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Abstract

General function approximation is a powerful tool to handle large state and action spaces in a broad
range of reinforcement learning (RL) scenarios. However, theoretical understanding of non-stationary
MDPs with general function approximation is still limited. In this paper, we make the first such an
attempt. We first propose a new complexity metric called dynamic Bellman Eluder (DBE) dimension
for non-stationary MDPs, which subsumes majority of existing tractable RL problems in static MDPs as
well as non-stationary MDPs. Based on the proposed complexity metric, we propose a novel confidence-
set based model-free algorithm called SW-OPEA, which features a sliding window mechanism and a
new confidence set design for non-stationary MDPs. We then establish an upper bound on the dynamic
regret for the proposed algorithm, and show that SW-OPEA is provably efficient as long as the variation
budget is not significantly large. We further demonstrate via examples of non-stationary linear and
tabular MDPs that our algorithm performs better in small variation budget scenario than the existing
UCB-type algorithms. To the best of our knowledge, this is the first dynamic regret analysis in non-

stationary MDPs with general function approximation.

1 Introduction

Reinforcement learning (RL) commonly refers to the sequential decision making framework modeled by a
Markov Decision Process (MDP), where agent aims to maximize its cumulative reward in an unknown environ-
ment (Sutton & Barto, 2018). RL has achieved great success in a variety of practical applications, including
games Silver et al. (2016, 2017, 2018); Vinyals et al. (2019), robotics (Kober et al., 2013; Gu et al., 2017), and

autonomous driving (Yurtsever et al., 2019). So far, most existing RL works have focused on a static MDP
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model, in which both the reward and the transition kernel are time-invariant. However, non-stationarity'
naturally occurs in many sequential decision problems such as online advertisement auctions (Cai et al., 2017;
Lu et al., 2019), traffic management (Chen et al., 2020), health-care operations (Shortreed et al., 2010), and
inventory control (Agrawal & Jia, 2019).

Compared to static RL, non-stationary RL can be significantly challenging. Under the general non-
stationary environment, designing algorithm that achieve sublinear regret might not be possible due to
the worst scenario where rewards and transitions change drastically over time. A line of extensive stud-
ies have focused on tabular non-stationary MDPs (Auer et al., 2008; Gajane et al., 2018; Even-Dar et al.,
2009; Yu & Mannor, 2009; Yu et al., 2009; Neu et al., 2010, 2012; Zimin & Neu, 2013; Dekel & Hazan, 2013;
Rosenberg & Mansour, 2019; Jin et al., 2020; Cheung et al., 2020; Fei et al., 2020; Mao et al., 2021). How-
ever, the performance of these algorithms suffers from large number of states in non-stationary MDPs, which
precludes its usage in exponentially large or even continuous state spaces. Therefore, function approximation
has become a prominent tool and several works proposed algorithms for non-stationary MDPs with structural
assumptions, such as state-action forming a metric space (Domingues et al., 2020), linear MDPs Zhou et al.
(2022); Touati & Vincent (2020), linear mixture MDPs Zhong et al. (2021). However, the structural function
approximation of (such as linear) MDPs typically restrict the designed algorithms to perform well only under
limited classes of MDPs, and may not be applicable generally. This naturally leads to the following open

question:

Can we design an algorithm that achieves a desired regret performance

for non-stationary MDPs under general function approzimation?

To this end, there are a few challenges. (a) We need to identify an appropriate complexity metric for
non-stationary MDPs that covers many existing problems of interest; (b) We need to design an algorithm
that can handle non-stationary without function structures on transition kernels and rewards to exploit; and
(c) Establishing a dynamic regret bound that potentially improves those for non-stationary simpler MDPs
such as linear and tabular cases is non-trivial. In this paper, we give an affirmative answer to the above
question by addressing the aforementioned challenges.

We summarize our contributions as follows.

Complexity metric: We propose a new complexity metric named the Dynamic Bellman Eluder (DBE)
dimension for non-stationary MDPs, which generalizes the Bellman Eluder (BE) dimension designed for
stationary MDPs Jin et al. (2021), and subsumes a broad class of RL problems including low BE dimension
problems in stationary RL and linear MDPs in non-stationary RL. Moreover, when the non-stationarity is
relatively small compared to a universal gap (which still allows a certain non-stationarity), we show that the
DBE dimension is the same as the BE dimension of one MDP instance of the non-stationary MDPs.

Algorithm: We then design a new confidence-set based algorithm SW-OPEA for non-stationary MDP, by
greedily selecting the candidate value function in the confidence region. This is in contrast to the UCB-type
algorithms adopted by all previous studies of non-stationary MDPs. In fact, a UCB-type algorithm is not
easily applicable to non-stationary MDPs with general function approximation due to the difficulty of finding
an appropriate bonus term. Our main design novelty lies in the construction of the confidence region, which
features the sliding window mechanism, and incorporates local variation budget in order to exactly capture
the distribution mismatch between current episode and all episodes in the sliding window. Such a design

'We emphasize non-stationarity is different from time-inhomogeneity (e.g. Yin et al. (2021)). The latter allows transition
P; to be different for ¢ € [H], but P;’s are fixed across episodes.



ensures the optimal state-action value function in current episode to lie within the confidence region, and
hence the optimism principle remains valid.

Theory: We theoretically characterize the dynamic regret of SW-OPEA in Theorem 5.2. To demonstrate
the advantage of SW-OPEA | we compare our regret bound of SW-OPEA to that of previously proposed
UCB-type algorithms (Zhou et al., 2022) for non-stationary linear and tabular MDPs. The comparison
shows that our confidence-set based algorithm performs better in terms of the linear feature dimension d
and the horizon H, where the dependency on H also matches the minimax lower bound given in Zhou et al.
(2022). Our bound is slightly worse in the average variation budget, which suggests that our algorithm is
advantageous over UCB-type algorithms in the small variation scenario.

Analysis: Technically, our analysis features a few new developments. (a) We develop a distribution shift
lemma to handle transition kernel variations over time. (b) We come up with new auxiliary random variables
to form appropriate martingale differences and obtain the concentration results. (¢) We use an auxiliary MDP

to help bound the difference of two expectations under different underlying models.

1.1 Related Work

Non-stationary tabular MDPs: Most works on non-stationary tabular MDPs considered static re-
gret Auer et al. (2008); Gajane et al. (2018); Even-Dar et al. (2009); Yu & Mannor (2009); Yu et al. (2009);
Neu et al. (2010, 2012); Zimin & Neu (2013); Dekel & Hazan (2013); Rosenberg & Mansour (2019); Jin et al.
(2020). A few recent studies Cheung et al. (2020); Fei et al. (2020); Mao et al. (2021) focused on dy-
namic regret for non-stationary tabular MDPs. Specifically, assuming time-varying transitions and rewards,
Cheung et al. (2020) proposed a sliding window approach, and Mao et al. (2021) used restart mechanism to
handle non-stationarity. While the first two works adopted value-based algorithms, Fei et al. (2020) applied
a policy optimization algorithm for full-information feedback of rewards and time-invariant transitions.
Non-stationary MDPs with function approximation: Under non-stationary MDPs with continuous
environment where the state-action forms a metric space, Domingues et al. (2020) proposed a kernel-based
algorithm. Two concurrent works Zhou et al. (2022) and Touati & Vincent (2020) considered non-stationary
RL under linear MDPs; where Zhou et al. (2022) considered dynamic regret and Touati & Vincent (2020)
studied static regret. To handle non-stationarity, Zhou et al. (2022) adopted a scheme of restarting the base
LSVI-UCB algorithm while Touati & Vincent (2020) used weighted least squares value iteration with expo-
nential weights on past data. Under the non-stationary MDPs with linear mixture function approximation
of both transitions and rewards, Zhong et al. (2021) considered bandit feedback rewards and dynamic regret.
Moreover, Wei & Luo (2021) proposed black-box reduction approach that converts algorithm with optimal
regret in stationary MDPs into another algorithm for non-stationary MDPs.

Recently, Foster et al. (2022) generalized the decision-estimation coefficient (DEC) framework to non-
stationary RL setting with the goal of minimizing the static regret. Their framework can potentially cover
majority problems but the connection between their result and the existing results is still not well understood.
We also remark that the performance under the DEC framework is often worse than the best-known result
when restricted to special cases. Further, their work focused on the static regret, whereas our work potentially
maintains the sharp performance when restricting to special cases, and our performance metric of dynamic
regret is more general.

Static MDP with general function approximation: Broadly speaking, the line of research on designing

sample-efficient RL algorithms with general function approximations in the past has been mainly focused



on the static RL setting. Russo & Van Roy (2013); Osband & Roy (2014) initiated the study on the mini-
mal structural assumptions that render sample-efficient learning by proposing a structural condition called
Eluder dimension, and Wang et al. (2020) then extended LSVI-UCB for general function approximation
with small Eluder dimension. Another well-studied direction is the low-rank conditions, including Bellman
rank (Dong et al., 2019; Jiang et al., 2017) for model-free setting and witness rank (Sun et al., 2018) for
model-based setting. Jin et al. (2021) proposed a complexity named Bellman Eluder (BE) dimension for
model-free setting, which subsumes low Bellman rank and low Eluder dimension as special cases. Du et al.
(2021) proposed Bilinear class, which unifies both model-based and model-free RL for a broad class of loss
estimators including Bellman error. Sharing the same spirit of unifying model-free and model-based RL,
Foster et al. (2021) proposed DEC, which is a necessary and sufficient condition for sample-efficient learning,
and then they extended it to an adversarial decision making problem with static regret in Foster et al. (2022).
While the sample complexity of Foster et al. (2021); Du et al. (2021) is generally worse than the best-known
result when restricted to special cases, Chen et al. (2022) recently extended BE dimension and proposed
an Admissible Bellman Characterization (ABC) framework to include both model-free and model-based RL
while maintaining sharp sample efficiency. Very recently, Yin et al. (2023); Zhang et al. (2022) consider
parametric differentiable function approximation in offline RL, but there is no study in the online regime.
Non-stationary bandits: Broadly speaking, our work is also related to a line of research on non-stationary
bandits. Methods have been proposed to handle non-stationarity for various non-stationary multi-armed ban-
dit (MAB) settings, including decaying memorey and sliding windows (Garivier & Moulines, 2011; Keskin & Zeevi,
2017) and restart mechanism (Auer et al., 2002; Besbes et al., 2014b,a), which are widely employed in non-
stationary RL. More recently, several works developed methods for unknown variation budget (Karnin & Anava,
2016; Cheung et al., 2022), and abrupt changes (Auer et al., 2019). Another line of works focused on Marko-
vian bandits Ma (2018), non-stationary contextual bandits Luo et al. (2017); Chen et al. (2019), linear ban-
dits Cheung et al. (2019); Zhao et al. (2020), and bandits with slowly changing rewards Besbes et al. (2019).

