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Abstract

Distributional reinforcement learning (DRL), which cares about the full distribution of re-
turns instead of just the mean, has achieved empirical success in various domains. One of the
core tasks in the field of DRL is distributional policy evaluation, which involves estimating the
return distribution n™ for a given policy 7. A distributional temporal difference (TD) algorithm
has been accordingly proposed, which is an extension of the temporal difference algorithm in
the classic RL literature. In the tabular case, Rowland et al. [19] and Rowland et al. [20] proved
the asymptotic convergence of two instances of distributional TD, namely categorical temporal
difference algorithm (CTD) and quantile temporal difference algorithm (QTD), respectively. In
this paper, we go a step further and analyze the finite-sample performance of distributional
TD. To facilitate theoretical analysis, we propose non-parametric distributional TD algorithm
(NTD). For a 7-discounted infinite-horizon tabular Markov decision process with state space S
and action space A, we show that in the case of NTD we need 9] (W) iterations to
achieve an e-optimal estimator with high probability, when the estimation error is measured

by the p-Wasserstein distance. Under some mild assumptions, 0] (ﬁ) iterations suffices

e2(1
to ensure the Kolmogorov-Smirnov distance between the NTD estimator 7™ and 1™ less than e

with high probability. And we revisit CTD, showing that the same non-asymptotic convergence

bounds hold for CTD in the case of the p-Wasserstein distance.

1 Introduction

In certain applications of reinforcement learning (RL), such as healthcare [12, 4] and finance[9], only

considering the mean of returns is insufficient. It is necessary to incorporate risk and uncertainties
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into consideration. Distributional reinforcement learning (DRL) [15, 1, 2] addresses such issues by
modeling the complete distribution of returns.

In the field of DRL, we need to estimate the return distributions ™ for a given policy 7, which is
referred to as distributional policy evaluation. Distributional temporal difference (TD) algorithms
are one of the fundamental methodologies for solving the distributional policy evaluation problem.
A key aspect of implementing a practical distributional TD algorithm is how to represent the re-
turn distribution, an infinite-dimensional object, with a computationally feasible finite-dimensional
parametrization. This has led to the development of two special instances of distributional TD: cat-
egorical temporal difference algorithm (CTD) [1] and quantile temporal difference algorithm (QTD)
[6]. These methods provide computationally tractable parametrizations and updating schemes of
the return distributions.

Previous theoretical works have primarily focused on the asymptotic behaviors of distributional
TD. In particular, Rowland et al. [19] and Rowland et al. [20] showed the asymptotic convergence
of CTD and QTD in the tabular case, respectively. A natural question arises: can we depict
the finite-sample behavior of distributional TD by mon-asymptotic results similar to classic TD

algorithm [13]7

1.1 Contributions

In this paper, we manage to answer the above question in the synchronous setting [10, 11], for a
~-discounted infinite-horizon tabular Markov decision process (MDP). Firstly, we introduce the non-
parametric distributional TD algorithm (NTD), which is not practical but aids in theoretical under-
standing. We establish that O <52p(1—_1y)2p—+g>1 iterations are sufficient to ensure the p-Wasserstein
metric between the NTD estimator 7™ and 1™ is less than € with high probability. Moreover, under
certain mild conditions, O <ﬁ) iterations are sufficient to guarantee the Kolmogorov-Smirnov
(KS) metric between the NTD estimator 7™ and n™ is less than e with high probability. Next, we
revisit the more practical CTD, and show that, in terms of the p-Wasserstein metric, CTD and

NTD have the same non-asymptotic convergence bounds.

'Throughout this paper, the notation f(-) = O (g(-)) (f(-) =
i

(smaller) than g(-), ignoring logarithmic factors, as |S|,[A|, 2,1

Q(g(-))) means that f(-) is order-wise no larger
1
—~77¢e7%

0.



1.2 Related Work

Recently, there has been an emergence of work focusing on finite-sample/iteration results in the
distributional policy evaluation literature. Bock and Heitzinger [3] proposed speedy CTD (or speedy
categorical policy evaluation, SCPE), a variant of CTD motivated by [7], and derived sample
complexity bounds in the synchronous setting: 9] (EQ(ll_—W;> iterations are enough to obtain an
e-optimal estimator when the estimation error is measured by 1-Wasserstein metric. Zhang et al.
[25] proposed to solve distributional policy evaluation by the model-based approach and derived
corresponding sample complexity bounds, namely 9] <52”(1——17)2”_+7) in the case of p-Wasserstein
metric, and 9] (ﬁ) in the case of KS metric and total variation metric under different mild
conditions. Rowland et al. [21] proposed direct categorical fixed-point computation (DCFP), a
model-based version of CTD, in which they constructed the estimator by solving a linear system
directly instead of performing an iterative algorithm. They showed that the sample complexity
of DCFP is O (ﬁ) in the case of 1-Wasserstein metric. This upper bound matches existing
lower bounds (up to logarithmic factors) and thus solve an open problem raised in [25]. Roughly
speaking, their results imply that learning the full return distribution can be as sample-efficient as
learning just its expectation [8]. Wu et al. [24] studied the offline distributional policy evaluation
problem, they solved the problem via fitted likelihood estimation (FLE) inspired by the classic
offline policy evaluation algorithm fitted Q evaluation (FQE), and provided a generalization bound
in the case of p-Wasserstein metric.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we introduce some background
of DRL and distributional TD, and propose NTD for further theoretical analysis. In Section 3, we
analyze the statistical efficiency of NTD and CTD. And Section 4 presents proof outlines of our

