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Abstract

Policy optimization methods are powerful algorithms in Reinforcement Learning (RL) for their flexibility
to deal with policy parameterization and ability to handle model misspecification. However, these methods
usually suffer from slow convergence rates and poor sample complexity. Hence it is important to design prov-
ably sample efficient algorithms for policy optimization. Yet, recent advances for this problems have only
been successful in tabular and linear setting, whose benign structures cannot be generalized to non-linearly
parameterized policies. In this paper, we address this problem by leveraging recent advances in value-based
algorithms, including bounded eluder-dimension and online sensitivity sampling, to design a low-switching
sample-efficient policy optimization algorithm, LPO, with general non-linear function approximation. We
show that, our algorithm obtains an e-optimal policy with only FOV([’OIEY#) samples, where ¢ is the subopti-
mality gap and d is a complexity measure of the function class approximating the~p(£liyc<)‘fi.) This drastically

8

improves previously best-known sample bound for policy optimization algorithms, O (™%~ ). Moreover, we

empirically test our theory with deep neural nets to show the benefits of the theoretical inspiration.

1 Introduction

Reinforcement learning (RL) has achieved great success in many practical areas by adopting policy gradient methods
with deep neural networks (Schulman et al., 2015a, 2017; Haarnoja et al., 2018). These policy optimization methods
are some of the most classic (Williams, 1992; Konda & Tsitsiklis, 1999) approaches for RL. Although their theoretical
convergence properties have been established in (Geist et al., 2019; Abbasi-Yadkori et al.; Agarwal et al., 2020b;
Bhandari & Russo, 2019) with assumptions that the state space is already well-explored, it is usually not the case
in practice. To resolve this issue, policy-based approaches with active exploration in the environment have been
proposed in simple tabular (Shani et al., 2020), linear function approximation (Cai et al., 2020; Agarwal et al., 2020a)
and general function approximation (Feng et al., 2021) models.

Among these exploration-based approaches, Agarwal et al. (2020a) and Feng et al. (2021) are specially designed
to handle model-misspecification more robustly than existing value-based approaches (Jin et al., 2020; Wang et al.,
2020b) by performing policy gradient methods to solve a sequence of optimistic MDPs. However, the robustness of
both (Agarwal et al., 2020a) and (Feng et al., 2021) pays a huge price: to obtain an e-suboptimal policy, Agarwal et al.
(2020a) requires ~ O(1/e!!), and Feng et al. (2021) requires ~ O(1/£®) number of samples to obtain an e-optimal
policy. Recently, Zanette et al. (2021) has designed a low switching (i.e. reducing the number of policy changes)
policy-based algorithm with linear function approximation, which largely reduces the sample complexity of Agarwal
et al. (2020a). However, it is still unknown how to improve sample complexity of policy-based algorithms with good
robustness in the non-linear setting.

As for the value-based methods, low-switching techniques (Bai et al., 2019; Gao et al., 2021; Kong et al., 2021)
are utilized to reduce the policy changes of the algorithm. Among them, Kong et al. (2021) proposed a novel notion of



online sensitivity score, which measures the importance of a data point relative to a given dataset over some general
function class. By using this sensitivity score, Kong et al. (2021) established an online sub-sampling technique which
greatly reduced the average computing time of previous work (Wang et al., 2020b). Nevertheless, it is unknown
whether such low-switching techniques can be applied to save samples in policy-based approaches.

In this paper, we present a low-switching policy-based algorithm LPO (Low-Switching Policy Gradient and Explo-
ration via Online Sensitivity Sampling), which leverages techniques in policy-based approaches, such as (Feng et al.,
2021; Zanette et al., 2021) and value-based approach, such as (Kong et al., 2021) to establish efficient policy gradient
on non-linear function class while preserving the low-switching property to save samples and running time. Our algo-
rithm follows an actor-critic framework, where the critic guides the exploration of the policy via exploration bonuses
derived from the non-linear function class, and policy-gradient (PG) updates the policy to guarantee robustness and
stability. The low-switching technique is applied primarily to derive a slowly updating critic, while preserving the
quality of learning. Since one of the major terms in sample complexity originates from the PG policy update, slowly
updating critic can drastically save the sample complexity as it requires only a few policy updates. Concretely, our ap-
proach only update the policy for ~ log 7" times for running 7" rounds of the algorithm, whereas existing approaches,
e.g., (Feng et al., 2021), which also targets on the policy-based exploration with non-linear function approximation,
takes at least ~ T" policy updates. We also derive new PG approaches aware of the structure of non-linear function
class to further save samples in updating the policy.

Our Contribution

* We design a new policy-based exploration algorithm, LPO, with non-linear function approximation. The algo-
rithm enjoys the same stability guarantee in terms of model-misspecification as presented in existing approaches
(Feng et al., 2021). This algorithm leverages efficient value-based techniques (online sensitivity sampling) to
slowly update its policy and thus enjoys a sample complexity of O(poly(d)/e?), whereas existing approach
takes at least 6(poly(d) /%) samples to obtain an e-optimal policy, where d is related to the eluder-dimension,
measuring the complexity of the function class.

* While enjoying a theoretical guarantee at special cases where the function class has a bounded complexity, the
algorithm itself can be implemented using neural networks. We further empirically tested the theoretical inspi-
ration of online sensitivity sampling with existing deep RL frameworks. The experimental results demonstrated
the efficacy of our approaches.

Related Work With regards to exploration methods in RL, there are many provable results in the tabular case (Kearns
& Singh, 2002; Brafman & Tennenholtz, 2002; Kearns, 1989; Jin et al., 2018) and linear (Yang & Wang, 2019, 2020;
Jin et al., 2020) settings with value or model-based methods. Recent papers (Shani et al., 2020; Cai et al., 2020;
Agarwal et al., 2020a) have developed policy-based methods also in tabular and linear settings and Zanette et al. (2021)
greatly reduces the sample complexity of Agarwal et al. (2020a) mainly by using the doubling trick for determinant of
empirical cumulative covariance. However, relative few provable results are achieved in non-linear setting.

For general function approximation, complexity measures are essential for non-linear function class, and Russo &
Van Roy (2013) proposed the concept of eluder dimension. Recent papers have extended it to more general framework
(e.g. Bellman Eluder dimension (Jin et al., 2021), Decision-Estimation Coefficient (Foster et al., 2021), Admissible
Bellman Characterization (Chen et al., 2022)). However, the use of eluder dimension allows computational tractable
optimization methods. Based on the eluder dimension, the value-based technique of Wang et al. (2020b) describes a
UCB-VI style algorithm that can explore the environment driven by a well-designed width function and Kong et al.
(2021) devises an online sub-sampling method which largely reduces the average computation time of Wang et al.
(2020b).

For policy-based method in the general setting, Feng et al. (2021) proposes a model-free algorithm with abun-
dant exploration to environment using the indicator of width function. Moreover, it has better robustness to model
misspecification compared to (misspecified) Linear MDP (Jin et al., 2020). However, Feng et al. (2021) suffers from
huge sample complexity. In this paper, instead of directly finding a similar notion in the non-linear setting just like
determinant in linear setting (Zanette et al., 2021), we adopt an online sensitivity-sampling method to quantify the



sensitivity of new-coming data obtained from the environment. Moreover, the importance of designing a sophisti-
cated and efficient reward bonus is mentioned in (Zanette et al., 2021) and we significantly generalize this approach
to the non-linear setting by combining the width function and its indicator and our reward bonuses save samples and
computing time compared to (Feng et al., 2021).

Notations We use [n] to represent index set {1, - --n}. For z € R, |z represents the largest integer not exceeding «

and [z] represents the smallest integer exceeding x. Given a,b € R%, we denote by a ' b the inner product between a

and b and ||al|2 the Euclidean norm of a. Given a matrix A, we use || A||5 for the spectral norm of A, and for a positive

definite matrix 3 and a vector z, we define ||z||s = V& T Xx. We abbreviate Kullback-Leibler divergence to KL and

use O to lead orders in asymptotic upper bounds and O to hide the polylog factors. For a finite set .4, we denote the

cardinality of A by |.A|, all distributions over .A by A(.A), and especially the uniform distribution over .4 by Unif(.A).
For a function f : S x A — R, define

[flloe = max [f(s,a)|.

(s,a)eSx.A

Similarly, for a function v : § — R, define
o]0 = ma [o(s)]

For a set of state-action pairs Z C S x A, for a function f : S X A — R, we define the Z-norm of f as
1/2

Iflz=1 > (f(s,0)?

(s,a)eZ

2 Preliminaries

Markov Decision Process In this paper, we consider discounted Markov decision process (MDP) environment,
which can be specified by a tuple, M = (S, A, P,r,~), where S is a possibly infinite state space, A is a finite
action space and we denote A = |A|, P : S x A — A(S) specifies a transition kernel and is unknown to the learner,
r: S x A — [0,1] is a reward function, and v € (0,1) is a discount factor that discounts the reward received in a
future time step.

Suppose an RL agent chooses an action a € A at the current state s, the environment brings the agent to a new
state s’ with the unknown probability P (s’ | s,a) and the agent receives an instant reward r(s,a). The goal for a
leaner is to find a policy! 7 : & — A(.A) such that the expected long-term rewards are maximized. In particular, the
quality of a policy can be measured by the the ()-value function @™ : S x A — R is defined as:

o
Q" (s,a) :=E" Z’ytr (styae) | so = s,a0 =al,
t=0
where the expectation is taken over the trajectory following 7 — this measures the expected discounted total returns
of playing action a at state s and then playing policy 7 (for an indefinite amount of time). And after taking expectation
over the action space, we get the value function: V7™ (s) := Eqr(.|s) [@™ (s, a)], which measures the total expected
discounted returns of playing policy 7 starting from state s. From V™ and Q7, we can further define the advantage
function of 7 as A™(s,a) = Q™ (s,a)— V™(s), which measures whether the action a can be further improved. More-
over, if a policy 7* is optimal, then the Bellman equation (Puterman, 2014) states that A™ (s,a) < 0forall s,a and
Egre(.]s) [A™ (s,a)] = 0. In practice, we may also restrict the policy space being considered as IT (which may be
parameterized by a function class).
We also define the discounted state-action distribution dg (s,a) induced by 7 as:

'We here only consider stationary policies as one can always find a stationary optimal-policy in a discounted MDP (Puterman, 2014).



(oo}
dz(s,a) = (1—7)27tprw(8t =s,a; =al sy =3),
=0

where Pr” (s; = s,a; = a | sg = ) is the probability of reaching (s, a) at the ¢y, step starting from s following
. Similarly, the definition of dZ . (s, a) can be easily derived as the distribution of state-actions if the agent starts from
state S and selects an action a. For any initial state-actions distribution v € A(S x A), we denote by d7(s,a) :=

EGa)~ {d“ (s, a)} and d7}(s) := ), d;(s,a). Given an initial state distribution p € A(S), we define V[ :=

3,3)
Eso~p [V (s50)]. With these notations, the reinforcement learning (RL) problem with respect to the policy class IT is
reduced to solving the following optimization problem.

maximizeV
mell po

for some initial distribution py. We further, without loss of generality 2, assume py is a singleton on some state s.

Policy Space and Width Function We now formally define the policy parameterization class, which is compatible
with a neural network implementation. For a set of functions 7 C {f : § x A — R}, we consider a policy space as
IIr := {ny, f € F} by applying the softmax transform to functions in F, i.e., for any f € F,

exp(f(s; a))
wreaexp(f(s,a"))

ms(als) = 5

Given F, we define its function difference class AF := {Af| Af = f — f', f, f/ € F} and width function on
AF for a state-action pair (s, a) as

w(AF,s,a) = sup |Af(s,a)l.
AfEATF

As we will show shortly, this width function will be used to design exploration bonuses for our algorithm.

