)=FE" Z rw | xp =x,an =al.
h/=h h'=h

We denote by 7* = {ﬂ,fb}f: ; the optimal deterministic policy that maximizes Q”* at all states, and write
Q" =Q" and V*:=VT" .

2.1 Online Reinforcement Learning with Local Simulator Access

In the standard online reinforcement learning framework, the learner repeatedly interacts with an (unknown)
MDP by executing a policy and observing the resulting trajectory, with the goal of maximizing the total
reward. Formally, for each episode 7 € [ Nepisodes], the learner selects a policy 7 = {w;;)}thl, executes it
in the underlying MDP M* and observes the trajectory {(a:;;), aﬁf), r;;))}f:l. After all Nepisoges episodes

conclude, the learner produces a policy 7 € IIs with the goal of minimizing the risk given by E[J(7*) — J(7)].

In online RL with local simulator access, or RLLS, (Weisz et al., 2021a; Li et al., 2021; Yin et al., 2022;
Weisz et al., 2022; Yin et al., 2023), we augment the online RL protocol as follows:* At each episode 7 € [N],
instead of starting from a random initial state x; ~ To(- | &), the agent can reset the MDP to any layer
h e [H] and any state x;, previously encountered, and proceed with a new episode starting from this point.
As in the online RL protocol, the goal is to produce a policy 7 € IIs such that

E[J(x*) - J(7)] <&

with as few episodes of interaction as possible; our main results take Nepisodes = poly(C,e™!) for a suitable
problem parameter C.

Executable versus non-executable policies. We focus on learning policies that can be executed without
access to a local simulator (in other words, the local simulator used at train time, but not test time). Some
recent work using local simulators for RL with linear function approximation (Weisz et al., 2021a) considers a
more permissive setting where the final policy @ produced by the learner can be non-ezxecutable; our function
approximation requirements can be slightly relaxed in this case.

Definition 2.1 (Non-executable policy). We refer to a policy w for which computing w(x) € A(A) for any
x € X requires n local simulator queries as a non-executable policy with sample complexity n.

1We use the term “local simulator” instead of “local planning” because we find it to be slightly more descriptive.



Implications for planning. RL with local simulator access is a convenient abstraction for the problem
of planning: Given a known (e.g., learned) model, compute an optimal policy. Planning with a learned model
is an important task in theory (Foster et al., 2021; Liu et al., 2023) and practice (e.g., Schrittwieser et al.
(2020)). Since the model is known, computing an optimal policy is a purely computational problem, not a
statistical problem. Nonetheless, for planning problems in large state spaces, where enumerating over all
states is undesirable, algorithms for online RL with local simulator access can be directly applied, using the
model to simulate the environment the agent interacts with. Here, any computationally efficient algorithm in
our framework immediately yields an efficient algorithm for planning. See Appendix A for more discussion.

2.2 Additional Notation

For any m,n € N, we denote by [m..n] the integer interval {m,...,n}. We also let [n]:=[1..n]. We refer
to a scalar ¢ > 0 as an absolute constant to indicate that it is independent of all problem parameters and
use 5() to denote a bound up to factors polylogarithmic in parameters appearing in the expression. We
define mnir € Is as the random policy that selects actions in A uniformly at random at each layer. We
define the occupancy measure for policy 7 via df, (x,a) = P"[@}, = z,a = a]. For functions g: X x A -~ R and
f: X >R, we define Bellman backup operators by Tx[¢](z,a) = E[r, + maxgrea g(€ne1,a’) | @h = x,apn = a]
and Py[f](x,a) = E[ry + f(@hs1) | n = x,ap = a]. For a stochastic policy 7 € Ils, we will occasionally use
the bold notation 7, (x) as shorthand for the random variable ap, ~ 7, (z) € A(A). For a function f: 4 - R,
we write a' € argmax, 4 f(a) to denote the action that maximizes f. If there are ties, we break them by
picking the action with the smallest index; we assume without loss of generality that actions in A are index
from 1,...,]A|.

3 New Sample-Efficient Learning Guarantees via Local Simulators

This section presents our most powerful results for RLLS. We present a new algorithm for learning with
local simulator access, SimGolf (Section 3.1), and show that it enables sample-efficient RL for MDPs with
low coverability (Xie et al., 2023) using only @Q*-realizability (Section 3.2). We then give implications for
the Exogenous Block MDP problem (Section 3.3).

Function approximation setup and coverability. To achieve sample complexity guarantees for online
reinforcement learning that are suitable for large, high-dimensional state spaces, we appeal to value function
approzimation. We assume access to a function class Q c (X x A x [H] - [0, H]) that contains the optimal
state-action value function Q*; we define Qp = {Q), | Q € Q}.

Assumption 3.1 (Q*-realizability). For all h e [H], we have Q} € Qp,.

Q*-realizability is widely viewed as a minimal representation condition for online RL (Wen and Van Roy, 2017;
Du et al., 2020, 2019b; Lattimore et al., 2020; Weisz et al., 2021b; Wang et al., 2021). The class Q encodes
the learner’s prior knowledge about the MDP, and can be parameterized by rich function approximators
like neural networks. We assume for simplicity of exposition that Q and II are finite, and aim for sample
complexity guarantees scaling with log|Q| and log|II|; extending our results to infinite classes via standard
uniform convergence arguments is straightforward.

Coverability. Beyond representation conditions like realizability, online reinforcement learning algorithms
require structural conditions that limit the extent to which deliberately designed algorithms can be surprised
by substantially new state distributions. We focus on a structural condition known as coverability (Xie et al.,
2023), which is inspired by connections between online and offline reinforcement learning.

Assumption 3.2 (Coverability (Xie et al., 2023)). The coverability coefficient Ceoy > 0 is given by

dh

Hh

Ceov = max inf sup
he[H] pneA(XxA) rells

oo



Coverability is an intrinsic strutural property of the underlying MDP. Examples of MDP families with low
coverability include (Exogenous) Block MDPs, which have Cio, < |S||A|, where S is the latent state space
(Xie et al., 2023), and Low-Rank MDPs, which have Cc,y, < d|A|, where d is the feature dimension (Huang
et al., 2023); importantly, these settings exhibit high-dimensional state spaces and require nonlinear function
approximation. To the best of our knowledge, coverability is the only structural parameter that is known to
be small for the Exogenous Block MDP problem, as other well-known parameters like Bellman rank and
Bellman-Eluder dimension can be arbitrarily large (Xie et al., 2023). We emphasize that as in prior work
(Xie et al., 2023; Amortila et al., 2024a), our algorithms require no prior knowledge of the distribution uy,
that minimizes Eq. (1).

3.1 Algorithm

Our main algorithm, SimGolf, is displayed in Algorithm 1. The algorithm is a variant of the GOLF method
of Jin et al. (2021); Xie et al. (2023) with novel adaptations to exploit the availability of a local simulator.
Like GOLF, SimGolf explores using the principle of global optimisim: At each iteration t € [N], it maintains a
confidence set (or, version space) @ c Q of candidate value functions with low squared Bellman error under
the data collected so far, and chooses a new exploration policy 7 by picking the most “optimistic” value
function in this set. As the algorithm gathers more data, the confidence set shrinks, leaving only near-optimal
policies.

The main novelty in SimGolf arises in the data collection strategy and design of confidence sets. Like GOLF,
SimGolf algorithm constructs the confidence set Q™ c Q such that all value functions g € @™ have small
squared Bellman error:

SE[(gn(@n,an) - Talonaa)(@n, a1))’] sloglQ] Vhe [H]. (2)

i<t

Due to the presence of the Bellman backup T[gn+1] in Eq. (2), naively estimating squared Bellman error
leads to the notorious double sampling problem. To avoid this, the approach taken with GOLF and related work
(Zanette et al., 2020; Jin et al., 2021) is to adapt a certain de-biasing technique to remove double sampling
bias, but this requires access to a value function class that satisfies Bellman completeness, a representation
significantly more restrictive than realizability (e.g., Foster et al. (2022)).

The idea behind SimGolf is to use local simulator access to directly produce high-quality estimates for the
Bellman backup function T;[gp+1] in Eq. (2). In particular, for a given state-action pair (z,a) € X x A, we can
estimate the Bellman backup Tj[gn+1](x, a) for all functions g € @ simultaneously by collecting K next-state
transitions 55;;11, ey i;fi)l i Th(-| z,a) and K rewards 7"};)7 ... ,ﬁk) e Ry (z,a), then taking the empirical
mean: Tp[gn+1](z,a) » & Zszl(F;:“) + maxXgred gh+1 (&) ,a’)). Line 9 of SimGolf uses this technique to
directly estimate the Bellman residual backup under a trajectory gathered with 7, sidestepping the double
sampling problem and removing the need for Bellman completeness. We suspect that the idea of performing
estimation with respect to squared Bellman error directly using local simulator access may find broader use.

Remark 3.1 (Squared Bellman error versus average Bellman error). A general approach to removing the
need for Bellman completeness is to estimate average Bellman error instead of squared Bellman error (e.g.,
Jiang et al. (2017)). However, Xie et al. (2023) show that this is insufficient to obtain sample complexity
guarantees under coverability.

3.2 Main Result

We now state the main guarantee for SimGolf and discuss some of its implications.

Theorem 3.1 (Main guarantee for SimGolf). Let ¢,0 € (0,1) be given and suppose Assumption 3.1
(Q* -realizability) and Assumption 3.2 (coverability) hold with Ceoy > 0. Then the policy T produced by
SimGolf(Q, Ceov,€,0) (Algorithm 1) has J(m*) - E[J(T)] < e with probability at least 1 —§. The total sample



Algorithm 1 SimGolf: Global Optimism via Local Simulator Access
1: input: Value function class Q, coverability C.o > 0, suboptimality parameter € > 0, and confidence
parameter § > 0.
2 Set N « 8(H?CeoB2%), Botar < 1610g(2HN|QI™), B« 2Bsiar, and K « 2.
3: initialize: Q™ « Q.
4: for iteration t =1,2,..., N do

5: Select g = argmax g1 X sc; MAXqeA g1 (28, a).
6: For each h e [H] and x € X, define m}"” (z) € argmax, .4 g5 (z, ).
7: Execute 7 for an episode and observe 7 := (z{”,a{”),..., (z'},a%}).
8: for he[H] do
9: Draw K independent samples % ~ T),(- | }”,a{”), ;""" ~ Ry (x}, a}").
10: Compute confidence set:
1 L& o
t t t t,k t,
o lgeQ: Z(gh(w;),a?) -— Z(rg ) +maxgh+1(m2+1),a))) <B, Vhe[H]}.
h<t K 3 acA
11: return: 7 = unif (7™ ... 7).

complexity in the RLLS framework is bounded by
o H-Clalestiest))

c4

This result (whose proof is in Appendix D) shows that under only @Q*-realizability and coverability, SimGolf
learns an e-optimal policy with polynomial sample complexity, significantly relaxing the representation
assumptions (Bellman completeness, weight function realizability) required by prior algorithms for coverability
(Xie et al., 2023; Amortila et al., 2024a). This is the first instance we are aware of where local simulator access
unlocks sample complexity guarantees for reinforcement learning with nonlinear function approximation that
were previously out of reach; perhaps the most important technical idea here is our approach to combining
global optimism with local simulator access, in contrast to greedy layer-by-layer schemes used in prior work
on local simulators (with the exception of Weisz et al. (2021a)). In particular, we suspect that the idea
of performing estimation with respect to squared Bellman error directly using local simulator access may
find broader use beyond coverability. Improving the polynomial dependence on problem parameters is an
interesting question for future work.

A conjecture. By analogy to results in offline reinforcement learning, where Q*-realizability and concentra-
bility (the offline counterpart to coverability) alone are known to be insufficient for sample-efficient learning
(Chen and Jiang, 2019; Foster et al., 2022), we conjecture that @Q*-realizability and coverability alone are not
sufficient for polynomial sample complexity in vanilla online RL. If true, this would imply a new separation
between online RL with and without local simulators.

Proof sketch. As described in Section 3.1, the main difference between SimGolf and GOLF lies in the
construction of the confidence sets. The most important new step in the proof of Theorem 3.1 is to show
that the local simulator-based confidence set construction in Line 10 is valid in the sense that the property
Eq. (2) holds with high probability. From here, the sample complexity bound follows by adapting the
change-of-measure argument based on coverability from Xie et al. (2023).

3.3 Implications for Exogenous Block MDPs

We now apply SimGolf and Theorem 3.1 to the Ezogenous Block MDP (ExBMDP) problem (Efroni et al.,
2022b,a; Lamb et al., 2023; Islam et al., 2023), a challenging rich-observation reinforcement learning setting
in which the observed states x; are high-dimensional, while the underlying dynamics of the system are
low-dimensional, yet confounded by temporally correlated exogenous noise.



Formally, an Exogenous Block MDP M = (X,S8,E, A, H,T, R, g) is defined by a latent state space and an
observation space. We begin by describing the latent state space. Starting from an initial endogenous state
s1 €S and exogenous state & € 2, the latent state z, = (sp, &) evolves for h e [H] via

snet ~ Tp" (- spyan),  and  Enar ~ T3 (- &),

where ay, € A is the agent’s action at layer h; we adopt the convention that s; ~ Tg" (- | @) and & ~ T$*°(- | @).
Note that only the endogenous state is causally influenced by the action. The latent state is not observed;
instead, at each step h, the agent receives an observation x; € X generated via?

xh = g7 (sh,€n), (3)

where g;’LbS :SxE — & is the emission function. We assume the endogenous latent space S and action space
A are finite, and define S := |S| and A := |A]. However, the exogenous state space Z and observation space
X may be arbitrarily large or infinite, with |Z|, |X| > |S].?

The final property of the ExBMDP model is decodability, which asserts the existence of a decoder such
that ¢, : X - S such that ¢,(xy) = s, a.s. for all h € [H] under the process in Eq.(3). Informally,
decodability ensures the existence of an (unknown to the learner) mapping that allows one to perfectly recover
the endogenous latent state from observations. In addition to decodability, we assume the rewards in the
ExBMDP are endogenous; that is, the reward distribution Rp,(xp,an) only depends on the observations ()
through the corresponding latent states (¢*(xy) = sp). To enable sample-efficient learning, we assume access
to a decoder class ® that contains ¢*, as in prior work.

Assumption 3.3 (Decoder realizability). We have access to a decoder class ® such that ¢* € ®.

Applying SimGolf and Theorem 3.1. To apply Theorem 3.1 to the ExXBMDP problem, we need to verify
that @Q*-realizability and coverability hold. For coverability, Xie et al. (2023) show that ExBMDPs have
Ceov € SA under decodability, in spite of the time-correlated exogenous noise process (£,) and potentially
infinite observation space X (interestingly, coverability is essentially the only useful structural property that
ExBMDPs are known to satisfy, which is our primary motivation for studying it). Realizability is also a
straightforward consequence of the decodability assumption.

Lemma 3.1 (Efroni et al. (2022a)). For the ExBMDP setting, under Assumption 3.3, (i) the function
class Qp, = {x = g(d(x),a) : g € [0, H]®A, ¢ € ®} satisfies Assumption 3.1, and (ii) the policy class T, =
{z o m(p(2)): e A%, ¢ e @} satisfies Assumption 4.3. Both classes have log|Qp| = log[Il,| = O(S + log|®|).*

This leads to the following corollary of Theorem 3.1.

Corollary 3.1 (SimGolf for ExBMDPs). Consider the ExBMDP setting. Suppose that Assumption 3.3
holds, and let Q be constructed as in Lemma 3.1 of Part 1. Then for any £,0 € (0,1), the policy T =
SimGolf(Q,SA,e,d) has J(7*) = J(T) < & with probability at least 1 - §. The total sample complexity in the
RLLS framework is bounded by

5( H553 A3 log|®| )

c4

This shows for the first time that general ExBMDPs are learnable with local simulator access. Prior to this
work, online RL algorithms for ExXBMDPs required either (i) deterministic latent dynamics (Efroni et al.,
2022b), or (ii) factored emission structure (Efroni et al., 2022a). Xie et al. (2023) observed that ExBMDPs
admit low coverability, but their algorithm requires Bellman completeness, which is not satisfied by ExBMDPs
(see Islam et al. (2023)). See Appendix A for more discussion.

2A more standard formulation of the observation process (Efroni et al., 2022b,a; Lamb et al., 2023; Islam et al., 2023) assumes
that observations are generated via @j ~ qn(8n,&p), where g, (+,-) is a conditional distribution with the decodability property.
This is equivalent to Eq. (3) under mild measure-theoretic conditions, as randomness in the emission process can be included in
the exogenous state without loss of generality, but the formulation in Eq. (3) makes our proofs slightly more compact.

3To simplify presentation, we assume that = and X are countable; our results trivially extend to the case where the
corresponding variables are continuous with an appropriate measure-theoretic treatment.

4Formally, this requires a standard covering number argument; we omit the details.



4 Computationally Efficient Learning with Local Simulators

Our result in Section 3 show that local simulator access facilitates sample-efficient learning in MDPs with
low coverability, a challenging setting that was previously out of reach. However, our algorithm SimGolf is
computationally-inefficient because it relies on global optimism, a drawback found in most prior work on
RL with general function approximation (Jiang et al., 2017; Jin et al., 2021; Du et al., 2021). It remains an
open question whether any form of global optimism can be implemented efficiently, and some variants have
provable barriers to efficient implementation (Dann et al., 2018).

To address this drawback, in this section we present a new algorithm, RVFS (Recursive Value Function Search;
Algorithm 3), which requires stronger versions of the coverability and realizability assumptions in Section 3,
but is computationally efficient in the sense that it reduces to convex optimization over the state-value function
class V. RVFS makes use of a sophisticated recursive exploration scheme based on core-sets, sidestepping the
need for global optimism, and can be applied to Exogenous Block MDPs with weakly correlated exogenous noise.

4.1 Function Approximation and Statistical Assumptions
To begin, we require the following strengthening of the coverability assumption in Assumption 3.2.

Assumption 4.1 (Pushforward coverability). The pushforward coverability coefficient Cpysh > 0 is given by

. Th1(zh | Th-1,an1
Cpush = max  inf sup (2| 2 @h-1)
he[H] preA(X) (Th-1,ah-1,Th)eXp-1 XAXX Hh (xh)

Pushforward coverability is inspired by the pushforward concentrability condition used in offline RL by Xie
and Jiang (2021); Foster et al. (2022). Concrete examples include, (i) Block MDPs with latent space S, which
admit Cpysh < |8, (ii) Low-Rank MDPs in dimension d, which admit Cpysh < d (Xie and Jiang, 2021), and (iii)
Exogenous Block MDPs for which the exogenous noise process satisfies a weak correlation condition that we
introduce in Section 4.4. Note that Ccoy < Cpysh|A|, but the converse is not true in general.

Instead of state-action value function approximation as in SimGolf, in this section we make use of a state
value function class V c (X x [H] — [0, H]), but require somewhat stronger representation conditions than in
Section 3. We consider two complementary setups, which can be summarized briefly as follows:

e Setup I: Assumptions 4.2 and 4.3 (V*/n*-realizability) and Assumption 4.4 (A-gap) hold.
e Setup II: Assumption 4.5 (V7 -realizability) and Assumption 4.6 (r-realizability) hold.

We describe these assumptions in more detail below.

Function approximation setup I. First, instead of Q*-realizability, we consider the weaker V *-realizability
(Jiang et al., 2017; Weisz et al., 2021a; Amortila et al., 2022).

Assumption 4.2 (V*-realizability). For all h e [H], we have V;" € Vy,.

Under V*-realizability, our algorithm learns a near-optimal policy, but the policy is non-executable in the
sense of Definition 2.1; this property is shared by prior work on local simulator access with value function
realizability (Weisz et al., 2021a). To produce executable policies, we additionally require access to a policy
class II c IIs containing 7*; we define Iy, = {mp, | w € IT}.

Assumption 4.3 (7*-realizability). The policy class II contains the optimal policy 7*.

Note that V*-realizability (Assumption 4.2) and 7*-realizability (Assumption 4.3) are both implied by
Q*-realizability, and hence are weaker. However, we also assume the optimal Q-function admits constant
suboptimality gap (this makes the representation conditions for Setup I incomparable to Assumption 3.1).

Assumption 4.4 (A-Gap). The optimal action 7, (x) is unique, and there exists A >0 such that for all
he[H],zeX, and ae A~{m;(z)},

Qn(z,m,(2)) > Qj(x,0) + A.



This condition has been used in a many prior works on computationally efficient RL with function approxi-
mation (Du et al., 2019b, 2020; Foster et al., 2020; Wang et al., 2021).

Function approximation setup II. As an alternative to assuming constant suboptimality gap, we also
provide guarantees under the assumption that the value function class V satisfies all-policy realizability (Weisz
et al., 2022; Yin et al., 2022; Weisz et al., 2023) in the sense that it contains the value functions V™ for all 7 € IIs.

Assumption 4.5 (V7 -realizability). The value function class V = V1. has V; € Vy, for all m e Ils and h € [H].

This assumption will be sufficient to learn a non-executable policy, but to learn executable policies we require
an analogous strengthening of Assumption 4.5.

Assumption 4.6 (7w-realizability). The policy class II is such that for all m € Ils, we have that x
argmax,. 4 Pn[ V)7, 1(-,a) € IL.

This assumption, also known as policy completeness has been used by a number of prior works on compu-
tationally efficient RL (Bagnell et al., 2003; Misra et al., 2020). Assumptions 4.5 and 4.6 are both implied
by the slightly simpler-to-state assumption of Q™ -realizability (Weisz et al., 2022; Yin et al., 2022; Weisz
et al., 2023), which asserts access to a class Q that contains Q™ for all 7 € ITs.

Remark 4.1. Assumptions 4.5 and 4.6 can both be weakened to only require realizability for near-optimal
policies; i.e.., we only need to assume that V¥ €V for all h € [H] and near-optimal policies m (instead of all
policies). We will only use this weaker assumption in the analysis.

4.2 Algorithm

For ease of exposition, we defer the full version of our algorithm, RVFS (Algorithm 3), to Appendix E and
present a simplified version here (Algorithm 2). The algorithms are nearly identical, except that the simplified
version assumes that certain quantities of interest (e.g., Bellman backups) can be computed exactly, while
the full version (provably) approximates them from samples.

RVFS maintains a value function estimator V = V.5 that aims to approximate the optimal value function Vi,
as well as core sets Cq,...,Cq of state-action pairs that are used to perform estimation and guide exploration.
At a high level, RVFS alternates between (i) fitting the value function V, for a given layer h € [H] based on
Monte-Carlo rollouts, and (ii) using the core-sets to test whether the current value function estimates Vh+1; H
remain accurate as the roll-in policy induced by Vj, changes.