theoretical results.

2 Background

2.1 Markov Decision Processes

An infinite-horizon tabular MDP is defined by a 5-tuple M = (S, A, Pg, P,v), where S represents a
finite state space, A a finite action space, Pg the distribution of rewards, P the transition dynamics,
i.e., Pr(+|s,a) € A([0,1]), P(:|s,a) € A(S) for any state action pair (s,a) € Sx A, and vy € (0,1) a
discounted factor. Here we use A(-) to represent the set of all probability distributions over some set.

Given a policy 7: & — A (A) and an initial state s) = s € S, a random trajectory {(s¢, ar,tt)eq}



can be sampled from M: a; | s¢ ~ 7(- | s¢), 7¢ | (St,a¢) ~ Pr(- | styat), Se+1 | (St,at) ~ P(- | s¢,a)

for any ¢t € N. Given a trajectory, we define the return by
o
G™(s) := Z’ytrt. (1)
=0

According to Proposition 2.1 in [25], G™(s) is a random variable in [0, ﬁ} We denote 7™ (s) as
the probability distribution of G™(s), and ™ := (7™ (s)),cs- The expected return V7 (s) = EG™(s)

is the value function in traditional RL.

2.2 Distributional Bellman Equation and Operator

Recall the classic policy evaluation task, i.e., evaluating the value functions V™. It is known that

VT = (V7™(s)),cs satisfy the Bellman equation, i.e., for any s € S,

V7(s) = [TT(VT)] (s)
= anﬂ(-\s),T’NPR(-\S,a) [T] + Ea~7r(~|s),s’~P(-\s,a) [Vﬂ(sl)]
1
= Z m(a | s)/ rPr(dr | s,a) + Z m(a | s)P(s' | s,a)V7(s")

acA 0 a€A,s’'e€S

=:7"(s) + 7 (P™VT) (s),
or in a matrix-vector form
Vi=T"(V"):=r" +~P"V".

The operator T™: RS — RS is called the Bellman operator, and V7 is a fixed point of T7.
The task of distribution policy evaluation is finding n™ given some fixed policy 7. 0™ satisfies a

distributional version of the Bellman equation (2), i.e., for any s € S

i= Eonn([s)r~Pr([s,a),5'~P(|s.a) [(bm)# n"(s) 3)
1
= Y walPE 1 500) [ () (5Pl | s,0),
a€A,s'eS 0

Here b,: R — R is an affine function defined by b, ~(z) = r + vz, and fupu is the push forward
measure of x through any function f: R — R, so that fgpu(A) = p(f~1(A)), for any Borel set A,



where f~1(A) := {z: f(z) € A}. The integral fol (bry) 4 0" (8" )Pr(dr | s,a) is defined by

S S
for any Borel set B in [0, ﬁ} The operator 77™: A <[0, ﬁ]) — A ([0, ﬁ]) is known as

the distributional Bellman operator, and n™ is a fixed point of 7.

For simplicity, we will denote A ([O, ﬁ]) as & from now on.

2.3 77 as Contraction in &

A key property of the Bellman operator T™ is that it is a 7-contraction w.r.t. the supreme norm.
However, before we can properly discuss the contraction properties of 7™, we need to specify a
metric d on &. And for any metric d on &, we denote d as the corresponding supreme metric on
PS e, d(n,1) = maxses d (n(s),n'(s)) for any n, 7' € 2.

Suppose 1 and v are two probability distributions on R with finite p-moments (p € [1,00]). The

p-Wasserstein metric between p and v is defined as

W) = _int )J£2!ar—-yV’v(dx,dy)>]/p- (1)

kel (p,v

Each element x € I'(i1,v) is a coupling of 4 and v, i.e., a joint distribution on R? with prescribed

marginals 1 and v on each “axis”. In the case of p = 1 we have

Wiev) = [ |Fu(e) = Fofo)lda. (5)

where F), and F), are the cumulative distribution function of x4 and v respectively. It can be shown

that 7™ is a ~y-contraction w.r.t. the supreme p-Wasserstein metric Wp.

