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Abstract

Distributional reinforcement learning (DRL) has achieved empirical success in various do-
mains. 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. The 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. [21] and
Rowland et al. [22] proved the asymptotic convergence of two instances of distributional TD,
namely categorical temporal difference algorithm (CTD) and quantile temporal difference algo-
rithm (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 a non-parametric
distributional TD algorithm (NTD). For a y-discounted infinite-horizon tabular Markov deci-
sion process, we show that for NTD we need 0 (W) iterations to achieve an e-optimal
estimator with high probability, when the estimation error is measured by the p-Wasserstein
distance. This sample complexity bound is minimax optimal (up to logarithmic factors) in the
case of the 1-Wasserstein distance. To achieve this, we establish a novel Freedman’s inequality
in Hilbert spaces, which would be of independent interest. In addition, we revisit CTD, showing
that the same non-asymptotic convergence bounds hold for CTD in the case of the p-Wasserstein

distance.
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1 Introduction

In certain applications of reinforcement learning (RL), such as healthcare [15, 4] and finance[12],
only considering the mean of returns is insufficient. It is necessary to incorporate risk and uncer-
tainties into consideration. Distributional reinforcement learning (DRL) [17, 1, 2] addresses such
issues by modeling the complete distribution of returns.

In the field of DRL, we need to estimate the return distribution n™ for a given policy m, 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 function, via a computationally feasible finite-dimensional
parametrization. This has led to the development of two special instances of distributional TD:
categorical temporal difference algorithm (CTD) [1] and quantile temporal difference algorithm
(QTD) [6]. These algorithms provide computationally tractable parametrization and the updating
scheme of the return distribution.

Previous theoretical works have primarily focused on the asymptotic behaviors of distributional
TD. In particular, Rowland et al. [21] and Rowland et al. [22] showed the asymptotic convergences
of CTD and QTD in the tabular case, respectively. A natural question arises: can we depict
the finite-sample behavior of distributional T'D by non-asymptotic results similar to the classic TD

algorithm [16]7

1.1 Contributions

In this paper, we manage to answer the above question affirmatively in the synchronous setting
[13, 14], for a ~-discounted infinite-horizon tabular Markov decision process (MDP). Firstly, we
introduce the non-parametric distributional TD algorithm (NTD) in Section 2.5, which is not
practical but aids in theoretical understanding. We show that O <W>l iterations are
sufficient to ensure the p-Wasserstein metric between the NTD estimator #™ and 1™ is less than
¢ with high probability (Theorem 3.1). This bound is near minimax optimal if we neglect all
logarithmic terms. 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 (see

Theorem 3.2). It is worth pointing out that to attain such tight bounds in Theorem 3.1, we establish

'Throughout this paper, the notation f(-) = O (g(-)) (f(-) = Q(g(-))) means that f(-) is order-wise no larger
i

(smaller) than g(-), ignoring logarithmic factors, as |S|,[A], 1=, 1,300



a Freedman’s inequality in Hilbert spaces (Theorem 4.2). And we believe it is of independent interest

beyond the current work.

1.2 Related Work

Recently, there has been an emergence of work focusing on finite-sample/iteration results in the
distributional policy evaluation literature. Béck and Heitzinger [3] proposed speedy CTD (or speedy
categorical policy evaluation, SCPE), a variant of CTD motivated by [10], and derived sample
complexity bounds in the synchronous setting: O (ﬁ) iterations are enough to obtain an
e-optimal estimator when the estimation error is measured by 1-Wasserstein metric. Zhang et al.
[29] proposed to solve distributional policy evaluation by the model-based approach and derived
corresponding sample complexity bounds, namely 9) (W) in the case of p-Wasserstein
metric, and O <ﬁ) in the case of KS metric and total variation metric under different mild
conditions. Rowland et al. [23] 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 [29]. Roughly
speaking, their results imply that learning the full return distribution can be as sample-efficient as
learning just its expectation [11]. Wu et al. [28] 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.

Freedman’s inequality was originally proposed in [9]. Tropp [26] generalized Freedman’s inequal-
ity to matrix martingales. And Talebi et al. [25] established Freedman inequalities for martingales
in the setting of noncommutative probability spaces.

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. In Section 4, we present Freedman’s inequality

in Hilbert spaces. Section 5 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, ), where S represents a
finite state space, A a finite action space, Pr 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);—g}
can be sampled from M: a; | sy ~ (- | s¢), r¢ | (St,at) ~ Pr(- | styae), Se+1 | (St,a) ~ P(- | s¢,a)

for any t € N. Given a trajectory, we define the return by
o
G™(s) := Zytrt. (1)
t=0

According to Proposition 2.1 in [29], G™(s) is a random variable in [0, ﬁ} We denote 7™ (s) as
the probability distribution of G™(s), and 7™ := (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)),eg satisfy the Bellman equation, i.e., for any s € S,

V7(s) = [TT(V™)] (s)
= anﬂ(-\s),T’NPR(-\s,a) [7"] + anw(~|s),s’~P(-\s,a) [VF(S/)]

1
:Zﬂ(a|s)/ Padr |s,0)+ S wa] s)P(s | 5a)V(s)

acA 0 a€A,s'eES

=1 (s) + 4 (P"V7) (),

or in a matrix-vector form

Vi =T"(V") :=r" +~yP"V".