In more detail, RVFS is based on recursion across the layers h € [H]. When invoked for layer h with value
function estimates Vj,1.p and core-sets Cy,...,Cx, RVFS, performs two steps:

1. For each state-action pair (xp_1,ap-1) € Cp,5 the algorithm gathers Nies¢ trajectories by rolling out from
(xh_1,an_1) with the greedy policy 7y (x) € arg max,. 4 Pe[Vis1](z, a) that optimizes the estimated value
function; in the full version of RVFS (see Algorithm 3), we estimate the bellman backup Py[Vi1](z,a)
using the local simulator. For all states xy_1 € {xp,...,xy-1} encountered during this process, the
algorithm checks whether ‘E[Vg(m) -V (xe) | o1 = mo—1, @01 = ag_1]| S e for all ag_1 € A using a test
based on (implicitly maintained) confidence sets. If the test fails, this indicates that distribution shift
has occurred, and the algorithm adds the pair (xy_1,as_1) to the core-set C; and recurses on layer ¢ via
RVFS,.

2. If all tests above pass, this indicates that Vj,1,...,Vy are accurate, and no distribution shift has
occurred. In this case, the algorithm fits V}, by collecting Monte-Carlo rollouts from all state-action
pairs in the core-set Cj, with 7;(x) € argmaxge 4 Pe[Ves1](z,a) (cf. Line 16), and returns.

When the tests in Item 1 succeed for all layers h € [H], the algorithm terminates and returns the estimated
value functions V}.p7; in this case, the greedy policy 7y(x) € argmax, 4 P¢[Vis1](x, a) is guaranteed to be near
optimal. The full version of RVFS in Algorithm 3 uses local simulator access to estimate the Bellman backups
Pu[Vis1](x, a) for different state-action pairs (z,a) (see Eq. (15) of Algorithm 3). These backups are used

SInformally, C; represents a collection of state-action pairs (xp-1,ap-1) at layer h — 1 for which we want
]E[‘Vh(a:h) - Vh*(mh)| |ep-1 =zp-1,ap-1 = ah_l] < € for some small € > 0.



Algorithm 2 RVFS;,: Recursive Value Function Search (Informal version of Algorithm 3)

1: parameters: Value function class V), suboptimality ¢ € (0,1), confidence 6 € (0,1).
2:  input:
o Level he{0,...,H}.
e Value function estimates V;Hl: H, confidence sets Vh”; H, state-action collections Cp.q.
3: Initialize parameters M, Niest, Nreg, sfeg, and f (see Algorithm 3 for parameter settings).
/* Test the fit for the estimated value functions V), .5y at future layers. */

4: for (zp-1,ap-1)€Cpand £ =H,... ,h+1do
5: for n=1,..., Ntest do
6: Draw @y, ~ T,_1(+ | Zn_1,an_1), then draw x,_; by rolling out with 7.z, where®
Vre[H], 7-(-)eargmaxP,[Vi1](-a).
acA
7: for a,_1 € A do
/* Test fit; if tesi fails, re-fit value functions Vj,.1., up to layer (. */
8: if sup.p, [(Pe-1[Ve] = Peca[fe]) (ze-1,a0-1)| > € + £ B then
9: Co<Cypu {(iL'g_l, ag_l)}.
10: forT=¢,...,h+1do _ _
11: Ve, Vier,Crm) < RVFS: (Viirm, Vier:m, Crms Vs €,6).
12: go to line 4.
13: if A =0 then return: (VLH, )
/* Re-fit V}, and build a new confidence set. */
14: for (xh,l,ah,l) eCp do // T?’r<l-11[x/’£h Ty | @p,a] can be estimated using local simulator and roll-outs.
15: Set Dp(xp-1,ap-1) < @. For i = 1,...,Nreg, sample xy, ~ Tp_1(- | Zp-1,an-1) and update

Di(zh-1,an-1) < Dp(@n-1,an-1) U {(xn, ET7 [L7L, r | 21])}-

16: Let Vj, = arg minfev 2 (@n-1,an-1)<Cn Z(mhﬂ)h)eph(mh,—laah—l)(f(wh) - Uh)z'
17: Compute value function confidence set:

1
N,

2

(Th-1,an-1)€Ch

S () - f@n) <2, }

€8 (z5,-)€Dn(Th-1,0n-1)

Vh::{fev

18: return (Vh;H, T}h:H, Ch:mr)-

to (i) compute actions of the greedy policy that maximizes Vi.p via (e.g., Eq. (4)); (ii) generate trajectories
by rolling out from state-action pairs in the core-sets (Line 6); and (iii) perform the test in Item 1 (Line 8).

RVFS is inspired by the DMQ algorithm of Du et al. (2019b); Wang et al. (2021), which was originally introduced
in the context of online reinforcement learning with linearly realizable Q*. RVFS incorporates local simulator
access (most critically, via core-set construction) to allow for more general nonlinear function approximation
without restrictive statistical assumptions. Prior algorithms for RLLS have used core-sets of state-action
pairs in a similar fashion (Li et al., 2021; Yin et al., 2022; Weisz et al., 2022), but in a way that is tailored to
linear function approximation.

In what follows, we discuss various features of the algorithm in greater detail.

Bellman backup policies. Since RVFS works with state value functions instead of state-action value
functions, we need a way to extract policies from the former. The most natural way to extract a policy from
estimated value functions Vi € V is as follows: for all h € [H], define 7, () € argmax . 4 Pn[Vii1](z, a).
In reality, we do not have access to Py[Vi;1](x,a) directly, so the full version of RVFS (Algorithm 3)
estimates this quantity on the fly using the local simulator using the following scheme (Algorithm 5 in
Appendix E): Given a state z, for each a, we sample K rewards r, ~ Rj(z,a) and next-state transitions
xp41 ~ Th(-| z,a), then approximate P,[Vy.1](z,a) by the empirical mean. We remark that the use of these

10



Bellman backup policies is actually crucial in the analysis for RVFS; even if we were to work with estimated
state-action value functions 1.y instead, our analysis would require executing the Bellman backup policies
7T (z) € argmaxge 4 Tn[Qn+1](x, a) (instead of naively using 7y, (x) € argmax,, 4 Qn(x,a)).

Invoking the algorithm. The base invocation of RVFS takes the form
Vl:H “~ RVFSo(Vl;H = arbitrary,vle = {Vh}le,Co;H = {@}hHZO,;V,E,(S).

Whenever this call returns, the greedy policy induced by Vi is guaranteed to be near-optimal. Naively,
the approximate Bellman backup policy induced by Vin (described above) is non-executable, and must be
computed by invoking the local simulator. To provide an end-to-end guarantee to learn an executable policy,
we give an outer-level algorithm, RVFS.bc (Algorithm 4, deferred to Appendix E for space), which invokes
RVFSq, then extracts an executable policy from Viir using behavior cloning. Subsequent recursive calls to
RVFS take the form

(Vietr, Voot Crerr) < RVFSH(Visrir, Vis v, Crer; Vs €,6).

For such a call, the arguments are:
° Vh+1; g: Value function estimates for subsequent layers.

° ?h+1: g: Value function confidence sets T/\;Hl; g € Vhi1:H, which are used in the test on Line 14 to quantify
uncertainty on new state-action pairs and decide whether to expand the core-sets.

e Cp.p: Core-sets for current and subsequent layers.

Importantly, the confidence sets Vis1:m do not need to be explicitly maintained, and can be used implicitly
whenever a regression oracle for the value function class is available (discussed below).

Oracle-efficiency. RVFS is computationally efficient in the sense that it reduces to convex optimization
over the value function class V. In particular, the only computationally intensive steps in the algorithm are
(i) the regression step in Line 16, and (ii) the test in Line 8 involving the confidence set V. For the latter,
we do not explicitly need to maintain Vy, as the optimization problem over this set in Line 8 (for the full
version of RVFS in Algorithm 3) reduces to solving arg maxy ., {+ >1", V(@?) | £y (V(2?) - y©)? < g2} for
a dataset {(z®,7®,y™)}"" . This is convex optimization problem in function space, and in particular can
be implemented in a provably efficient fashion whenever V is linearly parameterized. We expect that the
problem can also be reduced to a square loss regression by adapting the techniques in Krishnamurthy et al.
(2017); Foster et al. (2018), but we do not pursue this here.

4.3 Main Result

We present the main guarantee for RVFS under the function approximation assumptions in Section 4.1.

Theorem 4.1 (Main guarantee for RVFS). Let ¢,0 € (0,1) be given, and suppose that Assumption 4.1
(pushforward coverability) holds with Cpush > 0. Further, suppose that one the following holds:

e Setup I: Assumptions 4.2 and 4.3 (V*[n*-realizability) and Assumption 4.4 (A-gap) hold, and
e<6H-A.

e Setup II: Assumption 4.5 (V™ -realizability) and Assumption 4.6 (m-realizability) hold.

Then, RVFS.bc(I1,V,€,0) (Algorithm 4) returns a policy T1.g such that J(7*) — J(F1.m) < 2 with probability
at least 1 =6, and has total sample complexity bounded by

O(ConH?A-e71%).

push

Theorem 4.1 shows for the first time that sample- and computationally-efficient RL with local simulator access
is possible under pushforward coverability. In particular, RVFS is the first computationally efficient algorithm
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for RL with local simulator access that supports nonlinear function approximation. The assumptions in
Theorem 4.1, while stronger than those in Section 3, are not known to enable sample-efficient RL without
simulator access. Nonetheless, understanding whether RVFS can be strengthened to support general coverability
or weaker function approximation is an important open problem.

We mention in passing that RVFS can be slightly modified to recover other existing sample complexity
guarantees for RL with linear function approximation and local simulator access (which do not require
pushforward coverability), including linear-Q* realizability with gap (Li et al., 2021) and Q7-realizability
(Yin et al., 2022); we leave a more general treatment for future work.

Connection to empirical algorithms. RVFS bears some similarity to Monte-Carlo Tree Search (MCTS)
(Coulom, 2006; Kocsis and Szepesvéari, 2006) and AlphaZero (Silver et al., 2018), which perform planning with
local simulator. Informally, MCTS can be viewed as a form of breadth-first search over the state space (where
each node represents a state at a given layer), and AlphaZero is a particular instantiation of a MCTS that
leverages value function approximation (through a class V that aims to approximate V*) to accommodate
stochastic environments and allow for generalization across states. Compared to RVFS, MCTS and AlphaZero
perform exploration via simple bandit-style heuristics, and are not explicitly designed to handle distribution
shifts that arise in settings where actions have long-term downstream effects. RVFS may be viewed as a
provable counterpart that uses function approximation to address distribution shift in a principled fashion (in
particular, through the use of confidence sets and the test in Line 14).7

RVFS also has some resemblance to the Go-Explore algorithm of Ecoffet et al. (2019, 2021) Like RVFS, Go-
Explore makes use of core-sets of informative state-action pairs to guide exploration, and uses imitation
learning to extract an executable policy after the exploration phase completes. However, Go-Explore uses an
ad-hoc, domain specific approach to building the core set, and does not use function approximation in the
exploration phase; such a strategy is unlikely to succeed in more challenging environments where the effective
horizon is longer or less domain-specific information is available a-priori.

In light of these connections, we are optimistic that the techniques in RVFS—in particular, using value function
approximation to guide systematic exploration—can help to inform the design of practical algorithms for
learning and planning with local simulators.

4.4 Applying RVFS to Exogenous Block MDPs

We now apply RVFS to the Exogenous Block MDP (ExBMDP) model introduced in Section 3.3. ExB-
MDPs satisfy coverability (Assumption 3.2), but do not satisfy the pushforward coverability assumption
(Assumption 4.1) required by RVFS in general. However, it turns out that ExXBMDPs do satisfy pushforward
coverability when the exogenous noise process is weakly correlated across time; we refer to this new statistical
assumption as the weak correlation condition.

Assumption 4.7 (Weak correlation condition). For the underlying ExBMDP M, there is a constant Cexo > 1
such that for all h e [H - 1] and (§,€') € 2,1 x Ep, we have®

P[gh = §7§h+1 = 5,] < Cexo : IP)[Sh = f] . IP)[Sh+1 = 5,]

The weak correlation property asserts that the joint law for the exogenous noise variables &, and &j,1 is at
most a multiplicative factor Ceyo > 1 larger than the corresponding product distribution obtained by sampling
& and €41 independently from their marginals. This setting strictly generalizes the (non-exogenous) Block
MDP model (Krishnamurthy et al., 2016; Du et al., 2019a; Misra et al., 2019; Zhang et al., 2022; Mhammedi
et al., 2023), by allowing for arbitrary stochastic dynamics for the endogenous state and an arbitrary emission

process, but requires that temporal correlations in the exogenous noise decay over time.

"We note in passing that in the context of tree search, the pushforward coverability assumption (Assumption 4.1) may be
viewed as the stochastic analogue of branching factor.

8Throughout this paper, when considering the law for the exogenous variables £1,...,£, we write P[-] instead of P™[-] to
emphasize that the law is independent of the agent’s policy.
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We show that under Assumption 4.7, pushforward coverability is satisfied with Cpysh < Cexo - SA (Lemma J.3
in Appendix J.1). In addition, V*-realizability is implied by decoder realizability (Lemma 3.1). Thus, by
applying Theorem 4.1 (Setup I), we conclude that RVFS efficiently learns a near-optimal policy for any
weakly correlated ExXBMDP for which the optimal value function has A-gap.

An improved algorithm for ExXBMDPs: RVFS®*°. At first glance, removing the gap assumption for RVFS
in ExBMDPs seems difficult: The V™ -realizability assumption required to invoke Theorem 4.1 (Setup II) is
not satisfied by ExBMDPs, as decoder realizability only implies V™ realizability for endogenous policies 7.°
In spite of this, we now show that with a slight modification, RVFS can efficiently learn any weakly correlated
ExBMDP under decoder realizability alone (without gap or V™ -realizability).

Our new variant of RVFS, RVFS®™°, is presented in Algorithm 6 (deferred to Appendix E for space). The
algorithm is almost identical to RVFS (Algorithm 3), with the main difference being that we use an additional
randomized rounding step to compute the policies 7. from the learned value functions Vig. In particular,
instead of directly defining the policies 71.7 based on the bellman backups Py, [Vh+1] as in Eq. (15), RVFS®™°
targets a “rounded” version of the backup given by

e [PulViarl(w,a) /e + Cnl, (5)

where € € (0,1) is a rounding parameter and (i,...,¢{y are i.i.d. random variables sampled uniformly at
random from the interval [0,1/2] (at the beginning of the algorithm’s execution). Concretely, RVFS®° estimates
the bellman backup Pp,[Vi,1](2,a) in Eq. (5) using the local simulator (as in Eq. (15) of Algorithm 3), and
defines its policies via

Th(:) € argaﬁax[Ph[Vhﬂ](-,a)/s+Ch]. (6)

This rounding scheme, which quantizes the Bellman backup into e~} bins with a random offset, is designed
to emulate certain properties implied by the A-gap assumption (Assumption 4.4). Specifically, we show
that with constant probability over the draw of {;.y, the policy 7 in (6) “snaps” on to an endogenous policy
7. This means that for RVFS®*° to succeed (with constant probability), it suffices to pass it a class V that
realizes the value functions (V;[) for endogenous policies 7 € IIs. Fortunately, such a function class can be
constructed explicitly under decoder realizability (Assumption 3.3).

Lemma 4.1 (Efroni et al. (2022a)). For the ExBMDP setting, under Assumption 3.3, the function class
Vi ={xw f(¢(x)): fe[0,H]%, ¢ e®} is such that VT €V}, for all endogenous policies 7. Furthermore, the
policy class 11, = {7‘(‘() cargmax,. 4 f(¢(),a): fe[0,H]A ¢e ‘I)} contains all endogenous policies.

A small technical challenge with the scheme above is that it is only guaranteed to succeed with constant proba-
bility over the draw of the rounding parameters ¢y, ...,{y. To address this, we provide an outer-level algorithm,
RVFS®°.bc (Algorithm 7, deferred to Appendix E for space), which performs confidence boosting by invoking
RVFS®*® multiple times independently, and extracts a high-quality executable policy using behavior cloning.

Main result. We now state the main guarantee for RVFS®*® (the proof is in Appendix J).

Theorem 4.2 (Main guarantee of RVFS®*° for EXBMDPs). Consider the ExBMDP setting. Suppose the
decoder class ® satisfies Assumption 3.3, and that Assumption 4.7 holds with Cexo > 0. Let £,6 € (0,1) be
given, and let Vi, and I, be as in Lemma 4.1. Then RVFS®*°.bc(I1, V1.5, €, C1:11,9) (Algorithm 7) produces a
policy T1.g such that J(n*) — J(T1.m) < €, and has total sample complexity

O (C8 SPHA? . £726).

This result shows for the first time that sample- and computationally-efficient learning is possible for ExBMDPs
beyond deterministic or factored settings (Efroni et al., 2022b,a).

9We say that a policy 7 is endogenous if it does not depend on exogenous noise, in the sense that 7w(xp) is a measurable
function of ¢* (xp,).
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We mention in passing that our use of randomized rounding to emulate certain consequences of the A-gap
assumption leverages the fact that ExBMDPs have a finite number of (endogenous) latent states. It is unclear
if this technique can be used when the (latent) state space is large or infinite.

5 Conclusion and Open Problems

Our results show that online RL with local simulator access can enable powerful sample complexity guarantees
for learning with general value function approximation. Interesting open problems and directions for future
research include:

e Is it true that value function realizability and coverability are not sufficient for sample-efficient learning
in the online RL model? Combined with our results, this would imply a new separation between RLLS
and online RL. More broadly, it would be interesting to develop a unified understanding for precisely
when local simulator access can lead to statistical benefits over fully online RL, and to characterize the
statistical complexity for this framework.

e The RVFS algorithm is computationally efficient, but requires stronger statistical assumptions than our
inefficient algorithms. Closing this gap with an efficient algorithm is an important but challenging open
problem.

In addition, we are excited to explore the empirical performance of exploration schemes inspired by RVFS.
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A Additional Related Work

Local simulators: Theoretical research. RL with local simulators has received extensive interest in
the context of linear function approximation. Most notably, Weisz et al. (2021a) show that reinforcement
learning with linear V* is tractable with local simulator access, and Li et al. (2021) show that RL with linear
Q™ and a state-action gap is tractable; online RL is known to be intractable under the same assumptions
(Weisz et al., 2021a; Wang et al., 2021). Amortila et al. (2022) show that the gap assumption can be removed
if a small number of expert queries are available. Also of note are the works of Yin et al. (2022); Weisz et al.
(2022), which give computationally efficient algorithms under linear Q7 -realizability for all 7; this setting is
known to be tractable in the online RL model (Weisz et al., 2023), but computationally efficient algorithms
are currently only known for RLLS.

Global simulators—in which the agent can query arbitrary state-action pairs and observe next state transitions—
have also received theoretical investigation, but like local simulators, results are largely restricted to tabular
reinforcement learning and linear models (Kearns and Singh, 1998; Kakade, 2003; Sidford et al., 2018; Du
et al., 2020; Yang and Wang, 2019; Lattimore et al., 2020).

Local simulators: Empirical research. The Go-Explore algorithm (Ecoffet et al., 2019, 2021) uses
local simulator access to achieve state-of-the-art performance for the Atari games Montezuma’s Revenge and
Pitfall—both notoriously difficult games that require systematic exploration. To the best of our knowledge,
the performance of Go-Explore on these tasks has yet to be matched by online reinforcement learning; the
performing agents (Badia et al., 2020; Guo et al., 2022) are roughly a factor of four worse in terms of
cumulative reward. Interestingly, like RVFS, Go-Explore makes use of core sets of informative state-action
pairs to guide exploration. However, Go-Explore uses an ad-hoc, domain specific approach to designing the
core set, and does not use function approximation to drive exploration.

Recent work of Yin et al. (2023) provides an empirical framework for online RL with local planning that
can take advantage of deep neural function approximation, and is inspired by the theoretical works in Weisz
et al. (2021a); Li et al. (2021); Yin et al. (2022); Weisz et al. (2022). This approach does not have provable
guarantees, but achieves super-human performance at Montezuma’s Revenge.

Other notable empirical works that incorporate local simulator access, as highlighted by Yin et al. (2023),
include Schulman et al. (2015); Salimans and Chen (2018); Tavakoli et al. (2018).

Planning. RL with local simulator access is a convenient abstraction for the problem of planning: Given a
known (e.g., learned) model, compute an optimal policy. Planning with a learned model is an important task
in theory (Foster et al., 2021; Liu et al., 2023) and practice (e.g., MuZero (Schrittwieser et al., 2020)). Since
the model is known, computing an optimal policy is a purely computational problem, not a statistical problem.
Nonetheless, for planning problems in large state spaces, where enumerating over all states is undesirable,
algorithms for online RL with local simulator access can be directly applied, treating the model as if it
were the environment the agent is interacting with. Here, any computationally efficient RLLS algorithm
immediately yields an efficient algorithm for planning.

Empirically, Monte-Carlo Tree Search (Coulom, 2006; Kocsis and Szepesvari, 2006) is a successful paradigm
for planning, acting as a key component in AlphaGo (Silver et al., 2016) and AlphaZero (Silver et al.,
2018).1% Viewed as a planning algorithm, a potential advantage of RVFS is that it is well suited to stochastic
environments, and provides a principled way to use estimated (neural) value function estimates to guide
exploration.

Coverability. Xie et al. (2023) introduced coverability as a structural parameter for online reinforcement
leanring, inspired by connections between online and offline RL. Existing guarantees for the online RL frame-
work based on coverability require either Bellman completeness (Xie et al., 2023), model-based realizability
(Amortila et al., 2024b), or weight function realizability (Amortila et al., 2024a,b)), and it is not currently
known whether value function realizability is sufficient in this framework.

10Compare to our work, a small difference is that these works are not concerned with producing executable policies, c.f.
Definition 2.1.
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Exogenous Block MDPs. Our results in Section 3.3 (Corollary 3.1) show that general Exogenous Block
MDPs are learnable with local simulator access. Prior work, on learning EXBMDPs in the online RL model
requires additional assumptions:

e Deterministic ExBMDP (Efroni et al., 2022b). In this setting, the latent transition distribution 7%
is assumed to be deterministic. In this case, it suffices to learn open-loop policies (i.e., policies that
play a deterministic sequence of actions). This avoids compounding errors due to learning imperfect

decoders that depend on the exogenous noise, making this setting much less challenging than the general
ExBMDP setting.

o Factored ExMDP (Efroni et al., 2022a). This is an ExBMDP setting with a restrictive structure in
which the observation is a d-dimensional vector and the latent state is a k-dimensional subset of the
observed coordinates. This structure prevents the setting from subsuming the basic (non-exogenous)
Block MDP framework, and makes it possible to learn decoders that act only on the endogenous state,
preventing compounding errors.

e Bellman completeness. Xie et al. (2023) observed that ExBMDPs admit low coverability, but their
algorithm requires Bellman completeness, which is not satisfied by ExBMDPs (see Efroni et al. (2022b);
Islam et al. (2023)).
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B Helper Lemmas

This section of the appendix contains supporting lemmas used within the proofs of our main results.