3 Algorithms

In this section, we present our algorithm Low-Switching Policy Gradient and Exploration via Online Sensitivity
Sampling (LPO). The algorithm takes a function class F as an input and interacts with the environment to produce a
near-optimal policy. The complete pseudocode is in Algorithm 1. We first give an overview of our algorithm before
describing the details of our improvements.

3.1 Overview of our Algorithm

Our algorithm LPO (Algorithm 1) has two loops. The outer loop produces a series of well-designed optimistic MDPs
by adding a reward bonus and choosing an initial state distribution which are then solved with regression in the inner
loop. These optimistic MDPs will encourage the agent to explore unseen part of the environment. In our LPO, we
construct the initial state distribution by using the uniform mixture of previous well-trained policies (also called policy
cover).

Specifically, at the beginning of n-th iteration, we have already collected sample (s,,, a,,) using the last policy
7w, Then at iteration n, we use S-Sampling (i.e. Sensitivity-Sampling) (Algorithm 2) to measure the change that
the new sample brings to the dataset. If the current sample can provide sufficiently new information relative to the
formal dataset, then with great probability, we choose to store this data and invoke the inner loop to update the policy.
Otherwise, we just abandon this data and continue to collect data under 7®. Through this process, a policy cover

7, = Unif(7% 71, ... 7"~1) is constructed to provide an initial distribution for the inner routine. To this end, we

2Otherwise, we can modify the MDP and add a dummy state so with pg as its state transition for all actions played at s.



Algorithm 1 LPO
1: Input: Function class F
2: Hyperparameters: N, J, 3 N
3: Forall s € S, initialize 7°(-|s) = Unif(A), Z! =0
4: forn=1,2,--- ,N do
Update policy cover m/, =7

5

6 2" S-Sampling (F, Zn-1, (Sn—1,an-1),0)
7. if 2" =+ Zn orn = 1 then
8
9

O:n—1

Update the known set and bonus function
: K" ={(s,a) |w(F", s,a) < 5}
00 b(s,a) = 1 Hw(F" s,0) 2 B} + 2 - w(F,s,a) - Hw(E",s,a) < )

11: Setn < n

12: 7" <— Policy Update(77, . b", K™)
13:  else

14: = T — KR DT — b

15:  end if

16:  (8p,ap) < d-sampler(7Z, v)

17: end for

18: Output: Unif(z%, 71, ... 7N-1)

Algorithm 2 S-Sampling (Sensitivity-Sampling)

1: Input: Function class JF, current sensitivity dataset Z, a new state-action pair z, failure probability §.
2: Compute the sensitivity factor of z relative to the dataset Z:

s. = O - sensitivity z »(z) - log(NN(F, \/3/64N3)/0)

3: Let Z be the neighbor of z satisfying the condition (3.2)

4: if s, > 1 then

5. Add 1 copy of Z into Z

6: else R

7. Letn. = [ 2] and add n copies of Z into Z with probability ---
g: endif ’
9: return Z.

define the known state-actions K", which can be visited with high probability under «72 . Using K™ and a reward
bonus b", we create an optimistic MDP to encourage the agent to explore outside K™ as well as to refine its estimates
inside ™.

In the inner routine, the algorithm Policy Update (Algorithm 3) completes the task to find an approximately
optimal policy 7™ in the optimistic MDP through general function approximation. This policy 7" would produce new
samples which will be measured in the next iteration. Under the procedure of our algorithm, the policy cover will gain
sufficient coverage over the state-action space and the bonus will shrink. Therefore, the near-optimal policies in the
optimistic MDPs eventually behave well in the original MDP. Next, we will describe the details of each part of our
algorithm.

3.2 Outer Loop

Now we describe the details of three important parts in the outer loop.



Algorithm 3 Policy Update
1: Input: 7.0, b, K
2: Initialize: 7o (-|s) = Unif(A) if s € K and
3 mo(:|s) = Unif({a|(s,a) ¢ K})ifs ¢ K
4 fork=1,2,--- , K—1do

5. ifk—k > rork =0then

6: k<+ k

7: D < Behaviour Policy Sampling (7, mcov)
8: endif

9:

@k + Policy Evaluation Oracle(r, D, 7y, b)
10:  Update policy: Vs € K

1 mg1(c]s) oc mp(-]s)en@xCls)

12: end for

13: return: 7o, —1 = Unif{mg, -+ ,mx_1}

Lazy Updates of Optimistic MDPs via Online Sensitivity-Sampling The lazy or infrequent updates of the opti-
mistic MDPs in LPO play a crucial role of improving sample complexity, which reduce the number of Policy Update
invocations from O(NN) to O(poly(log N)). For the linear case, Zanette et al. (2021) achieves this result by monitoring
the determinant of the empirical cumulative covariance matrix. However, in our general setting, we can not count on
the linear features anymore. Instead, we introduce our online sensitivity sampling technique, which is also mentioned
in Wang et al. (2020b); Kong et al. (2021). R

Now we describe the procedure for constructing the sensitivity dataset Z". At the beginning of iteration n, the
algorithm receives the current sensitivity dataset Z "1 and the new data (Sn—1, an—1) from the last iteration. We first
calculate the online sensitivity score in (3.1) to measure the importance of (s,,—1, a,—1) relative to Zn-1,

sensitivity zn z (2)

_ (f1(2) = fo(2))? 3.1
frofaer min{|[fi — foll%., ANW2} + 1

Then the algorithm adds (s,—1, an,—1) to Zn=1 with probability decided by its online sensitivity score. Intuitively,
the more important the new sample is, the more likely it is to be added. At the same time, the algorithm set the number
of copies added to the dataset according to the sampling probability, if added. In addition, due to the technical obstacle
in theoretical proof, we need to replace the original data z with the data z € C(S x A, 1/164/64N3/¢) in the e-cover
set (defined in Assumption 4.3), which satisfies:

sup |f(2) — F(3)| < 1/16\/64N3/5 (3.2)

feF

Furthermore, the chance that the new sample is sensitive gets smaller when the dataset gets enough samples,
which means that the policy will not change frequently in the later period of training. As will be demonstrated later,
the number of switches (i.e. the number of policy changes in the running of the outer loop) achieve the logarithmic
result. To this end, the size of sensitivity dataset is bounded and provides good approximation to the original dataset,
which serves as a benign property for theoretical proof.

Known and Unknown state-actions According to the value of width function (defined in Section 2) under the
sensitivity dataset, the state-action space S x A is divided into two sets, namely the known set ™ in (3.3) and its
complement the unknown set.

K" ={(s,a) € 8 x A|w(F", s,a) < B} (3.3)

where

Fr={Af € AF|||Afl%, <€}



In fact, the width function w(}A' " s,a) serves as a prediction error for a new state-action pair (s, a) where the training
data is 2", which is the general form of [|&(s, G)H(in)—l in the linear case. Therefore, the known set K™ represents
the state-action pairs easily visited under the policy cover «7,. If all the actions for one state are in the K, we say
this state is known.

K" ={s € S|Va € A,w(F", s,a) < B} (3.4)

Bonus Function In a more refined form, LPO devises bonus function in both the known and unknown sets.

b"(s,a) = 2by (s,a) + b} (s,a), where

1 -
by, (s,a) = 3 w(F",s,a)1{s € K"}, and 3.5)

by (s,a) = %1{5 ¢ K"}

On the unknown state-actions, the bonus is a constant 1%, which is the largest value of the original reward over a
trajectory. This will force the agent out of the known set and explore the unknown parts of the MDP. On the known
state-actions, the uncertainty is measured by the width function.

Notice that our algorithm explore the environment in a much more sophisticated and efficient way than (Feng
et al., 2021) does. Our algorithm LPO not only explores the unknown part using the indicator b} (s, a), but also takes
the uncertainty information b7 (s, a) in the known set into account. Consequently, LPO still explores the state-action
pair in the known set until it is sufficiently understood. Moreover, since the size of sensitivity dataset is bounded by
O(dlog N), where d is the eluder dimension, the average computing time of our bonus function is largely reduced.

3.3 Inner Loop

In the inner routine, the Policy Update initializes the policy to be a uniform distribution and encourages the policy
to explore the unknown state-actions. Next, we adopt the online learning algorithm to update the policy, which is an
actor-critic pattern. This update rule is equivalent to Natural Policy Gradient (NPG) algorithm for log-linear policies
(Kakade, 2001; Agarwal et al., 2020b), where we fit the critic with Monte Carlo samples and update the actor using
exponential weights. As mentioned in (Agarwal et al., 2020b), Monte Carlo sampling has an advantage of assuring
better robustness to model misspecification, but produces huge source of sample complexity.

Sample efficient policy evaluation oracle via importance sampling. In the Policy Update routine, the policy ob-
tained in each iteration needs to be evaluated. In a most direct way, the agent needs to interact with the environment
by Monte Carlo sampling and estimate the ()-function for each policy, and this leads to the waste of samples. In order
to improve the sample complexity of Policy Update while keeping the robustness property, we design a sample effi-
cient policy evaluation oracle by applying trajectory-level importance sampling on past Monte Carlo return estimates
(Precup, 2000). To be specific, at iteration k in the inner loop, the agent will collect data by routine Behaviour Policy
Sampling (Algorithm 5), and the dataset obtained in this iteration will be reused for the next « turns. At iteration k
(k < k + k), the Policy Evaluation Oracle (Algorithm 6) can estimate the Monte Carlo return for the current policy
7 by reweighting the samples with importance sampling. With the reweighted random return, the oracle fits the critic
via least square regression and outputs an estimated @)y, for policy 7. To this end, we update the policy by following
the NPG rule. Although the technique above can largely reduce the number of interactions with environment (from K
to (%] ), the selection of « greatly influences the variance of importance sampling estimator, which ultimately chal-

lenges the robustness property. In fact, We need to set x = 6(\/ K) in order to keep a stable variance of the estimator
(see Lemma E.4 and Remark E.5 for details).

Remark 3.1. If we have obtained a full coverage dataset over state-action space (e.g. using bonus-driven reward to
collect data (Jin et al., 2020; Wang et al., 2020a)), the policy evaluation oracle can evaluate all the policies by using the
above mentioned dataset and only needs O(E%) samples. However, this oracle depends on the (¢-approximate) linear
MDP, which is a stronger assumption than that in our setting.



Pessimistic critic to produce one-sided errors From the line 9 in Algorithm 6, we find that the critic fitting
ii actually the Monte Carlo return minus the initial bonus. Therefore, an intuitive form for the critic estimate is
QF.(s,a) = fr(s,a) + b"(s,a). However, in line 10 of Algorithm 6, we only partially make up for the subtracted
term and define the critic estimate as QF. (s,a) = fi(s,a)+ £b™ (s, a). This introduces a negative bias in the estimate.
However, in the later proof we can see that Q¥ (s, a) is still optimistic relative to Q* (s, a). This one-sided error prop-

erty plays an essential role of bounding the gap between Qf;* and @’gn (s,a), which ultimately improves the sample
complexity.

4 Theoretical Guarantee

In this section, we will provide our main result of LPO under some assumptions. The main theorem (Theorem 4.8) is
presented in this section and the complete proof is in the appendix.

First of all, the sample complexity of algorithms with function approximation depends on the complexity of the
function class. To measure this complexity, we adopt the notion of eluder dimension which is first mentioned in (Russo
& Van Roy, 2013).

Definition 4.1. (Eluder dimension). ¢ > 0 and Z = {(s;,a;)},_; C S x A be a sequence of state-action pairs.

A state-action pair (s,a) € S x A is e-dependent on Z with respect to F if any f, f/ € F satisfying
Ilf — f'll z < € alsosatisfies |f(s,a) — f'(s,a)| <e.

* An (s,a) is e-independent of Z with respect to F if (s, a) is not e-dependent on Z.

¢ The eluder dimension dimg(F,e) of a function class F is the length of the longest sequence of elements in
S x A such that, for some £’ > ¢, every element is £’-independent of its predecessors.