Proposition 2.1. [2, Propositions 4.15] The distributional Bellman operator is a ~y-contraction

on PS w.r.t. the supreme p- Wasserstein metric, p € [1, 0], i.e., for any n,n € ,@S, we have

Wy (T, T ) < AWp(n,n).



The ¢, metric (p € [1,00)) between p and v is defined as

o) = ([ 1B4) - Rl d:c>%, (6)

1 —
and 7™ is yr-contraction w.r.t. the supreme ¢, metric £,.

1
Proposition 2.2. [2, Propositions 4.20] The distributional Bellman operator is a ~y» -contraction

on PS w.r.t. the supreme ¢, metric, p € [1,00), i.e., for any n,n € PS5 we have

Sl

o (TTn, T ) < e ly(n, ).

Note that the #; metric coincides with 1-Wasserstein metric. In the case of p = 2, f5 metric is
also called Cramér metric. It plays an important role in subsequent analysis because the zero-mass
signed measure space equipped with this metric (./\/l, IE HgQ) defined in Section 4.1 possesses an inner
product structure.

In the case of p = 00, ¢ metric is same with KS metric, which is defined as

KS(p,v) = ig}glu((—oojt]) — (=00, t])[ (7)

TT™ is merely non-expansive w.r.t. the supreme KS metric.

Proposition 2.3. [25, Propositions 2.5] The distributional Bellman operator is non-expansive on

P25 w.r.t. the supreme KS metric, i.e., for any n,n’ € PS5, we have

KS(T™, T™") < KS(n,n').

However, KS(p,v) can be bounded with Wi (u,v) if either of u,v has a bounded Lebesgue
density.

Proposition 2.4. [18, Proposition 1.2] Assume that p € A(R) has finite moment and pu has a
Lebesgue density p, that is bounded by C. Then for any v € A(R) with finite moment, KS(u,v) <

V2CWi(p,v).



2.4 Distributional Dynamic Programming

If the MDP M = (S, A, Pgr, P,v) is known, since V7 is the fixed point of the contraction 77, V™
can be evaluated via the famous dynamic programming algorithm (DP). To be concrete, for any
initialization V() € RS, if we define the iteration sequence V*+1) = 77 (V) for k € N, we have
limg 00 HV(k) - V’THOO = 0 by the contraction mapping theorem (Proposition 4.7 in [2]).

Similarly, distributional dynamic programming algorithm (DP) defines the iteration sequence as
n*+) = 77k for any initialization n(®). And in the same way, we have limy_,o W,(n®) ™) = 0
(p € [1,00]) and limy,_,o0 £,(n™*) 9™) = 0 (p € [1,00)).

If we consider the supreme KS metric instead, distributional DP may not converge in general,

but as in [25], under the following assumption, the convergence still holds.

Assumption 1. Assume that for any s € S, a € A, Pr(dr | s,a) has a Lebesque density pf’a

upper-bounded by a constant C.
It is easily verified that C' > 1 — v. For convenience, we assume C > 1 subsequently.

Proposition 2.5. [25, Proposition 2.5] If Assumption 1 holds, we have

KS(n'™,n™) < (v7)"\/ CWi(n©), )

and

lim KS(n®,n™) = 0.

k—o0

The strategy of proving Proposition 2.5 is straightforward, we first show that when Assumption 1
is true, the distribution of return 1™ (s) must have a density bounded by C'. Then by Proposition 2.4,

the KS metric can be controlled by the 1-Wasserstein metric.

2.5 Distributional Temporal Difference Algorithms

In most application scenarios, the transition dynamic P is unknown and we can only get samples
of P in a streaming manner. In this paper, a generative model [10, 11] is assumed to be accessible,
which generates independent samples for all states in each iteration, i.e., in the ¢-th iteration, we
collect sample ar(s) ~ m(-]s),st(s) ~ P(:|s,a¢(s)),re(s) ~ Pr(-|s,ai(s)) for each s € S. Similar
to TD [22] in classic RL, distributional TD also employs the stochastic approximation (SA) [17]
technique to address the aforementioned problem and can be viewed as an approximate version of

distributional DP.



Non-parametric Distributional TD We first introduce non-parametric distributional TD algo-
rithm (NTD), which is helpful in the theoretical understanding of distributional TD. In the setting
of NTD, we assume the reward distribution Pg is known (hence 7(s) is not used in NTD) and the
return distributions can be precisely updated without any parametrization. For any initialization

ny € 2S5 | the updating scheme is given by
nf = (1= a)niy + T 0y, (8)

for any ¢t > 1, where a4 is the step size. The empirical Bellman operator at t-th iteration 7,™ is
defined by
[Tn) (s) = E[(br, ) ((st41)) st = 5,0t = au(s), 5141 = s¢(s)]

1 (9)
= /0 (bry)#(1(s¢(s)))Pr(dr]s,ai(s)) VseS,ne P

which is an unbiased estimator of [77n] (s), where the expectation E is regarded as the Bochner
integral in the normed linear space (M, |-||xg) defined in Section 4.1. It is evident that NTD is
a SA modification of distributional DP. Consequently, we can analyze NTD using the techniques
from the SA literature.