B.1 Concentration and Probability

Lemma B.1. Let § € (0,1) and H > 1 be given. If a sequence of events &1,...,Ex satisfies P[E) |
E1,...,En-1]21-06/H for all he [H], then

P[SLH] >1-9.

Proof of Lemma B.1. By the chain rule, we have

PlEvu]= [] PlEn| &ty nEna]> [] (1-0/H)=(1-6/H)" >1-6.
he[H] he[H]

We make use of the following version of Freedman’s inequality, due to Agarwal et al. (2014, Lemma 9):

Lemma B.2. Let R >0 be given and let wy,...w, be a sequence of real-valued random variables adapted
to filtration Hy, -, Hn. Assume that for allt € [n], w; < R and E[w; | H;-1] = 0. Define S, =3, w; and
V= S0 E[w? | Hio1]. Then, for any § € (0,1) and X € [0,1/R], with probability at least 1 -4,

Sy <AV, +1log(1/8)/ .

We will also use the following lemma, which is a standard consequence of Freedman’s inequality.

Lemma B.3 (e.g., Foster et al. (2021)). Let (wy)wer be a sequence of random variables adapted to a filtration
(H)ier- If 0 <wy < R almost surely, then with probability at least 16,

T
Z E; 1 [w;] +4Rlog(2071),
and

T T
ZEt,l[wt] <2 Z w; + 8R1og(2671).

t=1 t=1

B.2 Regression

Using Lemmas B.2 and B.3, we obtain the following concentration lemma, which will be used to prove
guarantees for square loss regression within our algorithms.

Lemma B.4. Let B>0 and n € N be given, and let Y be an abstract set. Further, let Q< {g:Y — [0,B]} be
a finite function class and y,...,Y, be a sequence of random variables in Y adapted to filtration a Hi, -+, Hy-
Then, for any § € (0,1), with probability at least 1 -4, we have

1
vgeQ, lgl* - 2B 10g(21QI/5) < 9] < 2[g|* + 2B log(2/Q|/5),

where g = ¥ i) Elg(yi)* | Hioa] and [g]7 = Tity 9(yi)*.

Proof of Lemma B.4. Fix g€ Q. Applying Lemma B.2 with w; = g(y;)? - E[g(y;)? | Hi-1], for all i € [n],
and (R, \) = (B?%,1/B?), we get that with probability at least 1-d/(2|Q|):

lgll7 = g1 < AB?|lg)* +1og(2/Q1/6)/A.
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By substituting A = B~2 and rearranging, we get
lgl7 < 2[g* + B*log(2(Ql/5). (7)

Similarly, applying Lemma B.2 with w; = E[g(y;)? | Hi-1]—g(y:)?, for all i € [n], and (R, \) = (B%,1/(2B?%)),
we get that with probability at least 1 —0/(2|Q]):

lgI? = gl < AB?[g)* +1og(2/Ql/6)/A.

By substituting A = 27 B2 and rearranging, we get
1
lgl7 > §Hg\l2 - 2B%10g(2]Q|/9).

Combining this with (7) and the union bound, we get the desired result. O

With this lemma, we now prove the following key result for square loss regression.

Lemma B.5 (Generic regression guarantee). Let B >0 and n € N be given and Y be an abstract set. Further,
let Fc{f:Y —[0,B]} be a finite function class, and suppose that there is a function f. € F and a sequence
of random variables (y1,21),. -, (Yn,Tn) € Y xR such that for all i € [n]:

o x; = f.(y:;) +&i +bi;
o |b;] <¢&;
e g, ¢[-B,B]; and
o Ele; |3i] =0, where i = 0(Y1:i, €1:-1, T1:i-1, b1:i-1) -
Then, for [ € arg min .z it (f(yi) - x;)? and any 0 € (0,1), with probability at least 1 - §/2,

|F = f.l12 < 4B log(2F1/6) + 4B Y [bil,
i=1

where | [~ f.15 = Siy (Flya) = £ (9:)*-

Proof of Lemma B.5. Fix § € (0,1) and let Lo(f) = X", (f(ys) — )2, for f € F, and note that since
feargmingz L, (f), we have

02> Ln(F) = Lu(f) = VEu(FOF - £ 1+ F - £o]2,

where V denotes directional derivative. Rearranging, we get that
|F =l < =2V (fOLF = £I- 1 = Sl
=43 (i~ [ (y) (F(yi) = Fo (i) = | F = fo]2,
i=1

s4i<ei ) (Fws) - £ (w)) - | F- £ 12

< 42 (Fly) ~ f ()~ 1T £.I2 +4§bz~ (Fly) - £ (). (8)

I II

Bounding Term I. To bound Term I, we apply Lemma B.2 with w; = &;-(f(y:) - f.(¥:)), R = B2, A = 1/(8B?),
and H; = §;,,, and use

1. the union bound over f € F; and
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2. the facts that E[y; | §;] =v; and E[e; | §;] =
to get that with probability at least 1 -4/2,

43 e (Fwe) - £ (w) < [T - Fo]12 + 4B log (2L F|/5).
=1

By rearranging, we get that with probability at least 1 - /2,
Term I < 4B%log(2|F|/5).
Bounding Term. II. We now bound the second term in (8). For this, note that since | f - f. | < B, we have
Term I1< 4B )" |b;.

i=1

This completes the proof. [

B.3 Reinforcement Learning

Lemma B.6 (Performance Difference Lemma (e.g., Kakade (2003))). For any two policies 7, € Ils and
te[H], we have

H
E™ [V (1) = V{7 (z1)] = E LZ_: 7;5wh,ﬁh(wh))—Qg(ﬁhafh(wh))]~

In particular, applying this for t =1 gives
) () =7 | 3 QF () - Qfen. (o) |

Lemma B.7 (Potential lemma (Xie et al., 2023)). Fiz h € [H]. Suppose we have a sequence of functions
g, ...,g™ €0, B] and policies 7, ... ;7™ such that

vie[T], YE (9 (x))?] <

i<t

for some B >0. Then under Assumption 4.1, we have

T T{'(t) t
S ET [99(2n)] € 20/B2CpusnT10g(2T) + 2B Cpush,
t=1

2
min IEﬂ.( [ “)(:ch)] 6 Cpush IOg(QT) N 2BCpush '
te[T] V T T

Proof of Lemma B.8. See proof of (Xie et al., 2023, Theorem 1). O

and consequently

The following result is a variant of the coverability-based potential argument given in Xie et al. (2023).

Lemma B.8 (Pushforward coverability potential lemma). Fiz h € [H]. Suppose we have a sequence of
functions g, ..., g™ € [0, B] and state-action pairs (z,a™),..., (2™, a™) such that

vie[T], Y E[(¢"(xn))? [@p1=2P ap1=a®] < 52

1<t
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for some B >0. Then under Assumption 4.1, we have

M=

E[g (@) | @h 1 = 2, a1 = 0] < 2/ Couon T 0g(2T) + 2BChush,

~+
I
—_

and consequently

2Cpusnlog(2T)  2BC,
tem[lTn] E[g” (zn) | Tt = 2@, an_1 = a®] < B pushTOg( ) + Tpush.

Proof of Lemma B.8. Define d(”( Y:=Plap =z | xp1 =20, ap-1 = a?], and let d(’) Yt dP. Let

7(2) := min{t | cAlzht)(x) > Cpush - ()}
We have

M=

E[g(t)(wh) | Tho1 = x(t)’ahi1 — a(t)]

~+
Il

1

> i) (2)g” (x)
1zeX

IA

T
&
. T

Z S dP () g (@)I{t 2 T (2)} + BY. Y dP (2)I{t < ()}
21 aex t=1zeX

From the definition of pushforward coverability, we can bound

i Y dP(2){t <7p(z)} = > ElThTh(x))(a:) <2Cpush Y., pn (@) = 2Cpush-

t=1zeX reX reX

For the other term, we bound

T
S5 AP (2) g (@) I{t > 7y ()}

t=1xeX

(Z > G s (x)})

t=1xeX d(t)( )

1/2 1/2

S

(Z d“)(w)(g“)(x))?)

t=1xeX

’ﬂ

t=1xeX d(t)( ) t=1 i<t

T (t)(x))Q 1/2 1/2
(Z Z =Tt > Th(x)}) (Z E (g(”(:ch))z | @)1 = z® an_q = a(z‘)])
1/2

) (1))2
(ZZ (dy’(2)) ]I{tZTh(x)}) -\ B2T.

=1 zex dm( )

Finally, we have

(A (z))? r (A0 (2))?
ZZ;( Ta(g) )} e 22« 0 () + Cousniin ()

T d(t)(x)
ush pun () =L
P ; ac;Y d; )(37) + Cpush/'ch(x)
@)

= 2Chush Z pn(z )Z

reX ;;)(,T) + Cpushﬂh(x)
= 4Cpush log(T + 1),

where the last line uses Lemma 4 of Xie et al. (2023).
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Part I
Proofs for SimGolf (Section 3)

As described in Section 3.1, the main difference between SimGolf and GOLF lies in the construction of the
confidence sets. The most important new step in the proof of Theorem 3.1 is to show that the local simulator-
based confidence set construction in Line 10 is valid in the sense that the property Eq. (2) holds with high
probability. From here, the sample complexity bound follows by adapting the change-of-measure argument
based on coverability from Xie et al. (2023).

To this end, this part of the appendix is organized as follows. We first state and prove technical lemmas
concerning realizability (Lemma 3.1) and the confidence set construction (Lemma C.1 and Lemma C.2) in
Appendix C. Then, in Appendix D, we prove Theorem 3.1 as a consequence.

C Preliminary Lemmas for Proof of Theorem 3.1

For this section, we define

2

K
(t)(g) = (gh(m(t) (t) Z ( SR manh+1(mh+1 7a)))

k=1

and

50(9) =B [(gn(@n.an) - Talgner)(@nsan))’].

(B (0 pk) (00
where (x,”,a;”, ;" x;"]) are as in Algorithm 1.

Lemma C.1. With probability at least 1 -6, for all he [H], te[N], and g€ Q,
0 e 21 8N 1
Y 00(9) <3 E [(gh(mhaah) — Thlgn+1](xn, an)) ] Tt 16log(2HN|Q|07),
i<t i<t

and

8N
ZE [(gh n,an) - Trlgne1 ] (zn, an)) ]<4Z£(”(g)+—+64log(2HN|Q|§ .

i<t i<t

Proof of Lemma C.1. Let te[N] and h e [H] be fixed. Let us denote z§” = {(r;"", ;Ltfl))}ke . Define

a filtration
® _ W LM W ® 0)
HY =o(T, 27", .. 2y, T 27, 2y

where 7 is the trajectory generated in the ith iteration of Algorithm 1 (see Line 7). Fix g € Q. Observe
that E;;)(g) €[0,4], so Lemma B.3 ensures that with probability at least 1 -9,

v 3 . . _
¥ 62(0) < 5 LE[(9) | 1)+ 161og(257),

i<t i<t

and
SE[(g) | HO] <260 (g) +3210g(2671). (9)
i<t i<t
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By the AM-GM inequality, for all i < ¢, we can bound

B[t (9) | 1]

2
1 & . v _
— i) () (i,k) (i,k) i
‘El(g"(wh )= (i “&%%ﬂ%’“v@)) " l

k=1

: Q]E[(gh(wh ,a;) = Trlgna ] (2}, @} )) | HO 1)]

2
1& - -
”El(mghﬂ](% )= e 2 (g o)) ) 10 ]
k 1 ac
and
E[4(9) | -]
1 1
> 2 [(gh(wh ,ah ) 7—h|:gh+l](wh 7ah ) |fH(z )]
1 K 2
_El(rﬁl[gh”](m(h)’ah)) Z( ;Zk)+m&}i(9h+1(m§ffi),a))) |H(il)l.
Kz ac
We have
- o
E[(gh(xh 2a;,") = Tulgna](2), @}’ )) |1 )] =E [(gh(wmah) _Th[9h+1](whaah))2]
and

2
L 1 & . ,
El(ﬁ[9h+1](w2), ai’) - e Z( Ry MAax g1 (x;;;rkl),a))) | ’H(H)‘l

k=1
1 & . ? ; , .
=E|E (ﬁ[ghﬂ](:ch,ah) - E Z( ;: k) +I}1132(gh+1($;:_;_1),a))) | Ty = m(F:)’ah = a(h‘) | H(z—l) .
k=1
Since
E[Tﬁ["” +max g (@), a) |2 =@} a = a ] Trlgne11(=}, a)))
and {(r(’ ) a:gf))}k are i.i.d. conditioned on (xy,as) = (2}, a}”), we have,
x 2
l(ﬁ[%ﬂ](ﬂ%,dh Z( DR 4 rgleziui(thrl(:cgfl),a))) | xp, = :cﬁz),ah = aﬁz)‘|
1 ) ) 2
= KE[(ﬁ[ghﬂ](mh,ah) - (r}l””“’ + I(Eleajcghﬂ(w;;‘”,a))) |z, =), ay = aﬁf]
4
< T
K
so that
1 & ? 4
@ @) ) (ink) i
El(n[gh+1](mh aah ) }kz::l(rh +r£13i(9h+1($h+1aa))) |H( 1)] < E

Combining these bounds with (9) and rearranging thus gives

<t <t

20 (9) <3 Z]E”(i) [(gh(mh, an) = Trlgn+1](zh, ah))Q] + % +161log(2671),
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and

SE[(gn(zn,an) - n[gh+1](mh,ah))]<4Ze<>(g)+ +6410g(2571).

i<t i<t

Taking a union bound yields the result. O

Lemma C.2. Define fstar = 16log(2HN|Q|671). Suppose we set K > % and B > 2Bstat. Then with
probability at least 1 -6, for allt e [N] and h e H:

e QFeQW,
o All ge QM satisfy

>E™ [(gh @ an) = Talgneal (@, @)’ ] < 98.

i<t

Proof of Lemma C.2. Condition on the event in Lemma C.1. For any fixed ¢t € [N] and h € [H], we have
that

i * (®) * * 2 8N -
Z%)(Q ) < 3ZE [(Qh(whva’h) = Tn[Qhs1)(zh,an)) ] + K +161og(2HN|QI67")
i<t <t
8N
<ot 1610g(2HN|Q|67) < 2Bstat,

where the first inequality uses that Q7 = T,[Q7 ;] and the second inequality uses our choice for K. It follows
that Q* € Q™ as long as 8 > 28stat.
To prove the second claim, we note that for all g € @™, by construction,

ZEﬂ(i)[(gh(IBh) = Tulgn1)(zn, an)) ] <4y 6°(9)+ ﬂ +64log(2HN|Q|6™)

i<t i<t

< 42&?(9) + 5ﬁstat < 95-

i<t

D Proof of Theorem 3.1

Proof of Theorem 3.1. From Lemma C.2, the parameter setting in the theorem statement ensures that
with probability at least 1 -6, for all t € [2.. N], @* € Q, and all g € Q satisfy

S E[(gn(@n) = Talgnn](@n,an))’] < 9. (10)

for all h. Let us condition on this event going forward. First, note that since @* € Q" for all t € [2.. N], we
have that

J(r)<E [maXQI(wh a)] < sup E [maxgl(wl7 a)] . (11)
acA geQ(® acA
On the other hand, we have g € arg MaX e o(t) Xgcp MAXaeA gl(:v<f>, a), and so since m(11>, :c(f), . arei.i.d. and

any g € Q take values in [0, H], we have that by Hoeffding’s inequality, there is an event & of probability at
least 1 — ¢ under which

Vie[2..N],Vge Q, ‘E[Iifﬁ(gl(xl’a)] t—Zmanl(a: ,a)| <v/(t-1)"1log(2N|Q|/6). (12)

s<t A
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This implies that under £, we have

1
Vte[2..N], sup E [maxgl(wl,a)] < sup —— Zmaxgl(w ,a) ++/(t-1)"1log(2N|Q|/9),
ge@® LacA ggg(t) eA

Tio1 Z max ;" (z{”, a) +/(t - 1) Tlog(2N]QI/6),

<E [%g?(wl, )]+ 2/ D) TlosZNIQNS), (13)

where in the last inequality we have used (12) with f = ¢‘V. Thus, summing (13) for t =2,... N and using
(11) gives that under &:

N

N
;J(W*) < 2 Elgi” (w1, a1)] + 4/ N log(2N1Q]/9),

and so since J(7*) < H,

M=
M=

J(7*) < Y E[¢{”(x1,a1)] + 4/ Nlog(2N|Q|/5) + H. (14)

-+
Il
=
-+
Il
=

On the other hand, using that gH+1 =0, we get

M=
Gl

O(x1,a1)] - J (7))

=

g

~+
Il

Mz
M

®
(t) (t)
E™ [ (xzh,an) -7y - Iilf}i(gh”(mh“’ a)] ;

-
Il
—
>
Il
[

M=
M=

£~ [gﬁf)(mh, ap)-E [rh + m%g;ﬁl(xhﬂ, a) |z, ah]] . (law of total expectation)
aec

-
Il
—
>
Il
[

E™ [0 (2n, an) - Talgi ) (n,an)].

M=
M=

~+
Il
=
>
I
[

and so, by the potential lemma (Lemma B.7) and (10), we have
<6H\/CeoySN10g(2N) + 2H?Cloy.

Combining this with (14), we obtain that with probability at least 1 - 20,

i(,](ar*) — J(1?)) € 6H\/Ceoy SN 10g(2N) + 4v/N1og(2N|Q|/6) + 3H?Ceoy.
t=1

It follows that if N = 6(H2CCOV6/52), then the policy
Feunif(r®,...,7™)
returned by SimGolf satisfies, with probability at least 1 —§:
J(7*)-E[J(T)] <e.
Sample complexity. We now bound the number of episodes. Note that that within an iteration t of

SimGolf, the local simulator is called K H times to update the confidence set, where K < N/log(2HN|Q|/))).
Consequently, the total sample complexity is bounded by

HNEK < O(H’C,,10g(1Ql/6)/¢").
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Part I
Proofs for RVFS (Section 4)

E Full Version of RVFS

Algorithm 3 displays the full version of RVFS. Algorithm 4 contains an “outer-level” wrapper for RVFS, RVFS.bc,
which invokes RVFS and extracts an executable policy with imitation learning, and Algorithm 5 contains the
subroutine used within Algorithm 3 to approximate Bellman backups for value functions using local simulator
access. Additionally, we display the variant of RVFS for Exogenous Block MDPs, described in Section 4.4,
in Algorithms 6 and 7. Before diving into the proof, we first describe how the full version of the algorithm
differs from the informal version presented in the main body in greater detail.

Differences between full version (Algorithm 3) and informal version (Algorithm 2) of RVFS.
The main difference between Algorithm 2 and its full version in Algorithm 3 is that in the former we simply
assume access to quantities involving conditional expectations such as:

e The bellman backups P,[V},,1], which are required to evaluate the actions of RVFS’s policies (see (4)),
and to perform the tests in Line 8; and

e The value functions EF+:# S, . | ), = ,a), = a] in Line 15, which are needed in the regression
problem in Line 16.

These quantities are not available to the algorithm directly, but they can be estimated using the local
simulator. This is reflected in the full version of RVFS in Algorithm 3.

Extracting policies from value functions. Let us briefly comment in more detail on how Algorithm 3
extracts the policy 7™ from the optimistic value function f® € V at iteration ¢. From the Bellman
equation, the ideal choice would be to set 7} (z) = arg max, 4 Ph[f,?jl](x, a), but this requires knowledge
of the transition distribution. Instead, given parameters ,6 € (0,1), SimGolf invokes Algorithm 5 via
7 (z) € argmax, 4 P s[ £, ](x,a). The operator Py, 5[ f] (Algorithm 5), when given input (z,a) € X'x.A

. oy iid.

and fp41: X - R, uses the local simulator to generate Ngip > 1 next states x| ..., :c;j\fl‘“) YTz a) to
. . 1 N 0 0 ) (Ngip) 1-i.d.

estimate the bellman back-up Pp[ frs1] via N Yooy + frea(zy),)), where vV o e TR Ry (2, a).

The nu/{nber of samples Ngj, in Algorithm 5 is set as a function of (¢,4) such that with probability at least
1-4, |Ph,€,5[fh+1](xv a) - ’Ph[fh‘Fl](:C’ a)| <éE.

Invoking the algorithm. The base invocation of RVFS takes the form
Vl:H <~ RVFSO(T}LH = arbitrary,vl;H = {V}thl,Co;H = {@}hH:O,Bo;H = {g}f:(ytl:H = {1}5:1; )

Whenever this call returns, the greedy policy induced by Vi.z is guaranteed to be near-optimal. Naively,
the policy induced by Vi.i7 is non-executable, and must be computed by invoking the local simulator through
Line 14. To provide an end-to-end guarantee to learn an executable policy, the outer-level algorithm, RVFS.bc
(Algorithm 4, invokes RVFSy, then extracts an executable policy from V. using imitation learning.

Subsequent recursive calls take the form
(Viett Vet Chetty Buert s therr) < RYFS, (Viererr, Vierett, Chert s Bhett s trerrs V€, 6).
For such a call, the arguments above are:

o Vj,.1.1: Value function estimates for subsequent layers.

° 9;”1; m: Value function confidence sets VML H € Vhi1:5, which are used in the test on Line 14 to quantify
uncertainty on new state-action pairs and decide whether to expand the core-sets.
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e Cp.i: Core-sets for current and subsequent layers.

o ;.4 Buffers of tuples (zp-1,an-1, Vh,ﬁh, tr), which record relevant features of the algorithm’s state
whenever the test on Line 14 fails and a recursive call is performed.

e t,.g: Counters that track the number of times Algorithm 5 is called in the test on Line 14, which
facilitate tuning of confidence parameters.