Remark 4.2. In fact, (Russo & Van Roy, 2013) has shown several bounds for eluder dimension in some special cases.
For example, when F is the class of linear functions, i.e. fg(s,a) = 6 #(s, a) with a given feature ¢ : S x A — RY,
or the class of generalized linear functions of the form fy(s,a) = g(0 T ¢(s,a)) where g is a differentiable and strictly
increasing function, dimg(F,e) = O(dlog(1/e)). Recently, more general complexity measures for non-linear func-
tion class have been proposed in (Jin et al., 2021; Foster et al., 2021; Chen et al., 2022). However, the adoption of
eluder dimension allows us to use computation-friendly optimization methods (e.g. dynamic programming, policy gra-
dient) whereas theirs do not directly imply computationally tractable and implementable approaches. If only statistical
complexities are considered, we believe our techniques could be extended to their complexity measures.

Next, we assume that the function class F and the state-actions S x A have bounded covering numbers.

Assumption 4.3. (e-cover). For any € > 0, the following holds:

1. there exists an e-cover C(F,e) C F with size |C(F, )| < N(F,¢), such that for any f € F, there exists
JeC(F e with||f - fll, < e

2. there exists an e-cover C(S x A, ¢) with size |C(S x A, e)| < N(S x A, ¢), such that for any (s,a) € S x A,
there exists (s, a’) € C(S x A, ¢) with maxscr |f(s,a) — f (s',d")] < e.

Remark 4.4. Assumption 4.3 is rather standard. Since our algorithm complexity depends only logarithmically on
N(F,)and N(S x A, -), it is even acceptable to have exponential size of these covering numbers.

Next, we enforce a bound on the values of the functions class:
Assumption 4.5. (Regularity). We assume that sup p 7 || fl|oo < W.

Assumption 4.5 is mild as nearly all the function classes used in practice have bounded magnitude in the input
domain of interests. In general, one shall not expect an arbitrary function class could provide good guarantees in
approximating a policy. In this section, we apply the following completeness condition to characterize whether the
function class F fits to solve RL problems.



Assumption 4.6. (F -closedness).
T f(s,a) :=E"[r(s,a) +vf (s',a’) | 5,a].
We assume that for all m € {S — A(A)} and g : S x A — [0, W], we have T"g € F.

Remark 4.7. Assumption 4.6 is a closedness assumption on F, which enhances its representability to deal with critic
fitting. For some special cases, like linear f in the linear MDP (Yang & Wang, 2019; Jin et al., 2020), this assumption
always holds. If this assumption does not hold, which means @Q)-function may not realizable in our function class F,
then there exists a €,;,s When we approximate the true (J-function. This model misspecified setting will be discussed
in Assumption B.5.

With the above assumptions, we have the following sample complexity result for LPO.

Theorem 4.8. (Main Results: Sample Complexity of LPO). Under Assumptions 4.3, 4.5, and 4.6, for any comparator
7, a fixed failure probability J, eluder dimension d = dim(F,1/N), a suboptimality gap ¢ and appropriate input

hyperparameters: N > 0] (ﬁ) K = 9] (M) M > 19) (%) N = 19, (‘/M) K= O (ﬂ)

(1—7v)2e? VEW nWw
our algorithm returns a policy 710, satisfying

(V* - V’Tm) (s0) < &

with probability at least 1 — § after taking at most 9] (%) samples.

Remark 4.9. The complete proof of our main theorem is presented in Theorem B.12. For the model misspecified
case, which means Assumption 4.6 does not hold, there exists a €pj,s in our regret bound (see details in Lemma B.11)

5 Practical Implementation and Experiments

In this section, we introduce a practical approach to implementing our proposed theoretical algorithm and show our
experiment results.

5.1 Practical Implementation of LPO

— LPO (Ours) — PPO —— ENIAC
SparseHopper SparseWalker2d SparseHalfCheetah
400 A 700
400
350
600
300
300 A 500 4
250 A
400 A
200 200 4
150 4 300 A
200 A
100 A 100 4
507 100 A
0 0 0
T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T
0.0 0.5 1.0 15 2.0 0.0 0.5 10 15 2.0 0.0 0.5 10 15 2.0
le6 le6 le6

Figure 1: Performance of PPO-Based algorithms on sparse-reward MuJoCo localmotion environments. Lines are
evaluation results averaged over 5 random seeds every 10k steps, the shaded area represents the standard deviation.

The width function in our theoretical framework enables our policy gradient algorithm to explore efficiently. The
value of the width function should be large over novel state-action pairs and shrink over not novel. Intuitively, the



Algorithm 4 LPO (Practical Implementation)

Input: Width function (f, '), Policy 74,, Value networks (1 (¢#t) 1/ (int))
Hyperparameters: N, K,v, \, a, 8
For all s € S, initialize 7°(-|s) = Unif(A)
for k=0,1,2,3,..., K do
T [(1+ 4)FN]
Run policy 74 for T' steps — Dy,
Calculate A(¢*t) | A(nt) ysing 5.2 using A
Calculate A(*°te)) ysing 5.1 using o, 8
Optimize 7y, (V) V(7)) ysing PPO with A(°*2)) as advantage estimation
Optimize f to fit f’ w.r.t. Dy,
end for
Output: Unif(7?, !, .-, 7V~ 1)

R AR R >

— = =
M e

width function over all state-action pairs should be its maximum at the beginning of learning and decrease along
the way. To this end, we leverage the random network distillation technique proposed by (Burda et al., 2018). We
randomly initialize two neural networks f and f’ that maps from A x S to R with the same architecture (but different
parameters). And our bonus b(s, a) is defined as b(s,a) = || f(s,a) — f'(s,a)||?. During training, we fix f and train
f to minimize || f(s,a) — f’(s,a)||? with gradient descent over state-action pairs that the agent has seen during the
sampling procedure, i.e. distilling the randomly initialized network f” into a trained one f. Over time, this residual-
dependent bonus will decrease over state-action pairs that agents commonly visit.

With bonus calculgted in the way described above, at each Monte Carlo session, we can calculate an in,t\rinsic
advantage estimation A"*), which will affect our policy gradient along with the extrinsic advantage estimation A(¢*%),
The gradient of policy parametrized by ¢ is given by:

A\gtotal) _ aA\]Eel‘t) + 5121\%““5) 5.1

where o and 3 are hyperparameters that control how much we want to emphasize the importance of exploration,
in our experiment, we use & = 2 and = 1. And the A..:, A;,; are calculated with generalized advantage estimation
(Schulman et al., 2015b), and the estimation of advantages over a time period of 7" is given by:

T
AlesH) = Z(y(e“))\)i’t[m + 4V (541) — V(s5)]

1=t
B r - (5.2)
Agznt) _ Z(,y(znt))\)zft[bi + ,y(znt)v(mt) (3i+1)

i=t

_ V(?‘,nt) (82)]

where V and V(") are two value estimator parametrized that predicts extrinsic and intrinsic value separately. We
train value functions to fit the Monte Carlo estimation of values of the current policy.

In our theoretical framework, the sensitivity is computed using (3.1) and only designed to achieve boundness on
the final theoretical guarantee, but not for practical implementation. We overcome this issue by introducing a coarse,
yet effective approximation of sensitivity sampling: gradually increasing the samples we collect for Monte Carlo
estimation. For each sampling procedure at time ¢, we collect maz{N, (1 4+ =)' N} samples (N is the number of
samples we collect at the first sampling procedure). This simple mechanism makes the agent collect more and more
samples for each training loop, which allow the agent to explore more freely at the early stage of learning, and forces
the agent to explore more carefully at the late stage, as using more data for each training loop will shrink the value of
width function in a more stable way. The algorithm is shown in Algorithm 4.
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5.2 Experiments

To further illustrate the effectiveness of our width function and our proposed sensitivity sampling, we compare (Schul-
man et al., 2017; Feng et al., 2021) with our proposed LPO in sparse reward MuJoCo environments (Todorov et al.,
2012). We re-implement (Feng et al., 2021) with the random network distillation method, as we find the original
implementation of width function was not numerically stable. More details are in the discussion section.

The sparse MuJoCo environment is different from the usual localmotion task, where rewards are dense and given
according to the speed of the robots, in sparse environments, reward (+1) is only given whenever the robot exceeds a
certain speed, and no reward is given otherwise. Such environments are more difficult than their dense reward coun-
terpart in the sense that the agent needs to actively explore the environment strategically and find a good policy. PPO
manages to find rewards in SparseHopper and SparseWalker2d, but fails in SparseHalfCheetah. Although ENIAC
(Feng et al., 2021) also uses intrinsic rewards for strategic exploration, it still fails in the SparseWalker2d environ-
ment. This might be due to the intrinsic reward of ENIAC switching too fast, thus the exploration is not persistent
enough for the agent to find the reward. In contrast, our method succeeds in all three environments, the result is shown
Figure 1.

5.3 Limitation of Previous Implementations

Note that we do not compare our method directly with implementations in (Agarwal et al., 2020a; Feng et al., 2021),
as we discovered some limitations presented in their implementations. We will discuss this in more details in Sec-
tion F about their limitations in terms of batch normalization and mis-implementations of core components in existing
approaches. We illustrate the issue by directly running their published code. As shown in Figure 2, our approaches
and the other baseline approaches (Raffin et al., 2021) successfully solve the problem in a few epochs, while their
implementations fail to achieve similar performance.

- PPO ENIAC(Our Implementation) PC-PG = ENIAC(Original)
—— LPO(Ours) —— RND

Performance on MountaincarContinuous-vO

80
60 -
40 1

201

—20 4

—40 - ///

0 2000 4000 6000 8000

Figure 2: Performance comparison between the original implementations of ENIAC, PC-PG and our implementation
of ENIAC, LPO. Lines are evaluation results averaged over 5 random seeds every 10k steps, the shaded area represents
the standard deviation.
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6 Conclusion

In this paper, we establish a low-switching sample-efficient policy optimization algorithm with general function ap-
proximation using online sensitivity sampling and data reuse techniques. Our algorithm largely improves the sample
complexity in (Feng et al., 2021), while still keeping its robustness to model misspecification. Our numerical experi-
ments also empirically prove the efficiency of the low-switching technique in policy gradient algorithms.
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Algorithm 5 Behaviour Policy Sampling

1: Input: Behaviour Policy , Policy Cover 7%

22 D=1

3: fori=1,--- ,Mdo

4:  Sample j uniformly at randomin 1 : n

5. (s,a) < d-sampler(7;, v)

6:  Sample h > 1 with probability v"~1(1 — ~)

7. Continue the rollout from (s, a) by executing 7 for h — 1 steps

8:  Storing the rollout D[i] + {(s1,a1, - , Sh,an)} where (s1,a1) = (s,a)
9: end for

10: return: D

Algorithm 6 Policy Evaluation Oracle

1: Imput: Evaluate policy 7, Dataset D, Behaviour policy 7, Bonus function b
2: forz_1,2,- , M do

v e T Hed

4 (sF Si 0y ) eD[] ’s first sample

5: (sk,al) < DIi] ’s last sample

o Gie thlr(shab) + b(sE ab)

7: end for

8: end for

o f o argmin 351, (£(sf',af) = (WGi = b(sf, af)))?
€

~

return: Q(s,a) = f(s,a) + 1b(s,a), Vs € K" and Q(s,a) = f(s,a) + b(s, a), otherwise

._
4

Algorithm 7 d-sampler

: Input: v € A(S x A), 7

Sample sg, ag ~ v.

Sample 7 > 1 with probability v =1 (1 — 7).
Execute 7 for 7 — 1 steps, giving state s.
Sample action a ~ 7(-|s).

return (s, a).

AN A S

15



A Remaining Algorithm Pseudocodes

We provide the remaining algorithms including Behaviour Policy Sampling (Algorithm 5), Policy Evaluation Oracle
(Algorithm 6), and the visitation distribution sampler (Algorithm 7).