Categorical Distributional TD Now, we revisit the more practical CTD. In this case, the
immediate reward is obtained through sampling and we do not require the assumption that Pg is
known. Moreover, the updates in CTD is computationally efficient, due to the following categorical

parametrization of probability distributions.

K K
f@K = {Zpk5kaOaapKZOaZpk:1}7 (10)

k=0 k=0

where K e Nand 0 < zg < - < g < ﬁ are fixed points of the support. For simplicity, we

assume {xk}ffzo are equally-spaced, i.e., rp = % We denote the gap between two points as

1-7)
LK = ﬁ When updating the return distributions, we need to evaluate the fo-projection of
Pk, Ug: P — Pg, Ug(p) = argminge 5, la(p, f1). It can be shown (Proposition 5.14 in [2])

that the projection is unique and given by

HK(/‘) = Zpk(:u)éxkv (11)



where

X—xk
K

pe(p) = Ex~p [(1 - ‘

)

(x)4 := max{z,0} for any z € R. It is known that IIx is non-expansive w.r.t. Cramér metric

L

(Lemma 5.23 in [2]), i.e., fo(Tx (1), M (v)) < lo(p,v) for any p,v € . Forany n € #°,s € S, we
slightly abuse the notation and define [IIxn] (s) := Ik (n(s)). Ik is still non-expansive w.r.t. /s,
hence T .= I T is a \/7-contraction w.r.t. £, we denote its unique fixed point as n™% @}9(

And the approximation error induced by categorical parametrization is given by (Proposition 3 in

[19])

- 1
bo(™ ™) £ - (13)
VE(1 1)
Now, we are ready to give the updating scheme of CTD, given any initialization nj € L@IS{,
ni = (1 —ag)niy + ol Ty, (14)

for any t > 1. Here we no longer assume a known reward distribution Pg, now the immediate reward
is accessed via sampling. The empirical Bellman operator at ¢-th iteration 7," has a different form

from that of NTD. Concretely, we have

[7777] (3) = (brt(s),'y)#(n(st+l))’ (15)

3 Statistical Analysis

In this section, we state our main results. For NTD, we give the non-asymptotic convergence

rates of lo(n%,n™), Wy(nk,n™) and KS(nF,n™) (under Assumption 1). For CTD, we provide the

non-asymptotic convergence rate of ¢2(nf, ™) and W, (nF, n™¥).

3.1 Non-asymptotic Analysis of NTD

First, we present a non-asymptotic convergence rate of £ (n7,n™) for NTD.

Theorem 3.1 (Sample Complexity of NTD in Cramér metric). Consider any given ¢ € (0,1) and
€ (0,1). Suppose the initialization is nj € P, the total update steps T satisfies

Llog*T 2|S|
T > 1



for some L >0, i.e., T = 0] (ﬁ), the step size ay given by

o — 4logt Al—min{ 4logt 1}
R TOE) tl—yy) )

in which case L = 402; or a constant

_ logT
21— 7)

i which case L = 3. Then, with probability at least 1 — &, the last iterate estimator satisfies

by (N5, ™) < e.

Since /o (np,m™) < \/ll_—ﬁ/ always holds, we can translate the high probability bound to a mean

error bound, i.e.,

1)
1 —

E (62 (nf,n™)] <e(1—96) + < 2, (16)

2

if we take § < e4/1 — v. In subsequent discussion, we will not state the mean error bound conclusions
for the sake of brevity.

The key idea of our proof is to first expand the error term ¢, (n7,n™) over the time steps. Then it
can be decomposed into an initial error term and a martingale term. The initial error term becomes
smaller as the iterations progress due to the contraction properties of 77. And the martingale term
can be addressed using martingale concentration inequalities in the inner product space (M, [-[[,,)
defined in Section 4.1. A more detailed outline of proof can be found in Section 4.2.

b2(n,n') and Wy(n, ')

<
—LIWI (n,n) for any 0,7’ € 25 (Lemma B.1), we can derive that T = O (E P v >
1

o . ) . . . o T / < 1
Comblnlng Theorem 3.1 with the basic inequalities Wi(n,n") < Ji
(1=7) _
iterations are sufficient to ensure Wy(nF,n™) < €. As pointed out in the example after Corollary 3.
in [25], when p > 1, the slow rate in terms of ¢ is inevitable without additional regularity conditions.