2 Preliminaries

2.1 Non-stationary MDPs

We consider an episodic MDP with time-varying transitions and rewards (S, A, H, P,r, 1), where S is the
state space, A is the action space, H is the length of each episode, P = {P,’f}(kyh)e[K]X[H,l] is the collection
of non-stationary transition kernels with PF : S x A — A(S), r = {Tﬁ}(k,h)e[K]x[H] is the collection of
adversarial deterministic reward functions with r¥ : § x A~ [0, 1], and z; is the fixed initial state.
Suppose an agent sequentially interacts with the non-stationary MDP (S, A, H, P,r, x1). At the beginning
of the k-th episode, the reward {rﬁ}he[ 1) are adversarially chosen by the environment, which possibly depends
on the (k — 1) historical trajectories. Meanwhile, the agent determines a policy 7F = {Wﬁ}he[H] where
mF S+ A(A). At the h-th step, the agent observes the state %, takes an action following af ~ 7 (-|a¥),
obtains the reward function 7§ which determines the received reward 7% (z%, a¥), and the MDP evolves into
the next state x| ~ PF(-|z},af). The k-th episode ends after receiving the last reward 7§, (x4, a};). For
convenience, let xy4+1 be a dummy state and P (zyi1|2%,a%) = 1 for any (2%, a%) € S x A. Define the

state and state-action value functions of policy m = {7, }¢[m] recursively via the following equation

Qv (@, 0) = 73 (2, 0) + (PRVily ) (@ @),



V;Z:(*,k) (z) = <QZ;(*,k)($v ), Th(2)) A, VH+1;(*,k) =0,

where Py, is the operator defined as (Pyf)(z,a) := E[f(a')|a’ ~ Py(2'|z,a)] for any function f : & — R.
Here (-, ) 4 denotes the inner product over action space A and the subscript A is omitted when appropriate.
The performance is measured by the dynamic regret, which quantifies the performance difference between

the learning policy and the benchmark policy {w(*’k)}ke[;q where (%)

= argmax~ V', (x1). Specifically,
the dynamic regret for K episodes is defined as
(%,k) k

D — Regret(K) := Y, (Vf;r(*,k) - VlT(*,k)) (1)

2.2 Function Approximation

Consider a function class F = Fy x --- X Fpg, where F, C (S x A — [0, H — h + 1]) offers a collection of

candidate functions to approximate QZ.((*:“;C), denoted as Q;.(* k)" Since each episode ends in H steps, we set

fr+1 = 0. We make the following standard assumptions on the function class F.
Assumption 2.1 (Realizability). @}, ;) € Fp for all (k,h) € [K] x [H].
Realizability assumption requires that the optimal state-action value function in each episode is contained
in the function class F with no approximation error, i.e., (QT;(*M, Q§§(*7k)’ e 7QF{;(*,1€)) € F for k € [K].
Given functions f = (f1, f2, -+, fu) where fr € (§ x A— [0, H — h + 1]), define
(Ekfh-i-l)(xv a) = T}Ii(xv a) + (Pﬁfh-i-l)(xv a)?
(Phfn+1)(@0) = Epr o ph(fa.a) max fi+1(2',a)],

where T;* is the Bellman operator at step h in episode k. Note that Qo) (@ 0) = (7;17“622+1;(*7k))(x, a) for
all valid x, a, h. Moreover, we define T,¥ Fpi1 = {T}F fut1 : frs1 € Fngr}-

Assumption 2.2 (Completeness). T,FFj1 C Fy for all (k,h) € [K] x [H].

Completeness assumption requires the function class F is closed under Bellman operators of any episode.

3 Dynamic Eluder Dimension

In this section, we introduce a new complexity measure for non-stationary MDPs. We start with the following

e-independence between distributions and the distributional Eluder dimension.

Definition 3.1 (e-independence between distributions (Jin et al., 2021)). Let G be a function class defined
on X, and v, 1, pa, - - - , by, be probability measures over X. We say v is e-independent of {p1, pio. -« , pin }
with respect to G if there exists g € G such that Y., | (Ezp, [9(2)])? < €2, but [Epey[g(z)]] > €.

Definition 3.2 (Distributional Eluder (DE) dimension (Jin et al., 2021)). Let G be a function class defined
on X, and II be a family of probability measures over X'. The distributinoal Eluder dimension dimpg(G, I, €)
is the length of the longest sequence {p1,p2, - ,pn} C II such that there exists ¢ > e where p; is €'~
independent of {p1, p2,- -, pi—1} for all i € [n].

The next definition of Bellman Eluder dimension is first introduced in Jin et al. (2021) for stationary
MDPs.



Definition 3.3 (Bellman Eluder dimension (BE)). Let (I — Tp)F := {fn — Tafnt1 : f € F,k € [K]} be the
set of Bellman residuals in all episodes induced by F at step h, and II = {IIj},e[a) be a collection of H
probability measure families over S x A. The e-Bellman Eluder dimension of F with respect to II is defined
as

dimBE(f, H, 6) = }?61?13((] dimDE ((I - 77L)]:, Hh, 6) .

For non-stationary MDPs, the Bellman operators 7T, varies over time, and hence we introduce our new

complexity measure called dynamic Bellman Eluder dimension for non-stationary MDPs.

Definition 3.4 (Dynamic Bellman Eluder (DBE) dimension). Let (I — Tp)F := {fo — TF fas1: f € F k €
[K]} be the set of Bellman residuals in all episodes induced by F at step h, and IT = {IIj, } ,[] be a collection
of H probability measure families over S x A. The dynamic Bellman Eluder dimension of F with respect to
II is defined as

dimDBE(]:, H, 6) = }{IEI?P)I(] dimDE ((I - 7_71)]:, Hh, 6) .

We focus on the following choice of distribution family Da = {Da n}ne(r) Wwhere Dap = {d(s,q) : 5 €
S,a € A}. However, our result can be adapted to Dr = {Dr n}neim) Where Dr ) denotes the collection of
all probability measures over S x A at h-th step, generated by executing the greedy policy m¢ induced by
any f € F.

The DBE dimension is the distributional Eluder dimension on the function class (I —7})F in all episodes,
maximizing over step h € [H], which can be viewed as an extension of BE dimension to non-stationary MDPs.
The main difference between DBE dimension and BE dimension is that the Bellman operator 7;{“ is time-
varying, and we include all the Bellman residues induced by 771’“ for k € [K] in the function class. In general,
the DBE dimension could be substantially larger than the BE dimension due the fact that the class of
functions can be significantly larger. However, we can show that, if the variations in both transitions and
rewards are relatively small compared to a universal gap 'Sg defined below, then the DBE dimension equals

to the BE dimension with respect to one MDP instance of the non-stationary MDPs.

Definition 3.5 (Universal gap). If v is e-independent of g = (p1, . . ., ptr,) with respect to g € G, we define gap
bg.cir = |Eann[g(2)]] — €. The universal gap with respect to a function class G is 6% = infgeg.e>en, gg,e’;ug

where p, is any ¢’-independent sequence with respect to g.

Proposition 3.6 (Informal). If the variations in transitions and rewards are relatively small compared to
the universal gap 6 with respect to (I — TF)F for k € [2: K], then

dimppg(F, 1, €) = poax dimpg((I — T,1)F, 1, ¢),

where the latter is exactly the BE dimension of the first MDP instance of the non-stationary MDPs.

The formal statement of the proposition (see Proposition A.4) and its proof is provided in Section A. The
intuition is if the variations in transitions and rewards are small (but does not necessarily vanish), then the
set of functions (I — T;¥)F for k € [2 : K] is relatively close to (I — T,;})F. Therefore their union (I — T5)F,
constructed for the DBE dimension, remains close to (I — T,!)F.

Under static MDPs, the DBE dimension naturally reduces to BE dimension, and therefore it subsumes

a majority tractable problem classes in stationary RL. Moreover, the DBE framework further includes more



tractable problem classes in non-stationary RL. Below we show that our DBE dimension covers non-stationary
linear MDPs.

Definition 3.7 (Non-stationary Linear MDPs (Zhou et al., 2022)). For linear MDP with feature map ¢ :
S x A — R? there exists an unknown measure puf on S and a vector 0F € R? satisfying PF(s'|s,a) =
¢(s,a) T pk(s") and rf(s,a) = ¢(s,a)" 0k, where [|¢(s,a)|| < 1 and max{||uf|,|6F|} < Vd for all (h, k) €
[H] x [K].

The next proposition shows that the DBE dimension of non-stationary linear MDPs scales with the linear

feature dimension 5(6[) The proof is shown in Appendix B.

Proposition 3.8. The DBE dimension of non-stationary linear MDPs with the feature dimension d satisfies

dimpgg(F, Dr,€) < O (14 dlog (16H%d/* + 1)) .

4 Algorithm

In this section, we propose our algorithm SW-OPEA for non-stationary MDPs with general function approx-
imation.

At high level, SW-OPEA differentiates from the GOLF algorithm (Jin et al., 2021) for static MDPs with
general function approximation in its novel designs to handle the non-stationarity of transition kernels and
rewards. Specifically, SW-OPEA features the sliding window mechanism and incorporates local variation
budget in order to exactly capture the distribution mismatch between current episode and all episodes in
the sliding window. Such a design ensures the optimal state-action value function in current episode to lie
within the confidence region, and hence the optimism principle remains valid.

Further in the context of the previous studies of non-stationary MDPs, SW-OPEA is the first confidence-
set based algorithm, to the best of our knowledge. In fact, a UCB-type algorithm is not easily applicable
to non-stationary MDPs with general function approximation due to the difficulty of finding an appropriate
bonus term. As we will show in Section 5 by an example of non-stationary linear MDPs, SW-OPEA performs

better than the best known UCB-type algorithms in small variation budget scenarios.

Algorithm 1 SW-OPEA (Sliding Window Optimistic-based Exploration and Approximation under non-
stationary MDPs)

1: Input: Dy,--- , Dy + @, BO « F.

2: for episode k from 1 to K do

3:  Choose 7" = Trk s

where f* = argmax;cpe-1 fi(z1, 75 (21)).

4. Collect a trajectory (z,a¥, -, a%, a¥, x’}{_H) by following 7% and reward function {Tﬁ}he[H]-
5. Augment Dy =D, U{(a},af, 2z} )}, Vh € [H].

6: Update B¥={feF: Lp, (fu, fut1) < infyeg, Lp,(9,fnt1) + B +2H?A%(k, h), Vhe [H]}.

7. end for

The pseudocode of SW-OPEA is presented in Algorithm 4. SW-OPEA initializes the dataset {Dp}ne[a
to be empty sets, and confidence set BY to be F. Then, in each episode, SW-OPEA performs the following

two steps:



Optimistic planning step (Line 3) greedily selects the most optimistic state-action value function f* from
the confidence set B*~! constructed in the last episode, and chooses the corresponding greedy policy 7y
associated with f*.