The operator T7: RS — RS is called the Bellman operator, and V7 is a fixed point of 7.

The task of distribution policy evaluation is finding ™ given some fixed policy 7. 0™ satisfies a



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

= Ea~7r(-\s),T’NPR(-\s,a),s’NP(~|s,a) |:(b7‘,’y)# WW(SI) (3)
1
= 3 @l OPE [5:0) [ (o) (PR | s,0),
acA,s’'eS 0

Here b,~: R — R is an affine function defined by b, (z) = r + vy, and fgpu is the push forward
measure of u through any function f: R — R, so that fyu(A) = u(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

1

I () 17 (VP | 20| (B) = [ [0e0) 7 )] (B)Patir 5.0

S S
for any Borel set B in [0, ﬁ} The operator 77™: A ([O, ﬁ]) = A ([O, ﬁ]) is known as
the distributional Bellman operator, and n™ is a fixed point of T7™.

For simplicity, we will denote A <[0, ﬁ]) as & from now on.

2.3 7TT as Contraction in &

A key property of the Bellman operator 7™ is that it is a «y-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 p 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

1/p
Wy(p,v) = inf [z —y|” k(dz,dy) | . (4)
k€T (u,v) JR2

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

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

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

where F), and F), are the camulative distribution function of ;1 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 € [1,00], i.e., for any n,n € ,@S, we have
Wy, (T, T ) < AWy(n,11').

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

) = ([ 15,0) - Baras) (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 ~» -contraction

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

D=

b (T, T™1') < e ly(n,ir').
Note that the ¢; metric coincides with 1-Wasserstein metric. In the case of p = 2, fo 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, [ 52) defined in Section 5.1 is a Hilbert space.

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*+1D) = 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®*) 7™) = 0

(p € [1,00]) and limy,_,o0 £,(n™*),77) = 0 (p € [1,00)).

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 [13, 14] is assumed to be accessible,



which generates independent samples for all states in each iteration, i.e., in the ¢-th iteration, we
collect sample a;(s) ~ m(-|s),s:(s) ~ P(:|s,ac(s)),ri(s) ~ Pr(-|s,ai(s)) for each s € S. Similar
to TD [24] in classic RL, distributional TD also employs the stochastic approximation (SA) [20]
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, (7)

for any ¢t > 1, where a4 is the step size. The empirical Bellman operator at t-th iteration 7,™ is
defined by
[T ) (8) = E [(br, ) (n(se41)) |5t = 5,01 = ai(s), se11 = se(s)]

1 (8)
= /0 (bry)#(n(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 Hilbert space (M, H'Heg) defined in Section 5.1. 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
Py = {mexk:po,...,pKZO,Zpk=1}7 9)

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., T = K(1k—«,)' We denote the gap between two points as




LK = ﬁ When updating the return distributions, we need to evaluate the f>-projection of
Pk, lg: &P — Pk, lg(p) = argminge . l2(p, fi). It can be shown (Proposition 5.14 in [2])

that the projection is unique and given by

K
(1) = (), (10)

k=0

where
X —x,
o) =B | (1 5)) | (1)
LK "

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

(Lemma 5.23 in [2]), i.e., fo(I i (1), M (v)) < lo(p,v) for any p,v € 2. Foranyn € #°, s € S, we
slightly abuse the notation and define [IIxn] (s) := Ik (n(s)). Ik is still non-expansive w.r.t. /s,
hence 7™ =TT ™ is a \/7-contraction w.r.t. 05, we denote its unique fixed point as n™* € L@I‘z

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

[21])

_ 1
e B (12)
VE(1—7)
Now, we are ready to give the updating scheme of CTD, given any initialization nj & L@IS{,
ng = (1 —a)ny + ol T mi_y, (13)

for any t > 1. Here we no longer assume a known reward distribution Pgr, 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
[7;”77] (3) = (brt(s),'y)#(n(st-i-l))’ (14)

3 Statistical Analysis

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

convergence rates of Wy(n%,n™) and lo(n%,n™).



3.1 Non-asymptotic Analysis of NTD

We first provide a non-asymptotic convergence rate of Wy (n7,n™) for NTD, which is near minimax

optimal up to logarithmic factors.

Theorem 3.1 (Sample Complexity of NTD for 1-Wasserstein metric). Consider any given § €

,1), e € (0,1). Suppose the initialization is nj € , the total update steps 1’ satisfies
0,1 0,1). S the initialization is nf € P, the total update steps T satisfi

Cylog®T |S| T
T> 1

for some large universal constant C; > 0, i.e., T = O (ﬁ), the step size oy given by

1 1
EE——< at <
c2(l=yyt — 7 — cs(1—y)t
L+ : logt L+ : logt

for some small universal constants ca > cg > 0. Then, with probability at least 1 — 9, the last iterate

estimator satisfies W1 (nfr,n™) < e.