Under Assumption 1, we also have the following bounds in case of KS metric.

Theorem 3.2 (Sample Complexity of NTD in KS metric). Suppose Assumption 1 holds true.
Consider any given § € (0,1) and € € (0,1). Suppose the initialization is nf € P, the total update

steps T satisfies

1132C2%10g? T,  2|S|
> log ;
e2(1— ) 5
and the step size is a constant
_ 2logT
T(1-9)

10



Then, with probability at least 1 — &, the last iterate estimator satisfies KS (n%,n™) < e.

The upper bound of the supreme KS metric between n7. and " is of the same order as that of
the result in Theorem 3.2 in [25].

The key differences in the proof of this theorem compared to the proof of Theorem 3.3 are as
follows. On the one hand, the initial error term needs to be controlled using Proposition 2.4 since
T™ is no longer a contraction mapping. On the other hand, the martingale term no longer lives in
an inner product space, and we need to use the more complex chaining method (Chapter 8 in [23]
for example) to analyze its concentration behavior. We present a more detailed outline of proof in

Section 4.3.

3.2 Non-asymptotic Analysis of CTD
The main result for CTD is the non-asymptotic convergence rate of fo(n%, n™%) and W, (n%, n™k).

Theorem 3.3 (Sample Complexity of CTD in Cramér metric). Consider any given K € N, § €
(0,1) and € € (0,1). Suppose the initialization is n§ € 33[5{, the total update steps T satisfies

Llog?T 2|S|
T> 1

for some L >0, ie., T = 9] (ﬁ), the step size ay given by

4logt
ap = ——2 AT,

CtH(1—A)
in which case L = 402; or a constant

logT
27(1—7)

in which case L = 3. Then, with probability at least 1 — &, the last iterate estimator satisfies
0y (77:7},77“71{) <e.

We can find that the sample complexity does not depend on K. If we further take K = ﬁ,

then /5 (nn,K , 77”) < § according to the inequality (13). In this circumstance, we need O <ﬁ>
iterations to achieve /o (n7,m™) < e with high probability.
Note that, the order (modulo logarithmic factors) of sample complexity of CTD is same as the

previous results of SCPE [3], but we do not need the additional term introduced in the updating

11



scheme of SCPE.

The proof of this theorem is identical to that of Theorem 3.1, and can also be translated into
sample complexity bound O (W) in cases of W, metric. We comment that this theoretical
result is strictly worse than the sample complexity bound 9) <EWJ’Y)W> derived in the model-
based setting [21]. The reason is that the Azuma-Hoeffding concentration inequality for martingales
in inner product spaces only utilizes the boundedness of the martingale difference sequence, without

further exploiting the fine properties of the variance. We leave this as future work to refine our

analysis.

4 Proof Outlines

In this section, we will outline the proofs of our main theoretical results (Theorem 3.1, Theorem 3.2

and Theorem 3.3). Before diving into the details of the proofs, we first define some notations.

4.1 Zero-mass Signed Measure Space

To analyze the distance between the estimator and the ground-truth n™, we define the zero-mass

signed measure space to work with

1
M = {,u: w is a signed measure with |u| (R) < oo, u(R) = 0, supp(u) C [0, ﬁ]} , (17)

where |u| is the total variation measure of p, and supp(u) is the support of p. See [5] for more
details about signed measures.

For any p € M, we define its cumulative function as follow:
Fy(z) = pl0,z). (18)

We can check that F), is linear w.r.t. p, i.e., Fouqp, = af, + BF, for any o, 8 € R, p,v € M.

To analyze Cramér metric, we define the following Cramér inner product on M,

(1, V), = /OM F(z)F,(x)dz. (19)

It is easy to verify that (-,-) ¢, 1s indeed an inner product on M. The corresponding norm, called

12



Cramér norm, is given by

leelle, = /s 1)e, = \//0ﬁ (Fu(2))* de. (20)

We have v1 — v € M ||lv1 — 12|, = £2 (v1,v2) for any vi,1v5 € P.

We also define the following KS norm on M,

[l := sup [p((—o0, 1])] (21)
teR

we have |11 — o||kg = KS (11, 12) for any v, € Z.

We can extend the distributional Bellman operator 7™ and the Cramér projection operator I1x
naturally to M without modifying its original definition. Here, the product space M? is also
a normed linear space, and we use the supreme norm: ||1lz, = maxses [|n(s)l,, and [|nllks, =
maxses ||17(5)||lkg for any n € MS. We denote Z as the identical operator in MS.