Sliding window squared Bellman error is defined as

k

2
Eountu) = Y (nlahoah) - rhehoah) - may G (ahn,a) ) )

t=1V(k—w)

Note that in episode k, we use the latest reward information r,’j over the entire window, rather than 7}, to

form the sliding window squared Bellman error. Such construction exploits the most recent information of
the reward function rfL to maximally reduce the non-stationarity of rewards. Therefore, Lp, tends to be
small as long as the transition kernel difference between episode k and ¢ is small. Furthermore, we adopt
the sliding window in the squared loss (1), which is based on the “forgetting principle” (Garivier & Moulines,
2011) where the squared loss estimated at episode k relies on the observed history during episode 1V (k —w)
to k instead of all prior observations. The rationale is that under non-stationarity setting, the historical
observations far in the past are obsolete, and they are not as informative for the evaluation of the squared
loss.
Confidence set updating step (Line 4-6) first executes policy 7% and collects data for the current episode,
and then updates the confidence set based on the new data.

The key novel ingredient of SW-OPEA lies in the construction of the confidence set B*. For each h € [H],

SW-OPEA maintains a local regression constraint using the collected data Dy,
Lop, (fns fat1) Sgiengf LD, (g, [as1)+B+2H>AB(k, h),
h

where (3 is a confidence parameter, and A is the local variation budget defined by

k
t_l\/(zkw)mes’ae'A !

Since the transition kernel varies across episodes, we include an additional term of the local variation
budget A%B(k, k) in the definition of By. Intuitively, the local variation budget A% (k, h) captures the cumu-
lative transition kernel differences between current episode and all previous episode in the sliding window.
Therefore, by compensating a term involving A% (k, k) in the confidence set By, we ensure that the optimal
state-action value function in the k-th episode QZ;(*) K still lies in the confidence set B* with high probability
(see Lemma C.2).

We remark that the assumption on the local variation budget involving transition functions are unknown
could be relaxed. Inspired by the standard technique to handle unknown variation budget as in linear non-
stationary MDPs (Zhou et al., 2022), we propose the following modification of the algorithm. We remove the
local variation budget in the bonus term in the algorithm, and instead, design a strategy to adapt the window
size to the variation budget (without knowing its value) as in the EXP3-P algorithm Bubeck & Cesa-Bianchi
(2012). Tt has been shown that as long as the window sizes are picked to densely cover the entire value range
of the window size, such a scheme will result in a performance close enough to the case as if the window
size is picked in an optimal way when the variation budget is known. We expect that such a scheme will
achieve the same regret (in terms of scaling) as the case with the knowledge of the variation budget. We
will investigate the feasibility of the proposed strategy and leave the detailed mathematical analysis in the

future work.



5 Theoretical Guarantees

In this section, we first provide our main theoretical result for SW-OPEA, and then present a proof sketch

that highlights our novel developments in the analysis.

5.1 Main Results

In this section, we provide our characterization of the dynamic regret for SW-OPEA.

We first state the following generalized completeness assumption (Antos et al., 2008; Chen & Jiang, 2019;
Jin et al., 2021). Let G = G; X -+ X Gy be an auxiliary function class provided to the learner where
Gy C (S><A»—>[O H—-h+1)).

Assumption 5.1 (Generalized completeness). T*F, 11 C Gy, for all (k,h) € [K] x [H].

If we choose G = F, then Assumption 5.1 is equivalent to the standard completeness assumption (As-
sumption 2.2). Without loss of generality, we assume F C G and G = FUG.
Moreover, to quantify the non-stationarity, we define the variation in rewards of adjacent episodes and

the variation in transition kernels of adjacent episodes as

K H
)= sup |k —ry (wa)l, 3)
k=1 h=

1 1w€$ aEA

K H
)=>_> sw [(PE=FF )l a)]),, ()

el he1 zeS,acA

where we define P? = P! and r) = r} for all h € [H].
The dynamic regret of our algorithm SW-OPEA is characterized in the following theorem.

Theorem 5.2 (Dynamic regret of SW-OPEA). Under Assumption 2.1 and Assumption 5.1, there exists an
absolute constant ¢ such that for any § € (0,1], K € N, if we choose 3 = cH? log %‘gl i SW-OPEA, then
with probability at least 1 — &, for all k € [K], when k > min{w + 1, dimppr(F, Da h, /1/w)} we have

H2%k
D — Regret(k) = Ap(k) + HAp(k) + 0(\/5 +=—\/dlog[KH|G|/5] +

& o K0,

\/_

where d = dimppg (F, Dan, /1/w).

Note that the last term depends on the sliding window size w, and we can further optimize w if an upper
bound of the local variation budget A%(¢,h) is given. Below we give an example for optimizing sliding
window size w.

Before we proceed, we first define the average variation budget L as

k—1 1
Zs:t SuPyg 4 ||(Plf+ - P;f)(l(b, (1)”1

L= : . 5
he?[ﬁ,}tzk k—t ()

Clearly, we have L < 1 and A%(k,h) < Lw?, and L can be viewed as the the greatest average variation of
transition kernels across adjacent episodes over any period of episodes maximized over step h € [H]. Then

the following corollary characterizes the dynamic regret by optimizing the window size w based on L.



Corollary 5.3. Under the condition of Theorem 5.2 and |G| > 10, with probability at least 1—6, the following

argument holds: if L > % (\/log |G| — ﬁ), select w = (ﬁi‘/fg‘?\lrw and the dynamic regret is bounded
HK~d

by

6(H%K%d%(1og IG)T + H2Kd? L (log|G|)T + Ag + HAP); (6)

otherwise, selectw = K and the dynamic regret is bounded by O (H2K%d% (log |g|)%) , where d = dimppge (F, Da n, v/ 1/w).

We remark that |G| appearing in the log term can be replaced by its e-covering number Ng(€) to handle
the classes with infinite cardinality. In both Theorem 5.2 and Corollary 5.3, we do not omit log |G| in 1)
since for many function classes, log |G| (or log Ng(e€)) can contribute to a polynomial factor. For example,
for d dimensional linear function class, log Ng(¢) = O(d) where d is the linear feature dimension.

Our first term in (6) corresponds to the regret of the static MDP while the remaining term arises due
to the non-stationarity. As a result, when transitions and rewards remain the same over time, our result
reduces to O (H2K%d% (log |g|)%), which matches the static regret of GOLF in Jin et al. (2021)%.

Advantage of SW-OPEA: To understand the advantage of SW-OPEA over the UCB-based algorithms,
we take non-stationary linear MDPs as an example. When specializing to non-stationary linear and tabular
MDPs, our result becomes %} (H%T%EZV—E- HTdiLi + TLg) where T' = HK, d is the feature dimension for

linear MDPs and d = |S||A| for tabular MDPs, and Ly is the average variation budget in rewards. For
non-stationary linear MDPs, the result in Zhou et al. (2022) is not comparable to ours due to the different
definitions of the variation budget of transition kernels. To make a fair comparison, we convert their bound
on the dynamic regret? to be for tabular MDPs, which gives O (H%T%J% + H3d3TL3 + H3d3 TL;). The
first term corresponds to the regret of static linear MDPs and our result has better dependency on the
feature dimension d. For the second term due to the non-stationarity of transition kernels, our bound is
better in terms of the horizon H and feature dimension d while worse in terms of the average variation
budget of transitions L (note that L < 1). For the last term caused by the non-stationary of rewards, our
result performs better in the variation budget of rewards, horizon H as well as the feature dimension d.

It also interesting to compare our result with the minimax dynamic regret lower bound Q ( H sT2d+ H3Td3 Z%)
developed in Zhou et al. (2022) for linear MDPs with non-stationary transitions. For such a case, our result
becomes O (H%T%cj—i— HTCﬁLi). The first term is the regret under stationary MDPs and the second term
arises due to the non-stationarity of transitions. We can see that our first term corresponding to static MDPs
matches the lower bound both in terms of 7" and J, whereas the upper bound in Zhou et al. (2022) matches
the lower bound only in T'. For the non-stationarity term, our dependency on H and d is closer to the lower
bound than that in Zhou et al. (2022), whereas our dependency on the variation budget is close but does
not match the lower bound. Overall, these comparisons suggest that our confidence-set based algorithm
performs better than UCB-type algorithms in small variation budget scenario under non-stationary linear
MDPs.

When the state-action set forms a metric space, Domingues et al. (2020) proposed a kernel-based ap-
proach in nonstationary RL. Ignoring term regarding static MDPs, their result renders 0 (S’A% H3TL3 + SA%H%TLQ%)

regret bound in the tabular case while our result becomes 9] ((SA)%HTLi + TLg) . For the first term caused

2The additional H here is due to the definition of r}, € [0, 1], whereas Jin et al. (2021) assumes >, v, < 1.
3They consider bandit feedback. By adapting their algorithm and analysis, it turns out that the dynamic regret does not

benefit from full information feedback in non-stationary linear MDPs.
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by the non-stationarity of transition kernels, our result has better dependency on step H, but is worse in
the average variation budget of transitions. For the second term caused by the non-stationarity of rewards,
the dependency on the variation budget of rewards, horizon H as well as the cardinality of state and ac-
tion spaces is improved. The comparison suggests our confidence-set based algorithm is advantageous over

the kernel-based algorithm in small variation budget and small action space scenario under non-stationary
MDPs.

5.2 Proof Sketch of Theorem 5.2

In this section, we provide a sketch of the proof for Theorem 5.2 and defer all the details to Appendix C.

The preliminary step is to decompose the dynamic regret of SW-OPEA into three terms as follows:

[(rf " = rh) (zh, an)]

k H
D — Regret(k) <H + Z Z

H
1535 31 HENN- SO SN o)
Th,Qp)~(T",

#,t—1)) (Th,an)~(7t,(*,t))

(I1)

k
A Cet=1) t
+ Z (Vl;(*,t—l) - Vl;(*,t—l)) (z1)- (7)

t=1

(I11)

Term (I) can be bounded by Agr(K) by the definition of the variation budget of rewards (3). In the sequel,
we aim to bound (II) in step II and bound (III) in the remaining steps.

Step I: We introduce a novel auxiliary MDP to help bound term (II). For a fixed tuple (k, h) € [K]| x [H],
we design an episodic MDP (S, A, H, P¥, 7, z1) with reward 7y = r¥(z,a)1{h’ = h} and the corresponding

state value function of policy {mp }p/cip) is defined as V)7, (k) Then, we show in Lemma C.1 that

E — E rk Th,ap
((1h,ah)~(77kx(*xk_l)) (1h;ah)"’(ﬂ'k7(*7k))> [ h( )]

h—1
= Vi) = Vo] (@) <D sup [[(BE = PE(Cs 0], -
i=1 T

Replacing k by t, and summing over ¢ € [k], h € [H] gives

H
(ID <> sup

t=1 h=1 D% i=

h—1

H kE H
[P = PH(fe )], <D (Zzsup (P~ — Pf)(-lw)}h) < HAp(k).
1 h a

=1 \t=1i=1 "

Step II: This step together with the next step establishes important properties to bound term (III) in
step IV.