B Main Analysis

In this section, we provide the main guarantees for LPO.

B.1 Proof Setup

Bonus and auxiliary MDP To begin with, we introduce the concept of optimisic (bonus-added) and auxiliary MDP,
which is also mentioned in (Agarwal et al., 2020a; Feng et al., 2021). However, we design these MDPs with very
different bonus functions.

For each epoch n € [N], we consider an arbitrary fixed comparator policy 7 (e.g., an optimal policy) and three
MDPs: the original MDP M := (S, A, P,r, ), the bonus-added MDP M. := (S, A, P,r +b", ), and an auxiliary
MDP M" := (S, AU {a'}, P",r™,v), where a' is an extra action which is only available for s ¢ K". For all
(s,a) e S x A,

P"(:|s,a) = P(|s,a), r*(s,a) =r(s,a) + b"(s,a).

For s ¢ K"
P"(s|s,a’) = 1,7"(s,a’) = 3

The above equation actually exhibits its property to absorb and provide maximum rewards for agent outside the known
states. For readers’ convenience, we present the definition of bonus function and known states.
The bonus function b : S x A — R defined as

w

b (s,a) = % w(F",s,a)1{s € K"}
b(s,0) = =15 £ K7) ®1)
" (5,0) = 2 (5,0) + b (5,0)

Known states =
K” :{S c S| Va (S A7w(]:n;87a) < 6}

~ (B.2)
K" ={(s,a) € § x A|w(F",s,a) < 8}

Given the auxiliary MDP M", we define 7" (-|s) = 7(:|s) for s € K™ and 7" (a'|s) = 1 for s ¢ K. We denote by
dqn the state-action distribution induced by 7 on M" and d™ the state-action distribution induced by 7 on M.

Given a policy 7, we denote by V7., Q7. ,and AJ, the state-value, Q-value, and the advantage function of 7 on
My, and Vi, Q7 4n,and A7, for the counterparts on M™, and we define Q7 (s, 7) := Eq 5.5 [Q™ (s, a)].

Based on the above definitions and notations, we have the following lemmas.

Lemma B.1. (Distribution Dominance) (Feng et al., 2021). Consider any state s € K", we have:

dpn(s,a) < d7(s,a), Vae A
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Proof. We prove by induction over the time steps along the horizon h. We denote the state-action distribution at the
hyn step following 7™ on M™ as daqn p,.
Starting at h = 0, if sg € K™, then 7" (- | s9) =7 (- | s0) and
c’lvao (s0,a) = dj (so,a), Vac A

Now we assume that at step h, for all s € ", it holds that

dpn 1 (s5,0) < di(s,a),Ya € A

Then, for step h + 1, by definition we have that for s € K"

At nr1(s) =Y dpgn i (8',0') Pagn (s | 87, d)
s’,a’
= Z 1{s' € K"} dpgn p (s',a") Pagn (s | 8',a')

s’,a’

=> 1{s' €K"}dpnn (s',d') P (s | s ,d)

where the second line is due to that if s’ ¢ K™, 7 will deterministically pick af and Py (s | s',a’) = 0. On the
other hand, for dﬁ 41(8, @), it holds that for s € K",

hei(s) =D di(s'd) P(s |, a)

= Z 1{s' e K"}d} (s',a')P(s| s a') + Z 1{s' ¢ K"}df (s',d')P(s]| s, a)
> Z 1{s' e K"}dy (s',a') P (s] s, a) h
> Sza 1{s' € K"} dpgnp (s',d') P (s | §',d)
= ;j;\:n,h+1(8)-

Using the fact that 7(- | s) = 7(- | s) for s € K™, we conclude that the inductive hypothesis holds at h + 1 as

well. Using the definition of the average state-action distribution, we conclude the proof.
O

Lemma B.2. (Partial optimism) (Zanette et al., 2021). Fix a policy 7 that never takes a'. In any episode n it holds

that )
Vi (3) = VI(3) 2 1= Bz 205 (s,7)
— Bz

Proof. Notice that if s ¢ K™, then V/a";b (s) = % as the policy self-loops in s by taking a' there. Otherwise,

Vi () = Equn () @hn (5, 0)

— 1 n / /
= T P (19 E(w anmduenl(s0) (55 ) (B.3)

IN

11—~
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Therefore, VI, (s) < —>—. Using the performance difference lemma in (Kakade, 2001), we get:
M 11—~

(1 =)V 3) = Vi (3) = E(e )z [~ At (s,0)]
= By gz Vit (5) — Qhrn (5. )]

=E, gz [Qin (5, 7") — Qpn (5, 7))

(B.4)
= E,ar (@R (5,7) = QR (5,7) ) s ¢ K"}
3 ~ n ~ n ~ T n
= Es~d§[<1_,y —r(s,m) — 20 (s, m) — b{(s,7) — 'yES/Np(Sﬁ)VMn(s’)) 1{s ¢ K"}]
Since r(s,7) 4+ 207(s, 7) + YEgwp(sm) Vi (8') < 1+ 2+ % <2
Thus, )
V%n" (g) 2 V/\?;l" (S - 17Es~d7:'b711(877r)
T 1 n ~ 1 n ~
=V (g) + mEswdﬁgb (Svﬂ') - EESNd;:'bl (Sa ﬂ-) (B.5)
= V% (g) =+ ,)/IESNCI7r 2bw (S, W)
O

Lemma B.3. (Negative Advantage) (Zanette et al., 2021).
AT (5,7 1{s ¢ K"} <0

Proof. Assume s ¢ K", then Q:[Twn (5,7") = 3 + vV (s). Note that if s ¢ K™, 7" takes an action a # a' such that
b7 (s,a) = % Therefore, V. (s) > ﬁ
Combining the two expressions we obtain that, in any state s ¢ K™,

A (.7 = Qe (5,77) = Vi (5) = 3+ Vi () — Viigu(s) < 0

B.2 Proof Sketch

In order to bound the gap of values between the output policy 70 =Unif(z", 7!, .-, 7V~1) and the comparator
7, we need to analyze the gap between V7™ and V™" for each n € [N]. With the above three lemmas based on the
structure of the well-designed MDPs, we are able to obtain the following regret decomposition (see details in Lemma
B.11 (Regret decomposition)):

~ n 1 -~ _n
(v” _yT ) (s0) € 7= | sup Afpo (5, ) 1{s € K"} +E

(AT (5,7) = Al (5, D)1 € K™
— 7 |sekn

SNdMn

term 2
term 1

+ B, g A (5,7) = AR (5, D)5 € K"} = Eqgogr g 2605, ) + B, " (5, 7")

term 3 term 4 term 5

(B.6)
Now we discuss the details of each term.
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* term 1 represents the Solver Error, which measures the performance of policy 7" in terms of empirical advantage
function on known states. This term can be bounded by Lemma B.10 (NPG Analysis).

* term 2 represents the Approximation Error, which exists when our function class F do not have enough repre-
sentability to deal with critic fitting, and this term can be controlled with Assumption B.5 (Bounded Transfer
Error) and Lemma B.9.

* term 3 represents the Statistical Error, which is the average error between the empirical and optimal advantage
function under known states. This term can be bounded by term 4 (the expectation of width function) according
to Lemma B.1 and Lemma E.8.

 term 5 is the expectation of bonus function under policy 7", and the bound of bonuses is achieved in Lemma
D.3.

B.3 Analysis of LPO

In this part, we follow the above steps of proof to establish the result of our main theorem.
First, we introduce some notions and assumptions to handle the model misspecification. These notions have been
discussed in (Agarwal et al., 2020a; Feng et al., 2021).

Definition B.4. (Transfer error). Given a target function g : S x A — R, we define the critic loss function L(f; d; g)
with d € A(S x A) as:

L(fid;9) =B apa [(f(5.0) — g(s,a))?]

We let Qg:, @}~ to be the Q-function in the bonus-added MDP for a given outer iteration n and an inner iteration
k. Then the transfer error for a fixed comparator 7 is defined as

where 7! 1= argmin ;. = L (f; plsy,,, @y — ™) and d(s,a) == d7 (s) o Unif (A).

Assumption B.5. (Bounded Transfer Error). For the fixed comparator policy 7 , for every epoch n € [N] and every
iteration k inside epoch n, we assume that there exists a constant epj,s such that

n
€L < €bias )

Notice that e,;,s measures both approximation error and distribution shift error. By the definition of transfer error,
we can select a function f;' € F}, such that

L (fl& (Z Q;)Tr}f - bn) < 26bias

Assumption B.6. For the same loss L in the Definition B.4 and the fitter ]7,? in Assumption B.5, we assume that there
exists some C' > 1 and ¢g > 0 such that for any f € F,

E s a)rt [(ﬂs, a) = i (s, a))Q] < O (L f3 Pl @t = 8") = L (i3 s Qf = 1") ) + 0

forne€ [N]and0 <k < K —1.

Remark B.7. Under Assumption 4.6, forevery n € [N]and k € [K], Q% (s,a)—b"(s,a) = E™ [r(s,a) + vQpk (s',a’) |s,a] €
F. Thus, epias can take value 0 and f' = g’“ — b™. Further in Assumption B.6, we have

~ 2
E(s,a)fvpgw |:<f(57 (1) - fl?(sa a)) :| =L (fa p?ovﬂ Q;;Tvl; - bn) :
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Hence, C can take value 1 and g = 0. If ng; — b™ is not realizable in F, eys and €y could be strictly positive.
Hence, the above two assumptions are generalized version of the closedness condition considering model misspec-
ification. Next, we define the optimal regression fit considering the loss function and its corresponding advantage
functions.

Definition B.8. .
f* € argmin L( f; p", Qf — "), fi; € argmin L(f; p", Qk — ")
fer feF
AZ" (8’ a) = fm*(sv a) + bn(s’ (l) - Eal,\/ﬂ—n(_‘s) [f"’*(s, a’) + bn(s7 a/)] B.7)

A]lf;l*(sa a) = fl:(& a) + bn(sv CL) - ]Ea’w‘n'k(ﬁs) [fl: (57 CL/) =+ bn(57 a,)}
In the later proof, we select f™™, f;' not only to be the optimal solution with respect to the above loss function, but
also satisfy the inequality in Assumption B.6, just like f}’.

Lemma B.9. (Advantage Transfer Error decomposition). We have that

E(yudonn (A’gn - A’g,;f) 1{s € K"} < 4/ Aleoms -
Proof. We have

E(s,a)ngn (Allf" - AZ‘:L*) 1{8 € IC’IZ}
= E(s,a)wJMn (Ql]f” - f]: - bn) 1 {S S ’Cn} — ESN[{M"@NW’CHS) (Q]gn _ f]: _ bn) 1{8 c K:n}

S VBt (@ —J -0 1K) ¢ V Ey iy (@ = f7 = 07) 1 {s € K7}

= \/]E(Sva)"“‘ﬁr (Qg" - fl::k - bn)2 1 {S € ]Cn} =+ \/Eswd*,awﬂk(»|s) (Qfﬂ - f;: - bn)2 1 {3 € ]Cn}

= VE(wa A ] 5) - (Qf — £z — )’ 1{s € K"} + /B, oy alAlm(al s) - (Qh — fi —b7)* 1 {s € K"}

<4 V |A|6bias7

where the first inequality is by Cauchy-Schwarz, the second inequality is by distribution dominance, and the last
two lines follow the bounded transfer error assumption and the definition of f;. O

Next, we provide the NPG Analysis.

Lemma B.10. (NPG Analysis) (Agarwal et al., 2020a).