Importantly, the confidence sets Vh+1:1 do not need to be explicitly maintained, and can be invoked implicitly
whenever a regression oracle for the value function class is available (cf. discussion in Section 4). Likewise,
the buffers B,y are only used in our analysis, and do not need to be explicitly maintained.
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E.1 RVFS Pseudocode

Algorithm 3 RVFS;: Recursive Value Function Search

1

2:

parameters: Value function class V, suboptimality € € (0,1), confidence § € (0,1).
input:
e Level he{0,...,H}.
e Value function estimates V. 1: H, confidence sets Vhat: H, state-action collections Cp.g, buffers B,
and counters tj,..

/* Initialize parameters. */

Set M « [8c71Cpusn H .

4: Set Niest < 2°M?He ' log(8MCOHBe™2571), Nyeg < 28 M2 log(8|V|HM?571),
5: Set Nest(k) < 2N2, 1og(8AN, g HK?/5) and &' « §/(8M" N2 H8|V)|).

©

10:
11:

12:

13:

14:

15:
16:
17:
18:
19:

20:
21:
22:
23:
24:

25:

26:
27:

28:

reg
2 OMH?log(8M2H|V|?/5) |, 34MH?®log(8M°NZ_ H®/5)
Set £reg « Nreg * Neest :
Set () « \/2 log, /5 (8AMV|t2/5).
/* Test the fit for the estimated value functions \A], 1.y at future layers. x/

for (xh_l,ah_l) € Ch do
for layer = H,... h+1do
for n=1,..., Niest do
Draw @j, ~ Th-1(- | 1-1,an-1), then draw x,_; by rolling out with 7.z, where'!

Vrel[H], 7.()¢ argnjax”ﬁﬂ&y[vﬂl](-,a), with Vi, = 0.
ae
for ay_1 € A do
/* Number of times 73/ 1.5/ (Algorithm 5) is called in the test on Line 14. */
Update typ <ty + 1.
/* Test fit; 2’ test fai\ls, ri—fit value functions F,,W up to layer /. x/
if sup.p, (P15 [Ve]l = Poores [ fe])(@e-1,ae-1)| > e + - B(t;) then
Co<Cpu {(:Bg_l, ae_l)} and By < B, u {(:Be_l, ag—1, ‘7@, 174, te)}.
fort=/{,....h+1do
(Veetr, Vet Crotty Breti s bt ) < RVFS- (Vs Vesrotr, Cootty Bttt V', €,6).
go to line 8.
if b =0 then return: (Vi.g,-,-,-,-).
/% Re-fit V), and build a new confidence set. */
for (zp-1,ap-1) €Cp do
Set Dp(xp-1,0n-1) < D.
fori=1,..., Ny do
Sample rp ~ Th—l(‘ | Th-1, ah_l).
Let Vi () be a Monte-Carlo estimate for E™# [, 7, | @] computed by collecting Nest(|Ch))
trajectories starting from x; and rolling out with 7.5 .
Update Dh(l‘h—h ah_l) <~ Dh(l'h—h ah_l) u {(:I:h, Vh(ach))}

Let Vj, := arg minfev Z(wh—hah—l)ech Z(Ihavh)eph(wh—hah—l)('f(xh) - vh)Q'
Compute value function confidence set

1

(Zh-1,an-1)€Ch Nreg (zn,-)eDp(Th-1,an-1)

i}hZ:{fEV

2 > (Vi (xn) - f(an))’ Ss?eg}. (16)

return (Vi.z, Vierr, Chotrs Bhotrs thirr )
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Algorithm 4 RVFS.bc: Learn an executable policy with RVFS via behavior cloning.

1: input: Value function class V, policy class II, suboptimality ¢ € (0,1), confidence ¢ € (0,1).
/* Set parameters for RVFS. x/

2: Set ERVFS —ecH™ 1/48

3: Set V1H<—arb|trary, Vi <V, Con < @, Bo.p < @, and t; < 0, for allie[0..H].
/* Set parameters for BehaviorCloning. */

4: Set M « [85RVFSC’pushH] and Niese < 28 M? Heges log(80M6 Bepesd ).

5: Nreg < 28 M2eqjes log(80[VIPHM?67) and &' =
/:Get value functions frl)m RVE§ */

6: (Viimr, =) < RVFSo(Viiwr, Viirr, Co:rr, Bo:ir, to:r3 V, Nregs Neest, €rvrs, 6/10).
/* Extract executable policy vizj\BehaviorC/l\oning algorithm for imitation learning. */

7: Define 78">() € arg max,e 4 Phears.6' [ Var1 ], a).

8: Compute 7. < BehaviorCloning(IL e, 7} r, 6/2)

9: return: 7i.g4.

40M7N2H8\V|

Algorithm 5 P, . 5[ f]: Estimate conditional expectation E[ry, + f(@ps1) | 2h = ap = ].

parameters: Layer h, suboptimality € € (0,1), confidence § € (0,1), target function f.

input: (z,a) € X x A.

Set Nsip = 21og(1/5)/e%.

Set D« &

fori=1,..., Nsip do
Sample Th ~ Rh(x,a) and xp4q ~ Th(- | x,a). // Uses local simulator access.
Update ’D <~ Du{(rp,zns1)}-

return: N3} “Yrayep (T + f(2)).
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E.2 RVFS®*° Pseudocode

Algorithm 6 RVFS;*: Recursive Value Function Search for Exogenous Block MDPs

1:
2:

parameters: Value function class V, suboptimality € € (0,1), seeds (1.5 € (0, 1), confidence ¢ € (0, 1).
input: Level h € [0.. H], value function estimates Vj.1.m, confidence sets Vji1., state-action
collections Cp.g, and buffers By,.y, and counters tp. 5.

/* Initialize parameters. */

Set M « [8c2CeyoSAH].

4: Set Niest < 2°M?He?1og(8MCOHBe2571), Nyeg < 28 M2 2 log(8|V|HM?2571).
5: Set Nest(k) < 2N2, 1og(8 AN, g HK?/5) and &' « §/(4M" N2 HE|V)|).

10:
11:

12:
13:

14:

15:
16:
17:
18:
19:

20:
21:
22:
23:
24:

25:

26:
27:

28:

re.
Set sfeg - 9MH? 1og§iez\g/12H\v|/5) + 34MH? log(jfff\:tGNfestHs/é)-
Set () « \/logl 15 (SMA|V[2/5).
/* Test the fit for the estimated value functions \A'/, 1.y at future layers. x/
for (xp-1,ap-1) €Cp do

for layer {=H,... h+1do
for n=1,..., Niest do
Draw xj, ~ Th-1(- | p-1,an-1), then draw x,_; by rolling out with 7p1.5, where

Vre[H], 7 ()¢ argmax[’lsr,ez,y[vﬂl](,a) ey (T], with  Viyq =0.
aeA

for ay_1 € A do
Update tp <ty + 1.
/* Test fit; if test fails, re-fit value functions F,,H:, up to layer /. x/
if sup o, |(Pe-1.c250[Vel = Pecr 2 oo [f)) (@1, 001) > €2 + 2 - B(t,) then
Co<Cpu {(33[71, ag,l)} and By < B, u {(:Bg,l, agp-1, va, vg, tg)}.
forT=¢,....,h+1do _ _
(VTZH) VT:H7C7'3H7 BT1H7 tT:H) - RVFS?FXO(VT+1:H, VT+1CH7 CT:H7 BT:Ha tT:H; V7 g, <1:H7 5)
go to line 8.
if o =0 then return (Vi.g,-,-,-,-).
/* Re-fit F,, and build a new confidence set. */
for (xp-1,ap-1) €Cp do
Set Dh(xh,l,ah,l) <~ .
fori=1,..., Ny do
Sample xp, ~ Th-1(- | Zp-1,0n-1).
For each a € A, let V,(2,) be a Monte-Carlo estimate for ET»# [$, 7, | 2] computed by collecting
Nest (ICr]) trajectories starting from xj; and rolling out with 7.
Update D(:ch_l,ah_l) <« D(.Th_l, ah_l) U {(ili}“ Vh(wh))}

Let V, = arg minfevh Z(zh_l,ah_l)ech Z(xh,vh)eDh(zh_l,ah,_l)(f(xh) - vh)z'
Compute value function confidence set

1

Vi = {f eV

Z Z (‘711(2Eh)—f(fh))2 Sé‘feg}- (17)

(Zh-1,an-1)€Ch Nreg (h,-)eDp(Th-1,an-1)

return (Vi.r, Viorr, Chor, B them )-
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Algorithm 7 RVFS®*°.bc: Learn an executable policy with RVFS®*° via imitation learning.

1: input: Decoder class ®, suboptimality ¢ € (0, 1), confidence ¢ € (0, 1).
/* Set parameters for RVFS and define the value function and policy classes. */

2: Set ERVFS < EH_1/48.

3: Set V = Vi, where V), = {z > f(¢(2)): fe[0,H]%,p e D}, Vhe[H].

4: Set I1 =TIy, where I, = {7 () € argmax, 4 f($(-),a) : f € [0, H]¥4 ¢ e ®}, Vhe [H].
/* Set parameters for BehaviorCloning. */
5: Set Nye < SH?log(4H|II|/6) /e, Nboost - log(l/é)/log(QélSAHe) Neva1 < 16272 log(QNboost/(S)
6: Set M « [8eppes SACcoy H], Niest < 28 M? Hepes 10g(80MO HE Nygosterarsd 1), and 8 = W%.
7: Set Nyeg < 28M25R‘\,1FS log (80|®|* H M? Npoostd ).
8: Set Vi < arbitrary, Vi.y < V, Co.rr < @, Bo.w < @, opt = 1, and Jmax = 0.

/* Repeatedly invoke RVFS®*° and extract policy with BehaviorCloning to boost confidence. */
9: for i=1,..., Nyoost do
/* Invoke RVFS®*°. %/

10: (Vl(;i]){a ERERE) ) e RVFSSXO(VLH’ Vl:Hch:H, BO:H; V7 Nreg, Ntesh ERVFS; 5/(10Nboost))-
/* Imitation learning with BehaviorCloning. =*/
~RVFS D Q)
11: Define 7> (-) € argmax e 4 Ph,ens,o' [ Vi1 1 (5 @).
12: Compute 7?; )y < BehaviorCloning(IL, e, @'f7, 6/(2Npoost ) )-
/* Evaluate current policy. */
13: v =0.
14: for =1,..., Neya1 do
15: Sample trajectory (z1,a1,71,...,Tg, an,TH) by executing 71,
16: Set v« v+ XL .
17: Set J(ﬁﬁq) < v/ Neyal -
18: if J(7),) > Jmax then
19: Set iopt = 4.
20: Set Jmax = J (7).

~(i Zopt )

21: return: Ty.g = 7.5 -
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F Organization

This remainder of Part II of the appendix contains the proofs for the main results concerning the RVFS
algorithm (Theorem 4.1 and Theorem 4.2).

e First, in Appendix G we give a brief overview of the analysis and introduce a restricted set of benchmark
policies which will be used throughout the proofs for Theorem 4.1 and Theorem 4.2. The benchmark
policy class is central to the regret decomposition for RVFS, and facilitates an analysis that does not
require optimism.

e In Appendix H, we prove Theorem 4.1 under Setup II (V7 -realizability). This constitutes the main
technical development for Theorem 4.1. The central technical results proven here are Theorem H.1,
Theorem H.2 and which generalize Theorem 4.1.

e In Appendix I, we prove Theorem 4.1 under Setup I (V*-realizability), as a straightforward consequence
of the tools developed in Appendix H (Theorem H.1 and Theorem H.2).

e Finally, in Appendix J, we prove Theorem 4.2 (analysis of RVFS®*° for the ExXBMDP problem). This
analysis has a similar structure to the proof of Theorem 4.1 under Setup II in Appendix H, and builds

on the same analysis techniques, but requires specialized arguments due to extra technical challenges in
the ExBMDP setting.

e Appendix L gives a self-contained presentation of the BehaviorCloning algorithm for imitation learning,
which is used within RVFS.bc and RVFS®°.bc.

G Overview of Analysis and Preliminaries

In this section, we present some notation, technical tools, and preliminary results we require for the analysis
of RVFS in the settings we described in Section 4. We start by defining a set of restricted benchmark policies
used in the regret decomposition for RVFS.

G.1 Benchmark Policy Class and Randomized Policies

As described above, central to our analysis is a set of O(g)-suboptimal policies against which we benchmark
the policies returned RVFS, which emulate certain consequences of the A-gap assumption (Assumption 4.4).
Before introducing this concept formally, we first define the notion of a randomized policy.

Induced stochastic policies. Given an arbitrary collection of independent random variables Q =
(Qn(x,a)) (h,z,0)e[H]xxxA, We say that a policy 7 is induced by Q if 7 satisfies

Vhe[H],VzeX, m,(z)ecargmaxQp(z,a), (18)
a’e A

where we use the bold notation 7, (z) as shorthand for the random variable a;, ~ 7, (z) € A(A); in other
words, for each z € X, m,(z) € A(A) is the distribution induced by sampling Qp(z,-) and playing the action
7n(x) € argmax .4, Qn(x,a’). If there are ties in (18), we break them by picking the action with the smallest
index; we assume without loss of generality that actions in A are index from 1,...,|A|.

Benchmark policy class. We now define the benchmark policy class as follows.

Definition G.1 (Benchmark policy class). Fore € (0,1), let Il € Ils be the set of stochastic policies such that
7 €Il if and only if there exists a collection of independent random variables Q = (Qn(x,a)) (h,z,a)e[H]xXxxA
in [0, H] such that:

o 7 is induced by Q (i.e. Eq. (18) is satisfied); and
o For all (h,z,a) € [H] x X x A, we have [(Q1, - QF)(x,a)| <&, almost surely under the draw of Q.

37



Intuitively, the set II. contains the set of all (stochastic) policies corresponding to (randomized) state-action
value functions that are point-wise O(¢) close to Q*. We formalize this claim in the next lemma.

Lemma G.1 (Suboptimality of benchmark policies). Let € € (0,1) be given. Let 7 € Il be a stochastic policy
induced by a collection of (independent) random state-action value functions (Qn(x,a))(h,z,a)e[H]xxx.4 € [0, H]
such that for all h e [H] and all (z,a) € X x A:

Q1 (z,a) - QF (x,a)| <e almost surely, and 7, (x) € argmax Qy(z,a’).
A

a’e

Then, for all he [H],

VeeX, Vi(x)<Vi(x)+3He. (19)

Proof of Lemma G.1. Using backward induction over £ = H,...,1, we start by showing that all ¢:
V(z,a) e X x A, Qj(z,a) < Q(x,a)+2e- (H-(+1). (20)

almost surely. We then instantiate this with ¢ =1 and use the fact that |\Qh - Q7| < € to get the desired
result.

Base case [¢ = H]. By definition of the state-action value function, we have, for all 7 € Ils, Q73 = Q7.
Thus, since sup(, oyexxal(Qw - Q7)) (z,a)| < e almost surely (by definition of Q1.57), we get that

V(l’,a)GXXfL |QH(I7Q)_Q;{($70’)|S€7

almost surely. This implies (19) for £ = H.

General case [{ < h]. Fix he[H -1] and suppose that (20) holds for all £ [h+1,..., H] almost surely.
We show that it holds for £ = h almost surely. Fix (z,a) € X x A. We have

Q;L(m7a/) - Qh(xva) = 771[@2+1:|(x?a) - E[wal](xva) + ﬂl[éfwl](xva) - Qh(l‘,(l),
S25'(H_h)+771[Qh+1](x7a)_éh(xaa)a (21)

almost surely, where the last step follows by the induction hypothesis. We now bound 75, [Qp+1](x, a)-Qp(z, a).
We have, almost surely, that

E[@h+l](xa CL) - Qh(x?a) = E[Qh+1](ma CL) - ,Ph[Vhﬁ;l](x’ Cl,) + 'Ph[V;ﬁ,l](aﬁ,a) - Qh($7 a)v

= E[Qh+1](ma CL) - ,Ph[vhﬁ;l](x’ a) + QZ(%‘, a) - Qh(&?, a’)’

= E[Qhﬂ](m‘, a) - Ph[Vhil](x, a)+¢e, (by the assumption on Qh)
B[ Qs (2101.0") = Qs (@t s (@ner)) | @ = 7,01 = +2,

=E [Qh+1(mh+1aﬁ'h+1(mh+1)) ~ Q1 (®hst, Thar (Ths1)) | Th = 2, @8 = a] +e,
< 2, (22)
where the penultimate inequality follows by the definition of 7,11, and the last inequality follows by the fact
that |Qp+1 — QF .1 [ < € almost surely, by assumption. Plugging (22) into (21) completes the induction, and
so we have that
V(z,a) e X x A, Qf(x,a) < Qi(x,a) < 2He.

In particular, taking the max over a on both sides and using the definition of 7, we get that

V.I‘EX, ‘G*(x)sél(xaﬁ-l(x))SQH‘ea
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almost surely. Combining this with the fact that Q. (z,71(z)) < QF(x,71(x)) + ¢, almost surely (since
[Q1 - QT | < € almost surely by assumption) implies that

Vi'(z) < Q7 (z,71(z)) +2He +¢.

Taking expectation over 71 (x) and bounding 2He + ¢ by 3He leads to the desired result.

G.2 Additional Preliminaries

The following lemma gives a guarantee for the Bellman backup approximation algorithm P (Algorithm 5)
that is tailored to the analysis of RVFS.

Lemma G.2. Lete,0,6'€(0,1), B>0, and h e [H], be given and let V be a finite function class. For any
sequence (x;)i»1 € X of state action pairs, the outputs (Pheo[f1(zi,a))is1,.aea of Algorithm 5 satisfy, with
probability at least 1 -6,

Vi>1,¥feV,VaeA, |Pheslfl(zia)-Pu[fl(zia)l<e- \/210g1/5,(2Ai2|V|/5).

Proof of Lemma G.2. By Hoeffding’s inequality (Hoeffding, 1963) and the union bound over a € A and
f €V, we have that for any i > 1, with probability at least 1 - §/(2i?),

VfeV.Yae A [Pueslfl(wi,a) = Palf)(zi,a)| < - /210g, 5 (24i2[V]/3).

The desired result follows by the union bound over i > 1 and the fact that ¥, 1/i® = 7%/6 < 2. O

H Guarantee under V7™-Realizability (Proof of Theorem 4.1, Setup
IT)

In this section, we prove Theorem 4.1 under Setup II. First, in Appendix H.1 we state a number of
supporting technical lemmas, then use them to prove a more general version of Theorem 4.1, Theorem H.2,
which holds under a weaker realizability assumption (informally, V™ -realizability only for near-optimal policies
m); Theorem 4.1 follows as an immediate consequence. The remainder of the section (Appendix H.2 through
to Appendix H.6) contains the proofs for the intermediate results.

H.1 Analysis: Proof of Theorem 4.1 (Setup II)

We analyze RVFS in the setting of Theorem 4.1 (Setup II), where we have a function class V satistying V7"~
realizability (Assumption 4.5). We will actually show that the conclusion of Theorem 4.1 holds under a weaker
function approximation setup we refer to as relazed V™ -realizability: instead of requiring V™ -realizability for
all 7 € Ils, we only require it for policies 7 in the set of near-optimal policies corresponding to the benchmark
policy class Tl for some grea1 > 0 (Il is defined in Appendix G).

€real

Assumption H.1 (Relaxed V7-realizability). For erea1 > 0 and all w € Il,,, and h € [H], we have
Vi) eVe {f: X - [0, H])

We will analyze RVFS under Assumption H.1 and Assumption 4.1. However, it turns out that all of the main
results for RVFS can be derived under this assumption: As we will see in Appendix I in the sequel, when
the A-gap assumption (Assumption 4.4) is satisfied, then II. , = {7*} for all erea1 < A, allowing us to prove
Theorem 4.1 under Setup I as a special case of relaxed V™ -realizability. Our analysis for the ExBMDP
setting in Appendix J requires more work, but uses that for ExBMDPs, Assumption H.1 is satisfied for a
subset of II corresponding to endogenous policies.

€real
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We begin with our analysis under Setup II by bounding the number of times the test in Line 14 fails. Since
the sizes of the core sets C1. in RVFS are directly related to the number of test failures, the next result, which
bounds |Cp| for h € [H], allows us to show that RVFS terminates in polynomial iterations with high probability.
The proof is in Appendix H.2.

Lemma H.1 (Bounding the number of test failures). Let d,e € (0,1) be given, and suppose that Assump-
tion 4.1 (pushforward coverability) holds with parameter Cpysp > 0. Further, let f € V, be given, where V
is an arbitrary function class. Then there is an event £ of probability at least 1 — & under which any call
RVFSo(f,V1.H,D,2,0;V,¢e,0) (Algorithm 8) terminates, and throughout the execution of RVFSy, we have

Vhe[H], |Cul<[8  CpusnH]. (23)

In particular, Lemma H.1 ensures that with high probability, every call to RVFS;, (made recursively via the
call to RVFSy) terminates in polynomial iterations. When RVFS;, terminates, all the tests in Line 14 must have
passed for all £ > h. Using this and a standard concentration argument, we get the following guarantee for the
estimated value functions and confidence sets returned by each call to RVFS,. The proof is in Appendix H.3.

Lemma H.2 (Consequence of passing the tests). Let he[0..H] and e,6 € (0,1) be given and consider a call
to RVFSq in the setting of Lemma H.1. Further, let € be the event of Lemma H.1. There exists an event & of
probability at least 1 - 6/H such that under En&;, if a call to RVFSy, within the execution of RVFSy terminates

and returns (Vh;H,vh;H,Ch:H,Bh:H,th;H), then for any (xp-1,ap-1) €Cp and L€ [h+1..H +1]:

- - 4log(8MONZ  H®/6
P™ | sup max [Pe-1[Ve] - Peo1 [ fe](ze-1,0)| > 3¢ | @po1 = 21, @1 = apos | < B( tescH/0)
fev, acA Niest

;o (24

where (T;)rsn 18 the stochastic policy induced by Vierr and M and Niest are defined as in Algorithm 3.

We now give a guarantee for the estimated value functions Vin computed within RVFS in Line 26 (the proof
is in Appendix H.4).

Lemma H.3 (Value function regression guarantee). Let h € [0.. H] and d,&’ € (0,1) be given, and consider a
call to RVFSq in the setting of Lemma H.1. Further, let II' € Ils be a finite policy class such that the class V
realizes the value functions V™ for w e II' (i.e. V satisfies Assumption H.1 with 11 replaced by I ). Then,
there is an event &) of probability at least 1 — §/H under which for all k> 1, if

€real

1. RVFSy, gets called for the kth time during the execution of RVFSy; and
2. this kth call terminates and returns (Vh;H,9h;H,Ch;H,Bh;H,th;H),
then if (T:)rsh is the policy induced by Vier and Nreg 1s set as in Algorithm 3, we have that for all we1l',

! > (Vi(en) - Vi ()’

(Th-1,ap-1)eCh Nreg (xh,~)eDp(Th-1,an-1)
_ 9kHlog(8KHIIT[V]/0)
B Nreg

H
+8H? Z ZE’T [Diy(Fr (7)), (7)) | Thot = Th1,@n-1 = an_1],
(zh-1,ap-1)eCp T=h

where the datasets {Dy,(x,a) : (x,a) € Cp} are as in the definition of Vy in (16).