First, we develop the following crucial probability distribution shift lemma, which will handle the transi-
tion kernel variation in non-stationary MDPs.
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Lemma 5.4 (Probability distribution shift lemma). Suppose P and Q are two probability distributions of a

random variable x and define f,, = sup, |f(x)|. Then we have

(£0-0)'- (£ -c)

The proof can be found in Appendix C.6.

< @2fm +2/C)) fm - TV(P, Q).

Next, we show in Lemma C.2 that Q’(** k) the optimal state-action value function at step h, lies in
the confidence set B for all k¥ € [K] with high probability. The argument is proved by the martingale
concentration and the confidence set we design. Technically, we define

t ot kit t
Ty,ap) =715 (8p,a) + E max 2 a
#kn (T, ap) = rh(sp, a) Bt Uit at)aeAQthl (k) (@),
to form an appropriate martingale difference, which is similar to the h-th step Bellman update of the state-
action value function in episode k except that the expectation is taken with respect to P} instead of P,f.
By Lemma 5.4, the cumulative mismatch during the sliding window between # (), a}) and the h-step
Bellman update of state-action value function in episode k is captured by the local pathlength A%(k,h).
Finally, by the design of confidence set B¥, we can show that Q ) € B~

Given QF, ;) € Bk for all k € [K], the optimistic plannlng step (Line 1) guarantees Vi, ,  (21) <

sup, fF(z1,a) for every episode k € [K]. Combining the optimism and the generalized policy loss decompo-

sition (see Lemma C.8), we have

H k
(IIT) <Z<maxfl z1,a) — V7 (*t (@1 > SZZ [(fh = T fhe) (s an)]. (8)

(zh,an) ,(x,t—1))

Step III: We will show the sharpness of our confidence set B*. Under the construction of B*, f* selected
from B*~! is guaranteed to have small loss Lo, ( fh7 hH) Note that data used in episode k are collected by
executing 7! for one episode for all i € [1V (k —w), k], by the martingale concentration and the completeness
assumption. We can show in Lemma C.3 that with high probability, for all (k, k) € [K] x [H],

k—1

2
S [fhah) —ri T sl - B max (s )| < 6H2 AR~ 1,0) + O(8). (9)
t=1v(k—w—1) @/~ Py (@) af) '€

Technically, we define the following helpful random variable

#1 (@ ah) =i (sh, ah) + ot oy B Sra(8 @)
to form an appropriate martingale and obtain the martingale concentration result. Then, applying our
probability distribution shift lemma (Lemma 5.4), the definition of B* and the completeness assumption
gives (9).

Step IV: We establish the relationship between (8) and (9). Specifically, we aim to upper bound (8)
given (9) holds. Note that their forms are very similar except that the latter is the squared Bellman error,
and the data (s;,a;) is taken under policy ¢ for i € [1V (k —w) : k — 1]. It turns out that the dynamic
Bellman Eluder dimension plays an important role in connecting these two terms, as summarized in the

following lemma.
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Lemma 5.5. Given a function class ® defined on X with |¢p(x)| < C for all (g,z) € ® x X, and a family
of probability measures 11 over X. Suppose {dn}reix) € ® and {pntrer) € 11 satisfy that for all k € [K],
Zt Wk—w—1) Eorpg [k (2)])2 < B. Then for all k € [K] and w > 0,

k
S [Eom[60(a)]
t=1V(k—w)

< O(\/dimDE(‘I), 1, )8k A (w + 1)] + min{w + 1, k, dimpg(®, IL, ) }C + [k A (w + 1)]9).

The proof is adapted from the proof of Lemma 41 in (Jin et al., 2021) for the sliding window scenario
and provided in Appendix C.5.

Based on the DBE dimension and Lemma 5.5, we are ready to bound (III) via term (8) . By choosing
® to be the function class of Bellman residuals, and gy, to be the distribution under policy 7%, term (III) is
upper bounded by

H
> E [(F2 = T fL ) (@ an)]
P (zh,an)~(mt,(x,t—1))
H2k Hk H
< O =—=1/di DA, V/1/K)log[K H|F|/8] + ——1/di Da,V1/K AS(k,h)).
< (ﬁ\/lmDBE(f, A,V 1/K)log] |f|/]+\/@\/ impge (F, Da, v/'1/ )}; up Bk, ))

Combining all the steps, the dynamic regret of our algorithm SW-OPEA is

D — Regret(k) < Ap(k) + HAp(k) + O(H\/t_u—l- I% dlog[KH|G| /o] + \F dsup A N0 h))

where we suppress the first term H in (7) since it is dominated by the fourth term herein.

5.3 Bandit Feedback

In this section, we extend our algorithm to bandit feedback scenario. We defer all the details to Appendix D.

In bandit feedback scenario, the reward function rﬁ(-, -) is no long available, and the agent can only get
access to the reward obtained from the trajectory. Therefore, we need to capture the non-stationarity of
rewards in the construction of the sliding window Bellman error and the confidence set. Specifically, we

replace the sliding window squared Bellman error (1) with

k

2
Lo, (& Crp) = Y (§h($§m ay,) =1}, = max Cher1(Thers a’)) ;

t=1V(k—w)

where 7}, is the reward obtained at step h in episode t. Moreover, the local regression constraint for the
confidence set is

Lo, (fn, far1) < giengf Lp, (g, fny1) + B+ 2H2 AR (k, h) + 2HAY(k, h),
h

where f is a confidence parameter, A% is the local variation budget in transitions defined in (2) and A} is
the local variation budget in rewards defined as

k
Ap(kh) = Y sup |(rfy — 7)(x, a)].
t:l\/(kfw)wes’ae'A

Our main theoretical result for the bandit feedback scenario is provided in the next theorem.
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Theorem 5.6. Under Assumption 2.1 and Assumption 5.1, there exists an absolute constant ¢ such that
for any 6 € (0,1], K € N, if we choose 3 = cH? log %‘gl in SW-OPEA, then with probability at least 1 — 9,
for all k € [K], when k > min{w + 1, dimppg(F, DA n, /1/w)} we have

D — Regret(k) =Agr(k) + HAp(k)

o vw Tk [KH|G|/d] + d sup AB(t, h) Pk A (t, h)
W+ — og sup + sup A%(t, ,
\/I_U \/_ te[k] \/I_U te[k] R

where d = dimppg (F, Dan, /1/w).

Besides the average variation budget L in transitions defined in (5), we define the average variation
budget Lg in rewards
k—1 s+1 s
Zs:t Supz a |(Th Th)(xa a)|

Lo = he{%é]l,)tzk | k—t ’ (10)

By optimizing the window size w, we have the following corollary.

Corollary 5.7. Under the condition of Theorem 5.6 and |G| > 10, with probability at least 1—§, the following

(\/log|g| H\/—) , select w = [——L==— “fff'l], the dynamic regret is
VH

VL+ HKVd

argument holds: 1

upper-bounded by
~ 3 1.1 1 101 1 7 11
O(H5K5d2(10g|g|)1 + H2KLid? (log|G)* + HY KLEd?* (log|G|)* +AR+HAP)

otherwise, select w = K and the dynamic regret is upper-bounded by 9] (HQK%d%(log|g|)%), where d =

dimDBE(]:, DA,h; \/ 1/’(0)

6 Conclusion and Future Work

In this paper, we proposed a new complexity metric named Dynamic Bellman Eluder (DBE) dimension
for non-stationary MDPs, which extends the Bellman Eluder (BE) dimension for static MDPs. When the
variations in transition kernels and rewards are relatively small compared to a universal gap, we show that
the DBE dimension is exactly the BE dimension of one MDP instance in the non-stationary MDPs. We then
incorporated the sliding window mechanism and a novel design for the confidence set into our confidence-set
based algorithm SW-OPEA, and provided its theoretical upper bound on the dynamic regret. We further
demonstrate the advantage of our algorithm by comparing our dynamic regret bound to that of previously
proposed algorithms for non-stationary linear and tabular MDPs. One interesting future direction is to

further improve the dependency of the dynamic regret on the average variation L.
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Appendix

A Proof of Proposition 3.6

In this section, we extend Bellman Eluder (BE) dimension to dynamic Bellman Eluder dimension (DBE)
under the setting of small variations in transitions and rewards in the following steps.

The First Step is to generalize the class of Bellman residues considered in Bellman Eluder dimension.
We restate the definition of Bellman Eluder dimension (Jin et al., 2021).

Definition A.1 (Bellman Eluder dimension (BE)). Let (I — Tp)F := {fn — Thfn+1 : f € F} be the set of
Bellman residuals in all episodes induced by F at step h, and II = {IIj, } ,c[#] be a collection of H probability
measure families over § X A. The e-Bellman Eluder dimension of F with respect to II is defines as
dimBE(f, H, 6) = ImaXx dimDE ((I - 77L)]:, Hh, 6) .
he[H]

For ease of presentation, we use (f, 7x) to denote the element f; — Tp fr+1 in the set (I — Tp)F. For any
(f, Tn) pair, we introduce the complement of (f,73), denoted by (—f, —Tp), where =T, f' = —rp, + P f’ for
any f’. Let —(I — Tp)F be the set of all complements of (f,7x) € (I — Tp)F. Then, we define the extended
class of Bellman residuals

dimpg (F, 11, €) := ma dimpr ((I — T)F L, e) :

where (I —Tp)F = (I = Tw)F) U (~(I = Ta)F).
We first show that the BE dimension of the extended class of Bellman residuals equals to that of the
original class of Bellman residuals, as formalized in the following lemma.

Lemma A.2. Let F be defined in the above context, then we have dimBE(]-N', I, ¢) = dimpg (F, I, ¢€).

Proof. Since (I — Tp)F C (I — Tp)F, it is obvious that dimpg(F,II,€) > dimgg(F,II, €). Next, we show
dimpg (f', IT,¢) < dimpg(F,II,€). Let u be independent of p1, ..., p,, with respect to (I — ﬁ)]? We aim to
show p is also independent of p1, ..., py, with respect to (I — Tp)F.

By the definition of e-independence between distributions, there exists a function g from either (I —7,)F
or —(I — Tp)F such that the there exists ¢ > e such that \/> ;" E,, [g] < € and |[E,[g]| > €. If g is from
(I —Tp)F, then p is obviously independent of p1, ..., py, with respect to (I —Tp,)F. If g is from —(I — Tp,).F,
i.e., g has form g = — f5, — (=Tr)(—fn+1) for some f and T, we have

(Ezmp [=fn — (—ﬁ)(—fhﬂ)])Q = Z(]Eamm (—fn+7h+ thh+1])2 <é

1 t=

NE

t

Exnpl=fo = (=Ta) (= fr+)ll = [Exmp[=Ffr + 70 + Prfria]| > €

=

which again implies p is independent of p1, ..., p,, with respect to dimpg(F, I, €).