Since Wy (np,n™) < ﬁ always holds, we can translate the high probability bound to a mean
error bound, i.e.,

E (W1 (nF,n")] <e(1—0) + Ty < 2, (15)

if we take § < £(1—+y). 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 Wi (nf,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™. To control

\/11__4/62 (ﬂ) V)7

which allows us to analyze this error term in the Hilbert space (M, |-,,) defined in Section 5.1.

the martingale term, we first use the basic inequality (Lemma D.1) Wi (u,v) <

Consequently, we can bound it using Freedman’s inequality in Hilbert spaces (Theorem 4.2). A
more detailed outline of proof can be found in Section 5.2.

1
Combining Theorem 3.1 with the basic inequalities W, (n,7') < —L—<W/(n,7/) for any
1’7

n,n € ¢ (Lemma D.1), we can derive that T = 9] (W iterations are sufficient to
ensure W,(n,n™) < e. As pointed out in the example after Corollary 3.1 in [29], when p > 1, the
slow rate in terms of ¢ is inevitable without additional regularity conditions.

Although 1-Wasserstein distance cannot bound Cramér distance properly, by making slight



modifications to the proof, we have the following non-asymptotic convergence rate of f(n%,n™).

See Section 5.3 for the proof.

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

Cylog®T |S| T
> — 573 108 )
e(1=9) 0

for some large universal constant C; > 0, i.e., T = 9] (W), the step size oy given by

1 1
< at <
co(l—yy)t = 7 = ca(1—y7)t
N N

for some small universal constants co > c3 > 0. Then, with probability at least 1 — 9, the last iterate

estimator satisfies U (n%,n™) < €.

3.2 Non-asymptotic Analysis of CTD

We first state a parallel result to Theorem 3.1.

Theorem 3.2 (Sample Complexity of CTD for 1-Wasserstein metric). Consider any given § €

(0,1), e € (0,1). Suppose K > ﬁ + 1, the initialization is nf € 2%, the total update steps T

satisfies
Cilog®T . |S|T
T> 1

for some large universal constant C; > 0, i.e., T = O (ﬁ), the step size oy given by

1 1
— <oy —
c(l=yyt = " = ca(1—v7)t
1+ : logt 1+ : logt

for some small universal constants co > c3 > 0. Then, with probability at least 1 — 0, the last iterate

estimator satisfies W1 (7]}, n“’K) <e.

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

K > ﬁ, according to the inequality (12), we have Wy (n™,n™) < \/11_—#72 (™. nm) < .
To summarize, we need 0] (ﬁ) iterations and K > ﬁ fixed support points to achieve

Wi (05, n™) < e with high probability.

10



Note that, the order (modulo logarithmic factors) of sample complexity of CTD is better than
the previous results of SCPE [3], and we do not need the additional term introduced in the updating
scheme of SCPE.

The proof of this theorem is almost same to that of Theorem 3.1, we outline the proof in
Section 5.2. The W; metric result can be translated into sample complexity bound 0] (W)
in cases of W, metric. We comment that this theoretical result matches the sample complexity
bound in the model-based setting [23].

As in the NTD setting, we have the following non-asymptotic convergence rate of f5 (n%, ™)

as a corollary of Theorem 3.2. See Section 5.3 for the proof.

Corollary 3.2 (Sample Complexity of CTD for Cramér metric). Consider any given § € (0,1),
€ (0,1). Suppose K > ﬁ+l, the initialization is 0§ € 33[5{, the total update steps T satisfies

Cylog®T |S| T
= 22 5/2 log ’
e2(1—7) )

1

for some large universal constant C; > 0, i.e., T = 9] (W

>, the step size ay given by

1 1
EE——< at <
co(l—yy)t = 7 = cs(1—y7)t
1+ logt I+ logt

for some small universal constants co > c3 > 0. Then, with probability at least 1 — 9, the last iterate

estimator satisfies {2 (77:7;, n’r’K) <e.

4 The Key Lemma: Freedman’s Inequality in Hilbert Spaces

Freedman’s inequality [9] can be viewed as a Bernstein inequality for martingales, which is crucial
for analyzing stochastic approximation algorithms. Compared to the Azuma-Hoeffding inequality
which only utilizes the boundedness of martingale differences, Freedman’s inequality incorporates
second-order information, namely the quadratic variation (cumulative conditional variance) of mar-
tingales. This may leads to a sharper concentration result. It has various generalizations, such as
matrix Freedman’s inequality [26]. However, to the best of our knowledge, a Freedman’s inequality
in Hilbert spaces has not been established yet. Just as Freedman’s inequality is essential for the
theory of TD (Theorem 1 in [16]), it is indispensable for deriving the minimax non-asymptotic

convergence bound for distributional TD.

11



In this section, we will present a Freedman’s inequalities in Hilbert spaces. Firstly, we will
state a Hilbert space version of the original Freedman’s inequality (Theorem 1.6 in [9]). After that,
we state a generalization of a more powerful version (Theorem 6 in [16]) to Hilbert spaces. We
will provide self-contained proofs in Appendix A, primarily inspired by Theorem 3.2 in [18]. The
necessary knowledge of martingale theory for the proofs can be found in any standard textbook,
such as [8].