Next, we use this result to show that the confidence sets 91; g returned by RVFSy are “valid” in the sense that
they contain a value function (V;7) corresponding to a near-optimal stochastic policy 7 in the benchmark
class I14.. In the sequel, we use this fact to substitute V[‘ for fy in Eq. (24) and bound the suboptimality of
the learned policy 7.

Lemma H.4 (Confidence sets). Let ¢, € (0,1) be given and suppose that Assumption 4.1 (pushforward
coverability) holds with parameter Cpush >0 . Let f €V be arbitrary, and suppose that V satisfies Assump-
tion H.1 with €rea1 = 4. Then, there is an event £ of probability at least 1 — 36 under which a call to
RVFSo(f,V,@,3,0;V,¢e,0) (Algorithm 3) terminates and returns tuple (Vi.g, Vi.g,Cromr, Buopr, ti.pg) such that

Vhe[H], VeV,
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where 1. € s is the stochastic policy defined recursively via

{ Q\T(mva)v Zf HQ\T(‘TW)_P‘F[ Tﬁl](m7.)|‘°° <de, fO’r‘T:H,...,l, (25)

VexeX, 7, (x)eargmax

) P.[V71](x,a), otherwise,

where Q(,a) =Py o 5/[Vis1](x,a) is a realization of the stochastic output of the P operator in Algorithm 5
given input (x,a), and 0" is as in Algorithm 3. Furtherore, we have 7 € Tl4..
The proof of the lemma is in Appendix H.5.

Equipped with the preceding lemmas, we now state the main technical result of this section, Theorem H.1, a
generalization of Theorem 4.1 which holds under relaxed V7 -realizability (Assumption H.1). The proof is in
Appendix H.6.

Theorem H.1 (Guarantee for RVFS under relaxed V™ -realizability). Let 6, € (0,1) be given, and suppose
that Assumption 4.1 (pushforward coverability) holds with parameter Cpusn > 0. Let f € V be arbitrary,
and assume that V that satisfies Assumption H.1 with €rea1 = 4¢. Then, with probability at least 1 — 59,
RVFSo(f,V, @, 3,0;V,¢e,0) (Algorithm 3) terminates and returns value functions Vi that satisfy

g

Vhe [H], ]E?[Dtv(ﬁh(mh)vﬁ-h(mh))] < m7

where T, (x) € argmax, 4 Phc.s'[Vis1](z,a) for all h e [H], with 7 € 4. defined as in Lemma H.4 and &'
defined as in Algorithm 8. Furthermore, the number of episodes is bounded by

O(CS g H"A-7'7).

Next, we state a guarantee for the outer-level algorithm, RVFS.bc, under relaxed V™ -realizability. Recall that
RVFS.bc invokes RVFSy, then extracts an executable policy by applying the BehaviorCloning algorithm (see
Appendix L), with the “expert” policy set to be the output of RVFS.

Theorem H.2 (Main guarantee of RVFS.bc). Let d,¢ € (0,1) be given, and define cqyrs = e H 1 /48. Suppose
that

o Assumption 4.1 (pushforward coverability) holds with parameter Cpysn > 0;
e the function class V satisfies Assumption H.1 with €rea1 =1 (i.e. all w-realizability); and
e the policy class 11 satisfies Assumption 4.5.

Then, with probability at least 1 -8, T1.g = RVFS.bc(I1, V,e,8) (Algorithm 4) satisfies

J(7*) - J(Fry) <e. (26)
Furthermore, the total number sample complexity in the RLLS framework is bounded by

O (CpsnH? Ae'?).

pus

The proof is in Appendix H.7. Note that Theorem H.2 is a restatement of Theorem 4.1 in Setup II (restated
for convenience). As a result, Theorem 4.1 is an immediate corollary.

Proof of Theorem 4.1. The result follows from Theorem H.2, since Assumption 4.5 is stronger than
Assumption H.1. O

H.2 Proof of Lemma H.1 (Number of Test Failures)

Proof of Lemma H.1. Fix he[H]. We note that the size of Cj, corresponds to the number of times the
test in Line 14 fails for £ = h throughout the execution of RVFSy(f,V,@,3;V,¢€,0).
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Let M := [8¢™'Cpyusn H ] denote the desired upper bound on |Cy|. Suppose that the test in Line 14 fails at least
twice for £ = h (if the test fails at most twice, then |Cp| < 2 and so (23) holds for £ = h trivially), and let

—

M W O O 4D @ @ T @ 4@
(@02, V0 V708,70, ()2, a2 V2 V7 87),

denote the elements of the set By, in the order at which they are added to the latter in Line 15 of Algorithm 3.
Note that |By| = |Cp|. Note also that t;f) represents the number of times the subroutine 7/5;1,1,575/ has been called
in the test of Line 14 throughout the execution of RVFSy and up to the time the test failed for (55531» aﬁil .
We will use this fact in a concentration argument in the sequel.

By definition of (V;L)) and Lemma B.4 (Freedman’s inequality) instantiated with
¢ Q- (TP fir ek
® Yn = Th;
e B=H; and
® 1= Nreg 1

and the union bound over i € [M A|Ch|], we get that there is an event &, of probability at least 1 -6/(2H)
under which

Vi€ [M A |Ch|], Vf € V;;), ZE[(V}EQ)(CC;,) - fh(:ch))Q | Th_1 = I(hj_)l, ap-1 = a;f_)l]

J<t
. 4H?log(4M H|V)|/6)
< €Eeg = 2€Zeg + Nreg . (27)
Now, define f;” € arg Max . 50 E[V}E”(wh) — fu(xn) | Thor =28 ap1 = a}ﬁlﬂ. From (27), we have that
h
under &:
Vie [M A |Ch|]7 ZE[(V}EL)(.’E;L) - f}(Li)(.’Bh))Q | Tp-1 = I;szl, ap-1 = aﬁl’zl] < é?eg' (28)
j<t

We now use this to bound the number of times the test in Line 14 fails for £ = h. Suppose for the sake of
contradiction that the test fails at least N times for some N > M (i.e. |Cp| = N > M). Conditioned on &, we
have by Lemma B.8 and Eq. (28),

min sup |E[Vh(1)(xh) = fu(xn) | Tht = Z‘;;il,ah—l = aﬁjll]|
ie[M] fev}(i)
3

= min ‘IE [V}E”(wh) = [2(xn) | @hor =23, ap-1 = aﬁil]

)

ie[M]
Coush ~ - 2 9C s H
<2 ( I 1og(2M)) -

2
reg

2
reg

Now, substituting the expression of & in Line 6 of Algorithm 3, we

get

in (27) and using the definition of €

1/2
2(C,,ush.(262 +4MH2log(4MH|V|/5))) +20pushH

M reg Nreg M
. 2(Cpush (22MH2 log(8MH|V[/5) 68M H? log(8M°NE,, H*/0) ))1/2 , 2CousnH
- M Nreg Ntest M '
<e, (29)

where the last inequality uses that M =[8c7CpusnH | and

Nreg = 2°M?c M log(8|VPHM?6™!) and Niest = 2°M*He ' log(8MPH®e2671);
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see Line 5 of Algorithm 3.

On the other hand, by Lemma G.2, there is an event &} of probability at least 1 - §/(2M H) under which for
all feV, allie[M], and ¢ as in Algorithm 3:

Pho1es [V, a0l 1> Proresfnl@?,,a)]
< [Pua [V = fl(z) a2 )| + & \/2108, 5 (AMAH|V|(E)2/5),
:|’Ph71|:‘7;§i)_fh]($;:117 (1) )|+6 ﬁ t(l))v (30)

where ﬁ(t;f)) is as in Algorithm 3. Thus, under &}, the test in Line 14 fails for £ = h at least M times only if

Vie[M], e< sup |('Ph 155'[ 21 - P 1e§’[fh])($h 1aah 1)|

fEV( )
—€- ﬁ(tﬁz))v

< SUP) |]E [Véi)(mh) - fh(mh) | Th-1 = x;zila Qp-1 = a;L)lj” (by (30))5
f&h"

< sup |E[V}§i)($h) — fu(@n) |zho1 =2 ano = a2, ]|

fev}(;’)

Unless N < M, this is a contradiction to Eq. (29). We conclude that under the event &, N &}, the test in Line
14 fails at most N < M = [8e™'CpysnH | times for £ = h, and so under & N & N---nEx N Ex, we have

Vhe [H], |Ch| < {SfilcpushH}

By the union bound, we have P[£; n & n---nEyn&}] 21~ 6, which completes the proof. O

H.3 Proof of Lemma H.2 (Consequence of Passing the Tests)

Proof of Lemma H.2. Let he[H] be given. Fix £ € [h+1..H] and let ", (|, ... denote the sequence
of states used in the tests of Line 14 throughout the execution of RVFSy; we assume that the sequence is
ordered in the sense that if i < j, then x{”, is used in the test of Line 14 before ;. Let T; € NuU {+00}
be the random variable representing the total number of times the operator ’55_1,5,5/ is invoked in Line 14
throughout the execution of RVFSy (T} is also the random length of the sequence (", z}”,,...; if RVFSy
terminates, then Ty is finite. The first step of the proof will be to show that under the event £ of Lemma H.1,
T, is no larger than M3 Nt H> at any point during the execution of RVFSy. This will help us establish key

concentration results, leading to the desired inequality (24).

Bounding T; under £. First, note that under the event £ of Lemma H.1, we have that for any 7€ [H],
IC| < M =87 Cpusn H], (31)

and so RVFS, gets called at most M times throughout the execution of RVFSy. For the rest of this paragraph,
we condition on & and fix 7 € [0.. H]. Within any given call to RVFS, (throughout the execution of RVFSy),
the operator Py_1 4 is invoked at most

Cr | Neest H x HM < M?Niest H?

——

Due to the for-loops in Line 8, Line 9, & Line 10 Number of times RVFS, returns to Line 8 (see below)

times. This is because the for-loop in Line 8 of RVFS, resumes whenever a test in Line 14 fails for one of the
layers 7+ 1,..., H (see Line 18) once the recursive calls return, and the total number of test failures across
all these layers is bounded by HM (by (31)). Now, since RVFS, gets called at most M times throughout the
execution of RVFS, (as argued in the prequel), the total number of times the operator :ﬁg_175,51 is invoked in
Line 14 within RVFS, is at most

M3 Niest H.
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Finally, the total number of times the operator ’ﬁg,l}s’g/ is called in Line 14 throughout the execution of
RVFSq is at most H times larger (accounting for the contributions from RVFS, for all 7 € [H]); that is, it is at
most M?3Niese H3. We conclude that the random variable T} satisfies

Ty < M?Niest H? (32)

under £.

Specifying £;. In this paragraph, we no longer condition on £. We will specify the event £ in the lemma
statement. Let 4’ be defined as in Algorithm 3. By Lemma G.2, we have that there is an event 5;%[ of
probability at least 1 - §/(2H?) under which:

Vie [Tg], Vag_l € A : SuP |(;ﬁg_17575/[‘7@] - 'ﬁg_17€75/[fg])(mzi_)1, ag_1)| —-—E&E—-€- ﬁ(Tg)

feVe

= sup ((Pe-t1,e,5(Ve] = Po-res [ fe]) (@ ar1)| - e —e- \/2 logy /5 (8BAH2M|V|T} [5),
feVe

> sup |(Pe-1[Ve] - Pes [fg])(w?_)l, ap—1)|—e-¢- \/2 logl/é,(SAH2M|V|T€2/5)
feVe

~e-\/2l0g5 (4AH? M|V]i?[5), (Lemma G.2)

> sup |(Pe-1 [(Ve] = Pecalfe]) (=), ap-1)| - € = 2¢ - \/2 logy 5 (SAH2MVIT}[5).  (33)
feVe

On the other hand, for k € [Ty — Niest + 1], we have by Lemma B.4 (Freedman’s inequality) instantiated with
® 1= Niest and y; = ]I{supfegz maxged |(’Pg_1[174] —Pe)[fel(x8, )| > 3}, for all i € [ Neest];

o Q={id};
e B=1;and
e \=1;

that there is an event &}/, ; of probability at least 1 - 4§/ (4k*H?) under which

> Plsllp max [(Pe-1 [Ve] = Pea [ fe]) (@7, a)| > 35]

0<i<Nees: | fev, @A

< dlog(SHT?/0)+ Y 11{ sup |<P“m]—w1[ff])<mzk;ina)|>3e}.

0<i<Niest | feVy,acA

Now, let &y = Nke[Ty-Nowe 1] En o - By the union bound and the fact that Y., 1/k* = 72/6 < 2, we have
that P[&},] > 1-6/(2H?). Furthermore, under &}/ ,, we have

Vk € [TZ - Ntest + 1],

> Plsup max | (Pe-1[Ve] - Peal o) (@, a)] > 35]

0<i<Nies: | fe¥, @A

<4log(8H*T[6) + 3, H{ sup |(Pe_1[x7e]—Pe_l[fe])(w;k?%aﬂ>3e}. (34)

0<i<Ntest feVs,acA

We define &, =&} ,n&) ==& ;n&; 1. Note that by the union bound, we have P[£}] > 1~ £ as desired.
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Termination of RVFS;, under £n¢&;. We now show that under £ n &;, if RVFS;, terminates, its output
satisfies (24). For the rest of the proof, we condition on £€n &, . Suppose that RVFS; terminates and returns
(Vh;H, 9h;H,Ch:H7Bh:H7th:H). In this case, the value function V, must have passed the tests in Line 14 for all
(zh-1,ap-1) € Chy N € Ntest, and ap—q € A. Fix (xp-1,ap-1) € C, and let k € [Ty — Niest - A + 1] be such that
(w?ff )je[0.. Neese—1] T€PTESENtS @ subsequence of states that pass the tests in Line 14 at layer £ for (z5-1,an-1)
within the call to RVFSy. The fact that the sequence (332731)1‘21 is ordered (see definition in the first paragraph
of this proof) and that (:cifff )je[0.. Nees:—1] Pass the tests imply that

1. The states (mfgiﬁi))ie[o..mest—l] at layer £ -1 are 1.i.d., and are obtained by rolling out with 7.5 starting
from (zp-1,an-1); and
2. The test in Line 14 succeeds for all ({") je[0.. Nyeo—1]; that is

Vje[0. Niest —1],Yap1 € A, sup [(Prorc s [Vi] - P [fe]) (=5, an)|
feVe

§€+€'ﬂ(k+j)7
<e+e-/2logyy (SAMY|(k + 5)*/3),
<e+e- \/2 logy /5 (SAM|VIT} [5).

This implies that

Vie[0.. Neest — 1], Va1 € A :
sup [Py-1 [V = fol (2", ae1)| - 3¢

Q%
< sup [Pr-1 (Ve - fol(2857, ap-1)| — & - 2¢ - \/2 logy 5 (4AM H2|V|T}4), (35)
feVe
(33) = > D +i
< sup [(Pe-t,eor [Vl = Prore o [fe]) (@) a01)| —e - \/2 logy /s (4AM H2V|T}[5),
feVe
<0. (by Item 2) (36)

where (35) follows by (32) and the choice of ¢ in Algorithm 3.

Now, by Item 1, we have that x{*” has probability law P™4[- | &,_y = zp_1,an-1 = ajp_1] for all i €
[0.. Ntest — 1], and so by (34), we have:

P7| sup m%i(|(7)e—1[‘7e] = Poa[fe]) (o1, a)| > 3¢ | @poy = 21, @poy = ah—l]
FeV, ae
4log(8H?*T?/s 1 — .
< g(N c/%) + > ]I{ sup  [Pe-1[Ve] = Peca[fe]) (&), a)| > 36},
test

Ntest 0<i<Niest | feVe,acA

< 410g(8M6Nt2estH8/5)

< N (using (32) and the fact that all the tests pass, i.e. (36)).
test

Concluding. We have established that under £n&;, we have for all £ e [h+1.. H] and all (zj,-1,an-1) € Cp:

< 4log(8MONZ H®/6)
- Ntest ’

PT sup 11132(‘(7)2—1[%] = Peaalfe])(we-1,a)| > 3e | Tpoy = Tpo1, @n-1 = ah1]
fev, ¢

Furthermore, we have P[£;] > 1 - §/H. This completes the proof. O
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H.4 Proof of Lemma H.3 (Value Function Regression Guarantee)

Proof of Lemma H.3. Fix 7w eIl' cIls and k > 1, and consider the kth call to RVFS;, as per the lemma
statement, and let S;, be the state of RVFSy during the k" call to RVFS; and immediately before Line 20,
i.e. immediately before gathering data for the regression step in RVFS,,.

Relating the regression targets to Vf . Observe that V}, is the least-squares solution of the objective in
Line 26, where the targets are empirical estimates of V;7. In particular, if we let {Dj,(x,a) : (z,a) € C,} be
the datasets in the definition of V), in (16), then for any (xp-1,ap-1) € Cp, and (zp,vy) € Dp(xp-1,an-1), the
target vy, satisfies

Vp = Vh(l'h),

where Vh(xh) is an empirical estimate of Vhﬁ(xh) obtained by sampling Nest (|Cr|) = Nest (k) episodes (for
Nest(+) defined as in Algorithm 3) by rolling out with 7 after starting from xzj and playing action a at layer
h; note that |Cp| = k because we are considering the kth call to RVFSy. Thus, by Hoeffding’s inequality and
the union bound over (xp-1,ap-1) € Cp, and (xp,—) € Dp(xp-1,an-1), there is an event 6,’L"k(8k) of probability
at least 1 - 6/(8k*H) under which

V(zh-1,0n-1) € Cp, Y (2, =) € Dp(2h-1,0n-1) :

210g(8(Ch| Nreg HE2/5) _ . | 2108(8Nreg HE?/3)
Nest(k) - Nes’t(k)

Vi (zn) = Vi ()| SH\‘ : (37)

where Nyeg is as in Line 5, and the last inequality follows by |Cp| < k since we are considering the kth call to
RVFS;,. Thus, under 5,’1'7k, we have
V(zh-1,an-1) € Cp, V(2n,vn) € Dp(2h-1,0n-1)

210g(8Nreg HE3/9) B H
Nest(k) - Nreg’

IVf(wh)—vhl=|Vf($h)—‘7h(xh)|§H\J (38)

where the second-to-last inequality is by (37) and the last inequality follows by the choice of Neg: in
Algorithm 3.

Bounding the discrepancy V,;’? - V,7. On the other hand, by the performance difference lemma, the value
function Vf satisfies:

H
Voek, |Vh7r(x) - V}Zr(x)| < Z EWHQ:((BWWT(:BT)) - Q:(w‘mﬁf(w‘r)” | Lp = $]>
T=h
H —_
<H Y E"[Dy(7r(x7), 7 (27)) | @h = 2]. (39)
T=h
Now, let (2§ ,,a” ), (x5”,,a}”,),... denote the elements of Cj, in the order in which they are added to the
latter in Line 15. By Lemma B.2 (Freedman’s inequality) instantiated with
o =N k.
o wp = V(@) - V(@) - BV @) - V@) | @t = @ = ], for all € [n] and
j _ Li/Nrng 4 17 where w;LNreg-J)7 o :l:;LNreg'J-#Nreg—l) llNd Th(' | Ty = {L‘;;_)l, an_, = a;Zzl :
o Hi=o(x)’,...x\™"), for all i € [n];
e R=H;and
e \=1/H;

46



we get that there is an event Eh'k (Sk) of probability at least 1 —§/(8k*H|II'|) under which:

> Vi (zn) = Viy ()

(zh-1,an-1)€Dp, (zn,~)€Dp (Th-1,an-1)
=2Nreg > E (Vi (@h) = VT ()] | ©h-1 = Th-1, @n-1 = an1 | + H log(8K*|II'|H/5),

(Th-1,an-1)€Dy

H
<2H Nyeg > S ET [Diy (Fr(21), 707 (21)) | @t = Thot, @1 = ap1] + Hlog(8K*[I|H/5), (40)

(zh-1,ap-1)€Dp, T=h

where the last inequality follows by (39) and the law of total expectation.

Regression guarantee. Since 7€ I’ ¢ ITs and Assumption H.1 holds, Lemma B.5 (regression guarantee)

instantiated with

o fu(x) =V (2);

e B=H;
° b2 =V — Vhﬂ(mh) (Where Vp = NaXgeA Q\h(whva)); and
o £ =H,;

implies that there is an event c‘j’,’L"km(Sk) of probability at least 1 —6/(4k*H|II’|) under which we have:

1 = 2
N 2 (Vi) = VT (zn))
(Th-1,an-1)€Cp, =" T€8 (z1,~)eDp(Th-1,an-1)
2 2 !
¢ S los(UTHITIV0) | A1 S W) - vl
reg re€ (xh-1,an-1)€Ch (Th,vn)€DR(Th-1,an-1)
2 2 !
_4kH log(lj\/;: HIVY) ;H 5 5 VE ) o
reg re€ (xh-1,an-1)€Ch (Th,vn)€DR(Th-1,an-1)
e 2 > Vi () = VT (n), (41)

re8 (xh-1,an-1)€Ch (Th,Vn)EDR(Th-1,an-1)

where the last step follows by the triangle inequality. Thus, by plugging (40) and (38) into (41), we get that
under &', (k) N &Yy - (Sk) N €Yk - (Sk):

. S (Ve - Vi)’

(Th-1,ap-1)eCh Nreg (xh,~)eDp(Th-1,an-1)

2 2 / H
Sk log(%f HI|VI/6) | o2 D Z
reg

Dtv(ﬂ-'r(m‘r) ﬂ-T(wT)) | Th-1 = Th-1,Ap-1 = Ap— 1]

(Th-1,an-1)€Cp T=

(42)

Applying the union bound to conclude. Let S, be the random state of RVFSy during the £ call to
RVFSy, and immediately before Line 20, i.e. immediately before gathering data for the regression step in RVFSy,.
Further, let S be the random state of RVFSy during the k'"' call to RVFS;, and immediately before Line 26,
i.e. immediately before the regression step in RVFS,. If RVFSy terminates before the k** call to RVFS;,, we use the
convention that Sy, = Sy, = t, where t denotes a terminal state, and define &/, (t) = gé’7k,ﬂ(t) = év',’l"km(t) ={t}.
Further, we define

& = { [T KS;e&li(Sk)n gf’b’,k ~(Sk)n gh e (Sk)} = 1}~

keN, mwell’
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Note that by the argument in the sequel and the union bound, we have that

Vk>1,YSk,  P[S} € & k(Sk) NEL o (Sk) NER kA (Sk)] 2 1 (43)

0
2k2H’

where S;, denotes the state of RVFSy during the k" call to RVFS;, and immediately before Line 20. By letting

81,85, ... denote an identical, independent copy of the sequence 81,83, ..., we have by the chain rule:

P(£]] = Es 5. [1’[ PIS] € £ (S0 &l 4 1 (S1) nEln(81) | Si =S4,
k>1

2T1(1-50r) (o (43)

k>1

>1- — (44)

where the last inequality follows from the fact that for any sequence x1, x,--- € (0,1), we have [T (1 - k) >
1 - Y41 2. Combining (44) with (42) implies that £ gives the desired result. O

H.5 Proof of Lemma H.4 (Guarantee for Confidence Sets)

To prove Lemma H.4, we need one additional result pertaining to the order in which the instances (RVFSy) he[H]
are called.