We have shown that if y be independent of pq, ..., p, with respect to dimBE(}N',H,e), then p is also
independent of p1, ..., py, with respect to dimpg(F,II, €). Therefore, the length of the longest independent
sequence in dimpg(F,II, €) must be equal or longer than that in dimBE(f,H,e), ie., dimBE(]?,H,e) <
dimBE (]:, H, 6). o
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The Second step is to investigate the difference between two BE dimensions for different Bellman
operators. Before we proceed, we define the gap in the definition of e-independence between distributions.

It turns out that if the variation of the transitions and rewards are smaller than the gap gg, which
will be defined later, then two BE dimensions induced by difference Bellman operators are comparable, as
summarized in the following theorem.

Lemma A.3. Suppose there are two MDP instances with Bellman operator T,' and T;?, where h € [H]. Let
Sg be the universal gap with respect to (I—’EZ)]? (see Definition 3.5). Then, if the variation of two instances
1s relatively small compared to the universal gap § satisfying

max \/GmmaXH (sup lrl —r?|+ H-TV(P}, P,f)) + <sup Iri —ri|+ H-TV(P}, P,f)) < 53,

where Mmax = dimpg((I — T,2)F, I €), then
dimpg ((I = T;7)F, 1, €) < dimpg((I — T, )F, 11, €),
and
dimpg (I = T1)F) U (I = T;)F), 1L, €) = dimpg((1 — 7;)F, IL,e),

Proof. Fix h € [H]. Let p1,..., tm be independent sequence with respect to (I — 722).% By the definition
of BE dimension, m < dimpg((I — 773)]?, I}, €). If we can show 1, ..., tny, is also an independent sequence
with respect to (I — ﬁl )]? , then the longest independent sequence with respect to (I — ﬁl)f must be equal
or longer than that with respect to (I — ’7712).% and the proof is complete. In the following, we will focus on
proving this argument.

By the condition, there exists ¢ > € such that for all i € [m] we have

1—1
> (B = TR fhga))? < €2,

t=1
|E#i [fi - 7;L2f}1;,+1]| >+ 51’;#1,»»',;@-

Here, with a little abuse of notation, the subscript i of gi;m,...,u'

7

represents the function f; — 7712f}i1+1-
By Lemma A.5, we have

i—1
S o lfh TP < €2 4 6m (suplrk — s+ 1 - TV(L 7))

t—1 x,a

2
< <e' + \/GmH (sup lrl —r?|+ H-TV(P}, Pﬁ))) . (11)

We point it out that both the (f%,7;!) from (I — T,)F and (—f% —7}}) from —(I — T,)F satisfy the above
inequality.

Next, consider

)

min{}’]Ew,\,P[fh —r2 — P;%fh-{-l” — |Eenp[fn — rh — P}%th”

\\EINP[—fh () = P2 fuin)l| — [Eomplfn — 7k — Pﬁfhﬂ]\‘}-
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The first argument in the min function corresponds to the difference between pair (f,7;!) and (f, 7,7) while
the second one is the difference between pair (f,7;!) and (—f, —T;2).

If (Exp[fn— 72 — P2 fag1)Eanplfn — ) — Pl frs1]) > 0, then by Lemma A.6, the first argument in the
min function is upper bounded by sup, , |} — ;| + TV(P}, P?).

If (Exnplfn — 73 — P2fns1)(Exmp[fn — i — Pl frt1]) <0, then by Lemma A.6, the second argument is
upper bounded by sup,, , |ry — 3|+ H - TV(P;, P7).

Therefore, the quantity we considered is upper bounded by sup, , |7}, —r3|+H-TV(P;, P?). By triangle
inequality, either

B [t = Ti £ = [Bam [Fh = T fal] - (sup i = il + H - TV (P, Pﬁ))

> € 4 iy — (Sup il — 2|+ H-TV(P}, P,f)) (12)
holds or
[Eamin 11 = (ST 2 Bomn 5 = T2A1] -~ (suplrk = o1+ 17 TV 7))
> ¢ B~ (suplrk = 4 1TV 7)) (13)
holds.

Recall Sg is the universal gap with respect to (I — 7~;L2)]-' (see Definition 3.5), and Mmmax = dimpg((1 —
T2)F, Iy, ). If it holds that

max \/6mmaxH (sup |rt — 7|+ H-TV(P}, P,f)) + (sup |ri —ri| + H-TV(P}, P,f)) < oY,

which implies

v = <6' + \/GmH (sup|r}l —r2|+H - TV(P,%,P,?))) — (6' + gi;m,m,m — (sup v —ri| + H - TV(P&,P,?)))
> 0.

The above inequality together with (11)-(13) shows that for the sequence p1, ..., u;, there exists a function
g from (I — ﬁl )F, and a € € [¢/, € + ) satisfying € > € such that

i—1

Z(EM [Q])2 < E~27

t=1

By 9]l > €

The above argument holds for all ¢ € [m] and we conclude that 1, ...,y is again an independent sequence
with respect to (I — ﬁl)f . The proof for the first inequality is complete by noting that dimBE(j} J,e) =
dimpg (F, 11, €) by Lemma A.2.

For the second inequality, we are left to show dimpg((( — 7,2)F) U (I — T,1)F), 1L €e) < dimpg((I —
TH)F, 1L, €). The proof is by showcasing every independence sequence with respect to ((I—7,2)F)U((I-T,})F)
must also be independent with respect to (I — 7;})]—' , which follows exactly the same argument as above and
is omitted here. O
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The Step three is to build connection between BE dimension to DBE dimension when the variations in
transitions and rewards are small.

In general, DBE dimension could be substantially larger than BE dimension of one MDP instance in the
non-stationary MDPs. However, if the variation of all instances are small enough compared to the universal
gap g}j;e with respect to (I —7,F)F for all k € [2: K], DBE dimension is indeed equal to BE dimension. The
following proposition is an immediate result from Lemma A.3.

Proposition A.4. If it holds that for all k,

max \/GmkH <sup lrt —rk|+ H - TV(P,%,P,’L“)) + (sup lrh — k| + H - TV(P,%,P,’;)) < e

where my, = dimpg((I — T,)F, 1L €), and g}j;e is the universal gap with respect to function class (I — TF)F.
Then

dimppg (F,1, €) = dimpg((I — 7)) F, 1L, €),

where the latter is exactly the BE dimension for the first MDP instance.

A.1 Supporting Lemmas

Lemma A.5. Suppose f, < H for all h, and r,rv’ <1, we have

(Eanp[fn =17 — Pfui1))” — Eonplfn — 1 — P/fh+1])2‘ <6H (SUP(T —7") + TV(P, P')) :

z,a

Proof. Note that

|Banrlfn =7 = Phaa))” = Banrlfi = 1" = P fusa))’|
< 6H [Eanplr — '] + Eopl(P — P')fusi]
< 6H ([Egnplr — ']l + H [Exnp[(P = P) fria]|)

<6H (sup(r — ')+ H-TV(P, P’)) .

O
Lemma A.6. Suppose f, < H for all h, and r,v" <1, we have
|Esnplfn =7 = Pfu1] = Exnp[frn — 1" = P' faya]] < sup(r —r') + H - TV(P, P').
Proof. Note that
|Esnplfn =7 = Pfui1] = Banp[fn — 17" = P fril|
< Esnplr — '] + Eonp[(P — P') fri1]|
< [Bomplr = ')l + [Eonpl(P = P')fasa]
<sup(r —7r')+ H-TV(P,P).
O
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B Proof of Propostion 3.8

In this section, we show the DBE dimension of non-stationary linear MDP is 6(d) where d is the feature
dimension.

Define m = dimDBE((I — 771)]:, 'D]."h, 6) and let h = argmaxhe[H] dimDBE((I - 7;1)]:, D]:, 6).

Let p1,...,4m be an independent sequence with respect to (I — Tp)F. By definition, there exists
(fYL,T7Y, ..., (f1, T?) such that for all i € [m], we have

1—1 2
S (5 (U= T )] ) <& and
=1 (wxa)NHt

E (i T i) (@a) \ >

(@a)~ps

We aim to show m = O(d).

For linear MDP, a natural function class F}, is
{fe(SxA) —[0,H—h+1]):¢(x,a) wy,||¢(z,a)| <1,Y(x,a) and |jws|| € 2(H — h + 1)Vd}.
Note that
(fo = Tn i) (@ a) = ¢l@,a) T (wh, — @ni),

where @y = Oni1 + [, ph,i—1(2') max, fj,(2',a) and we have max{||wp |, |G|} < 2HVd for all
h e [H].
Therefore, for all i € [m)

Z(( E [¢<x,a>T<w%L—w;;-l>}>2g3, and

=1 T,a)~

( IF)E [(b(:v,a)—r(@z — w}ll)}’ > €.
Z,a)~ i

For ease of exposition, we set

i—1 9
xi:@Z—w}L_l, zi= E [¢(z,a)], Vi:ZZtZtT—I—E— I,
(@,a)~p; P C

where ¢ = 4HV/d.
The previous argument implies that for all ¢ € [m],

Ixilly, < Ve,

[[xi]

v, ”zi”Vfl > €.

Therefore, we have sz‘Hv;l > %

By matrix determinant lemma,

det]Vi] = det[Vina] (14 lzmll}s) = - = (5" (S
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Moreover,

s (S0 4

Taking logarithm on both sides gives
2(m—1
m <4 |1+ dlog w—l—l ,
de?

<2
mS(’)(l—i—dlog( +1))

C Proofs of SW-OPEA

Therefore,

which implies

In this section, we provide the formal Proof of Theorem 5.2.

C.1 Proof of Theorem 5.2

We decompose the dynamic regret in the following way
(1)

k
D — Regret(k) = Z (V1 (,8) — Vf;r(*,t)) (1)
t=1

A (t=1) A t=1)

k
(ot) wt 't wt
Z (Vl o)~ Vit=1) T V1) = Wiget—1) + Vig—1) — V1;(*,t)) (1)
e 2 (5:0) (krt—1) ot
(V1 () — VAo, 0)) r1) + Z (Vl (et—1) — V1;(*.,t71)) (1)

k H
+ ,,,t—l T ,CL _ E t T ,CL >
Z Z <(Ih an)~ (7"' (st — 1))[ (zn, an)] (@ an)~(m?,(x, t))[ w(@n,an)

t=1 h=1

H
t—1 t
=i Z Z <(xh ap)~(mt,(x,t— 1))[(Th a Th)(xh, ah)])

)

k H
+ — E ) ri(z ,a )
ZZ((wh,am B 1) T oy Bt oty ) [T (@R 0]

(IT)

k
(%,t—1) t
+ Z (Vl wt—1) Vl;(*,t—l)) (z1)-

(I11)

:\

By the definition of variation in rewards (3), we have (I) < Ag(k).
We bound (IT) using the following lemma.
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Lemma C.1. Fiz (k,h) € [K] x [H], we have

h—1

[rf (enan)] <30 |[PEE —BE
1=1

(v Foion)
(Thsan)~(mk,(x,k=1))  (zn,an)~(rk,(x,k))

Moreover,

k H
E — E rt(zn, an)] < HAp (k).
;; (<zh,,ah,>~<wn<*,t1>> <zh,,ah,>~<wt,<*,t>>> it ) P

The proof of C.1 is provided in Appendix C.3.
Therefore,

k
(,t—1) ﬂ_t
D — Regret(k) = H + Agr(k) + HAp(k +§ (1(*1& 1) — 1(*t 1))( 1)
t=1

(111)

Before we proceed, we present the next two lemmas.
Lemma C.2. If 8 = cH?log Kng‘ , then with probability at least 1 —§, we have Q ) € B* for all k € [K].