When the norm ||-|| is applied to a bounded linear operator A, we refer ||A|l to the operator

norm of A, which is defined as || A|| := sup,c ps =1 | An-

Proposition 4.1. 7™ and Ilx are linear operators in M®, furthermore, 17Nz, < v Mkllz, =1,
and || T ||gg = 1.

The proof is straightforward, and we omit the details.

4.2 Analysis of Theorem 3.1 and 3.3

For simplicity, we abbreviate |-||z, as [|-[| in this part. For all t € [T] := {1,2,---,T}, we denote
T =T7, T =T, n:=n" for NTD; T; := UgT,™, T =T~ n:=n"% for CTD; and 7, := 07,
A; =1 —n € M® for both NTD and CTD. According to Lemma B.2, n; € 2° for NTD and
ne € 2% for CTD. Our target is to bound the norm of the error term [|Ar|.

According to the updating rule, we have the error decomposition

Ap =1 =1
=1 —a)m_1 +aTim—1 —n
=1 =)D+ o (Tene—1 — T) (22)
= —a)Ai1 + o (T = T) =1 + T (-1 — 1)

=[(1-) T+ T A1+ (Tt —T) 1.

13



Apply it recursively, we can further decompose the error into two terms

T T T
H (1= )T+ Tl Ao+ o [] [(1 =)+ aT)(Te = T)m-1. (23)
t=1 t=1 i=t+1

The first term is an initial error term that becomes negligible when T is large since T is a contraction,
and the second term can be bounded via Azuma-Hoeffding inequality (Theorem B.1) in inner
product spaces since it is a martingale.

We introduce the following important quantities involving step sizes and ~

[Ty (1= ei(1 = /), if t =0,
Bri=Q Il 1-a(l— 7)), f0<t<T, (24)

ar, ift="T

Now, the first term can be bounded as follow

=

[(1 — Oét)I + Oétﬂ AO

&
Il
—

AN
=

(1 = a)T + ;T Aol

w
Il
—_

(25)
1
I—~

IN
=

(1 —a:(1=v7))

o~
Il
—

=
S

,_
|
\Q\.

1
where || Aol < V77 dr = 7

As for the second term, we have the following upper bound with high probability by utilizing
Azuma-Hoeffding inequality (Theorem B.1).

Lemma 4.1. For any J € (0,1), with probability at least 1 — &, we have

T T 2 \S\
E Qy I | (1 —a))T+ T (Te = T)me—1|| < § B21 .
=1 iett1

14



Combine the two results, we arrive at, with probability at least 1 — ¢,

218|
5

A7 < (26)

T
1
Bo+ 4|2 Btlog

Here, for simplicity, we consider a constant step size, i.e., oz = «. The proof of Lemma 4.1 and
the case with decaying step size can be found in Appendix A. In this case of constant step size, it

is easy to derive upper bounds for 5y and Zle B2

fo=(1-a(l - 7))’
= (1-a(1 — 7)) TV 20D (27)

<exp {-Ta(l = 7)},

and

T
d =0 (1-a(l- )" <Ta? (28)

hence we can get the desired conclusion

|Ar| < \/11——’y (exp{—Ta(l — )} + a@)

1 1 1 logT 28]
< exp{——logT}—l——i 2log ——
- 11 1+\/§logT log2|$|

VI=9VT 1—v 6
<g,

where we have used the assumptions a =

2
and T > ;’log T log 231,

log T
(/) 21— 5

4.3 Analysis of Theorem 3.2

For simplicity, we abbreviate ||| g as ||-|| in this part. As before, we denote 7; := T,", T =TT,
ne :=nfF, n:=n", and A; := 1, —n € M the error term, for all ¢ € [T]. Our target is to bound
[A7].

Similar to the proof of Theorem 3.1 and 3.3, we can still decompose the error into these two

15



terms.

T T T
H (1 —ay)Z + oyT] A0+Zat H (1= )T +ouT) (Te = T) M1, (30)
=1 t=1  i=t+1

where the first term needs to be controlled using Proposition 2.4 since 7" is no longer a contraction
mapping. And we need to use the more complex chaining method (Chapter 8 in [23] for example)
to deal with the second term since it no longer lives in an inner product space.

Again, we define 5y = Hle ((1 — au) + ayy), which is slightly different from the one defined

earlier. By utilizing Proposition 2.4, we can bound the first term straightforwardly.

T
H (1 — )T+ a;T] Ao

::]ﬂ

IA

_—

2C ((1 —Oét)I—FOétT)A

-
Il

1 Wi

2C

IA

(1 = )T + a: T, 180l

_—
&:H

Il
—_
—

w

—_
~—

1

(1= o) + ) 11—~

IA
_—
[\
Q
— =

&
Il
—

DO
a

5]

IN

j

exp{-Ta(l - 7)},

where we have used [|Aglly, < ﬁ and By < exp {—1Ta(l —~)}, we only consider constant step
size here. As for the second term, we have the following upper bound with high probability by
utilizing Dudley’s integral inequality (Theorem B.2).