Take stepsize 1 = ll‘ggv(v‘f}g in the algorithm, then for any n € [N] we have

K-1
> By | Al (5,001 {5 € £7}] < 8Wlog(JADK

k=0

Proof. Here we omit the index n for simplicity. From the NPG update rule
T (-] ) oc e (- | 8)en ()

o (- | S)en@k(s,-)gn%(S)

if we define the normalizer
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then the update can be written as

(| S engk(s")
Trt1( | 8) = (|zk)(s)

Then for any s € K™,
KL (7(- | 8), 41 (- [ 8)) — KL (7(- [ s), me(- | 5))
_Z (a]s)log (a|s)) z:%(a\s)logM

Trt1(a | m(a | s)

—Z (a]s)log ————— m(a ] 5)

me1(a | s)
_ Z%(a | s)log (Zke—ﬁAk(s,a)>
= —nz%(a | s),zl\k(s,a) + log zi(s)

Since ‘ﬁk(s,a)’ < 4W and when T > log(|A|),n < 1/(4W), we have nA,(s,a) < 1. By the inequality that
exp(z) <1+ax+ 2% forx <landlog(l+x) <xforz > —1

log (z(5)) <1y _ mila | s)Ax(s,a) + 169> W? = 167> W
Thus for s € ™ we have

KL (7(- | 5), w1 (- | 9)) = KL G| ), 700 | ) < —iBanze (o) [An(s, )] + 167207

By taking sum over k, we get

K-1 R
E(s,a)ngn Ak(s,a)l {S S ’Cn}
k=0
K-1 1
= 5ES~JM7L [(KL (%( | 8)77T0(- | S)) — KL (77’( | s),ﬂK(. | 8))) 1{8 c IC”H + ]-677KW2
k=

0
og(|Al)/n + 16nKW?

<8W+/log(|A|) K.

Now we are ready to analyze the regret decomposition.

Lemma B.11. (Regret decomposition). With probability at least 1 — ¢ it holds that

T T R(K) 2V2A€bias 1 ~ \/ﬁ
NZ<V V) S TR Ty +\/JVO<(1—W> .

Proof. Fix a policy 7 on M. Consider the following decomposition for an outer episode 7,

n

T " T 1 ~ T 1 n n
(v v )(30) = V7(50) F T2 Baar 0o 205(5,7) = V™ (50) = 1= Baman s (5,7")

<V in(s0) by Lemma B.2 — v ®9)
1 W . . .
+ m [—Eswdﬂsowa(S,ﬂ') +Es~d"|sob (s,m )}

def Bn
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We put the term B™ aside for a moment and use performance difference lemma to obtain

Vi (50) = Vi (50) = Viign (s0) = Vit (s0)
1

= EES’\’JJ\A" |: WMWTL(S’%n)}

]. ‘IT" ~n n 7.[.71 ~n n
— mEswiMn Al (5, T s € K"} + Al n (s, 7")1{s ¢ K"}

<0 by Lemma B.3

1

S [A”Mn (s,7)1{s € /cn}]
where the last step is because on states s € K™ we have 77 (+|s) = 7(+|s).
Define

Abi(s.a) = Qb (s,0) = Vii(s)
= fk(sa CL) + bZ(S7 a) - Ea’wmcﬂs) [fk(57 a/) + bZ(S’ a/)}
and
R K-
(s, a Z A'g (s,a)
k=0

Then we get

= m ESNJMHA\ﬂn (S;Fﬂv')l{s € IC”} + ESNJMn {Aﬂn (8,%) — A\”Mnn (577'?):| 1{8 c ,Cn}}

sup Ap (5, ) 1{s € K"} +E,_ 5 [ARgn(5,7) — Alga (s, M)]1{s € £}
L—7 |sexn M

term 2
term 1

+E, g, A (5,7) — AR (s, 7)]1{s € K"}

term 3
The first term can be bounded by Lemma B.10 (NPG lemma):

R(K)

~ n ~ 1 ~
sup A% n (s, 7)1{s € K"} = sup 7 Z Eor(|s)Apn (5,0)1{s € K"} < %
k=0

sekn sekn
The second term can be bounded by Lemma B.1, B.9
E, 7, [A%in (5,7) — Al (5, T)]1{s € K"}
< By i [ATn (8,7) — Al (s, 7)|1{s € K"}
2 Aébias

The third term can be bounded by Lemma E.8, which ensures that with probability at least 1 — g it holds that

Vn € [N], Vk € {0,--- , K —1}, ¥(s,a) € K" : 0 < QN7 (s,a) — Q. (s,a) < 20" (s, a)
Then we have: Vn € [N],V(s,a) € K™

>_-

1 = ~ ~
Ajga(s,0) = ATy (s, 0) (@ (s,0) = Qi (s.0)) = (@5 (s, ) = Qb (5. 71))

k=0

>0

< Qiun (5,0) = QRpn (s, )
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Apply the Lemma B.1, we have

E, g Ak (5,7) = A (5, D) 1{s € K"} <E_7  [Qhupn (5,7) — Qhgn (5, )]1{s € K"}

N . N (B.18)
SEy g7 (@ (5, 7) = QR (5, 7)]1{s € K"}
As aresult,
~ n 1 R(K ~
(Vﬂ' . v ) (30) < m |:§_{) + 24/ 2 A€pias + ]ESNd%QbZ(S,?T)l{S € K”} + Bn:|
(B.19)
1 K
= — |:7€(> + 24/ 2 A€pias + ]Eswdnb”(s, 7Tn):|
1—7v K
And finally using the concentration of bonuses (Lemma D.3) we get
1%(‘/%_‘/#") (8 )< R(K) _’_2V2A6b1c15 1 g:E bn(s n)
N 2 YRR T 1oy TNa oy & T
n= "= (B.20)
R(K) + 2\/ 2A€bias + Lé V d2
TA-mK T 1-9 YN \(0-9)%
O

Combining all previous lemmas, we have the following theorem about the sample complexity of our LPO.

Theorem B.12. (Main Results: Sample Complexity of LPO). Under Assumptions 4.3, 4.5, and 4.6, for any compara-
tor 7, a fixed failure probability d, eluder dimension d = dim(F, 1/N), a suboptimality gap e and appropriate input

hypemarameters:NEé(W) K= O(IHM‘W ),Mz(}((l_{;ag>,n:6<m>ﬁ:5(lv>’

(1—v)%e? VKW nw

our algorithm returns a policy 70, satisfying

(V% - V”Lm) (s0) < e.

with probability at least 1 — ¢ after taking at most 0] ( 3) samples.

= 7)

Proof. First, let’s consider Lemma B.11 (Regret decomposition). We need ensure

R(K) 8w  []A] _« n | A| W2
1)k 1V & 2 7 K= O<<1— >s2>

This gives the inner iteration complexity. Next, /3 can be any constant between 0 and 1, and recall that € is the parameter
that controls the width function (3.3). We set € in the following form (see Lemma E.6 for justification)

NN (AF, 2¢1) ) >

3 1
e =100 (2C1N - €stat + 20N Weqp + 502 -In < 5

and
500C - W - log (F2)
Estat — M
where €1, €5 represents the function cover radius. Since our algorithm complexity depends only logarithmically on the
covering numbers, we can set the cover radius with any polynomial degree of €. In fact, ¢; = O(e%), e2 = O(g?),

e =0O(log N),
1 ~( Va2 € ~ &?
VN (( )2/3><2HM:NZO(<17>452)

) + 132 - ey
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gives the outer iteration complexity and the number of samples collected by a single Monte Carlo trajectory.
Under Assumption 4.6, which means Q-function is realizable in our function class F, €pj,s = 0 (see Remark B.7
for justification). After setting the hyperparameters above, with probability at least 1 — §, we have

1SN/~
N;(V v >(80)§5

Remember that our algorithm outputs a uniform mixture of policy cover 7F0 =Unif(x?, 7!

-, V1), so we have

(V?r - V’T“’°) (s0) < e.

Next, we consider the total samples we need to collect through steps of the algorithm.

Every time the bonus switches, Algorithm 3 is invoked, and runs for K iterations. From Lemma E.4 we know that
once data are collected, they can be reused for the next « policies. Therefore, we actually run Algorithm 5 for [%1
times, and whenever invoking Algorithm 5, we need M samples by Monte Carlo sampling. We denote S to be the
number of bonus switches given in Proposition C.7 (Number of Switches).

In total, the sample complexity of our algorithm is

S X {K—‘ X M
~— K ~~
number of inner loops invoked —— Monte Carlo trajectories
the inner iteration
In|A|
S 21n(1/6) <VRW (B+W) .
N X (1—9)In2 e
~ B VK
=0|(d|—=+1)——M
< (W " ) 1= )
~ d w d?
=0 X X
(1 -y (A-7e ( 7)45")
d3
=0 +——=
(1 —7)%e?
We complete the proof of our main theorem. O

C The Number of Switches

In this section, we will give the bound of the number of switching policies in the outer loop.
Recall that the width function is

w(F",s,a) = sup \f1(s,a) — fa(s,a)|

FLf2EF | fi=fal 1%, <e

The parameter € will be defined later in (E.1). In fact, we will show that e = O(log N) in Lemma E.6 and E.7. First,

we need to show that for every n € [N], the sensitivity dataset Zn approximates the original dataset Z™. Our approach
is inspired by (Kong et al., 2021).
For all n € [N] and « € [¢, +00), we define the following quantities

B'(a) = {(f1, f2) € Fx F| i = fall3n < a/100}
B(a) == {(fl,fg) cFxF| mm{nf1 — . ,4NW2} < a}
B'(0) = {(1. f2) € F x F[[|fi = fall. < 1000}
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For each n € [N], we use £"(«) to denote the event that

B"(a) C B"(e) C B" ()

Furthermore, we denote that
gni= ) €" (1007¢)
§=0
Our goal is to show that the event £ holds with great probability, which means Znisa good approximation to Z".
Before presenting the proof, we need the following concentration inequality proved in (Freedman, 1975).

Lemma C.1. Consider areal-valued martingale {Y, : £ = 0,1, 2, - - - } with difference sequence { X}, : K =0,1,2,--- }.
Assume that the difference sequence is uniformly bounded:

|Xk| <R almostsurely for k=1,23,--

For a fixed n € N, assume that

> Eroa (X7) <07
k=1
almost surely. Then for all ¢ > 0,

P{Y,— Y| >t} <2 t'/2
n - - — X T T o T o
0 P o2+ Rt/3

Furthermore, we need a bound on the number of elements in the sensitivity dataset. This is established in (Kong
etal., 2021).

Lemma C.2. With probability at least 1 — /64N,

’2" < 64N3/5 Vn e [N].

The following lemma shows that if £” happens, Znisa good approximation to Z". And this is proved in (Kong
etal., 2021).

Lemma C.3. If £™ occurs, then

1

oo I = folZe < min{[1fi = foll 5 ANW?} <10000(1 i = foll 20 VA = fol 2. > 100€

and

min { |11 = /2|

2. ,4NW2} < 100006, V| fi — foll% < 100€

To establish our result, we need the following lemma. The proof follows the approach of (Kong et al., 2021). We
present it here for completeness.

Lemma C.4. For a € [¢, ANW?]

Pr(£'€%...£" 7 (£"(a))°) < 6/ (32N?)
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Proof. We use Z" to denote the dataset without rounding, i.e., we replace every element Z with z. Denote C; =
C'log (N N (]—', A /6/64N3) /6), where C will be chosen appropriately later. We consider any fixed pair (f1, f2) €

C(]—‘,W) xC(I,\/W).