Lemma C.3. If 8 = cH?log %‘gl, then with probability at least 1 — 6, for all (k,h) € [K] x [H], we have

k—1 2
Z [fﬁ(SZa CLZ) - TZ 1(5}15 a‘h) k—@ maﬁ fh-i-l(s a )‘| S 6H2A$(k - 15 h) + O(ﬂ)
t=1V(k—w—1) a'~ Py (2 af,) '€

The proofs of Lemma C.2 and C.3 are based on martingale concentration and provided in Appendix C.4.
By Lemma C.2, with probability at least 1 — §, we have

K
O E—1) o
> (V1 (+.k—1) — Vl;(*,k—l)) (1)

k=1

k
(maxf1 T1,a) — Vf(*,kl)(wl))

I A

K
<2
K
Z Z (90} Jap)~ (ﬂ'k (%,k— 1))[(fh Tk_ fh-i—l)(xh; ah)]

where the first inequality follows from Lemma C.2 and the optimistic planning step (line 3) in Algorithm 4
which guarantees that V* V(e k—1) < SUPg fF(x1,a) for every episode k, the last inequality follows from gener-
alized policy loss decomposition (Lemma C.8) and the fact that 7% = msr (line 3 in Algorithm 4).

The next lemma is adapted from (Jin et al. (2021)) and the proof can be found in Appendix C.5.

Lemma C.4. Given a function class ® defined on X with |¢(z)] < C for all (g,x2) € ® x X, and a family
of probability measures I1 over X. Suppose {¢x}rex] € © and {ur}rex) € I satisfy that for all k € [K],

f;ll (Egmp [0x(2)])? < B. Then for all k € [K] and w > 0,

k

S [Eap (@)

t=1V(k—w)

<0 (\/dimDE(‘I), IL 6) B[k A (w + 1)] + min{w + 1, k, dimpg(®, 1L, 0)}C + [k A (w + 1)]9) .
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We invoke Lemma 5.5 and Lemma C.3 with

9:1/i,C=H,
w

X=8xA®=(—T,)F and Il = Da ,
Qbk = fflf - Ekilfflerlhuk = 1{ = (IZ,CLZ)}

and obtain

k
Z (6/1 _ﬁilﬁzﬂ)(iﬁhaah)]

Tp,a ,(x,t—1))
:lhh

~+

Mw

(fh = T i) (@hs ah) + 0 (VRTog(R))

t

1

o0 %\lw'dimDBE(}—’DA’h’ V1/w) <H2 log[K H|G|/d0] + H? sup A}g(t,h)) +Vw
te (k]

IN

<(’)(\/ﬁ dlog(kH|G|/0] + \/_ dsupAw(t h)-l-\/—)

where the second inequality follows from Azuma-Hoeffding inequality, and in the last inequality, we use
Va+b < \/a++/b for any positive a,b > 0 and we define d = dimppg(F, Dby \/1/w).
Summing over step h € [H| gives

H K
((FF =T fh) (@n, an)]
(zh,an) k ,(,k—1))
h=1k=1
<o (2 Jaoamera + 2F [dswp Avh) + HYE ) |
S y— —F up
w & \/_ telk]

which completes the proof.

C.2 Proof of Corollary 5.3

For ease of exposition, let d = dimppg (F, Da r, v/1/w). We adopt average variation L defined in (5). Then
we have

~ (H?’K H?K 5
5 Vieg|]
gco(H?K\/&( 7 (\/—+HK\[)\/TU>>

> 1 when |G| > 10.

E I Th,a
(xh,ah)w(rrt,(*,tfl))[(fh n The)(@nsan)]

=

IN

Note first that fivlog‘lgl
It HKVd

If ﬁi”fif\; > K, ie, VL< + (\/10g|g| - ﬁ), we select w = K and we have

H
ZZ o E.’ | [(fh T ) (@, an)] < O(H2K2d2(log|g|)%)
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if Vel ke, VD> L ( log |G] — Hf) we select w = (ffg‘g | and we have

3 1

H
t—1 2 4 2 i H2K?2 i %
S B W= T ) an)] < O (HPKLEd? (log|G)) d'(log|g)*) -

C.3 Proof of Lemma C.1

Proof. Fix (k,h) € [K] x [H], define reward function 7, = rf(z,a)1{h’ = h} for all i’ € [H]. For an episodic
MDP (S, A, H, P*,7,x1) where {P} }prem) and {Fp }preqpm, the state value function and state-action value
function of policy {7 }pe[n) are 17’3;1(*1,6) and @Z",(*,k)' Clearly, we have

E — E rF(zn, a :(‘N/Tk* _ —‘77Tk* ) x1).
<<xh,ah>~<wk,<*,k1>> <zh,,ah>~<wk,<*,k>>) i, @l = \Viiger-n = Vi ) (21)
For any function f:S x A — R and any (k, h,x) € [K] x [H] x S, define the following operator
Trnf) (@) = (f (2, ), mh (- |2)).

Note that

/\-/71"C ~7Tk

Viiek—1) = Vii(x.)

~ ok ~k
=1 (Ql;(*,kq) - Ql;w))
— /\-/71"C Nﬂ'k
=Jka (Plf R Plfvz;(*,k))

= Jpa Pyt (~27;r(k*,k71) - ‘727T(k*k)) + Ik Py = PY) VZF
1

>

i—

h
= H (Jk7iP?_l) (Vhﬂfl;(*,k—l) Vh+1 *k ) + Z Jk ka 1 Jk i (]P)k ! ]P)k) V;T-‘,r-l (x,k)

i=1 i=1 ¢=1
=0

h—1i—1

= Z H (Jk,épf_l) Tk.i (]Pf ' Pk) H—l (#,k) "

i=1 =1
where in the second equality we use the fact that reward 7 is identical. I.e.,

Sk Sk
(Vl;(*,k—l) - ‘/1;(*,1@)> (1)
h—1

. k—1 k ™ P
= ; (mi,ai)N(Fk,(*,kq)) K(Pz - )Vz-i-l (*,k)) (Iu@z)}
h—1
< ZsupHPik 1( |Iaa) - Pk( |Iaa)H1
i1 Ta

Therefore,

E — E ™ (zn,a
<<wh,ah>~<wk,<*,k—1>> <mh,ah>~<wk,<*,k>>) Iri(@n, an)]
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H

SZZZSHPHP’“ '(fz.a) = PEClaa)]),
k: : :
k¥ H H

<Y sw [P (lasa) - PECle,a),
k=1h=1i=1 %
H ' H

<3 (XY swp [P (fava) = PClasa)|
h=1 1i=1 ©%

< HAp(K').

C.4 Proofs of concentration lemmas
The Freedman’s inquaulity controls the sum of martingale difference by the sum of their variance.

Lemma C.5 (Freedman’s inequality (Jin et al. (2021))). Let {Z;}1e[r) be a real-valued martingale difference
sequence adapted to filtration Fy, and let Bi[-] = E[-|F]. If |Z:] < R almost surely, then for any n € (0, R),
it holds that with probability at least 1 — 6,

T

log(6~ 1
>z 0 (n)mla+ 00
t=1

C.4.1 Proof of Lemma C.2

Proof. Define
#in (@), ah) =15 (sh, af) + E max Qp1;(+,k) (2, a').

z'~P} (-|xt ,al) a’€EA

Fix a tuple (k, h,g) € [K] x [H] x G. Let
2 2
Walh, 1) = |an(aheoh) = rf = 05 Quet@hrr )| = [Hn(ahch) = 1k = mox Qe ahr, )|

= o) = o o) [ ) + o) = 2 (7 g Qs e ) )|
and Fy p, be the filtration induced by {z%, a5, - 2y }iep—1y U {z},al, -, 2}, a},} U {rh}fetH]” We have

EWi(h, 9)|Fen] = [(gn — #an) (25, a})]%,
Var[W;(h, g)|Fe.n] < 36 H*E[W(h, g)|Fi.n)-

By Freedman’s inequality, with probability at least 1 — ¢,

k k
S Wilheg)— >0 [(on(ahab) — #) (ah,ab)]?
t=1V(k—w) t=1V(k—w)
k
<o H |1og1/85) > lgnlah. al) — #n) (2, a})) +log(1/6)
t=1V(k—w)
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Taking union bound over [K] x [H] X G,

k k
> Wilheg)— > [(onlah,ah) — #an) (@, ah)]
t=1V(k—w) t=1V(k—w)

k
<o HJ ST lgnhal) = #a) (a4 | |

t=1V(k—w)

where ¢« = log(HK|G|/d). We have

k
- Z Wt(h’a g)
t=1V(k—w)
k , k
2
<= > [lon(hab) = #en) @hoal)]" +O | H o > [(nlahah) = #un) (hoap)]” +2
t=1V(k—w) t=1V(k—w)
< O(H?)
ILe.,
k 2
> [#k,h(I27 aj) —ry — max Qh+1;(*,k)(xz+1’a/)]
t=1V(k—w)
k 2
< > |mahah) ok - Qi )|+ O
t=1V(k—w)
Therefore,
k 2
> |:Qh;(*,k) (%hy @h) = h = X Q1) (Tho a’)]
t=1V(k—w)
k 2
< Y [#k,h(w‘é, ah) = Th = WX Qni(e k) (Thss a’)] + 2H2AY (k, h)
t=1V(k—w)
k 2
< Z [Qh(x)}fw aZ) - T}Ii - (Ilr,lea_if Qthl;(*,k) (‘T;H-lva/)] + 2H2A§§(/€, h) + O(H%)v
t=1V(k—w)

where the first inequality follows from Lemma C.7 and Eqn. (2). By the definition of B¥ and g =

cH? log%lg‘ with some large absolute constant ¢, we conclude that with probability at least 1 — §,
Qsk) € BF for all k € [K]. O
C.4.2 Proof of Lemma C.3

Proof. Define

f tt kot t ro
# xy,ay) =1r.(sy,a;) + E max s,a).
kon (Thyan) = ry(sp, ap) w’NP}’;(w’;‘L,a’;L)a’EAchrl( ,a')

Fix a tuple (k, h, f) € [K] x [H] X G. Let
2

2
W) = [ uletah) = ok = mag oaCahn,)| = [#Laohoad) = ok = mag s (ahr, )
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~ Unlihoa) = L oh ] [ ) + Lot =2 (om0, ) |

and Fy p, be the filtration induced by {zi,al, - 2% biep—1y U {zt,al, - 2}, a}} U {rh}fetH]” We have

B (h. )1 Fed = [(fn— #0) @hoal)]
Var[Wi(h, f)|Fen] < 36 H*E[W,(h, g)|Fi.n].