Lemma 4.2. For any § € (0,1), with probability at least 1 — &, we have

T T T
560 2 S
Zat H (1 = )T+ T](Te = T) e Z ‘ ’
t=1  i=t+1 =1
See Appendix A for the proof of Lemma 4.2.
Combining the two results with the assumptions o = :,21(1%?5) and T > % log @, we
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have with probability at least 1 — 9,

560@\/— 21|
Og 5

_ 1 L N 112\/—10gT log 2|S]| (32)
T—y VT \VT  (1—7)32 0
113ClogT 2|S]
< log —
VT (1—7)? §
<e

which is desired.

5 Conclusions

In this paper, we analyze the statistical performance of the distributional temporal difference (TD)
algorithm from a non-asymptotic perspective. Specifically, we consider two instances of distribu-
tional TD, namely the non-parametric distributional TD (NTD) and the categorial distributional

D (CTD). For NTD, we show that O (—ng> TD updates are sufficient to achive a p-

Wasserstein e-optimal estimator and 9) (W) TD updates are sufficient to achieve a KS e-

optimal estimator. For CTD, we show that O ( V27 +2> TD updates can ensure p-Wasserstein

1
e2P(1—v

g-optimality.
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A  Omitted Proofs in Section 4

Proof of Lemma 4.1. For any s € S, we denote

T

G(s) = { H (1 - )L+ T (Te—T) 77t—1} (s), (33)
i=t+1

then LHS equals S°2 (. Let Fi == o (o, ,m), {Gi(s)}ie, is a {Fi}i_,-martingale difference

sequence:

T

E[G(s)|Fia] = cu { IT [0 =T +aTIIKE[(T7 - T7) m—llﬂ—l]} (s)=0,  (34)
i=t+1

the first equality holds because a Bochner integral can be exchanged with a bounded linear operator

(see [16] for more details about Bochner integral), and the second equality holds based on the

definition of the empirical Bellman operator.

I¢:(s)]] can be bounded as follow

1Ge(s) I < 1G]
T
<o IT 10~ ai>z+amH (T = T) s
Z;t-ﬁ-l 1 (35)
<a [T @-ai(t=v7) —
i=t+1
Bt

Vi=A

By applying the Azuma-Hoeffding inequality (Theorem B.1) and utilizing the union bound over

s € §, we obtain the conclusion, with probability at least 1 — 4,

T T
Zat H (1 = ai)T + T (Te = T) me—1|| < \l Zﬂfl |S| (36)
t=1 i=t+41

O

Proof of Theorem 3.1 and 3.3. We proceed to prove the omitted part regarding the decaying step
size in Section 4.2. First, we prove that the conclusion holds for a; € [a(T),dgT)] when T >

?;;Hogw)Tl M, where o) .= Tfll(ig\%) € (0,1) and dgT) = t(‘f’llff/% A 1, we can check that
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€ (0,1). Then, we will remove the dependence on T for step size. For 0 < ¢ < %,

—
MH\;j

Sl

i< (1-aM0- )

1 T, (T
- (1 —aM1 - ﬁ)) T 2 AV
< exp {—Ea(T)(l - ﬁ)} (37)
=exp{—logT}
_1
= 7
For % <t<T,
~(T) 10log T
<ay =——"7—. 38
It is obvious that % T 10%;:) therefore
1001log® T
Zﬁt < T AR (39)
T1- )
Hence,
1 2|S|
Ar| < 2 2log
H TH = m 50 + Z ﬁt 6
(40)
1 1 1 10v2logT 2|S|
L—/——F|—=+ log )
VITAVI\VT 19 )
which is less than ¢ given the assumption T > 20%110gj)T lo %.
Now, we can remove the dependence on T for step size, and assume oy = t(‘il_"%) A 1, for any
t> 0. Forany%<t§T,letT::t—%,then
41 z Alog T 5log L T
_ Mog(rty) _ dlsT ., Slogg () (41)
(r+5)1—y3) ~ T =v7) (1 =v7)
and . .
41 = 2log =

(T+3) 1=y~ 501 -7

—
e
~—

hence &, := a.,r € [a(%),dT ] Considering 77, € PS (or P% in the case of CTD) as the

initialization, which is independent of the samples taken at <t < T, according to the result we
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just proved, the conclusion still holds as long as we choose T > 42%11°g7)T lo %. U

Proof of Lemma 4.2. We manage to prove the result via the chaining method.