For each 7 > 2, define

2; = wax { || fy = foll e min {|| f1 — fo

2, ,4NW2}}

and

pz (f1 (zi—1) — fa (zi_l))2 zi—1 is added into Z' and Z; < 20000000

Yi=<o0 z;_1 1s not added into ?i and Z; < 2000000«
(fi (zi-1) = fo (zi-1)) Z; > 2000000

Note that Z; is constant under J;_1 and Y; is adapted to the filtration JF;, thus

Ei1 [Yi] = (fi (zi-1) — fa (2i-1))°

now we bound Y; and its variance in order to use Freedman’s inequality.
If p,, , = 1or Z; > 2000000c, then Y; — E;_; [Y;] = Var;_1 [Y; — E;_1 [Y;]] = 0. Otherwise by the definition
of p, we have

Y —E;—1 [Yi]] < (min{||f1 — 2
< 3000000/ C4

2, ,4NW2} n 1) /0y

and

Varz 1 [Y Ez 1 [Y]] S

(fi (2i1) = f2 (zi-1))*

< (f1 (2i-1) = fa (2i-1))* - 30000000t/ Cy
Taking sum with respect to % yields

> Var;_y [Vi — By [Y;]] < (3000000r)%/Ch
=2

By Freedman’s inequality, we have

{iy Ei_1 [Y)

< Qexp{

> a/lOO}

(a/100)2/2
(30000000)2/C} + o - 30000000 /3C

2
< (§/64N?) / (/\/ (]-', NET (64N3)>>
where the last inequality is guaranteed by taking C' appropriately large.

Taking a union bound over all (f1, f2) € C (]-", o/ (64N3)) x C (.7-", \o/ (64N3)), with probability at least
1-9/ (64T2), we have

n

> (Yi—Eia Vi)

=2

< a/100.

In the rest of the proof, we condition on the event above and the event defined in Lemma C.2.

26



Part 1 (B"(a) C B™(«)) : Consider any pair f1, fo € F with || f1 — f2|\2zn < a/100. From the definition we

know that there exist (ﬁ,fg) eC (]-', W) xC (.7:7 o/ (64]\73)) such that Hﬁ — f1”oo, fQHOO <

0/ (64N3). Then we have that

Hfl f2H §<||f1 f2||zn+Hf1 le +Hf2—f2H )
Qm Pollze +2- V2 VAT GN9))

a

~ ~ 2
We consider the Y; ’s which correspond to f; and f;. Because H fi— f2Hz < «/50, we also have that

~ 2 2
Hf1 — szZ » < «/50. From £"~1 we know that min{Hfl — fo Sun ,4NW2} < 10000c.. Then from the

definition of Y; we have

—~ 112
Hfl_f? z"

n
= Z}g
=2

2
Then H fi—fo HE can be bounded in the following manner:

Hmu;im

< ZEL 1 [Yi] + /100

—fQHZ +a/100
< 30/100

2
As a result, — f2 Hf" can also be bounded:

Ifr = fal %

zn < (Hfl ol

< (Hﬁ—ﬁu

< /25

)

+Hf1 Al +Hf2—f2

+2- M NZT (64N3)>

Finally we could bound || f; — ngQZAn :

1= £ol%n < (I = fallze + VEINO]3/ (8\/618775))
«

IN

We conclude that for any pair fi, fo € F with || f; — f2||22n, < «/100, it holds that || f; — f2||2§n < «. Thus we
must have B" () C B™(«).

Part 2 (B"(a) C En(a)> : Consider any pair f1, fo € F with ||f1 — fa 22 > 100c. From the definition we

know that there exist (]?1,]?2) eC (.7-', \/W) xC (]—', \/W) such that Hﬁ — le , ng <
\/W . Then we have that - -
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—~ ~ 12 ~ ~ 2
£ 2. = (5 = £llze = 5= B - [ 2] )
> (12~ foll e — 2 VIZT] - /3T @GN )

> 50

- 2 ~ ~
Thus we have H fi—fa H > 50c. We consider the Y; ’s which correspond to f; and f,. Here we want to prove
Zn

PN o 2
that H f1—fo > 40«. For the sake of contradicition we assume that H fi—fo H . <40a.
3 Z’V‘L

2
2\7

~ ~ (12
Casel H 7— ng < 2000000c. From the definition of ¥; we have
Z"L

2 n
=Y
Z =2

i

Combined with the former result, we conclude that

i

2 n n . N 2
=YY >SN Ei1 [Yi] — /100 = H . H — /100 > 500 — /100 > 49
Zn ; i = ; 1 Yi] — o/ fi—fe - a/ > 500 — o/ > 49«

Then we have

= (5~ . - Vo (3v))’

2
Zn

i

> 40«

which leads to a contradiction.

o2 PO
Case2 : Hf1 - fg”z ~, > 1000000c. From E"~! we deduce that Hf1 — £

a contradiction.

2
’2 > 100« which directly leads to

—~ ~ 112 ~ ~ 12 —~ ~ 2
Case3 Hfl - fQHZ > 2000000c and Hf1 - fQHZ < 1000000 Tt is clear that (f1 (2n_1) — fo (zn,l)) >

1000000cx. From the definition of sensitivity we know that z,,_; will be added into Z" almost surely, which leads to
a contradiction.

2
We conclude that Hfl - f2H§ > 40«. Finally we could bound || f; — f2|\2§n :

1= flz = (|- B, - |n -2l - 1B - 2]L.)
2
> (- . -2z v
>«

We conclude that for any pair fy, fo € F with || fi — fa||%. > 10000a, it holds that || fi — f2]|%. > 100c. This
implies that B"(a) C B" (a). O

Next, we give a bound of the summation of online sensitivity scores.
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Lemma C.5. (Bound of sensitivity scores). We have

N—-1
> sensitivity 5z (2") < C' - dimp(F, 1/4N)log, (ANW?) log N

n=1
for some absolute constant C' > 0.

Proof. Note that Z" = {(s;, a;)};c,17, 80 [ 2" < N,
Notice that

2
sensitivity zn £ (2") = __(h(z) i f2(2))
fi.foeF min{|| f1 — fo||Zn, ANW?2} +1

2
_ (f1 (2n) — f2 (2n))
fofer |Ifi = follon +1
For eachn € [N — 1], let f1, fo € F be an arbitrary pair of functions, such that

(f1(2n) = f2(20))”
[f1 = f2 %5 +1
is maximized, and we define L (z,) = (f1 (2n) — f2 (2n)) for such f1, fo.

2
Note that 0 < L (z,) < 4W?2. Let 2V = ULlogz(‘”’V N)]

a=0

L(-), where foreach 0 < o < Llog2 (4W2N)J , we define

Za U Z4 be a dyadic decomposition with respect to

z. = {Zn € ZN | L(zn) € (4W2-2‘(0‘+1),4WQ-2_0‘”

and
Zoo _ {Zn c ZN | L(Zn) S 4W2 . 27|_10g2(4W2N)J71}
Therefore, for any z, € 2., sensitivity z. » (2n) < 4W?2.27 [tog, (4W?N) | -1 < 1/N, and thus

Z sensitivity zn z (2n) < N - N 1
2n€Zc0

For each a, let N, = |Z,|/dimpg (]—", AW? . 2‘(a+1)), and we decompose Z,, into (N, + 1) disjoint subsets,
ie., Z, = Uévz‘f 123;, by using the following procedure:

Initialize Z7, = {} for all j and consider each z,, € Z,, sequentially.

For each z,, € Z,, find the smallest 1 < 5 < N,, such that z,, is 4W?2. 2’(a+1)—independent of Zg; with respect
to F.

Set j = N, + 1 if such j does not exist, use j (z,,) € [N, + 1] to denote the choice of j for z,, and add z,, into
Zi.

Now, for each z, € Z,, 2, is 4W? - 2~ (@*+1)_dependent on each of zZl z2 ... ,Zi(zn)_l.

Next, we will show that: For each z,, € Z,,

4
j (Zn)

For any z,, € Z,, let f1, fo € F be an arbitrary pair of functions, such that

(fl (Zn) - f2 (Zn))2
If1 = follZn +1

sensitivity zn z (z2n) <

29



is maximized. Since z, € Z,, we must have (f1 (zn) — f2 (20))° > 4W?2 . 27D gince z,, is 4W?2 - 2~ (1)
dependent on each of Z1, 22, .-, Z3*") 7 foreach 1 < t < j (2,), we have || f — fal|%, > 4W2. 2=+ note

that Z1, 22 ...  Z}, (z)=1 = 27 due to the design of the partition procedure. Thus,

(fl (Zn) — f2 (Zn))2 < 4W2 -2 4W2 L2Te

Ifi = follze+1 7= folze ~ SIETA - Lz,
< 4W?2 .27« - 2
> (] (Zn) _ 1) AW?2 . 2—(atl) — j(zn) 1

Therefore,

sensitivity zn z (zn) <

2 1} < 4
j(zn)_l, _J(Zn)
In addition, by the definition of 41?2 - 2—(¢+1)_independent, we have |Z2| < dimp (F,4W?2. 2_(0‘“)) for all
1 < j < N,. Therefore,

sensitivity z..  (2n) < min {

o4 4
itivity 2 » (2) < zi. 4 4
Z sensitivity z. z (zn) < Z |27 j+ Z A
2n €20 1<j<Na sezNa+1
AW?2 . 9— (1)
< 4dimp (]—", AW? 2—<a+1>) (0 (Na) 1) +]Za] - =
[e%

= 4dimp (]-', AW? . 2*<a+1>) - (In (N,) + 2)
< 8dimp (;f, AW? . 2*<a+1>) ‘I N

Now, by the monotonicity of eluder dimension, it follows that:

N_1 [log, (4W?2N) |
Z sensitivity zn 7 (zn) < Z Z sensitivity zn z (2n) + Z sensitivity z. z (2n)
n=1 a=0 Zn€2a Zn €Z°

8 (|log, (AW?N)| 4+ 1) dimg(F,1/4N)In N + 1
9

<
<9 ([logy (4W?N)| 4 1) dimp(F,1/4N)In N

')
n=1

The following proposition verifies that [ __, £ happens with high probability.

Proposition C.6.
P <ﬂ 5”) >1-0/32
n=1

Proof. For all n € [N] it holds that
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P(Ee>...en ) —P(EE%...€")
=P(e'e?...em(EM))

en 1003

DL

=P | &E?..
j=0

=P (&ter...en ] (&n (1007¢))°

=0

< fjp (sre2...en (em (1007¢))°)

J=0

= > p(ee e (e (100))

§>0,1009 e<AN W2

where the last equality holds because P (€"(v)) = 1 while o > 4NW?2. Combining this with Lemma C.4 yields

P(ErE...eM71) —P(£€%...6") <5/ (32N?) - (log (ANW?/e) +2) < §/(32N)

+(ne)

—1- Y (P(E1€...em ) —P(£1€7...6M))

n=1

thus

=

=2

>1— N - (5/32N)
—=1-5/32

With Lemma C.5, we are now ready to prove:

Proposition C.7. With probability at least 1 — §/8, the following statements hold:
(1) The subsampled dataset Z™ changes for at most

S = C+log (NN (F,+/3/64N3) /3) - dims(F, 1/N) - log® N

where C' > 0 is some al)solute constant.
(ii) For any n € [N], }Zn‘ < 64N3 /.

Proof. Conditioning on £™, we have

[{&™} - sensitivity 5,  (2n) < C - sensitivity z. (2n)

for some constant C' > 0 according to Lemma C.3. By definition of p, we have

p- S sensitivity z () - log (N./\/ (.7:, \/5/64N3) /5)

thus by Lemma C.5 we have
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N—1 N—1
S OI{E"} p., S ) T{E") - sensitivity 5, 1 (24) - log (NN (]—"7 \/5/64N3> /5)
n=1

il
—_

A

sensitivity z. z (zn) - log (N/\/ (]:7 \/W) /5)
< lcl)g (NN (]—', \/W) /5) dimp(F,1/N)log? N

and by choosing C'in the proposition appropriately, we may assume that

3
|
—

N-1

Z H{gn} ‘Pz, S Smax/3

n=1

For 2 < n < N, define random variables { X, } as

X, — I{et} zZa is‘added into Z"
0 otherwise

Then X, is adapted to the filtration F,,. We have that E,,_ [X,,] = p., ,-[{€""1} andE, , [(Xn —E, , [X,L])Q} -
1{&" "'} -p..,_, (1 —p.,_,). Note that X,, — E,,_; [X,,] is a martingale difference sequence with respect to F,, and

N N N
Z En—l |:(Xn - En—l [Xn])2i| = Z H{En}Pzn_l (1 - pzn_l) S Z I[{gn—l} *Pzp_a § Smax/3
n=2 n=2 n=2

N n
ZEn—l [Xn} = szn_l]l{gn—l} S Smax/3
n=2 n=2
thus by applying Freedman’s inequality (Lemma C.1), we deduce that
N
P {Z X > Smax}
n=2
N
<]P{ Z (Xn - ]Enfl [Xn]) Z 2Smax/3}
n=2

(2Smax/3)° /2
=2exp {_ Sine/3 + 2/ }
<6/(32N)

With a union bound we know that with probability at least 1 — §/32,

N
Z Xn < Smax

n=2

We condition on the event above and ﬂi:[:l E™. In this case, we add elements into Z" for at most Smax times.
Combining the result above with Lemma C.2 completes the proof.