Let X be a Hilbert space, {X;};—; be an X-valued martingale difference sequence adapted to
the filtration {F;};,, Y; := 23:1 X be the corresponding martingale, W; := 23:1 E,; 1]/ X;]? be

the corresponding quadratic variation process. Here E; [-] := E [-|F;] is the conditional expectation.
Theorem 4.1 (Freedman’s inequality in Hilbert spaces). Suppose max;cp,) |Xi| < b for some con-
stant b > 0. Then, for any e,0 > 0, the following inequality holds

2/2
+ > < 52 < _L .
P(3k € [n],s.t. [[Yi| > ¢ ande_a)_2eXp{ 02—|—b€/3} (16)

Now, we are ready to state the generalization of Theorem 6 in [16] to Hilbert spaces, which is

used in our non-asymptotic analysis.

Theorem 4.2 (Freedman’s inequality in Hilbert spaces with bounded quadratic variation). Suppose
max;ep,) | X < band W, < o2 for some constant b, > 0. Then, for any § € (0,1), and any positive

integer H > 1, the following inequality holds with probability at least 1 —§

2

o 2H 4 2H
< _ _ .
1Yol < \/Smax{wn, 2H}log 5 + 3blog 5

5 Proof Outlines

In this section, we will outline the proofs of our main theoretical results (Theorem 3.1, Corollary 3.1,
Theorem 3.2, and Corollary 3.2). Before diving into the details of the proofs, we first define some

notations.

12



5.1 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: p is a signed measure with |u] (R) < oo, u(R) = 0,supp(u) C [0, ﬁ]} , (18)

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:
F,(x) := pl0,z). (19)

We can check that F), is linear w.r.t. p, i.e., Fo,q8, = oF), + BF, for any o, 8 € R, p,v € M.

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

ey i= [ BB @) (20)

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

Cramér norm, is given by

leelle, = /s 1)e, = \//0H (Fu(2))* de. (21)

We have v1 — v € M ||vg — VQHZQ = Uy (11,1) for any v1,v9 € .

The W7 norm on M is defined as

1

HMM:A?WMMM, (22)

we have ||y — I/QHWl = W1 (v1,12) for any vy,1v5 € 2.

We can extend the distributional Bellman operator 7™ and the Cramér projection operator
I naturally to M® without modifying its original definition. Here, the product space M is
also a Banach space, and we use the supreme norm: |[[n|lz, = maxses [|n(s)|l,,, and ||n[ly, =
maxses [[17(s)|lyy, for any n € M. We denote T as the identity operator in M.

When the norm ||-|| is applied to A € L£(X'), where X is any Banach space, and £(X) is the space

13



of all bounded linear operators in X', we refer ||A|| to the operator norm of A, which is defined as

| All := supyex,|y=1 [[An]l. With this notation, £L(X) = {A is a linear operator mapping from X' to

Proposition 5.1. 7™ and Ik are linear operators in M. Furthermore, || T7|z, < /7, IT" Iy, <

7, Hkllg, = 1, and ||kl < 1.

The proof of the last inequality can be found in the proof of Lemma B.3, while the remaining
results are trivial. We omit the proofs for brevity.
Moreover, we have the following matrix (of operators) representations of 7™ and II. 7™ €

L(M)S*S: for any n € MS

1
[Tl (s) =Y 7T(CLIS)JD(S'IS’&)/O (bry) (s )Pr(dr | 5, a)

acA,s’'eS (23)

= 3T (s, (),

s'eS

where T7™(s,s") € L(M), for any v € M

T™(s,8 v = Z w(a | s)P(s' | s,a) /1 (bry) 4 VPR(dr | 5, a). (24)
acA 0

It can be verified that || T (s,s)|l,, < V> qecam(a | s)P(s' | s,a) =1 /YP™(s'|s). And Tl =
diag(l_[K‘/\/t)S@S € L(M)S*S. With the representations, Il 7™ € L(M)5*S can be interpreted as
matrix multiplication, where the scalar multiplication is replaced by the composition of operators.

It can be verified that (IIx7T™) (s,s") =g T"(s,s'), and ||[ILxT™) (s,s")|| < AP (s'|s).
Remark: Although the spaces (M, |-[|,,) and (M, ]-|l;y,) are not complete, we can use their
completion space without loss of generality, since the completeness property does not affect the
non-asymptotic analysis. For simplicity, we still use M to denote the completion space. And
according to BLT theorem, any bounded linear operator can be extended to the completion space,

preserving its operator norm.

5.2 Analysis of Theorems 3.1 and 3.2

For simplicity, we abbreviate both ||-||z, and ||-||,, as [|-[| in this part. For all t € [T] := {1,2,---, T},
we denote T; := 7,7, T := T7, n:= 0" for NTD; T; := g7, T := UxT™, n :=n™K for CTD;
and 1, := nf, A := 1 —n € MS for both NTD and CTD. According to Lemma D.2, n; € 2 for
NTD and 7, € &% for CTD. Our goal is to bounds the W; norm of the error term |Arlly,- This
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can be achieved by bounding [|Ar||, as [|Ar[ly, < \/% AT .

According to the updating rule, we have the error decomposition

Ap=me—1
= —a)p—1 + Tp—1 —n
= (1 —at)A1 + o (Tene—1 — T) (25)
= —a)Ai1 + (T = T) me—1 + T (ne—1 — 1)
=[(1—a)ZT+ T A1+ (Tt =T) 1.