By Freedman’s inequality, we have

k k 5
Sow - Y U - #) @ ah)]
t=1V(k—w) t=1V(k—w)
k
<o(m /o) Y [t #ap)] + 10801/
t=1V(k—w)

Taking union bound over [K] x [H] X G, we have

k k ) k , 9
> 9= (U= #lnha] | o (B 0 S [Uh—#aEha)] +e).
t:1v(k7w) t=1 t=1V(k—w)
where ¢ = log(K H|G|/9).
Note that
k-1
Z Wt(hufk)
t=1V(k—w—1)
k—1 2
= Yo - - e o)
t=1V(k—w—1)
k—1 . 2
- X [k - - mag o)

t=1V(k—w—1)

k—1 2
< S [ -t - may G
t=1V(k—w—1)
k—1 2
- Z [Ek_lf}f-i-l(xzva]}i) _TZ ! maﬁfﬁ-‘,—l(‘rz-i-lva/)] +2H2A}g(k - 17h)
a’e

t=1V(k—w—1)

k—1 2
k..t t k—1 k t
< Z {fh (@h,ap) =71y — max fh-l—l(xh-i-laa/)]
t=1V(k—w—1)
k—1

2
RO ook ! = mag st )]+ 2850~ 1,0)

S B + 4H2A1Ig(k - 17 h)7

where the first inequality follows from Lemma C.7 and Eqn. (2), the second inequality follows from Assump-
tion 5.1, and the last inequality follows from the definition of B¥~1.
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Therefore,

k—1
S [ A el <8+ ARGk - 1) + O (%)

t=1V(k—w—1)
Finally, we use Lemma C.7 once more and obtain

k—1

S - T ) (@ ah)]
t=1V(k—w—1)
k—1

< 3 [ub -] s 2rane -1

t=1V(k—w—1)

< 6H AR (k —1,h) + O(B).

C.5 Proof of Lemma 5.5

The proof in the subsection essentially follows the same arguments as in (Jin et al., 2021), and we adapt it

to the sliding window scenario.

Lemma C.6. Given a function class ® defined on X XY, and a family of probability measures I1 over X. Sup-

pose sequence {i }reix) C © and {pubre(r) C 11 satisfy that for all k € [K], 3370 (1) Bamp, [01(2)])? <
B. Then for all k € [K],

k
> UEeu 8@l > 6} < (5 +1) dimpe(®, 1L

t=1V(k—w)

Proof. First, suppose for all k € [x], f;ll (Egrp [05(2)])? < B, we show that if for some k € [x] we have

By, [0k (2)]] > €, then py, is e-dependent on at most [3/€%] —1 disjoint subsequences in {1, ..., pig—1}. By
definition of GDE, if [Eg~ ., [k (2)]| > € and py, is e-dependent on a subsequence {v1, ..., ve} of {1, ..., pr—1},
then we should have Ele(Emwyt [r(x)])? > €. It implies that if py is e-dependent on L disjoint subse-
quences in {p1,. .., 4k—1}, we have

k—1

B> Y (Banlor@)? > L,

t=1V(k—w—1)

which implies L < [3/€?] — 1.

Second, we show that for any sequence {v1,...,v,} CII, there exists j € [] such that v; is e-dependent
on at least L = [(k—1)/ dimpg(®,II, €)] disjoint subsequences in {v1,...,v;_1}. We prove the argument by
the following artificial procedure: we start with singleton sequences By = {v1}, Bs = {12}, ..., B = {v1}
and j = L + 1. For each j, if v; is e-dependent on By, Bs,..., B, we already achieved the goal and we
stop; otherwise, we pick an i € [L] such that v; is e-independent of B; and update B; U {r;}. Then we
increment j by 1 continue this process. By the definition of GDE dimension, the size of each By, Bs, ..., Br
cannot get bigger than dimpg(®,11,€) at any point in this process. Therefore, the process stops before or
on j = Ldimpg(®,I1,¢) + 1 < k.
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Now fix k € [K] and let {v1,...,v.} be the subsequence of {fi1y(k—w), - - -, fr }, consisting of elements for
which |Eg~p, [|¢¢(2)]] > € and the corresponding bijective function is 6 : [s] — [1 V (k — w) : k]. Note that
for all £ € [x], we have [Eg,[|dg(e)(2)]| > € and

-1 0(6)—1
> Eanuldo@ (@) < > EBanu o (@) < B
t=1 t=1v0(£)—w—1

Using the first claim, we know that each v; is e-dependent on at most L < [3/e?] — 1 disjoint subsequences

of {v1,va,...,vj_1}. Using the second claim, we know that there exists j € [] such that v; is e-dependent
on at least [(k — 1)/ dimpr(®,II,€)] disjoint subsequences of {v1,vs,...,vj_1}. Therefore, we have [(xk —
1)/ dimpg(®,1L,€)] < [8/€2] — 1, which implies
B :
K< (6—2 + 1) dimpg(®, I1, €).

Proof of Lemma 5.5. Fix k € [K] and let d = dimpg(®, 1, €). Sort the sequence

{|Em~,u1v(k7w) [(bl\/(k—w)(x)”a B | T ¢k |}

in decreasing order and denote it by {e1,e2,...,exa(ws1)} (€1 > €2 > -+ > €pa(wt1)). Note that

k EA(w+1) kA(w+1) EA(w+1)
S Eenplti@myll= Y = > el{e <0+ D eld{e >0}
t=1V(k—w) t=1 t=1 t=1
EA(w+1)
SEAw+DI+ Y edfe >0}
t=1

For ¢ € [k], we show that if e; > 6, then we have e¢; < min{ C}. Assume t € [k] satisfies e, > 6. Then

t d’
there exists an « such that e; > a > 6. By Lemma C.6, we have

EA(w+1) ﬁ ﬁ
t< ; Hei > a} < (5 +1) dimpp(@,11,0) < (=5 +1) dimps(®, 1T, w),
which implies o < %. Letting o — ey, we have e¢; < %. Besides, recall e; < C, so we have

er < mln{w/ 5. C}
Finally, we have

EA(w+1) EA(w+1) B
Z e 1{e; > w} <min{d, k,w+ 1}C + Z \/m

t=1 t=d+1

< min{d, k,w + 1}C + +/d /
=min{d, k, w4+ 1}C + 2+/dBk N (w + 1)].

kA (w+1)
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C.6 Auxiliary Lemmas

Lemma C.7. Suppose P and @ are two probability distributions of a random variable x, then

(20 -0)' - ((5,00-c)

where f, = sup, |f(z)].

Proof. Note that

< (2fm +2(C]) fm - TV(P,Q),

(20 -0)' - ((B,00-c)
~| (B, s+ B0 -20) (B 50~ B 1)

< (2fm

< (2fm +2|C)) fm - TV(P, Q).

(@) - a0)|

O
Lemma C.8 (Generalized policy loss decomposition). For any t,k, we have
. H
Filmy, m(21)) = Vi g (21) = Y . [(ff = ey = PhShya) (@ns an)]
oy (@msan)~(t, (k)
where m, := T, the greedy policy under function approzimation f*.
Proof. Note that
H
E ft_r'* _Pkft Thy,QAh
2t ()~ (rt (1) (= ey = Biga) (@, on)]
H
_ t _ _ t
- Z::m o n (5 {f s ) = e (o0, ) = g f"“(xh“’a)}
H
= Yan, an) — Thes ey (Th, an) — E f o (xhr,a }
Z:: o (Ft ) {fh( hy @) = Thi(x k) (T, an) (wh+1,ah+1)~(7rt,(*,k))[fh+1( h+1; Ghy1)]
H
= E Yaen,an) — fio(xhe,a — Thi(e,k) (Thy @
(Bropt a1 D () L; (fr(znyan) = fria(@n h+1))‘| (lealH [Z hi(x.k) (Th h)‘|
= fi(z1, 71 (21)) = Vi iy (21),
where the second equality follows from m; = m:. O

D Bandit Feedback

We extend our algorithm to bandit feedback scenario, and the pseudocode is presented in Algorithm 2. In

bandit feedback scenario, the reward function r,’i(-, -) is no long available, and the agent can only get access
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to the reward obtained from the trajectory. Therefore, the non-stationarity of rewards plays an important
role in the construction of the sliding window Bellman error and the confidence set. Specifically, we replace
the sliding window squared Bellman error (1) with

k

2
Lo, (& Chy) = Y (§h($§w ap) = rj — max §h+1($2+1=a/)> ;

t=1V(k—w)

where r} is the reward obtained at step h in episode ¢. Moreover, the local regression constraint is
Lp, (frs far1) < qiengf Lp, (g, fat1) + B+ 2H>AB(k, h) + 2HAR(k, h),
i h

where f is a confidence parameter, A% is the local variation budget defined in (2) and A} is defined as

k
Ap(kh) = Y sup |(rfy = 7})(x, a)].
t:l\/(kfw)wes’ae'A

D.1 Algorithm and Theorem

Algorithm 2 SW-OPEA (bandit feedback)
1: Input: Dy,--- , Dy + @, B® « F.
2: for episode k from 1 to K do

3:  Choose 7F = Tk,

where f* = argmax;cpe-1 fi(z1, 75 (21)).

4. Collect a trajectory (xF,al, - ,x%, a’fq, :C’}Hl) by following 7% and reward function {TZ}hG[H]

5. Augment Dy = Dy U{(z},af, xf )}, Vh € [H].

6:  Update BF = {f € F: Lp,(fn, fny1) < infyeg, L, (9, fr+1) + B + 2H2A$(k,h) + 2HAY(k, h),
Vh € [H]},
where Lp, (&n, Cht1) = Zf:w(k_w) (&n(ah,ap,) — r}, — maxyeca Ch+1(172+1,a’))2

7: end for

Theorem D.1. Under Assumption 2.1 and Assumption 5.1, there exists an absolute constant ¢ such that
for any 6 € (0,1], K € N, if we choose 3 = cH? log %‘gl in SW-OPEA, then with probability at least 1 — 0,
for all k € [K], when k > min{w + 1, dimppg (F, Da n, v/1/w)} we have

D — Regret(k) =Agr(k) + HAp(k)

o Hyw Tk [KH|G|/3] + d sup A (t, h) + LU yyenry (t, h)
W+ —— og sup A%(t sup A%(t, .
\/E \/_ te[k] \/I_U te[k] R

where d = dimppg (F, Da,n, /1/w).