Lemma H.5. Let he[0.. H] be given, and consider the setting of Lemma H.4. Further, consider a call to
RVFSo(f,V,3,2;V,e,0) that terminates, and let h € [H] be any layer such that RVFSy, is called during the
execution of RVFSy. Then, after the last call to RVFS), terminates, no instance of RVFS in (RVFS; ),y is called
before RVFSy terminates.

Proof of Lemma H.5. Suppose there is an instance of RVFS in (RVFS, ) s that is called after the last call
to RVFS, terminates. Let 7 > h be the lowest layer where RVFS, is called after the last call to RVFS;, terminates.
Let RVFS!3t denote the corresponding instance of RVFS,. Further, let £ < 7 be such that RVFS, is the parent
instance of RVFS!®t (i.e. the instance that called RVFS!®t). Note that we cannot have £ = h as this would
imply that an instance of RVFS;, terminates after RVFSI?* and we have assumed that RVFS}®* terminates
after the last call RVFSy. It is also not possible to have ¢ > h as this would imply that 7 is not the lowest
layer where RVFS; is called after the last call to RVFSy terminates. Thus, we must have that ¢ < h. Now, the
for-loop in Line 16 ensures that that there is an instance of RVFS;, that is called after RVFS®* terminates and
before RVFS, does. This contradicts the assumption that RVFSiaSt is called after the last call to RVFSy,. O

Proof of Lemma H.4. We start by showing that 7 € II4. by constructing the corresponding collection of
random state-action value functions (Qx(7,a))(h,z,a)e[H]xxx.4 € [0, H] in the definition of II4.. In particular,
for (h,z,a) € [H] x X x A, we define

5 _[ Qu(z,a), i @ (2,-) = Pu[Viy () oo < de, )
Qh(xyaf) - { Ph[vhfr+1](x7a)’ OtherWise, for h—H,...,l.

where QT(x, a) = "P\.,-ﬁ,(s/ [VT+1] (x,a). Note that Q. (x,a) only depends on the randomness of ’/P\h’&y [Vh+1](x7 a),

and so (Qp(z, @))(h,z,a)e[H]xxx.4 are independent random variables. Furthermore, since Py, (V1= QF, we
have that

V(z,a) e X x A, [Qn(z,a) - Qfi(z,a)| < 4e.

Finally, since 7,(+) € arg max,. 4 Q1 (-, a), we have that 7 € IT,..
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We show V/™ € Vj,. We prove that V;¥ € V, for all h e [H], under the event £ = En&[ N &' N---n
Eq N EF, where &, (&), and (&) are the events defined in Lemma H.1, Lemma H.2, and Lemma H.3,
respectively. Throughout, we condition on £". First, note that by Lemma H.1, RVFSy terminates. Let
(VLH,Vl;H,Cle,BLH,tl;H) be the tuple it returns.

We will show via backwards induction over £ = H +1,...,1, that
Véﬁ € Tj@? (45)
where 71.5 is the stochastic policy defined recursively via

~ QT(x,a) = ’ﬁT,E,ﬁ’[VT+1](x>a)> if ||Q-,-($C, ) _PT[VTil](% Voo < 4e, _
7 (x) Earg(glerﬁax{ PVE N(z0). otherwise, fort=H,...,1,

where Q\T(Iv a) = ﬁT,E,&'[VT-Pl](‘T) a)~
Base case [¢ = H +1|. This holds trivially because V}j,; =0 for any = € IIs by convention.

General case [¢ < H]. Fix h e [H] and suppose that (45) holds for all e [h+1..H +1]. We show as a
consequence that (45) holds for £ = h. First, note that if RVFSy, is never called during the execution of RVFSo,
then Vy, =V, and so (45) trivially holds for ¢ = h under Assumption H.1 with epea1 = 4e.

Now, suppose that RVFS;, is called at least once, and let (V% p, Vi i, Chroggs Birogg» thpr) be the output of the
last call to RVFS;, during the execution of RVFSy. We claim that

(‘7}:H7 VZ:H’ CI::H) = (Vh:H7 i}\h:Hv ChiH)' (46)

To see this, first note that the for-loop in Line 16 ensures that no instance of (RVFS;),s; can be called after
the last call to RVFSy (by Lemma H.5). Thus, the estimated value functions, confidence sets, and core sets for
layers h+1,..., H remain unchanged after the last call to RVFSy; that is, (46) holds. Thus, by Lemma H.2,
and since we are conditioning on & ., we have that for all (z,-1,an-1) €Cp, and £e[h+1..H +1]:

_ - 41og(8MON2Z _ H8/§
P™| sup max |(Pe-1[Ve] - Peci[fe]) (®e-1,a)| > 32 | @1 = Tho1, @1 = apoq | < & tese I/ ), (47)
fGVe acA Ntest

where M = [8¢'Cpusn H]. Now, by the induction hypothesis, we have V;* € Vy, and so substituting V; for f;
in (47), we get that for all (zp_1,ap-1) €Cp and £e[h+1.. H +1]:

_ — - 41og(8MONZ  H® /s
P [me%i(KPE—l[Ve] = Pea[ViD(@e1,0)| > 3 [ @por = w1, an = ah—l] < & N test 7/ ).
a test

Therefore, by Lemma K.1 (instantiated with u[-]=PT[- | &p_1 = 2p-1,an-1 = ap-1], 7= £ -1, and Vg = V%),
we have that (zp-1,ap-1) €Cp and £e[h+1..H +1]:
_ ) 41log(SMONZ,  H* /5
E™[ Doy (Te-1(e-1), Te-1(x0-1)) | Tho1 = Tho1, @1 = ap-1] < 8 I rese /) +
test

5, (48)
where ¢’ is as in Algorithm 3.

Applying the regression guarantee to conclude the induction. Note that 7 € IT, where II' c Il
is the set of stochastic policies such that 7 € I’ if and only if there exists Vi.5 € V such that 7 is defined
recursively as

7 (2) € arg max

{ QT(m,a) = ’ﬁ'r,s’é’[vﬂl](x?a)» if HQT(% ) - 'PT[VTﬁl](x, )Hoo < e,
acA

PT [V‘rﬂ-—i—l] (33, a)7 Otherwise,
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fort=H,...,1, where Q,(z,a) = '/P\T’E,(sI[VTJrl](:lc7 a). The policy class IT' is finite and |II'| < |V|. Furthermore,
we have II' € I, as shown at the beginning of this proof. Therefore, if we let {Dp(x,a) : (x,a) € Cy} be the
datasets in the definition of V), in (16), we have by Lemma H.3 (under Assumption H.1 with e.ea1 = 4€) and
the conditioning on &}/, ,.; and &:

= Y (T Vi)’

(Th-1,an-1)€Cp ~ 88 (zp,~)eDp(Th-1,an-1)
_ 9ICw|H? log (8|Cy|* H|V[ /)
B Nreg

H
+8H” > Y E7 [Dy(Fr(®7), 77 (27)) | ®h1 = Tho1, @p-1an-1],

($h_17ah_1)66h T=h

. 9M H?log(8M2H|V|?/5)

H
N +8H? > Y E Dy (Fr(®), 7 (x7)) | Tho1 = Tho1, @1 = an-1],
reg

(Zh-1,an-1)€Cy T=h

(49)
where the last inequality follows by the fact that |Cp,| < M under €. Combining (49) with (48), implies that

! > (Vi (zn) - Vhﬁ(l’h))2

(zh-1,an-1)eCh Nreg (zh,=)eDp(Th-1,an-1)

2 2 2 6 A2 8
S 9MH IOg(8M H|V| /5) + 8MH3 . 410g(8M NteStH /5) + 8MH36,,
Nreg Ntest
2 2 2 6 A2 8
_9MH log(8M*H|V|?/§) CSMES. 410g(8MPN{.  H®/6) +8MH3%,
Nreg Ntest AM N H 4
2 (50)

where the last inequality follows by the fact that § € (0,1) and the definition of €2, in Algorithm 3. By the

reg

definition of V, in (16), (50) implies that V;* € Vj,, which completes the induction. O

H.6 Proof of Theorem H.1 (Main Guarantee of RVFS)

Proof of Theorem H.1. We condition on the event £ = ENE™ N&l N---N &Yy, where £, £, and (&) are
the events in Lemma H.1, Lemma H.4, and Lemma H.2, respectively. Note that by the union bound, we have

P[€] 21-56. By Lemma H.2, we have that

(51)

VhelH], Pﬁlsup max |(Pp-1[Vi] = Pr-1[fn]) (®h-1,0)| > 3¢ :
A Ntest

l _ H1og(8MONZ, H/5)
fev, € )

where M = [8¢7 CpusnH | and Niest = 28 M?He ' log(8MCH®e72571). On the other hand, by Lemma H.4, we
have

Vhe[H], VeV
Thus, substituting V;™ for f;, in (51) we get that for all he [H +1].
4 IOg(8M6Nt265tH8/5)
Ntest )

This together with Lemma K.1, instantiated with pu[-]=P7[-]; 7 =h—1; Vo413 = V;7; and § = §' (with &’ as in
Algorithm 3), translates to:

Pﬁ[ﬂ%KPh_l[Vh] Paa Vi) @, )| > 35] <

6 N2 8
Vhe (H], EF[Du (), mn(an))] < DBEM NeewHLT/0) g1

Ntest
_ 4log(8MONZ  H®/5) . )
Ntest 4M7Nt2estH8|V|’
<
4H3Cpysh
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where the last step follows from the fact that Niest = 25 M2He  log(8MOH®8e72671) (with M as in Line 3).

Bounding the sample complexity. We now bound the number of episodes used by Algorithm 3 under
the event &. First, we fix h € [H], and focus on the number of episodes used within a to call RVFSy, excluding
any episodes used by any subsequent calls to RVFS, for 7 > h. We start by counting the number of episodes
used to test the fit of the estimated value functions V;Hl: g- Starting from Line 8, there are for-loops over
(xp-1,an-1) €Ch, £ =H,...,h+1, and n € [ Niest] to collect partial episodes using the learned policy 7 in
Algorithm 3, where Niesy = 2°M?He ' log(8MCH®e2571) and M = [8¢'CpusnH|. Note that executing 7
requires the local simulator and uses Ngip = 2log(4M 7 N2, H?V|/§)/e? local simulator queries to output
an action at each layer (since Algorithm 3 calls Algorithm 5 with confidence level §" = /(8 M7 N2 HE[V))).
Also, note that whenever a test fails in Line 14 and the recursive RVFS calls return, the for-loop in Line 8
resumes. We also know (by Lemma H.1) that the number of times the test fails in Line 14 is at most M.
Thus, the number of times the for-loop in Line 8 resumes is bounded by H M ; here, H accounts for possible
test failures across all layers 7 € [h+1.. H]. Thus, the total sample complexity required to generate episodes
between lines Line 8 and Line 11 is bounded by

4 episodes for roll-outs < MH : M H? Ntest Nein . (52)
~—— [ —
# of times Line 8 resumes Sample complexity in case of no test failures

Note that the test in Line 14 also uses episodes because it calls the operator P for every a € A. Thus, the
number of episodes used for the test in Line 14 is bounded by

# episodes for the tests < MH . M HAN¢est Nsin . (53)

~— —_—
# of times Line 8 resumes Sample complexity for Line 14

We now count the number of episodes used to re-fit the value function in Line 16 and onwards. Note that
starting from Line 16, there are for-loops over (zj,-1,ap-1) € Cj, and i € [ Nreg] to generate A - Nest(|Ch|) <
A Nest (M) partial episodes using 7, where Nest(k) = 2N 10g(8 AN g HE? [6) is defined as in Algorithm 3.
Since T uses the local simulator and requires Nes¢ samples (see Algorithm 5) to output an action at each

layer, the number of episodes used to refit the value function is bounded by
# episodes for V-refitting < M Nyeg ANest (M) H Nsip. (54)

Therefore, by (52), (53), and (54), the number of episodes used within a single call to RVFS;, (not accounting
for episodes used by recursive calls to RVFS,, for 7 > h) is bounded by

# episodes used locally within RVFS;, < M?H(H + A) Niest Nsin + M Nyeg ANest (M) H Ngip. (55)

Finally, by Lemma H.1, RVFS; may be called at most M times throughout the execution of RVFSy. Using this
together with (55) and accounting for the number of episodes from all layers h € [H], we get that the total
number of episodes is bounded by

M3H?*(H + A)Ntest Nin + M? H? Nyeg ANest (M) Neip.

Substituting the expressions of M, Niest, Nest, Nsin, and Nreg from Algorithm 3 and Algorithm 5, we obtain
the desired number of episodes, which concludes the proof. O

H.7 Proof of Theorem H.2 (Guarantee of RVFS.bc)

Proof of Theorem H.2. Let V. be the value function estimates produced by RVFSg within Algorithm 4,
and let '">(+) € argmax e s Phewrs,' [ Var1](-a), for all h € [H] with Vg, = 0 with egyrs and 6’ as in
Algorithm 4. Further, let and let 7. € IIs be the stochastic policy defined recursively via

Qr(xla)v if HQ\T(%) - P‘F[ fh](ffv')ﬂw < Aervrs, (56)
PV (z,a), otherwise,

T

Ve eX, 7,(x)eargmax
aeA

o1



for 7=H,...,1, where Q. (z,a) = ﬁT’ERVFS’y[VTH](m?a). By Theorem H.1, there is an event & of probability
at least 1 —¢/2 under which:

7 € Haeps, (57)

and

Vhe[H], EF Dy (7S 7 < SRS o C 58
(), (D @) a(wn))] £ e s 1 (59)

where the last inequality follows by the choice of eryrs in Algorithm 4.

For the rest of the proof, we condition on &. By (57), (61), and Proposition L.1 instantiated with enis =0
(due to all m-realizability), we have that there is an event &' of probability at least 1 - §/2 under which the
policy 7.z produced by BehaviorCloning ensures that

JER) - I Fun) < 5. (59)
Now, by Lemma B.6 (the performance difference lemma), we have for 7 as in (56):
H ARVFS
J(7) = J (7)) = Z [QF (zn, Tn (@) — QF (@n, 7™ (20))],
H ~RVFS
<H Y E™ Do (7 (2n), 7n(2n))];
h=1
and so by (61), we have
J(7) - J(RYE) < ef4. (60)

Finally, since 7 € Iy, (see (57)), we have by Lemma G.1,
J(7) = J(7) < 12Hequrs < /4,

where the last inequality follows by the choice egyrs in Algorithm 4. Combining this with (59) and (60), w
conclude that under £ &

J(*) - J(Fun) <.

By the union bound, we have P[E nE'] > 1 -4, and so the desired suboptimality guarantee in (26) holds with
probability at least 1 - 4.

Bounding the sample complexity. The sample complexity is dominated by the call to RVFSy within
RVFS.bc (Algorithm 4). Since RVFS.bc calls RVFSy with & = epyrs = e H~1/48, we conclude from Theorem H.1
that the total sample complexity is bounded by

O(CS e H?®A-e71%).

I Guarantee under V*-Realizability (Proof of Theorem 4.1, Setup I)

In this section, we prove Theorem 4.1 under Setup I (V*/n*-realizability (Assumptions 4.2 and 4.3) and
A-gap (Assumption 4.4)). We prove this result as a consequence of the more general results (Theorem H.2)
in Appendix H by appealing to the relaxed V™ -realizability condition in Assumption H.1.
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I.1 Analysis: Proof of Theorem 4.1 (Setup I)

We begin by showing that Assumption 4.2 and Assumption 4.4 together imply that Assumption H.1 holds for
any erea1 < A/2; we prove this by showing that the benchmark policy class Il (Appendix G.1) reduces to
{m*} when &’ < A/2.

Lemma I.1. Assume that V satisfies Assumption 4.2 (V*-realizability), and that Assumption 4.4 (gap) holds
with A > 0. Then, for all e’ < AJ2, we have I, = {7*} and V satisfies Assumption H.1 with crea = €.

Informally Lemma 1.1, whose proof is in Appendix 1.2, states that under Assumption 4.2, Assumption 4.4
with A >0, and Assumption 4.1 (pushforward coverability) with Cpysp > 0, we are essentially in the setting of
Theorem H.1 (guarantee of RVFS under relaxed V™ -realizability), as long as we choose €rea1 < A/2. With this,
we now state and prove a central guarantee for RVFS under V*-realizability with a gap.

Lemma 1.2 (Intermediate guarantee for RVFS under Setup I). Let § € (0,1) be given, and suppose that:
o Assumption 4.1 (pushforward coverability) holds with parameter Cpysh > 0;
o Assumption 4.4 (gap) holds with parameter A > 0;
e The function class V satisfies Assumption 4.2 (V*-realizability).

Then, for any f €V and € € (0,A/8), with probability at least 1 -6, RVFSo(f,V,@,2;V,€,6) (Algorithm 3)
terminates and returns value functions Vi.g that satisfy

T = * €
Vhel[H], P [Wh(mh)#:ﬂh(wh)]sm>

where T, () € argmax e 4 Pre.s[Vae1](x,a), for all h e [H], with &' is defined as in Algorithm 3.

Proof of Lemma I1.2. From Lemma I.1, we have that II4. = {r*}, and so Theorem H.1 implies that with
probability at least 1 -6,

£ T —_ * T = *
Vhe [H], m ZE [Dtv(ﬁh(wh)7ﬂh($h)] =P [Wh(wh) ¢7Th($h):|,
where the equality follows by the fact that 7* is deterministic. O

From here, Theorem 4.1 follows swiftly as a consequence.

Proof of Theorem 4.1 (Setup I). Let Vi.m be the value function estimates produced by RVFS, within
Algorithm 4, and let 75'7>(+) € argmax,e 4 Phcwes,o' [Vie1] (- a), for all he [H] with Viiq =0 with egyes and
0" as in Algorithm 4. By Lemma 1.2, there is an event £ of probability at least 1 — §/2 under which:
T ERVFS €
P * 7 L < ——, 61
(7 (zn) # mp (20)] AH3Clyen ~ 4H? (61)
where the last inequality follows by the choice of egyrs in Algorithm 4.

For the rest of the proof, we condition on £. By (61) and Assumption 4.3 (7*-realizability), the policy T

returned by RVFSy satisfies the condition in Proposition L.1 with gpss = £/(4Cpusn H?). Thus, by Proposition L.1,

there is an event & of probability at least 1 —¢/2 under which the policies 7.y produced by RVFS.bc satisfy
3e
JES) - J(Frm) € — + 2 <2
(FUF) - I(Fu) s =+ S < 2

We now condition on €N &’. By Lemma B.6 (performance difference lemma), we have
—~RVF!

H S * *
J(x*) = J(@) = Y BT [QF (@n, 7 (=) - QF (xn, &L (20))],
h=1

H
SH;Pﬁ[ﬁh(wh) #m,(zn)],

<e/(4H),
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where the last inequality follows by (61).

Finally, by the union bound, we have P[€n&’] > 1 -4, and so the desired suboptimality guarantee in (26)
holds with probability at least 1 — 4.

Bounding the sample complexity. The sample complexity is dominated by the call to RVFSy within
RVFS.bc (Algorithm 4). Since RVFS.bc calls RVFSy with € = epyrs = eH ! /48, we conclude from Theorem H.1
that the total number of episodes is bounded by

O(CS e H?A-e7'%).

push

I.2 Proof of Lemma I.1 (Relaxed V7™-Realizability under Gap)

Proof of Lemma I.1. Fix e €(0,1) and 7w € II.s. Let (@h(x,a))(hma)g[HJXxxA be independent random
variables such that

Vhe[H], mn(-)ecargmaxQp(a’) and |Qn - QF|e <&, almost surely.
a’e A

Such a collection of random state-action value functions (Qp(z, @))(h,z,a)e[H]xxx.A is guaranteed to exist for
pi by the definition of II.,. We will show via backward induction over £ = H +1,...,1 that

Ve eX,, m(x)=m;(x) (62)

almost surely, with the convention that w41 = 7}, = Tynie. This convention makes the base case, { = H +1,
hold trivially.

Now, we consider the general case. Fix h € [H] and suppose that (62) holds for all £ e [h+1.. H +1]. We will
show that it holds for £ = h.

Thanks to the induction hypothesis, we have for all x € X1 and a € A:
Vi (z) = Vi (@),
and so
QZ = Ph[vl:r+1] = Ph[v};-l] = Vf;' (63)

Fix x € X. We will show that m,(z) = 7/ (z) almost surely. Note that thanks to (63), the fact that
|Qn — Tr[QF 1]l < & almost surely, implies that

|Qn - Qhlee < €',
almost surely. Using this, we have, almost surely
Qi (z,7n(2)) 2 Qn(z, mh(2)) - €',

> Qp(z, 7 (x)) - €,
> Qp (z,my () - 26" = Q} (w, 7}, () - A. (64)

On the other hand, if 7, (z) # 7;;(z), then
Qn (@, mn(x)) < Qpx, mp(2)) - A,

which would contradict (64). Thus, 7, (z) = 77 (z), which concludes the induction and shows that 7 = 7*.
We conclude that I, = {7*}. O
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J Guarantee for Weakly Correlated ExBMDPs (Proof of Theorem
4.2)

In this section, we prove Theorem 4.2, the main guarantee for RVFS®°. First, in Appendix J.1 we state a
number of supporting technical lemmas and use them to prove Theorem 4.2. The remainder of the section
(Appendix J.2 through Appendix J.6) contains the proofs for the intermediate results.