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

T T T
Ar=TT10~a)T+aT) A0+ Y [T (- 0T +ouT) (T~ Thmer. (26)
t=1 t=1 i=t+1

@ (1)

Term (I) is an initial error term that becomes negligible when T is large since T is a contraction.
Term (IT) can be bounded via Freedman’s inequality in Hilbert space (Theorem 4.2). By combining
the two upper bound, we can establish a recurrence relation. Solving this relation will lead to the
conclusion.

We first establish the conclusion for step sizes that depend on T'. Specifically, we consider

Cylog®T |S| T
T > I 27
= 22(1 — )3 08 5 (27)
1 1
— <y — (28)
es(1— \/_) c(1— \/_)
L+ log? T 1+ log? T

where c5 > ¢g > 0 are small constants satisfying cscg < %, and (Y} is a large constant depending

only on ¢5 and ¢g. As shown in Appendix B.1, once we have established the conclusion in this
setting, we can recover the original conclusion stated in the theorem.

Now, we introduce the following useful quantities involving step sizes and

[Tie (1 —ai(l =), if k=0,
B =S o [T (1—ai(1—m), if0<k<t, (29)
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The following lemma provides useful bounds for ﬁ,(:).

Lemma 5.1. Suppose cscg < % Then for all t > = logT’ we have
1 t
5]€ _T27 fO’f’ ngéiv
2log® T t
B <« 298 L g Dok <t.
o a-yT 2
The proof can be found in Appendix B.2. From now on, we only consider t > ﬁ.
The upper bound of term (I) is given by
t t
Ill—akz+m7wx < [T = )T + ax Tl Aol
k=1 k=1
! 1
< (= o) + ar/?)
P vi=ny (30)

1
where | Ao < V/ o7 dz = .

As for term (II), we have the following upper bound with high probability by utilizing Freed-

man’s inequality (Theorem 4.2).

Lemma 5.2. For any § € (0,1), with probability at least 1 — 0, we have for all t >
case of NTD,

= logT, in the

t t

Yoo [[ 10— +aTH(Ti = T)mia

k=1 i=k+1

< 34

(log3 T) <10g ‘S‘T> (

(1 —7)2T

14+ max ||Ar_1llw
k:t/2<k§t|| b 1”Wl>’

the conclusion still holds for C'TD if we take K > —W + 1.
The proof can be found in Appendix B.3. Combining the two results, we find the following
recurrence relation in terms of ) norm holds given the choice of T', with probability at least 1 — 6,

for all ¢t > = logT

(log? T) <logls|T) <1+ - HAk—IHW1>' (31)

Ayl <
Ay, < (1— )3T i t)2< k<t

1
———||A| <
m” tH —35
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In Theorem B.1, we solve the relation and obtain the error bound of last iterate estimator.

(log3 T) (log |S|T> (log3 T) (log |S|T>

o<
1A7[ly, <C7 T A (T3 ;

(32)

which is less than ¢ if we take C4 > max{1,2C;} and T > 024(11°gV)T lo ‘Sé‘T. Here, C; is a large

universal constant depending on cg.

5.3 Analysis of Corollaries 3.1 and 3.2

The difference in the proof compared to the previous section arises in Lemma 5.2 when we control

term (IT). Now we further bound the result in Lemma B.2 by the Cramér norm of the error term,

o(n) —on) <4[Adly, 1<

1
Al 1. (33)
V9i—7»
In the same way, we can derive the following recurrence relation: with probability at least 1 — 4,

for all ¢t > = bgT

1A < 35

(log3 T) <log IS ) <

1T 1+ max HAk—IH>- (34)

k:t/2<k<t

By repeating the reasoning of Theorem B.1, we can obtain the desired conclusion.

(log3 T) (log %) (log3 T) (log |S|T)
S ey S (e 2y S

[Ar[| < C7 (35)

which is less than ¢ if we take Cy > max{1,2C7} and T > %1 |S|T Here, C7 is a large

universal constant depending on cg.

6 Conclusions

In this paper we have studied the statistical performance of the distributional temporal difference
(TD) algorithm from a non-asymptotic perspective. Specifically, we have considered two instances
of distributional TD, namely, the non-parametric distributional TD (NTD) and the categorical

distributional TD (CTD). For both NTD and CTD, we have shown that O (W) TD

17



iterations are sufficient to achieve a p-Wasserstein e-optimal estimator, which is minimax optimal

(up to logarithmic factors). We have established a novel Freedman’s inequality in Hilbert spaces to

prove these theoretical results, which has independent theoretical value beyond the current work.
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A Proof of Freedman’s Inequality

A.1 Proof of Theorem 4.1

Proof. For any A > 0, t € [0,1] and j € [n], let ¢(t) = ¢jA(t) := Ej—1cosh (A [|Yj—1 +tX;|) =
E;_1 cosh (Au(t)), where u(t) := [|Y;—1 +tX;||. We aim to use the Newton-Leibniz formula to
establish the relationship between ¢(1) = E;_; cosh (A ||Yj]|) and ¢(0) = cosh (A ||Y;—1]]). This will
allow us to construct a positive supermartingale (B;)!",.