D.2 Proof of Theorem 5.6
Following the same argument in Appendix C gives
o Cet—1)

k
D — Regret(k) = H + Ar(k) + HAp(k) + > (Vi) = Vi) (@1).
t=1

@™
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In the sequel, we strive to bound term (I). We first introduce a different probability distribution shift lemma.

Compared to Lemma 5.4, the new lemma is more general and can handle the bandit feedback scenario.

Lemma D.2. Suppose P and Q are two probability distributions of a random variable x, then

(1§Pf($) +Egi(y) - 0)2 - (zLEQf(I) +Ega(y) — C) < (2fm 4 2gm + 2[C)) fm - TV(P, Q),

where f,, = sup, |f($)|7 gm = MaxX;=12SUp, Qi(y)-

Proof. Note that

(£ -0)' - (B0 -c)

([, /@) + 1)+ Banls) + Bnl) — 2C ) ( B, J0) ~ B f@) +Eant) ~ Eaelo) )

< (2fm + 2gm +2|C)) <

[ renar- d@)\ +sup (1) - 920

< (2fm +2gm +2[C))(fm - TV(P, Q) + sup l91(y) — g2(v)])-

Thanks to Lemma D.2, we are able to obtain the following two lemmas.
Lemma D.3. If 3 = cH?log %Ig‘, then with probability at least 1 — 4§, we have Qz*,k) € B* for all k € [K].

Proof. Define

t t o t t t / !/
#in(x), a3,) = E[ry, (s, ap,)] + x'~P,§2-E\z;L,a;) max Qht 1505,k (T, 0").

Fix a tuple (k, h,g) € [K] x [H] x G. Let

2 2
Walh, 1) = |an(aheoh) = 14— 105 Que@hrr 0| = [H(ahech) = 1~ oy Qb )|

— (o) = o ohah)] [ ) + ok ah) = 2 (7 4 g Qs 0 ) )|

and Fy p, be the filtration induced by {zi,al, - 2% biep—1y U {zt,al, - 2}, a}} U {r}l}fg;]l]. We have

E[W, (b, 9)|Fonl = [(gn — #en) (2h,al)]”,

Var[Wy(h, g)|Fe.n] < 36 H*E[Wi(h, g)|Fi.n)-

By Freedman’s inequality, with probability at least 1 — 4,

k k
S Wilheg)— >0 [(on(ahab) — #n) (ah, ab)]?
t=1V(k—w) t=1V(k—w)
k
<0 HJIog(l/é) 3" llgn(al.al) — #en) (2, al)]* + log(1/6)
t=1V(k—w)

36



Taking union bound over [K] x [H] X G,

k k
2
Z Wt(hv g) - Z [(gh(‘f}fw az}&l) - #k,h) (xz;” GZ)]
t=1V(k—w) t=1V(k—w)
k
SO(H |t D> lgn(ah,al) = #un) (@h, )]+,
t=1V(k—w)
where « = log(HK|G|/d). We have
k
- Z Wt(h’a g)
t=1V(k—w)
k , k
2
<= > [lon@h,ap) — #en) (@hoap)]+O L H e Y ((gnlah,af) — #kn) (2, al)]” + 10
t=1V(k—w) t=1V(k—w)

< O(H?).

Le.,
k 2
> [#k,h(iﬂia ap) —rh — MAX Qh1;(x, k) ($Z+1aa/)]
t=1V(k—w)
k 2
< > |mihad) - rh - Qi )|+ O
t=1V(k—w)
Therefore,
k 2
> [Qh;w,k)(ﬂc%a @h) = i = MAX Q1 k) (Thot, a/)}
t=1V(k—w)

k 2

S Z |:#k,h(x)}sw G‘Z) - TZ - g}gﬁ Qh-{-l;(*,k) ($Z+17 CL/):| + 2H2A$(k7 h) + 2HA1}%(I€5 h)

t=1V(k—w)

k 2

S 3 |mehah) vk - ma Qe ghr,0) |+ 2PAB(L) + 2HAR () + OLE%),
t=1V(k—w)

where the first inequality follows from Lemma D.2 and the definition of A% and AB. By the definition of

B* and 8 = cH?log %'g‘ with some large absolute constant ¢, we conclude that with probability at least

1=, Q) € B* for all k € [K]. O

Lemma D.4. If 3 = cH?log %‘gl, then with probability at least 1 — 6, for all (k,h) € [K]| x [H], we have

k—1 2

k k—1 k
Y. | fGhan) =T sheal) = B max fiy (s, a)
t=1V(k—w—1) o/~ Py (@) a)) €

<6H2AR(k —1,h) + 6HAR(k — 1,w) + O(B).
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Proof. Define

Fopt bt = Elrt (st at E
#ion (Th, @) [rh(sh,an)] + prnPl et at) max frra(s',d').
Fix a tuple (k, h, f) € [K] x [H] X G. Let
2 2
Wik, £)s = | Flihah) = = g e ahno)| = [#Lalheah) = 7k = g i,

~ i) = L ohab] | Fehoah) + Lok =2 (7 4 g a0, )|

and Fy be the filtration induced by {z},a}, -+, @l bicp—1y U{al, al, - 2}, al} U {Th};fetH]l] We have

B[, )1 Fun] = [ (= #L0) Ghoch)]
Var[Wy(h, f)|Fe,n] < 36 HE[W,(h, g)|Fe.n)-

By Freedman’s inequality, we have

k k )
S W= Y (U - #)@hah)]
t=1V(k—w) t=1V(k—w)
k 2
<0 H$ log(1/0) Y. [(n—#La)whoah)] +10g(1/9)
t=1V(k—w)
Taking union bound over [K] x [H] X G, we have
k k ) k )
Z Z[fh—#kh xhv“i)} SO H, |t Z [(fh—#i,h)(xi,a}i) +te]s
t:l\/(k—w) t=1 t=1V(k—w)

where ¢+ = log(K H|G|/9).
Note that
k—1

> Wilh, Y

t=1V(k—w—1)

koot t t—1 k t

= Z {fh (zh,ap) =7y — hax S (@hyss a/)]
t=1V(k—w—1)
k—1 . 9

f t t—1 k t

[#k—l,h(xha ap) — Tp  — g}gﬁ fh+1($h+1a a/)]
t=1V(k—w—1)

k—1 2
< |:fllf(xhua1;z) —r - ?gﬁfﬁl(fﬁwlva/)]
t=1V(k—w—1)
—1 2
- Z [nk-1f5+1<xz,az> — i 1—glg§fﬁ+1<wz+l,a'>} +2H2AB(k —1,h) + 2HAR(k — 1,w)
t=1V(k—w—1)
k—1 2
< {f}f(wz,ab =7 = max fil (2,0 ’)]
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k—1

2
— inf Hv(; ) {gh(a:g, af) =i = max S (o) gy a) |+ 2HPAR(k — 1 h) + 2HAR(k — 1,w)

< B+ AHAAY(k — 1,h) + 4AHAS(k — 1, w),

where the first inequality follows from Lemma D.2 and the definition of A% and A}, the second inequality

follows from Assumption 5.1, and the last inequality follows from the definition of B*~1.
Therefore,

k—1

S [k # ) ah)] <8 ARG~ 1)+ AHAR(k — L) + O (H).

t=1V(k—w—1)

Finally, we use Lemma D.2 again and obtain

k—1

ST ) dl)]

t=1V(k—w—1)
k—1

< Z [(f}lf _#iil,h)($27a§1):|2+2H2Allg(k_17h)+2HA11%(k_17w)

t=1V(k—w—1)

<6H?AY(k—1,h) + 6HAY(k — 1,w) + O(B).

By Lemma C.2, with probability at least 1 — ¢, we have

D =

W

A Get=1) g’
(Vl;(*,t—l) - Vl;(*,t—l)) (1)

o
Il
A

M=

(Iglea} fi(zr,a) - V17;T(*,t—1) ($1)>

t=1

k
> E [(ff = T fhan) (@n, an)],

1 i=1 @hsan)~(mt,(x,t=1))

M=

>
Il

where the first inequality follows from Lemma C.2 and the optimistic planning step (line 3) in Algorithm 2

which guarantees that fo(* k1) < SUD, fF(x1,a) for every episode k, the last inequality follows from gener-
alized policy loss decomposition (Lemma C.8) and the fact that 7 = 7. (line 3 in Algorithm 2).
Now we invoke Lemma 5.5 and Lemma D.4 with

9:1/i,C=H,
w

X=8xA®=(I-TF, and I = Da ,

S = fy = Ta ' fipr e = 1{- = (2, a})}

and obtain

k
D o B = T ) )
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M=

(b = T ) @ho ) + O (VR Tog(R))

o
Il

1

k
<0 E\J w - dimppg(F, Da.h, vV 1/w) <H2 log[K H|G|/d] + H? sup A'(t, h) + H sup A%(t, h)) +Vw
te[k) te[k]
<0 Ak dlog|kH|G|/] Hk dsup AY(t, h) + VITk dsup A%(t,h) +w |,
\/_ Vw te[k] w te[k]

where the second inequality follows from Azuma-Hoeffding inequality, and in the last inequality, we use
Va+b < /a+ b for any positive a,b > 0 and we define d = dimppg(F, Da n, v/1/w).
Summing over step h € [H| gives

>y

h=1k=1

[(f% = T ) (@n an))

(Thsan)~ (77 s(+,k—1))

H2 H3/?k
<0 dlog[KH|G|/8] + \/_ dtsui)]Aw(t Jh) + N dtsu[g] AY(t,h) + Hyw |,
el €

which completes the proof.

D.3 Proof of Corollary 5.7

For ease of exposition, let d = dimpgpg(F,Da,n, /1/w). We adopt average variation L defined in (5) and
average variation L in rewards defined in (10). Then we have

Z E [(fh = T~ i) (@, an))
b1 t=1 (zh,ap)~(mt,(x,t—1))
<O ( K log |G| i \/_ HR it \/dngQ +H\/_>
log |G| VL 1
<O|(H*KVd +(VL+
( < vk \/— HK\/_)\/_
Note first that ——Y———— > 1 when |G| > 10.
Vi \ﬁ 1
VE T HKVA
If — ”lLoeglg‘1>K ie., \/——i-‘rﬂ < = (\/log|g|—HL\/a),we select w = K and we have
VL UE t R v
H 1
> sy [ = T ) s an)] < O (K 2 (log |G])%)
b1 =1 (zp,ap)~(mt,(x,t—1)
If \/—”lLoeglg‘ — < K, e, VL + ‘/\/% > &+ (\/log|g| H\/—) we select w = [—Y—"—— ”logm} and we
VIt vVH +HK\/E

) 1
VL+ vVH + HKVd

H K
E t_t—lgt 7
Z Z (nyan)~(mt, (x, t—1))[(fh n Jhe)(@nsan)]

1t=1

I/\ﬁ

o (H KL d*(log|G)t + HEKLId} (log|G))* + %K%di(log|g|)i).
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