O
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D Concentration of Bonuses

Before bounding the bonuses, we need the following concentration inequality proved in (Beygelzimer et al., 2011).

Lemma D.1. (Bernstein for Martingales).

Consider a sequence of random variables X1, Xo,---, Xp. Assume that for all ¢, X; < R, and E;[X}] et
E[X¢| X1, -+, X¢—1] = 0. Then for any § > 0, there exists constant ¢y, ¢, such that

1
ZEtXQ +ch1nS >1-6

T
ZXt <ecp X
t=1

Lemma D.2. (Bound of Indicators). For any episode n during the execution of the algorithm, with probability 1—4/2,

N
~ [ vV Nd2e
Z E(s,a)~dn b1 (5,a) < O ( (D.1)
n=1 (1 - ’7)ﬂ
where d = dimg(F,1/N).
Proof.
N 5 N R
Z E(s,a)rwd”b?(sa a) < m Z E(s@)wd"l{w(]:n’ S, a‘) 2 ﬁ}
n=1 n=1
—izN:E 1L w(F s.0) > 1)
o ]_7,), (s,a)~dm 60‘) ,8,a) 2
L (D.2)
g B Z (s a)wd"w ]: S, a)
~ [ vV Nd2e
<O|— by Lemma D.3
- ((1 -8 (by )
O

Lemma D.3. (Bound of Bonuses). For any episode n during the execution of the algorithm, with probability 1 — §,/2

N
3 Efaymanw(F", 5,0) < O <de2e n ln(§)> -0 (\/Nd%) (D.3)
n=1

where d = dimg(F,1/N).

Proof. We define the random dataset D;., to represent all the information at the beginning of iteration n of the
algorithm. Then we define R R
én = E(s,a)wd” [w(fn’ S, a)|D1:n] - W(Ina Sny an)

and let
N . N N
A= Z E(s,a)~an [w(F", s,a)|D1.p] Z W(F", 8, an) + Z &
n=1 n=1 n=1

Now we bound 3N, w(F™, s, ay,):
We condition on the event in the Lemma C.6, we have

w(]?",s,a) < sup |f1(s,a) — f2(s,a)]| def b"(s,a)
f1:f2€F, || f1— fall%n <100e
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For any given a > 0, let £ = {(s,,, an)|n € [N],0"(sn,an) > a}, let |£| = L.

Next we show that there exists z;, := (g, ax) € L, such that (s, a) is a-dependent on at least N = L/dimg (F, o) —
1 disjoint subsequences in Z¥NL. We decompose the £ = U;v;llﬁj by the following procedure. We initialize £7 = {}
for all j and consider z;, € L sequentially. For each z; € £, we find the smallest j (1 < j < N), such that 2, is
a-independent on £7 with respect to F. We set j = N + 1 if such j does not exist. We add 2, into £/ afterwards.
When the decomposition of £ is finished, LN £ (), as £7 contains at most dimg (F, ) elements for j € [N]. For
any zj, € LN, 24 is a-dependent on at least N = L/dimg(F, a) — 1 disjoint subsequences in Z* N L.

On the other hand, there exists f1, fo € F with || f1 — f2||22k < 100¢, such that | f1(s,a) — f2(s,a)| > a. So we have:

(L/dimg(F,a) — 1) -a® <||fi — fa||Zr < 100e

which implies
100e

a?

L<( + 1)dimg(F, )

Now let by > by > - - - by to be a permulation of {6 (s,,, an)}N_,. For any b,, > %, we have

100e 100e

1
+ 1)dimpg (F, —

n < ( N)

< T%
which implies that

n -3
bp<|——m—1 100¢, when b, > 1/N
< (dimE(f, 1) ) v/ 100€e, when /

Moreover, we have b,, < 2W, so

D=

N _
S b <N~ oW - dimp(F, 1/N) + > (’”—1) V100€

: T
N dimp (F,1/N)<n<N dimp(F, 5 (D.4)

< 14 2W -dimg(F,1/N) + C - \/dimg(F,1/N)- N - ¢
For simplicity, we denote d := dimg(F, 1/N), then 25:1 W(F™, $n,an) < O(VNdZe).
Then we will bound the sum of noise terms:
N N R
Z E(s,a)wd” [5721 |D1:n] = Z E(s,a)Nd” [w2 (]_-n7 S, CL) IDl:n]
n=1 n=1
N

<2W - Z E(s,a)~dn [w(j-:", $,a)|D1.)

n=1

(D.5)

Now using the Lemma D.1 (Bernstein for Martingales) gives with probability at least 1 — % for some constant ¢

In(2/9)

N N
Z & <cex 2 Z E(S)Q)Ndn [§%|D1:n] ln(2/5) + T
n=1 n=1 (D.6)

= cx ( AW AIn(2/3) + ln(23/5)>

Solving for A finally gives with high probability

A=0 (\/ Nd?e + 111(?)) (D.7)
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E Analysis of Policy Evaluation Oracle

In this section, we provide the theoretical guarantee of our policy evaluation oracle using importance sampling tech-
nique.

Definition E.1. (Importance Sampling Estimator). Let ¢ be a positive discrete random variable with probability mass
function P(t = 7) = 4"~ *(1 — ~), and let {(s;,a-,7;)},_; , be a random trajectory of length ¢ obtained by
following a fixed behavioral” policy 7 from (s, a). The importance sampling estimator of the target policy  is:

(HtQﬂ—(S‘”aT)) Tt

(sr,ar;)) 1=

Notice that our inner loop solves the bonus-added MDP problem, so r; is replaced by G in the following formula.

[’I"t + b(st,at)], ift Z 2

1—
Gt = 7
1— 7[7“75]7 ift=1
Definition E.2. We define B = 2=, G = 355, 61 = 7°

Remark E.3. From the definition of bonus function, we know that 0 < b(-,-) < B. In addition, the random return
from a single Monte Carlo trajectory lcitv has a deterministic upper bound Gy.x. For a concise bound, we can assume
2Gmax < W in the following proof.

Lemma E.4. (Stability of Importance Sampling Estimator) When

. 1—7)In2
hok<r |
T /s (B W)

HtTZQW(sT,aT) Gy < 2G.
w(sr,a:)) 1—v

then with probability 1 — 41,

Remark E.S. This lemma indicates that if we want to get a stable importance sampling estimator during policy
evaluation process, « should be O(v/K) (since 7 has an order of O(\/%) by Lemma B.10).

Proof. This lemma combines the results of Appendix G in (Zanette et al., 2021). First of all, we need to figure out the
policy form on the known set. In fact, we have the following conclusion.

ec(s,a)
Y T (0 | ) els)

V(s,a), m(al]s)=mg(als)x

where

k—1
c(s,a) =1~ 3 [b(s,a) + fi(s, a)
i=k

We assume k > k, then according to the algorithm,

’/Tk-(’|8) o< ﬂ-k_l(.|s)e"7[fk—1(37')+b(sv')]
x Wk('|8)e"Zf;é[f"(s")‘*'b(s")]
We define

k-1
c(s,a) =n- Y [b(s,a) + fi(s,a)]
i=k

35



So the desired result is obtained.
To simplify the notation, we use c to denote sup, |e(s, a)|. Then the following chain of inequalities is true.

~2¢ e ” < m(a|s) < eclsa) < e’ 2¢
e =e
ST r@s)e S xals) S Sy rla | 9)etd) = S x(a [s)e
So we can bound the policy ratio.
e~2¢ < sup m(a]s) < 2
(s,a) ’/T(a | S)
Notice that
n-r-(B+W) = sup le(s,a)]
(s,a)
Then we have a ) n2
—~)In
c=sup |c(s,a)| £ —FFF—
TV
Remember that ¢ is small with high probability:
Pit>a)= Y " '(1-7)
t=a+1
=7 (1=
t=0
= £
This implies
o = 11’151 _ 11’11/51 < 1111/(51
In~y Inl/y = 1—v
In the complement of the above event:
t—1
a—1)(1— In 2
sup ﬂ-(a | S) < 62(0171)6 < 6% < 9.
(s,a) 7T((l | S)
Then with probability at least 1 — 4, if the importance sampling ratio is upper bounded
t—1
HS_ZQM <[ sup 7r(a | 5) <2
E(S‘ra a‘r) (s,a) ﬂ-(a | S)
And ﬁiy is bounded by G« in absolute value, which guarantees our result. O

Lemma E.6. (Concentration of Width Function). If we set

1 3 1
—e==C1N - €t + 20NWeq + 502 -In (

E.1
100 2 €1

NN(A.F, 261))
o

where €; denotes the function cover radius, C7, C5 is some constant defined in the following proof, g, will be
determined in Lemma E.7.
Then with probalility at least 1 — 14, for all n € [N]

I1AflI5, <e (E.2)
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Proof. Conditioned on the Proposition C.6, we only need to prove

1A fi|[Zn < 100€

Let C (AF,2¢;) be a cover set of AF. Then for every Af € AF, there exists a Ag € C (AF,2¢;) such that
IAf — Ag|loo < 2€;. Consider a fixed Ag € C (AF, 2¢1), we define n random variables:

(E.3)

Xi = # ((Ag (s1,@))" = E(s.aymari [(Ag(s,a))2]) i€ [n]

Notice that for all i € [n], X; < 1, E;[X;] =0, and

EZ[XE] < EZ“XZH < E (Ag(sm Z)) ‘| 1 E(s,a)~d"1 (Ag(&a))z

A2 a2

Then by using Lemma D.1 (Bernstein for Martingales), we have the following inequality: With probability at least

1 — 0o,
. X; < Ll 612 Y E i (A 24 1 1
;Zl R \Fiie 2 (s,a)~d" (Ag(s,a))” +c2 xIn 5

which means

In - 1

1 n 2 9 i n , 1
" Z; [(Ag(&:,ai)) — ]E(s,a)Ndw'i (Ag(s,a)) } <ex 3 Z;]E(S’a)wdﬂi (Ag(s,a))” + - 1n$

We now proof that if A = C' - In (é) , which C' is a constant appropriate large, then

InL 2 1.1 I A
e x Y B (Ag(s,a) + s | < 0 S DB g (Ag(s.0)? | + 7

n? n 0Oy ;
=1

i=1
To simplify the notation, we define A = >"" | E (s a)mar (Ag(s,a))?.