Firstly, we calculate the derivative of ¢.

(36)

¢'(t) = AEj_1 [sinh (Au(t)) u'(t)]
{5 (37
u(t) ’

(0, 3
u(0)

= a8 [ (3 ;) L
Y-l Ejm1 [ X5])
1Vl

=AE;_; [smh (Au(t))
¢'(0) = AE;_4 [sinh()\u(O))

(38)

= Asinh (A ]|Y;_1])) <

=0.

By utilizing Newton-Leibniz formula, we have

+/01 ¢ (s)ds
+ /0 1 /0 ’ ¢" (t)dtds (39)

1
00+ [ (1= @)t

0
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Now, we calculate the second order derivate of ¢.

¢"(t) = AEj_1 {% [sinh (Au(t)) ' (t)] }
= \E;_, :(u'(t))2 cosh (Au(t)) + " (t) sinh (/\u(t))}

< NE; [ ((w/®)° + " (ult) ) cosh (xu(t))|
= )\;E]—_l {(u2)” (t) cosh ()\u(t))}

= NE;j_ _HXjH2 cosh (A ||Yj-1 + thH)}

< M cosh (A5 1) By |11 exp (A 151

where in the third line, we used h(x) = wzcosh(z) — sinh(x) > 0 for any = > 0, the inequality
holds because h(0) = 0 and h'(z) = zsinh(x) > 0 for any > 0. In the forth line, we used
(uz)// (t) =2 ((u’(t))2 + u”(t)u(t)). In the fifth line, we used

" d2 d
(w?)" (1) = a2 Y1+ £ = 7 (2 (Y1 +1X5, X)) =2 111
And in the last line, we used
cosh (A [[Yj—1 + tX]|) < cosh (A[|[Yj-1]]) exp (A | X;]]),

this holds since

exp (A Vi1 + tXG]) < exp {A (Y1l + 21X} = exp (A[Yj-all) exp (M| XG])

exp (A [|Yj—1 + X)) < exp {=A([[Y;1ll = t|=X;|)} = exp (=M [[Vj-1]) exp (At | X)) -
Hence, we can derive the following inequality for all j € [n]

1
Ej—1 [cosh (A [[Y;]])] = ¢(1) = ¢(0) + /0 (1 —t)¢"(t)dt

1
< cosh (A Y1) + A2 cosh (A [ Vj_1 ) Ej_s [nxjnz [a-nes (Atann)dt]

exp (M|IXG]) = X —1 41
— cosh (A[[¥j_1l) + A2 cosh (A [ Vj1 ) Ej1 [uxjuz D (A X11) = A 1% ] (4D

X2 1P
—E; 1 exp (A1) = A 1] cosh (A]|¥j—1 )

=Ej—1 [1+ f (A [ XG[D] cosh (A Y1)
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where f(z) :=e*—2—12>0.

1 ;o coshAYl)
Let Bo =1, Bii= g ~ o p en

1
Ei— Bz = - Ei_ cosh (A Y;
W= s oy e D)
_ oYl
SB[+ O]

= Bi—l7

(42)

i.e., (B;);_, is positive supermartingale. By optional stopping theorem (Theorem 4.8.4 in [8]), for
any stopping time 7, we have E [B;] < E[By] = 1.

Let 7:=inf {k € [n] : [|[Yk|| > €} be a stopping time, and inf () := co. Define an event
A= {3k € [n],s.t. ||Yi]| > ¢ and Wy < 0?}, (43)

then on A, we have 7 < o0, ||Y;|| > ¢ and W, < o2, noting that W}, is non-decreasing with k. Our

goal is to provide an upper bound for P(A).

P(A) = E [\/BT\/LB_TMA)]

< \/E B,]E [BiTn(A)]

T (L + B [F O NIX51D)
o\ ey “A)] »
) \E exp {327, Eﬁlé A[f)(A 1,001}
COS 3
<

2 |exp {Ae ) TN Xj)]} 1(4)],
j=1

where in the second line, we used Cauchy-Schwarz inequality. In the third line, we used E [B;] < 1.
In the forth line, we used the basic inequality 1 +z < e®, ||Y;|| > € on A, and cosh(z) is increasing

when z > 0. In the last line, we used cosh(z) > 1e®.
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Let’s deal with >°7_; E;1 [f (A[[X;]])] on A,

ZEy LI O]

= ZEj—l [exp (AIXG ) = MG =1

j=1
. ) k42
=D i Z ,Hz (151 ]
j=1 k=
)\2 s \b 45
mmxnz()] (45)
]1

21— Ab/3) ;Ej‘l [HX”F]

/\2
=W,
2(1— \b/3)
A2
< -
=2(1—\b/3)’

which holds for any A € (0, %) In the third line, we used Taylor expansion e* = > 2 “’f{—],c In the
forth line, we used (k + 2)! > 2(3%) and || X;| < b. In the fifth line, we used Taylor expansion

L =Y 2" for z € (—1,1). And in the last line, we use W, < o2 on A.