J.1 Analysis: Proof of Theorem 4.2

Recall that the the V™ -realizability assumption required by RVFS for Theorem 4.1 is not satisfied in ExBMDPs,
as the value functions for policies that act on the exogenous noise variables cannot be realized as a function
of the true decoder ¢*. In RVFS®°, we address this issue by applying the randomized rounding technique in
Line 11 to the learned value functions. The crux of the analysis will be to show that for an appropriate choice
of the rounding parameters (1.5, the policies produced by RVFS®*° are endogenous in the sense that we can
write m(z) = m(¢*(x)) for all x € X. This will allow us to leverage the decoder realizability (Assumption 3.3),
which implies that the function class V = Vy.y given by

Vi={z > f(6(x)): fe[0,H]® ¢ e @}, (65)
satisfies V" -realizability for all endogenous policies 7.

In what follows, we first motivate the randomized rounding approach in RVFS®*® in detail and prove that it
succeeds, then use this result to proceed with an analysis similar to that of Theorem 4.1 (Setup II), re-using
many of the technical tools developed for Theorem 4.1.

J.1.1 Randomized Rounding for Endogeneity

Naively, to ensure that the policies we execute are endogenous, it would seem that we require knowledge of
the true decoder ¢*. Alas, knowing ¢* trivializes the ExXBMDP problem by reducing it to the tabular setting.
To avoid requiring knowledge of ¢*, we apply a randomized rounding to the policies learned by RVFS®*° to
ensure their endogeneity.

Let ¢ > 0 be fixed going forward. Recall that compared to RVFS, RVFS®*® (Algorithm 6) takes an additional
input ¢i. ¢ (0,1/2) and executes the following coarsened policies:

7n() e arg ﬂax[”’sh,e,é[vhu](wa)k +Cnl-
ae
The rounding parameters (1., which can be thought of as an offset, are chosen randomly; this will be
elucidated in the sequel.

Following a similar analysis to Appendix H (Setup II), we can associate a near-optimal benchmark policy
7 € II5. with 7 in order to emulate certain properties of the A-gap assumption. In particular, generalizing
the construction in Eq. (25), we define a near-optimal benchmark policy 7 recursively via:

{Q\T(zva)/€+CT]7 if HQ\T(J;V)_,PT[ il](%')“oo 5452’ (66)

Vo e X, @ (w; Qe 0) carg max{ [PV 1](z,a)/e + (], otherwise,

acA
for 7= H,...,1, where Q,(-,a) = Pr . 5[Vr1](- a).

Naively, to use the benchmark policy 7 within the analysis based on relaxed V™ -realizability (Assumption H.1)
in Appendix H , we would require the function class V to realize (Vhﬁ). However, as argued earlier, this is
not feasible unless 7 is an endogenous policy. Fortunately, it turns out that if (3.5 (the additional input to
RVFS®*°) are drawn randomly from uniform distribution over [0,1/2], then with constant probability, 7 is
indeed endogenous. What’s more, under such an event, and for all possible choices of (V},) in (66) uniformly,
7 “snaps” onto the stochastic endogenous policy 7(+; (1.4,¢) defined recursively as follows:

T (5 Cu, €) € arg HjaX[Ph[V;ﬁﬂ(m, a)/e +Cul; (67)

ae,
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for h = H,...,1. Informally, this happens because, as long as (;.iy c (0,1/2) avoid certain pathological
locations in (0,1/2), the coarsened state-action value functions ¢ - [P.[V7,](x,a)/e + (4] defining 7 exhibit
a “gap” of order ©(¢?) separating optimal actions from the rest. This “snapping” behavior is analogous to
what happens in Setup I with V*-realizability and A-gap, where II. reduces to {7*} for all € < A/2 (see
Lemma I.1). We formalize these claims in the next two lemmas. We start by showing that 7 is endogenous

and that 7 € II5.. The proof is in Appendix J.2.

Lemma J.1 (Endogenous Benchmark policies). For any § € (0,1), € € (0,1/2), and ¢1.g c (0,1/2), the
stochastic policy 7(+;C1.1,€) defined in Eq. (67) is endogenous, and we have T(+;(1.q,¢€) € Iae.

Next, we show that 7 “snaps” onto 7 for the certain choices of (1.. The proof is in Appendix J.3.
Lemma J.2 (Snapping probability). Let § € (0,1), € € (0,1/2) be given, and PS denote the probability law of
Ciy-o € ~unif([0,1/2]). Then, there is an event Erang of probability at least 1 - 24SAHe under (1. ~ PS

such that for all V e (X x [H] - [0, H]) simultaneously,
Vhe [H]7 ﬁ-h(';v7411H7575) :ﬁ—h(';CLH?E)a

where 7 (5 V, Crpr,€,0) is defined as in (66) with V =V, and 7 is defined as in (67).

The lemma together, with Lemma J.1, implies that with constant probability under P¢, the benchmark
policies (7,) used in the analysis of RVFS®*° are endogenous and satisfy 7 € Ila..

J.1.2 Pushforward Coverability

In order to proceed with the analysis strategy in Appendix H, we need to verify that pushforward coverability is
satisfied for ExBMDPs under the weak correlation assumption. We do so in the next lemma; see Appendix J.4
for a proof.

Lemma J.3 (Pushforward coverability). A weakly correlated ExBMDP with constant Cex (see Assump-
tion 4.7) satisfies Cpush-pushforward coverability (Assumption 4.1) with Coush = Cexo - SA, where S € N is the
number of endogenous states.

Equipped with the preceding lemmas, we proceed with an analysis similar to the approach for Theorem 4.1
(Setup II) in Appendix H. In what follows, we state a number of technical lemmas that apply the relevant
results from Appendix H to the ExBMDP setting we consider here.

J.1.3 Bounding the Number of Test Failures

Since the size of the core sets Ci.p in RVFS®*° is directly proportional to the number of test failures, the
next result, which bounds |Cy| for all h € [H], allows us to show that RVFS®*° (Algorithm 6) terminates in a
polynomial number of iterations.

Lemma J.4 (Bounding the number of test failures). Let §,¢ € (0,1) and (1.g € [0,1/2] be given, and
suppose that Assumption 4.7 (weak correlation) holds with Cexo > 0. Let f €V, be given, where V is an
arbitrary function class. Then, there is an event £ of probability at least 1 — § under which the call to
RVFSEC(f,VE @,3,0;V,¢,(1.1,0) (Algorithm 6) terminates, and throughout the execution of RVFSE°, we have

ICh| < [8672Cero SAH].

Proof of Lemma J.4. The results follows from Lemma J.3 and Lemma H.1. O

J.1.4 Value Function Regression Guarantee

We next give a guarantee for the estimated value functions Vi.; computed within RVFS®° in Line 26 of
Algorithm 6.
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Lemma J.5 (Value function regression guarantee). Let h € [0.. H], §,e € (0,1), and (1. € [0,1/2] be given,
and consider a call to RVFSS® in the setting of Lemma J.4. Further, let V be defined as in Eq. (65), and
assume that © satisfies Assumption 3.5. Then, for any endogenous policy m in Ils, there is an event &} of
probability at least 1 = §/H under which for any k > 1, if

® RVFS}* gets called for the kth time during the execution of RVFSE™®; and
e this kth call terminates and returns (Vh:H,]7h:H,Ch;H,Bh;H,th¢H),

then if (T )rsh is the policy induced by Vi and Nreg is set as in Algorithm 6, we have

1 = - 2
N > (Vh('rh)_vh (xh))
(Th-1,an-1)€Cp, =" T®8 (z4,~)€Dp(Th-1,an-1)

< 9k H? 10g(8k2H|V|/5)
- Nreg

H
+8H° Z Z E” [Dtv(ﬁr(wr),ﬁr(-’ﬂr)) | Lh-1=Th-1,Qp-1 = ah—1] )

(xh-1,an-1)eCy T=h

where the datasets {Dy,(x,a): (x,a) € Ch} are as in the definition of Vy, in (17).

Proof of Lemma J.5. Since ® satisfies Assumption 3.3, the function class V = V1. satisfies V" -realizability
for all endogenous policies 7 (see Lemma 3.1). Thus, the proof of Lemma J.5 follows from that of Lemma H.3
(see Appendix H.4). O

J.1.5 Confidence Sets

We now state a version of the confidence set validity lemma (Lemma H.4) that supports the ExBMDP setting.

Lemma J.6 (Confidence sets). Let € € (0,1/2) and (1. < [0,1/2] be given, and suppose that
o Assumption 4.7 holds with Ceyo > 0;
e The decoder class ® satisfies Assumption 3.3;
o (1.1 € Erand, Where Erang s the event in Lemma J. 2.

Let f €V be arbitrary. There is an event "' of probability at least 1-36 under which a call to RVFS§°(f,V, @, 3,0;V, €, (1.1, 0)
terminates and returns tuple (Vi.gr, V1.1, Cr.1, B1:g, t1:m) such that

Vhe[H], VeV,

where T1.g 18 the policy defined recursively via

7r(2) e argmax|[P, [V ](z,a) /e + (p], forT=H,... 1. (68)
acA

While the proof of this lemma is very similar to that of Lemma H.4, we need a dedicated treatment to handle
the rounding in RVFS®*°. The fully proof of Lemma J.8 is in Appendix H.5.

J.1.6 Main Guarantee for RVFS®*°

We now state the central technical guarantee for RVFS®°, Lemma J.7, which shows that the base invocation
of the algorithm returns a set of value functions Vj.y that induce a near-optimal policy 7, as long as the
randomized rounding parameters (y.y satisfy (1. € Erand, Where Erang is the success event in Lemma J.2. The
proof of the theorem is in Appendix J.6.
Lemma J.7 (Main guarantee for RVFS®°). Let 6, € (0,1) and (1. [0, 1] be given, and suppose that

o Assumption 4.7 holds with Ceyo > 0;

e The decoder class ® satisfies Assumption 3.3;
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® (1.1 € Erand, where Erang s the event in Lemma J.2.

Then, for any f €V, with probability at least 158, a call to RVESEC(f,VH 2,3,0;V,¢, (1., 0) (Algorithm 6)
terminates and returns value functions Vi.g such that

62

Vhe[H], PT[&p(zn) # 7n(ws)] < AH3SAC.. '

where Ty (x) € argmax e 4[Phc.s[Vie1](z,a) /e +Cul, for all he [H], 7 is defined as in Eq. (67), and &' is

defined as in Algorithm 6. Furthermore, the number of episodes used by RVFSG*® is bounded by

O(CS S8H10A9 —26).

exo

J.1.7 Concluding: Main Guarantee for RVFS®*°.bc

To conclude, we prove Theorem 4.2, which shows that RVFS®*°.bc succeeds with high probability. Recall that
RVFS®*°.bc (i) invokes RVFS®° multiple times for random samples (1.5 to ensure that the success event for
Lemma J.7 occurs for at least one invocation, and (ii) extracts an executable policy using behavior cloning.
Regarding the former point, note that the probability of the success event of Lemma J.2 can be boosted by

sampling i.i.d. ¢, ¢ ~ P$ inputs to RVFS® for n > 1; as long as n is polynomially large, with high

probability at least one of the inputs Cg}i, RN C(") will satlsfy the conclusion of Lemma J.2. Thus, it suffices
to pick the policy with the highest value function among the different calls to RVFS®*°. Using this, we prove

Theorem 4.2.

Proof of Theorem 4.2. Recall that Algorithm 7 picks the final policy ’ﬂ’i ‘}‘}‘) based on empirical value
function estimates. In particular, for every i € [ Npoost ] (With Npoost as in Algorithm 7), the estimate J (’ﬁf}{

for J (ﬁi}l) is computed using Neya1 episodes. Thus, by Hoeffding’s inequality and the union bound, we have
that there is an event & of probability at least 1 -8 /4 under which

—

Vie [Nboost]7 |J(ﬁ§ jq) J( \/2 1Og(2]\7boos’c/5)/]\/veval

Therefore, by definition of ipt in Algorithm 7, we have that under E:

Vie [Nboost]a (’ﬁi )H) < J(A(iopt)) + \/2 1Og(ZZVboost/(S)/ZVeval7
< J(RVE) + g8, (69)

where the last inequality follows by the choice of Ngya1 in Algorithm 7. On the other hand, by Lemma J.2,
there is an event £%U°°®sS of PS¢-probability at least

1 - (24SAHe)Noest > 1-6/4  (by the choice of Nygost in Algorithm 7)

under which there exists j € [ Npoost | such that C(J )€ Erand, Where Erang is defined as in Lemma J.2. In what
follows, we condition on the event £54°°*** and let j € [Npoost] be such that {7y, &) € Erang. Further, we use ﬁ'fvﬁls

to denote the policy returned by the instance of RVFS®*® that is used by RVFSe"O bc to learn '7?8{

By Proposition L.1 (instantiated with ep;5 = 0), there is an event & of probability at least 1—§/4 under which
the policy T produced by BehaviorCloning satisfies
€

IR - IR < 5. (70)

By Lemma J.7 and the fact that C(J) € Erand, there is an event E of probability at least 1 —§/2 under which:

~ £2 €
Vhe[H], Vhe[H], P"[®p(zn)*mn(zn)]< H3gV;1$C < (71)

where 7(-) = 7(:;¢{};, erves) Which is defined in (67).
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Moving forward, we condition on ENENE. By Lemma B.6 (the performance difference lemma), we have

—~RVFS

H
J(7) - J (7)) = ;E” [QF (zn, T (@n)) - QF (@n, 7™ (20))],

<H i PT (7 (xn) # 7n(zn)],
h=1

<e/d, (72)
where the last inequality follows by (71). Now, by Lemma J.1, we have 7 € Ily,,,., and so by Lemma G.1,
J(W*)—J(ﬁ')SGHERVFsSE/g, (73)

where the last inequality follows by the choice of egyrs in Algorithm 7. Combining (73) with (69), (70), and
(72), we get that

J(n*) = J(Frm) = J(n*) - J(@L) <e.

Finally, by the union bound, we have P[é nEné ]>1-4, and so the desired suboptimality guarantee holds
with probability at least 1 - 6.

Bounding the sample complexity. The sample complexity is dominated by the calls to RVFS§*® within
RVFS®°.bc (Algorithm 7). Since RVFS®*°.bc calls RVFSE* with suboptimality parameter epyes = cH /48, we
get by Lemma J.7 that the total sample complexity is bounded by

5(08 SSH36A9-5_26).

exo

J.2 Proof of Lemma J.1 (Endogenous Benchmark Policies)

Proof of Lemma J.1. Fix § € (0,1), € € (0,1/2), and ¢j.;y < [0,1/2]. We show via backward induction over
¢=H+1,...,1 that 7,(;{].;,€) is endogenous for all 7 € [¢.. H + 1], with the convention that Tg41 = Tunir-
The base case holds trivially by convention.

Fix h € [H] and suppose that the induction hypothesis holds for all £ € [ +1.. H + 1]. We show that it holds
for ¢ = h. First, by the induction hypothesis, 7¢(+; (1.5, €) is endogenous for all £ € [h+1.. H]. Thus, there
exists a function fr41:S = [0, H — h] such that

Vi (@) = faa (67 (2), Va'eX.
Therefore, we have for all (z,a) € X x A:
PV 1) = 72.(,0) + ELfuet (8" (@ns1)) | o = 2,01 = a,

= rh(x,a) +E[fh+1(8h+1) | Ty =T,ap = a],
=rp(z,a) + B[ fre1(Snse1) | 80 = 0" (), an = a], (74)

where the last equality follows by the ExXBMDP transition structure. Eq. (74) together with the fact that the
rewards are endogenous (by assumption) implies that there exists gp, : S x A — [0, H — h + 1] such that

V(:C,a)EXX.A, ,Ph[vhﬁ;l](xaa):gh(qs*(x)aa);

which in turn implies that @ — [P,[V/7,;]1(z,a)/e + (;] is only a function of x through ¢*(z) for all a € A.
Thus, 7 is an endogenous policy and the induction is completed.

For the second claim, observe that for the functions Q1,--, Qg € [0, H]XXA defined as

Vhe [H]7 V(a:,a) e X x A, th(xva) =& [’Ph[‘/;?+1:|($,a)/€ + C;L]’
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we have

VhelH], ﬁh(';({:Hag)Eargmax@h('aa) and H@h—QmmS%,

acA

which implies that 7(+;¢].5,€) € Iae. O

J.3 Proof of Lemma J.2 (Snapping Probability)

Proof of Lemma J.2. Fixe¢€(0,1) and 6 € (0,1/2). For 7 <{e[H], let Pi:e denote the probability law
of ¢r,...,¢r. We also use the shorthand P$ for PS.,, for all 7€ [H]. We show via backward induction over
{=H+1,...,1 that there exists an event &, of Pg:H-probability at least 1 —24SA(H - ¢+ 1)e under which for
all Ve (X x[H] - [0, H]):

Vrel[l. . H], 7:(5V,Cum,e,8)=7r(;Cum,e),
with the convention that 7.1 = TH41 = Tunie. We then set Erang = €1.

The base case follows trivially by convention.

We now proceed with the inductive step. Fix h € [H] and suppose that the induction hypothesis holds for all
Le[h+1.. HJ We show that it holds for £ = h. Throughout, we condition on £p41. By definition of £,,1, we
have for all Ve (X x [H] - [0, H]):

ng[h+1H]7 ﬁ((';cl:va):ﬁé(';vacllHaga(s)'

This implies that for all V € (X x [H] - [0, H]):

VeeX, wn(x;V,¢um,e,0) € argmax
acA

{ [Q\h(mv_a)/s + Ch]v if HQ\h(xv ) - Ph[V;Z_ﬂ(LE, )HOO < 452a
[PrVi11(x,a)/e +Cn], otherwise,

by the definition of 7, in (66), where Qp(-,a) = P s[Vis1]( a). From this, we see that to prove
wn (5 V, Clmne,8) = (- ¢y e) for all V, it suffices to show that for all z € X and V,

argmax|[Qy(x,a) /e + €] = argmax[PL[ViT, (2, a) /e + (], whenever |Qp(z,a) - Pr[V/],](z,a)| < 4¢2.
acA acA

Observe that a sufficient condition for this to hold is that
VzeX,Vae A V6 e [-4e?, 4e?], [(Ph[VhﬁH](x, a)+6)-et+ Ch] = [Ph[VhﬁH](:c, a)-et+ C;L], (75)

where ¢ represents all the possible values that the difference Qy(z,a) - P, [Vi¥.,](z,a) is allowed to take. By
Lemma J.1, we know that 7 is endogenous, and so there exists a function gy, : S x A — [0, H — h + 1] such that

VezeX,acA, ,Ph[v}il](xaa):gh((b*(x)aa)'
Toward proving Eq. (75), observe that for any (s,a) € S € A, if ¢ is such that

gn(s,a)/e+Cp +4e < [gn(s,a)/e +Cnl,
and gn(s,a)/e +Cn—4e > [gn(s,a) /e +Cr] -1,

then, for all 6 € [-4e2,4¢?] and all x € X such that ¢*(z) = s, we have
[(PulViial(z,a) +6) /e + Gl = [(gn(s,a) + 0) /e + Cul = [gn(s,a) /e + Gl = [Pu[Vila 1(2,a) [e + Cul.

Therefore, if we let £,(s,a) denote the event in (76), then under Ny q)esx.a (5, a), the desired condition in
(75) holds. At this point, setting & = (N(s,a)esx.4 En(8,a)) N Epy1 would complete the induction as long as

60



]P’qu[Sh] >1-24SA(H - h+1)e. We now show that this is indeed the case by bounding the probability of
the event My qa)esxa En(s,a). By the union bound, we have

Py ( )ﬂ ASh(s,a) [ Ep|21- Py [En(s,0)" | €], (77)
s,a)eSx (s,a)eSxA

where &, (s,a)¢ denotes the complement of &, (s,a). We now bound the probability
Pl [En(5,0)° | Ena].
Fix (s,a) € S x A. We have that ¢, € £(s,a)¢ if and only if
grn(s,a)/e+Ch +4e > [gn(s,a)/e +Cnl,
or gn(s,a)/e+Ch —4e <[gn(s,a)/e +Cp]-1.

Now, since ¢, € [0,1/2], Lemma K.3 (instantiated with (z,¢,v) = (gn(s,a)/e, Cn,4¢)) implies that (78) holds
only if

(78)

[grn(s,a)/e| —4e < gn(s,a)/e +Ch < [gn(s,a)/e]+4e or 0<(p <4de. (79)

Further, note that since ¢y, is uniformly distributed over [0,1/2], the Pi—probability of the event in (79) is at
most the sum of the lengths of the intervals

[[gn(s,a)/e] = gn(s,a)/e —4e,[gn(s,a)/e] = gn(s,a)[e +4e] and [0,4e],
multiplied by 2, which is equal to 24¢. Therefore, we have
B [En(5,0)° | Enin)
<P [[gn(s,a)/e] - 4e < gn(s,a) /e +Cn < [gn(s,a)/e] +4e or 0<(p < 4e] < 24e.
Combining this with (77), we obtain
PE,:H m Eh(s,a) | 5h+1 >1- Z ]P)iCzH [Eh(s,a)c | gh+1:| >1-24S5Ae.
(s,a)eSxA (s,a)eSxA
Thus, by setting £, = (N(s,a)esxA En(5,a)) N Epi1, we get that
Pl (€] 2 BSy[Enin] Py [En | Enin] > (1 - 24SA(H = h)e)(1 - 245 Ae),
>1-24SA(H - h+1)e,

which completes the induction. [

J.4 Proof of Lemma J.3 (Coverability in Weakly Correlated ExBMDP)

Proof of Lemma J.3. Fix he[2.. H] and define the measure p as
p(@) = Y, a(@" [ (6(2"), &) Pl€n = '] Plsn = ¢},(2") | sn-1 = ¢}, (), @n-1 = a],
£'eE
for all h e [H] and z € X. We show that u satisfies Assumption 4.1 with Cpysh = Cexo - SA. First, note that u
is indeed a probability measure over X. Fix (z,a,2') € X x A x X. We have
Pley, = 2" | @p-1 = z,a-1 = a]

P[wh = x’,xh_l =X | ap-1 = a]

)

Plxp-1 =z | ap-1 =a]
Plxy =2', 21 =2 | ap_1 =a

)

Plxp-1 = 7]
_ Leees @] (05(2"),£)) -a(z ] (9],1(2), ) -Plsn = ¢4, (2"), € = &' 81 = 9j,1 (%), €1 = €| @n-1 = d]
Z&E Q(x | (@bz_l(l‘)vﬁ)) 'P[sh—l = Qb;;_l(x)agh—l = 5] ,
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and so by the ExBMDP structure:

_ Yeeezd(@ | (9(2),€) - a(@ | (5,1(2),€)) - P[&n = &' &1 = €] - Plsn = 67,(") | -1 = ¢ (%), @n1 = a]
des q(x | (d)Z(x)af)) ‘Pl&p-1=¢] 7

and by Assumption 4.7

Ye ez (2 (05(2),€) - a(@ [ (95-1(2),8)) - P& = §'] - Pl€n-1 = £] - Plsn = ¢5(2") | sn-1 = ¢4 (%), an-1 = a]
ez (| (67,(2),€)) - P[&n1 =] ’
= Cexo ), (@' [ (04,(27),€)) - P[€n = €'] - Plsn = ¢, (2") | 851 = dj 1 (2), @n-1 = al,

§'eE

= C'exoSA : /L(I,),

< Cexo

This completes the proof. O

J.5 Proof of Lemma J.6 (Confidence Sets)

To prove Lemma J.6, we need the following consequence of tests in Line 14 passing for all £e [h+1.. H].