Case 1: A < X\ According to the selection of A, there exists constant ¢’, ¢’ appropriate small, such that

() =< (3)
—In{— )< (-
n 02 n

Then
LHS <c¢ x iln 1 —&—lln 1 <ex (d+") i Sl i—!—é = RHS
n? 0o n 0o n 2\n n

Case 2: A > )\ there also exists constant ¢/, ¢ appropriate small, such that

2 (5) = ()
—Inl— ) <c|—
n 0o n



Then

LHS <c¢ x él ! +—l ! <ecx(d+") é gl é—i—é = RHS
52 52 n 2\n n

After taking the union bound on the function cover C(AF, 2¢;), we have the following result: With probalility at least
1— NN (AF,2€)0 = - 6, by setting A = C - In (M) we have

‘ 2
i=1 i=1

Vn,YAg € C(AF,201), Y [(Ag(si,ai))Q N (Ag(s,a))ﬂ = (ZE(M)NW (Ag(s, a))? +/\)

Next, we transform to an arbitrary function Af € AJF. Since there exists a Ag € C(AF,2¢;) such that
IAf — Agll,, < 2e1, we have that for all i € [n],

|(AF (s1:0))° = (Bg (s1,0:))°|

= |Af (si,a;) — Ag (si,a:)| - | Af (si,a;) + Ag (si,a;)) |< 8Wey
and

‘E(s,a)wdﬂi [(A f(s,a)ﬂ —Ef oy [(Ag(s,a))z]‘

<E (g [Af(5,0) = Ag(s,a)| - |Af(s,a) + Ag(s,a)| < 8We
Therefore,

> (A F(sis0)) =B o re (Af(5,))?]

> [(AF(si,a0)) = (Aglsivan)?]| + Z[Ag 50:0)) — B, o art (Bg(s,0))?]

Z {E(s,a)wdwi (Af(s,a))? = E(S,a)mdwi (Ag(s, a))Q}

( ]E(s,a)Nd"i (Ag(s a)) + )\> + 1671W€1

E(aymari (Af(s,0))? +8nWer + A) + 16nWe;

Then,

3 1
Vn € [N],YAf € AF,||Af]|%. < 52 (s.a)md Af(s,a))2+§)\+20nW61

Then we have with probability at least 1 — 3,

1
8

l\D\OO

[Nk

Zn

1
< 3n-Epp, [(Af)] +20nWer + 50, ¥ e [N]

By Assumption 6,

Epr,, [(A00%] = Earonn,, |(fi(5.0) = fils,0)’]

< c- (L (fk;pgovv ngﬂ - bn) - L (fl:a P?ow Qf" - bn))
< C - €stat (by Lemma E.7)
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By the choice of ¢, ||Af, tH2zn < 100¢, Vn € [N] with probability at least 1 — i&. Combining the above result with
Lemma C.7, we finish our proof of Lemma E.6.
Next, we give an explicit form of ey, as defined in the next lemma. ]

Lemma E.7. (Concentration of statistical error). Following the same notation as in Lemma E.6, it holds with proba-
bility at least 1 — %5 that

500C - W - log (XFe2)
L (fk;pZole]f” - bn) -L (fl:;p?olelf" - bn) < M

where C, ¢; are defined in Lemma B.6, and €5 > 0 denotes the function cover radius which will be determined
later.

) +13W2 . e,

Proof. This proof builds on Feng et al. (2021)’s Lemma C.4, but deals with the concentration of importance sampling
estimator. First note that in the loss function, the expectation has a nested structure: the outer expectation is taken over

(s,a) ~ pZ, and the inner conditional expectation is Q.. (s, a) =E™ [3"77 (7" (r (s, an) + 0" (sn,an)) | (s0,a0) = (s,a)]
given a sample of (s,a) ~ pZ, . To simplify the notation, we use x to denote (s,a),y | « for an unbiased sample

of QF,(s,a) — b"(s,a) through importance sampling, and v for pZ, , the marginal distribution over z, then the loss
function can be recast as

Eov [(fu@) = Ely | )] i= L (fis ploy - Qe — ")
Evns |(fii(2) = Ely | ])*] = L (sl Qhr = 87)
In particular, fi can be rewritten as
M
fr € argmin y _ (f (z:) — i),

fer o

where (z;,y;) are drawn i.i.d.: x; is generated following the marginal distribution v and y; is generated condi-
tioned on x;.

Note that y; is collected by importance sampling estimator, which does not necessarily come from Monte Carlo
sampling. However, in the latest time when the agent interacts with the environment, the samples are drawn i.i.d.,
which guaranteed the same property for the importance sampling process.

For any function f, we have:

Evy |(ful@) = v)*]
~Eoy |(fi(2) ~ Ely | 2])?] + Euy [(Bly | 2] = 1)%] + 2Eay [(fu(w) — Ely | 2]) (Ely | 2] - v)]
~E.., [(fe(@) ~Ely | 2))*| +Ez., [(Ely | 2] - 9)7]
where the last step follows from the cross term being zero. Thus we can rewrite the generalization error as
E, [(fe(@) ~ Ely | 2])*] — B, [(fi (=) - Ely | 2])’]
=Eoy (fi() = 9)” = Bay (7(2) — 9)°

Next, we establish a concentration bound on f. Since fj, depends on the training set {(x;, yi)}i]\il’ as discussed in
Lemma B.9, we use a function cover on F for a uniform convergence argument. We denote by F;} the o-algebra gen-
erated by randomness before epoch n iteration k. Recall that f; € argmin ez L ( 500, Q’b“n — b”). Conditioning
on FJ, pt ., QF. — b", and f; are all deterministic. For any f € F, we define

Zi(f) = (f (@) —wi)* = (fi (@) —w)*, i€ [M]
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Then Z1(f), ..., Zpn(f) are i.i.d. random variables and notice that y; is drawn from importance sampling estima-
tor. From Lemma E.4, we know that with probability at least 1 — M6y, y; < 2Gmax < W, i € [M].
Conditioned on this event, we have

VIZu() | FR) <E[Z()° | 7]
— 8 | (7 @) - )" - 5 ) - ) 1 7]
= E[(f (2:) = fi @)+ (f (@) + fi (2:) = 29)° | |
<36WE[(f (@) — fi () | 7]

< 36W*- (C-E[Zi(f) | F)

where the last inequality is by Lemma B.6. Next, we apply Bernstein’s inequality on the function cover C (F, e2)
and take the union bound. Specifically, with probability at least 1 — d3, for all g € C (F, €2),

E(Zi(g) | Fi] — }jz

<\/2V[ i(g) | Fp)-log X2l qopa og M)
M + i
< \/72W4 (C-E[Zi(g) | FP)) log L2l 1914 . 1og MF-c2)
M + 7 .
For f,, there exists g € C (F, €2) such that || f, — g, < €2 and

12 () = Zilo)] = |(Fe (@) = 9)° = (9 (@) —)?
= |fr () — g (@) - [ (@) + g (25) — 2y < 6W €.
Therefore, with probability at least 1 — J3,

E(Z; (fx) | Fi) - }jng

M
1 2
<EZ9) | F¥] = 57 ; Zi(g) + 12W2e,
W4 (C - E[Zi(g) | FL])log 252 1910 log AFc2) i
= M — 4+ N T 12 e

+ 12 2%,.

¢ TIW(C - E[Zi(fi) | FL] +6CTW2e;) log XE2) 1oy log MFeca)
M + M

Since fy, is an empirical minimizer, we have - Zf\il Z; (fx) <0. Thus,
T2W4(C-E[Z:(f1)|F]]+6CW2es) log Y Zx2) 194 1og M 2c2)
E(Zi (fu) | FJ < \/ O AT T 4121 2,.
Solving the above inequality with quadratic formula and using va +b < /a + vb,vVab < a/2 + b/2 for
a > 0,b > 0, we obtain

500C - W4 - log 2Z=<2) ,
< +13W7 e

E[Z: (fi) | F§] <
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Since the right-hand side is a constant, through taking another expectation, we have

500C - W4 - log 27-c2)

E[Zi (fo)] < i L 137 .
Notice that E [Z; (fi)] = L (fx; pows Qe — ™) = L (753 P, Qfin — ™).
Finally, we let (1 — M61)(1 — d3) > 1 — 44 , so the desired result is obtained. O

Lemma E.8. (One-sided error). With probability at least 1 — g it holds that
Vn € [N], Vk € {0,--- , K — 1}, ¥(s,a) e K" : 0 < Q’;,;L*(s,a) - @’g‘n(&a) < 207 (s, a) (E4)
Proof. When (s,a) € K™,
lecn (Sa Cl) = fk(57 a) + bZ(Sv a)
b (5,0) = fi(s,0) +b"(s,0) = fi(s,a) + 2005, 0)
Then, . R
Q" (s,0) = Qg (s,a) = b (s,a)| = | fii(5,0) = fi(s,a)| = |Afi(s, a)|

<, Vn € [N]

According to Lemma E.6, with probability at least 1 — %5 A fx| 22 <

Using the definition of b (s, a), we have

IAfi(s,a)| < w(F" s,a) < b(s,a) (B <1)

Finally, Lemma E.8 concludes. O

F Limitation of Previous Implementations

Note that we do not compare our method directly with implementations in (Agarwal et al., 2020a; Feng et al., 2021), as
we discovered some limitations presented in their implementations. We show our insights in this section and provide
an empirical evaluation of the quality of implementations of our algorithm and previous ones.

Observation normalization is also very crucial for on-policy algorithms, but it is missing in those implementations.
For the MountainCar environment, we find that the difficulty is not from the exploration problem, but from the ill-
shaped observation. In their experiments, PPO-based exploration algorithms take up to 10k episodes to learn a near-
optimal policy in MountainCar environment, however, with a running mean-std observation normalization, it only
takes PPO-based algorithms a few episodes to learn the task.

Furthermore, both of their implementations strictly follow the theoretical algorithms and use a “Roll-In”” mecha-
nism in order to get the previous distribution p. Although a recent study (Li et al., 2022) shows evidence of leveraging
the “Roll-In” mechanism in single-task RL problems for the off-policy algorithms, it still remains unknown whether
such mechanism benefits on-policy algorithms in single-task RL problems. In our experiment, we find that PC-PG
or ENIAC with “Roll-In” does not provide efficiency compared to its counterpart variant. We hypothesize that it is
because the stochasticity of PPO and the environment is enough for the policy itself to recover the state distribution,
thus the additionally introduced “Roll-In” is not needed.

Additionally, experiments from previous works (Agarwal et al., 2020a; Feng et al., 2021) compared exploration
capability with RND, the current state-of-the-art algorithm on Montezuma’s Revenge (Bellemare et al., 2013; Burda
et al., 2018). However, we find there is some discrepancy between their implementation and the original implemen-
tation of RND. Most importantly, their implementation does not use next state s’ to determine the intrinsic reward of
state action pair (s, a). The reason why this is crucial is that using s’ to determine the intrinsic reward integrates the
novelty of the (s, a) while using s will lose the information of the action.

To demonstrate our point, we tested the original implementation of (Agarwal et al., 2020a; Feng et al., 2021)
on MountainCarContinuous with running observation normalization (for all running algorithms). With observation
normalization, our implemented algorithms easily learn the task within 10000 steps, significantly better than results
reported in (Agarwal et al., 2020a; Feng et al., 2021). Moreover, we also test their implementations along with
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observation normalization. The performance of their implementations does not improve much over the course of
10000 steps, which demonstrates our point that their “Roll-In” mechanism may not provide efficiency.

Our implementations (Raffin et al., 2021), including RND and PPO, succeed to find rewards in the environments,
while implementations from previous works do not. The result is shown in Figure 2.
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G Hyperparameters

We implemented our method based on the open source package (Raffin et al., 2021), and the performance of PPO
is obtained by running the built-in implemented PPO. Following (Burda et al., 2018), we use smaller batch size
(compared to 64 in standard MuJoCo environment (Schulman et al., 2017)), specifically 32 in SparseHopper and 16
in SparseWalker2d and SparseHalfCheetah. The detailed hyperparameters are showed in the table G.

H Hyperparameter Value (LPO, ENIAC) Value (PPO) H
N 2048 2048
T 2e6 2e6
A 0.95 0.95
A lint) 0.999 -
~y(ewt) 0.99 0.99
« 2 -
B 1 -
Learning rate le-4 le-4
Batch size 32,16 32,16
Number of epoch per iteration 10 10
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