Substitute it into the previous inequality, we have for any A € (0, %)

P(A)

IN

2E [exp{ /\€+ZEJ L [f (A []XG )]} (A)

\/ZIE [eXp {—)\5 + %} IL(A)] (46)

A20?
:\/Qexp{—)\E—FW} ]P)(A),

2,2
P(A) < 2exp {—/\6 + m} , (47)

IN

hence
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we choose \* = E+€Tb/3 € (0,2), then

P(A) < 2exp {—)\*6 + 2()\*&}

(1 —A*b/3)
g2 o2 g2
=2exp{ — 5 —+ (48)
b/3 b/3 2 2
0% +eb/ 2(1_02‘1817/3) (0% +¢€b/3)
£2/2
-9 =2
exp{ o2 —|—€b/3} ’

which is the desired conclusion. O

We note that this proof cannot be straightforwardly extended to the case where the (|| X;||);,
are unbounded, such as when the conditions are changed to the Bernstein condition (Theorem 1.2A
in [7]). To obtain such a result, one possible approach is to generalize the decoupling theory in [7]
to Hilbert spaces. Fortunately, in this paper, we only need to consider the case where (||X;|);,

are bounded.

A.2 Proof of Theorem 4.2

Proof. According to Theorem 4.1, for any ,6 > 0, we have

2
9 £%/2

We can check that, when ¢ = /452 log% + %blog %, we have the upper bound on RHS is less than

2 4 2
P <\|Yn|| > 4/452 logg + gblog 3 and W, < 52> <. (50)

4, hence

Define the events

2 2H 4 2H
Hy = {HYnH > \/8maX{Wn,20—H}10g7 + gblogT},

o2 2H 4 2H o?
= {[|Vs|| > /87 log == + =blog == and W, < —— 1
Bo,u {H | > 82H 08 5 + 3b 08 =5 and 2H—1} (51)
[ 02 2H 4 2H o2 o2
= ||V, > — log =— + —blog =— — < W, < =7, 1<k<H-1.
Bk,H {H H = 82k 0g 5 + 3b 0g K and ok — 2k—1}
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0_2
2k—1

Since W,, < o2, we can verify that Hg C Uo<t<zr Be,rr- By the inequality (50) with o

0 set to be %, we have P (B, r) < % forall k=0,1,--- , H — 1. By the union bound, we arrive at
the conclusion
H-1
HH § P Bk H (52)
k=0
O

B Omitted Proofs in Section 5.2

B.1 Remove the Dependence on T for Step Sizes

We have shown that the conclusion holds for

Cylog®T |S| T
T> 20— log 5 (53)
1 1
S D S —
PO (e R (G T (54)
log? T log? T
where c5cg < %, c5 > cg >0 and Cy > 0.
Then for some ¢y > ¢3 > 0 to be determined, now we assume
—1 <o < —1 55
14+ c2(1—y7)t = 0 = 1+ es(1- f) (55)
log? ¢ log? t

Next, we will show that if we consider the result of the %—th iteration with this step size scheme
as the initialization of a new iteration process, then the step sizes in the subsequent % iterations
lie in the previously established range. If this is done, the conclusion still holds if we choose
T> 2—0‘(*11%3:5 log ‘S‘T , since the initialization n7, /o € PS (or 3215( in the case of CTD) is independent
of the samples obtained for <t<T.

For any 5 L <t <T, wedenote 7 :=t — L, we can see that there exist ¢ > ¢3 > 0, such that

the last inequality in both of the following lines hold simultaneously, which is desired.

1 1 1
A=y < < <
G S e AT < e A | ey (56)
log?(1+T/2) log? T log?(T/2)
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and

1 1 1
&7— = Oy > > > .
c2(l=y)(7+7/2) 2c2(1=\7)T/2 es(1—y7)T/2
1+ log?(T+1/2) 1+ log?(T/2) 1+ log?(T/2)
B.2 Range of Step Size
Proof of Lemma 5.1.
1—\7 1-7  log?T
(1= v7)as 2 14 &= \/_) = 205(1-yNT 25T

log? T log? T

t t/2
Y < [1—at/2<1—m/
<(1- log? T
- 2¢5T
T
< 1 log T 2c6logT
- 2¢5T
log T
_ log T lngI;F feaco
N 2C5T
1
S ﬁ)

where in the last inequality, we used c5cg < %.

And for any % <k <Ht,

3
5()<C¥k_ 1 < 2log” T

T log2T

B.3 Concentration of the Martingale Term

Proof of Lemma 5.2. We will show that the inequality holds for each t >

the union bound. For any s € S, we denote

t

w(=yk = 1 — T

c6 log

Gls) = ¢ (5) = { IT [t = )T + T} (T~ T) m_l} (5),

i=k+1
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(59)

(60)

- and then apply
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where we omit the superscript (¢) for brevity, then LHS in the lemma equals HZZZI Ck” for each t.

Let Fj, := o (10, -+ ,7k), then {Cu(s)}i_; is a {Fy}}_,-martingale difference sequence:

t
Er—1[Ce(s)] = o { I [0 =)+ T Bt [(Th = T) Wk—l]} (s)=0. (62)
i=k+1
the first equality holds because a Bochner integral can be exchanged with a bounded linear operator
(see [19] for more details about Bochner integral), and the second equality holds due to the definition
of the empirical Bellman operator.
We hope to use Freedman'’s inequality (Theorem 4.2) to bound this martingale.