Lemma J.8 (Consequence of passed tests). Let he[0..H], € >0, and (1. € [0,1/2] be given and consider
a call to RVFSE® (Algorithm 6) in the setting of Lemma J.4. Further, let £ be the event of Lemma J.4.
There exists an event &, of probability at least 1 — §/H such that under En&;, if a call to RVFST during the
execution of RVFSG® terminates and returns (Vh;H,Vh;H,Ch;H,Bh;H,th:H), then for any (xp-1,an-1) € C, and
le[h+1..H+1]:

- - 41og(8MON2  H®/S
P sup max |(Pes [T3] = Pes L)) (o1, )] > 3% | @ = 2y, any = | < DBEM Niest H7/0)
eV acd Niest

where (T )rsp € Ils, M, and Niese are as in RVFSS*® (Algorithm 6).

Proof of Lemma J.8. This is just a restatement of Lemma H.2, and the proof is exactly the same as the
latter. O

We will also use Lemma H.5; even though this result is stated in section for the V™ -realizable setting, it is
also applicable to the ExBMDP variant of RVFS as it merely says something about the order in which the
(RVFS7*°) instances are called. With this, we now prove Lemma J.6.

Proof of Lemma J.6. The proof is very similar to that of Lemma H.2, with differences to account for the
“coarsening” of the learned and benchmark policies.

We prove the desired result for £ :=En& n&f' n---nEG n &Y, where €, (€), and (&]) are the events in
Lemma J.4, Lemma J.8, and Lemma J.5, respectively. Throughout, we condition on £”’. First, note that by
Lemma J.4, RVFSF*® terminates. Let (Vi.g, Vi:m,Cr:pr, Bu:pr, t1:1) be its returned tuple.

We show via backward induction over £ = H +1,...,1, that
Véﬁ € v@’ (80)
where 71 is the stochastic policy defined recursively via

{ {Q\T("E’a)/s + C‘r]v if HQ\T(I'?) _PT[ Tf:»l](x7-)‘|°° < 4527

Vo e X, 77 (x; Qs e, 0) € arg max [PV 1](z,a)/e + (], otherwise,

acA
for 7 = H,...,1, where QT(-,a) = ”P\T,g,g[vﬂl](-,a). Note that since (1.ir € Erang (for Erang is defined in
Lemma J.2), we have 7 = 7, where 7 is as in (6@ Thus, instantiating the induction hypothesis with £ =h
and using the definition of the confidence sets (V) in (17) together with V;™ = V;™ (since 7 = ) implies the
desired result.
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Base case [¢ = H +1]. Holds trivially since Vjj,; =0 for any 7 € IIs by convention.

General case [¢( < H]|. Fix h e [H] and suppose that (80) holds for all £e[h+1.. H+1]. We show that
this remains true for £ = h. First, note that if RVFS;*° is never called during the execution of RVFS§*, then
V), = Vi, and so (80) holds for ¢ = h, since 7 = 7 is endogenous under (i.z € Erand, Where Erang is the event in
Lemma J.2.

Now, suppose that RVFSF*® is called at least once, and let (Vth,vg:H,C,::H,BZ:H, t}.;r) be the output of the
last call to RVFS$*® throughout the execution of RVFSF*. Next, we show that

(VhtHav}_::H7C}::H) = (Vh:vah:Hach:H)- (81)

The for-loop in Line 16 ensures that no instance of (RVFS*°),,; can be called after the last call to RVFS}*®
(see Lemma H.5). Thus, the estimated value functions, confidence sets, and core sets for layers h+1,..., H
remain unchanged after the last call to RVFSF*°; that is, (81) holds. Thus, by Lemma J.8, and since we are
conditioning on &} , .7, we have that for all (zy-1,ap-1) €Cp and L€ [h+1..H +1]:

_ - 41og(8MONZ, o H®/6
P7| sup max |(Pe-1[Ve] = Peci[fe]) (®e-1,a)| > 36* | @ho1 = Tpo1, @no1 = apoq | < 8( testH°/0)
feve acd Niest

. (82)
Now, by the induction hypothesis, we have V" € V,, and so substituting V[ for f; in (82), we get that for all
(zh-1,ap-1) €Cp and Le[h+1..H +1]:

g 7 7 4log(8MO N2, H/5
P [mj}ﬂ(Pe—l[Vd = Pea[ViD(@e-1,0)| > 36 | @y = wpr, apn = ah-1] < B( N tese T/ )-
a test

Therefore, by Lemma K.2 (instantiated with p[-] = PT[- | &1 = op1,an-1 = ap_1], T=£€ -1, &' = €2, and
Vri1 = V), we have that for all (zj-1,ap-1) €Cp and L€ [h+1..H +1]:

_ Alog(SMONZ /) |

E™[ Dy (Fe-1(@e-1), Te-1(20-1)) | ®po1 = Tho1, @1 = ap-1] < N &' (83)
test

Now, since 7(+; (1.5, €) is endogenous and 7 = 7 (thanks to (1. € Erand), Lemma J.5 (applied with 7 = ) and
the conditioning on &/, ., imply that:

1

> (Vi (zn) - V/fr(ﬂfh))2

(#h-1,an-1)€Ch Nreg (zh,=)eDn(Th-1,an-1)
< 9k H? 10g(8k2H|V|/(5)
B Nreg

H
+ 8H2 Z Z E™ [Dtv(ﬁr(w‘r)aﬁ-r(wr)) | Lh-1=Th-1,Ap-1 = ah—l] 5 (84)

(xn-1,an-1)eCy T=h

where the datasets {Dy,(x,a) : (z,a) € C} are as in the definition of V}, in (17). Combining (84) with (83),
we conclude that

>

(Th-1,an-1)€Ch

- S (T Vi)

reg (zp,—)eDp(Th-1,0n-1)

H3 . 410g(8M6Nt2estH8/5)

2 2
 OMH?1og(8MHVI/S) o\ +8MH?Y,
Nreg Ntest
2 2 6 N2 8
Nreg Ntest AM7Ng HB|V|
< €Eega (85)

where we have used that |Cj,| < M. By the definition of Yy, in (17 ), (85) implies that V;" € V)., which completes
the induction. O
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J.6 Proof of Lemma J.7 (Main Guarantee of RVFS®*°)

Proof of Lemma J.7. We condition on the event £ :=En&E" n& n---n &}, where £, £, and (&) are
the events in Lemma J.4, Lemma J.6, and Lemma J.8, respectively. Note that by the union bound, we have

P[€] >1-56. By Lemma J.6, we have that

4log(8MONZ H* [5)
Ntest '

(86)

Vhe[H], Pﬁ[SUAP m‘rﬁ(KPh—l[Vh] - Proalfn])(@n-1,0)| > 382] <
FeD, ae

where M = [872CexoSAH| and Niest = 28 M?He 2log(8MCH®72671). On the other hand, by Lemma J.6,
we have

Vhe[H], VieV.

Thus, substituting V;* for f;, in (86) we get that for all h e [H +1].

4log(8MONZ,, H' [5)

]P’?[max‘(Ph,l[Vh] - ’Ph,l[V{r])(mh,l,aﬂ > 352] <
acA Ntest

This together with Lemma K.2, instantiated with pu[-] = P7[-]; 7=h~-1; V11 = V/7; and § = ¢’ (with §’ as in
Algorithm 3), translates to:

~ 41 M6N2 HS
Vhe[H], E7[Du(in(an) m(xn))] < HEEM NeewT/0) 50

Niest
 4log(8MONZ  H®/5) . )
Ntest 4M7Nt2estH8|V|,

52

S — 87
4H3S ACey0 (87)
where the last step follows from the fact that Niesy = 28 M2 He 2 log(8MOHB8e72671) (with M as in Line 3).
Now, since (1.5 € Erang (by assumption), Lemma J.2 implies that 7 = 7, where the latter is the deterministic
policy defined in (67). Thus, by (87), we have

52

Vhe[H], PT(an(en) # Falen)] = B Do (@) a(@n)] € frmo—

where the first equality follows by the fact that P[7,(z) # T (2)] = Diw (7n(2), Tr(x)), for all z € X, since
7, 1s deterministic.

Bounding the sample complexity. We now bound the number of episodes used by Algorithm 6 under &.
First, we fix h € [H], and focus on the number of episodes used within a to call RVFS7*°; excluding any episodes
used by any recursive calls to RVFSZ® for 7 > h. We start by counting the number of episodes used to test the
fit of the estimated value functions Vi.1.z. Starting from Line 8, there are for-loops over (2p-1,an-1) € Cp,
¢=H,...,h+1, and n € [ Niest] to collected partial episodes using the learned policy 7 in Algorithm 6, where
Niest = 28 M?He 2 log(8MCH®™2671) and M = [8c72CexoSAH]. Note that 7 uses the local simulator and
requires Ngip = 2log(4M 7 N2 H?V|/5)/e? samples to output an action at each layer (since Algorithm 6 calls
Algorithm 5 with confidence level §' = 6/(8M"NZ  H®|V|)). Also, note that whenever a test fails in Line 14,
the for-loop in Line 8 resumes. We also know (by Lemma J.4) that the number of times the test fails in Line
14 is at most M. Thus, the number of times the for-loop in Line 8 resumes is bounded by HM; here, H
accounts for test failures for all layers 7 € [h + 1.. H]. Thus, the number of episodes required to between lines
Line 8 and Line 11 is bounded by

# episodes for roll-outs < MH . M H? Niest Nein . (88)
N—— ——
# of times Line 8 resumes Nymber of episodes in case of no test failures
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Note that the test in Line 14 also uses local simulator access because it calls the operator P for every a € A.
Thus, the number of episodes used for the test in Line 14 is bounded by

# episodes for the tests < MH . M H ANtest Nsinm . (89)

——
# of times Line 8 resumes Nymber of episodes used in Line 14

We now count the number of episodes used to re-fit the value function; Line 16 onwards. Note that starting
from Line 16, there are for-loops over (xp-1,ap-1) € Cp, and i € [ Nyeg| to generate A - Nest (|Ch|) < A+ Nest (M)
partial episodes using 7, where Nest(k) = 2N2, log(8AN,eg HE?[5) is as in Algorithm 6. And, since 7 uses
local simulator access and requires Nest samples (see Algorithm 5) to output an action at each layer, the
number of episodes used to refit the value function is bounded by

# episodes for V-refitting < M Nreg ANest (M) H Ngip. (90)

Therefore, by (88), (89), and (90), the number of episodes used within a single call to RVFS$*® (not accounting
for episodes used by recursive calls to RVFSZ°, for 7 > h) is bounded by

# episodes used locally within RVFS}*° < M2H(H + A)Ntest Nsin + M Nreg ANest (M) H Niip. (91)

Finally, by Lemma J.4, RVFS$*° may be called at most M times throughout the execution of RVFS§*°. Using
this together with (91) and accounting for the number of episodes from all layers h € [H], we get that the
total number of episodes is bounded by

MPH?(H + A)Niest Nsin + M? H? Nyog ANest (M) Ngin.

Substituting the expressions of M, Ntest, Nest, Nsim, and Nreg from Algorithm 6 and Algorithm 5, we obtain
the desired number of episodes, which concludes the proof. O

K Additional Technical Lemmas

Lemma K.1. Let 7€ [H] and ¢,6,v € (0,1) be given. Consider two value functions Vy,1,Vy1 € [0,H] and a
measure € A(X) such that

me[u {r&%‘{(‘(’PT[VTH] P Vead]) (@ a)| > 35}] <v. (92)

Further, for x € X, let ®,(2) € argmax,e 4 @ (,a) = Pro 5[Vis1](x,a) and inductively define a randomized
policy T via

QT($’a)a Zf HQ\T(Q:V)_,P‘F[VT+1](JCW)H°° <de,

7 (x) € ar%gax{ P [Vii1](2,a), otherwise.
Then, we have

Egp.op[Dev(Tr(27),70r ()] < v + 6.

Proof of Lemma K.1. In this proof, we let P,, denote the probability law of «, and P» denote the probability
law of ”757)575. Denote by £ the P,-measurable event that maxge |(PT[VT+1] —PT[VT+1])(wT,a)| < 3e. Fix
z € &, and let £, be the Pp-measurable event that max,e4 |7P\7—,575[VT+1](SE,CIJ) = Pr[Vrs1](z,a)| < 4e. From
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the definition of 7., we have that
Dtv(ﬁ(w)ﬁr(w))

5 3 B [7,(2) = a] - Pp [ (2) = a],
aE.A

= 231 Pp[E1Pp [7r (z) = a| £] + PoESIPp [7: (2) = a| £5] - Pp€.1Bp [, (2) = a | £2] - Pp[EIPp [+ () = a | £2]],

%PP APy [Fr(z) = a | E] - Pp [7-(2) = a | & ]|

+ Y Ppl&S] [Pp [Rr(2) =a| €] -Pp [7,(2) =a|&F]], (Jensen’s inequality)
acA

and since Pp [F.(z) = a | E:] =Pp [7-(2) =a| ] Va € A, we have that

= 2;41% [APp [T (2) =a| & - Pp [7-(2) = a| &),
<Pp[&],

=Pp I:I(I;leaX|f’57—75,5[‘7 1](z,a) = Pr[Ves1](z, a)| > 45]

<P [max Pr.c o[ Tt (2.0) = Pr Ve )(o0) > 2], (see below) (93)
5

IN

where (93) follows from z € £ and the last inequality follows from Lemma G.2. Therefore, we have

EH[Dtv(ﬁr(w‘r)aﬁr(w‘r))] < Pu[g] 'Eu[DtV(ﬁT(w‘r)aﬁ'T(w‘r)) | 5] +Pu[€c]7
<5+,

where the first inequality follows by the fact that the total variation distance is bounded by 1, and the last
inequality follows by (92) and (94). O

Lemma K.2. Let 7 € [H] and €',6,v € (0,1), and (1.i € [0,1/2] be given. Further, consider two value
functions Vg1, Viyr € [0, H] and measure € A(X) such that

Pae [ H{max (P (V1] - Pr[Vea ) r, )] > 367} < s (95)

Further, for x € X,, let ™, (x) € argmax, [Q,(x,a)/e’ + (.|, where Q,(x,a) = Pros[Vii1](z,a), and
inductively define

[gr(%a)/ﬁ'%% if 1Q-(z,) = Pr[Vena](2,) | < 4e,

wT(m)ear%ErﬁaX{ [Pr[Vii1](z,a)/e" + ¢, otherwise.

Then, we have

EwTN;L [Dtv(ﬁr(w‘r)v 7’%7'(%7'))] <v+0.
Proof of Lemma K.2. In this proof, we let P,, denote the probability law of z, and Pp denote the probability

law of ’PT c,5.- Denote by &€ be the P, measurable event that maxgeg ‘(’P Viet] = Pe[Veir ) (o, a)| <3¢’. Fix
z €&, and let £, be the Pp-measurable event that max,ea | Py 5[Vii1](2,a) = Pr[Vis](2,a)| < 4¢’. From
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the definition of 7., we have that
Dtv(ﬁ(w)ﬁr(w))

5 3 B [7,(2) = a] - Pp [ (2) = a],
aE.A

= 231 Pp[E1Pp [7r (z) = a| £] + PoESIPp [7: (2) = a| £5] - Pp€.1Bp [, (2) = a | £2] - Pp[EIPp [+ () = a | £2]],

%PP APy [Fr(z) = a | E] - Pp [7-(2) = a | & ]|

+ Y Ppl&S] [Pp [Rr(2) =a| €] -Pp [7,(2) =a|&F]], (Jensen’s inequality)
acA

and since Pp [T, (z) =a | E:] =Pp [ () =a| E] Va e A,

> %Pp [P [7r(2) = a| EF] - Pp [7,(2) = a| &]],
<Pp[&],

=Pp [mesﬁd’/ﬁmr,g[v J(z,a) = Pr[Vra](z,a)| > 4e ]

<Pp [mzﬁd’ﬁngfﬁ[vﬂl](x, a) = Pr[Vri1](z,a)| > 5'] , (see below) (96)
4,

IN

where (96) follows from z € £ and the last inequality follows from Lemma G.2. Therefore, we have

Ew7~u[Dtv(7T\T($‘r)a77'7'(“"/’))] < Pu[‘g] ']Emwu[DtV(ﬁ‘r(w‘r)ﬂ}T(wT)) | 5] + ]P)u[gc]v
<5+,

where the first inequality follows by the fact that the total variation is bounded by 1, and the last inequality
follows by (95) and (97). O
Lemma K.3. Let z € R and v € (0,1/2) be given. Further, let ¢ € (0,1/2). Then,

z+C+v>[z+(] or z+(-v<[z+(]-
only if
[z]-v<z+(<[z]+v or (<wv.

Proof of Lemma K.3. To prove the claim, it suffices to show the following items:
1. x+(+v>[z+(|onlyif [x]>z+(>[z]-v; and
2. z+C-v<[z+(]-1onlyif [z]<z+(<[z]+vor (<v.

We start by showing the first item. We proceed by showing the contrapositive; that is, we will show that if
x+(<[z]-voraxz+(>[x], then x +(+v < [x+(]. Suppose that « + ¢ < [z] —v. This, together with the
fact that ¢ > 0, implies that

[+ ]=[x]2z+(+r.
Now, suppose that = + ¢ > [z]. Then, we have
[z+ ]2 [z]+12[z]+ +v2az+(+v,

where the penultimate inequality follows by (,v € (0,1/2).
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We now prove the second claim. Again, we proceed by showing the contrapositive; that is, we will show that
if {[x]+v<z+lor[z]2z+(}and (>v,thenz+(-v>[x+(]-1.

Suppose that [z] + v <z + ¢ and ¢ > v. The first inequality together with v > 0 implies that [z + (] > [z]. On
the other hand, since ¢ < 1/2, we have [z + (] < [z]+1, and so

[x+(]-1=[z]<z+(-v,
where the last inequality follows by the current assumption that [z]+v <2 + (.

Now, suppose that [z] > 2 + ¢ and that ¢ > v. Then, we have
[z+ | <[z]<z+1<az+(-v+]1, (98)

where the last inequality follows by ¢ > v. Rearranging (98) completes the proof. O

L. BehaviorCloning Algorithm and Analysis

In this section, we give a self-contained presentation and analysis for the standard behavior cloning algorithm
for imitation learning (e.g., Ross and Bagnell (2010)), displayed in Algorithm 8. Given access to trajectories
from an expert policy 71.y (which may be non-executable in the sense of Definition 2.1) the algorithm learns
an executable policy 7°¢ with similar performance. We use this scheme within RVFS.bc and RVFS®°.bc.

Algorithm 8 BehaviorCloning: Imitation Learning Algorithm.

input: Policy class II ¢ Ils, expert policy 7.5, suboptimality € € (0,1), and confidence ¢ € (0, 1).
Set Npe = 16H? log(|T1]/8)/e.
Set D « @.
fori=1,..., Ny do
Generate trajectory T = ((z1,a1),...,(zg,ag)) ~ PT.
Update D« Du{r}.

Compute 7 € argmin, ;1 (2, .a1).....(c51.a8))eD Lhery Hmn(zn) # an}.
Return 7.

Proposition L.1. Let ¢,6 € (0,1) be given and let I1 € Ils and 1.5y be an expert policy such that
H —_
IIEllfI Z P [ﬁh(a:h) * wh(mh)] < Enis- (99)
T h=1

Then, the policy ™%, = BehaviorCloning(Il, &, 1.5, 0) returned by Algorithm 8 satisfies, with probability at
least 1 -9,

J(T) - J(Wbc) <4Heys +¢/2.

Proof of Proposition L.1. First, by the performance difference lemma, we have
H

E[V] (21)] - E[V{" (1)] - Z (@7 (@, Fn(@n)) - QR (@, i ()],

H
z_: ﬂh(mh ¢7Th (azh)] (100)

We now bound the probability terms on the right-hand side. Fix h € [H] and let D be the dataset in
Algorithm 8, which consists of Ny i.i.d. trajectories ((x1,a1),...,(xy,an)) generated by rolling with 7y.5.
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By Lemma B.4 (with i.i.d. data, B = H, and Q =1II), we have that, with probability at least 1 -4,

Ve H, Z Z ]I{ﬂ‘h(xh) * ﬁ(l‘h)} <2 Z Pﬁ:[ﬂ‘h(wh) * ﬁh(mh)]

((z1,am),.-..(zm,ar))eD he[H] he[H)

. 2H10g(2|1‘[|/5)7 (101)
Nbc
and

Vo ell, Z Pﬁ[wh(wh) * ﬁh(a:h)] <2 Z Z H{ﬂ'h(l‘h) # ﬁ(mh)}

he[H] ((z1,am),....(xH,am))eD he[H]

4H1
Nbc

Taking the infimum over 7 on both sides of (101) and using the definition of ch in Algorithm 8 gives:

> Kt (an) = F(apn)} <2 inf > PT[mn(wn) # Fn(wn)]
((z1,a1),....(xH,an))eD he[H] T he[H]

. 2H log(2[11|/9)
Nbc ’
2H log(2]11]/9)

< 2€mis +
Nbc

where the last inequality follows from (99). Using this together with (102), instantiated with 7 = 7°°, we get
that with probability at least 1 - §:

T = 8H log(2|11]/¢
Z Pt (@) # R ()] < denis + M
he[H] Noc

Plugging this into (100), we get that with probability at least 1 - 4:

. 8H?log(2|11]/5)

E[VT (z1)] - E[V{" (21)] < 4Henss N < AHeps +¢/2,
bc

where the last inequality follows by the fact that Ny = 16H?log(2|I1|/d)/e. This completes the proof. O
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