T T
Zoét H (1 =) T+ T (Te—T) -1
=1  i—=t+1
:meag sup {Z oy H (1—a) T4+ T (T —T) 77t—1} (8) L0, (43)
5 (EG[O,ﬁ t=1 i=t+1

=max su $) ol -
nax Sup Zcm o

T 7] t=1
Forany0§y<x§ﬁ,368,

T T
> 6(s) (Loal — Ljow)) = D GH8) L (44)
t=1 t=1

is a martingale, and satisfies

|G () Ly 0] = <l —y),  (45)

T
{ II [0 —a)Z+ T (T - T) 77t—1} (8)L(y.q]

i=t+1

since the absolute value of the density function of (77)(s) is less than C' for any valid distributional
Bellman operator 7.

By Azuma-Hoeffding inequality (Theorem B.1), with probability at least 1 — 4,

§C(w—y)\/2Blog§, (46)

where B := Zle a?, in fact, we have the following stronger result (only in constant sense): for all

A €R,
T 23 (0 — )2\
E [exp {AZcxs)ﬂ(y,xﬂ <o { SEEZUE L (47)
t=1

Let X = [0, ﬁ], diam (X¥) = =, and N'(X,€) = 6(1 ~y- Note that ST (s M1 = 0, we can
utilize the Dudley’s integral inequahty (Theorem B.2) with K = C v/B and union bound over s € S,

T

Z Ct($)1(y.01

t=1
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we have with probability at least 1 — 9,

Z(t 1[Oac

/ Vlog/\/’Xede%——( log |+1>d1am ]

max sup
SES

[71,}/

<16CVB

/ 218| (48)
< - -1
160\/—/ 1_ de—l— 5 1—7( log 5 —1—1)
8C\/_ \/ 21 ‘+f+4
S560\/§ 1og2’5’,
- 5
O

B Technical Lemmas

Theorem B.1 (Azuma-Hoeffding inequality in inner product spaces, Theorem 3.1 in [14]). Let
X be an inner product space and {X;};_| be an X-valued martingale difference sequence such that
there exists a non-negative predictable sequence {b;};_, satisfying || X;|| < b; a.s. for all i € [n],

and Y i b ? < B a.s. for some B > 0. Then, for any § > 0, the following inequality holds with

§\/2Blog§.

Theorem B.2 (Dudley’s integral inequality). Let (X;),.p be a zero-mean stochastic process on a

probability at least 1 — ¢,
J

X
i=1

sup
Jj<n

metric space (T, d) with sub-gaussian increments, i.e.there exists K > 0 such that for all s,t € T,

AeR

K2d(s,t)2)\2
B [0 X0 < A5

Then,

Esup X; < 16K/ V1og N (T, d, €)de,
0

teT

and for every § > 0, with probability at least 1 — ¢

sup | Xs — Xy < 16K [/ V0eg N (T, d, €)de + g <\/log§ + 1) diam(T")
0

s,teT
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Furthermore, if there exists to € T' such that Xy, = 0, we have with probability at least 1 — ¢

sup | Xy| < 16K [/ V1og N (T, d, €)de + g (\llogé + 1) diam(7)
0

teT

Proof. See Theorem 8.1.3 and 8.1.6 in [23], the constant can be determined by checking the proof
in detail. O

Lemma B.1 (Basic inequalities for metrics on the space of probability measures). For any u,v €

1
P, we have Wi (pu,v) < ﬁﬁg(u, v) and Wy(p,v) < (1_71)17% W ().

Proof. By Cauchy-Schwarz inequality,

1*’Y

x)|dx
\/ / 12daz\/ / _ By (o) da (49)

bo(p, v

Wi (s,

m

And
1/p
W,(u,v) = inf / x —ylP y(dx,d
p(is,v) (ner(u,u) [0,—117]2’ o y)>

1 1/p
< ( e [ er—yrfy(dw,dy)) (50)
(1—~)' 7% \relnr) [Ovﬁ]
1 1
) (1 )1—1W1P(M7V)-
_fy P
0

Lemma B.2 (Range of n]). Suppose that o € [0,1] for all t > 0. Assume that n] € P, then we
have, for allt > 0, nf € 2 in the case of NTD. Similarly, assume that ny € L@IS(, then we have,
forallt >0, nf € @}9( in the case of CTD.

Proof. We will only prove the case of NTD, and the proof for CTD is similar by utilizing the
property of the projection operator Il : 2 — L@I‘z We prove the result by induction. It is trivial
that nf € 2 for t = 0. Suppose that n ; € & recall the updating scheme of NTD

ne = (L= a)n_y + T my- (51)
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It is evident that 22 is a convex set, considering that 22 is a subset of the product signed measure
space, which is a linear space. Therefore, we only need to show that 7,"n]_, € ¢ which trivially
holds since 7;" is a random operator mapping from &S to #°, and nf_, € &25. By applying the

induction argument, we can arrive at the conclusion. O
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