The norm of the martingale difference ||(x(s)|| can be bounded as follow

1k ()1 < NGkl
t
<ap| T [@-a)Z+ Oéﬂ']H (T = T) il
i=k+1
t 1 (63)
< ay H (1 = ay) + ai/7) —
i=k+1 v
By
— 1 — ’Y'
max B(,t) og3 og3
Hence, maxefy [|Ce(s)]| < \;% < \/ll_—ﬁ/ max{%, (%i\gﬁr{T} < (14_153;51, =:b

Now, let’s calculate the quadratic variation.
We first introduce some notations. For any k € N, we denote Var(§) := (E [HE(S)\PD s c R?,
se

Varg (&) := (Ek [||£(s)||2]>868 € RS for any random element £ in MS. With these notations, we
need to bound Varg_1 ((x).

For any ¢ € M, we define its one-step update Cramér variation as o (€) := Var <(7A‘ — T)£> €
RS, where T is a random operator and has the same distribution as 7.

For any x,y € RS, we say # < y if z(s) < y(s) for all s € S. In this part, ||z| := |z|| =
maxes |2(s)|, VT = ( w(s))ses. And for any U € RS*S |[U]| := U], = supgegs -1 IUz] =
maxses ) yes U(s, ).

We denote I € RS*S as the identity matrix, 1 € RS as the all-ones vector, and P := P €
RS*S e, P(s,s') = P™(s'|s) = Y ,cam(als)P(s]s,a). Also, we let P, = (55’5(5):8/)3,3’68 be the

empirical version of P corresponding to 7, for any k € N.

For any matrix of operators U € £ (M)®*S, we denote U(s) = U(s,5))ges € L(M)S as
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the s-row of Y. And for an € M?®, we define the vector inner product operation U(s)é =
Yy

S esU(s, $)E) € M.
We need to establish the following result first, which holds for both cases of NTD and CTD.

Lemma B.1. For any v € M, n € N, ()¢, € [0,1]", let Un, = [[i~, (1 — )T+ o T], U, =
[T, [ — a)I + i /AP], un =[172 [(1 — os) + ain/A| then for any s, s’ € S, we have

2
HZ/{n(s, 8')1/H < upUy(s,s) HV||2
Utilizing this lemma, we get derive the following useful inequality. For any non-random & € M,

—~ 2
E ‘L{n(s)(T— T)é” ]

=B || (s, ) [ T(s)¢ = T()¢

2
| lls’es )

:ZEU

s'eS

<up 3 Upn(s,s)E :H?(s’)g - T(s’)é‘ﬂ

s'eS

(64)

—n 3 Un(s,)0(€)(5))

s'eS

=upUn(s)o (),

where we used different rows of T are independent, and 7A'(s’ )€ is an unbiased estimator of T (s')¢ €
M. Hence, Var (Un(?— T)£> < u,Upo(§).

Now, we are ready to bound Varg_1 ({;)

Varg_1 (Cr) = ajVar,_y ( H (1 =) +ouT)(T: —=T) nk_1)

i=k+1
<op [[ [0=a)+aivA] ] (1= eI + aiy7Plo(ni) (65)
i=k+1 i=k+1

t

= a8 ] [(1 - a)I + aiy/AP) o (m-1).

i=k+1
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Hence, the quadratic variation W; := 22:1 Var_1 (¢x) can be bounded as follow

t
Wi = Var,_1 (()

k=1
t t
<> B T 10— )T + ai/AP) o (ps)
k=1 i=k+1
t/2 t t t
<> s || II [0 = eI +an/mP)||llom—n) 1+ Y. a8l [ 10— a)I+aiy7P)o(m_1)
k=1 i=k+1 k=t/2+1 i=k+1

< (5,(:)>2L1+< max > Z Qg H (1 =) I + /P o(n—1)

k:t/2<k<t
/ k=t/241  i=k+1

17 1+(2logT { Z g H 1aZI+QZfP]} max o (ng—1)

k=t/2+1  i=k+1 k:t/2<k<t
1 4log® T

< I-.yP)"!
S sa—ymEt T ao oy VIR max o (),
(66)
where in the forth line, we used
¢ ¢
ap | T 1@ = eI+ aivAPl|| <o ] [(1- )+ aiyA] = By
i=k+1 i=k+1
and
= 1
I < dr = ——.
ot < [ dr = =
In the last line, note that maxy.;/o<p<¢ o(ng—1) > 0 and
Z oy H (1 —a;)I + o\ /7 P]
k=t/2+41  i=k+1
¢ ¢
=I-\AP)" > oI —\AP) [] [(1-a)I+ ci/4P)
k=t/2+1 i=k+1
¢ ¢ ¢ (67)
=I-AP)" Y { IT (@ -e)I+aiaP] =10 - )T+ aiﬁP]}
k=t/2+1 \i=k+1 imk

t

=I-\AP)' =T -\AP)"" [] [(1-a)I+aiy/P]

i=t/2+1

<(I-AP)7",

30



where the inequality holds entry-wise since we can verify that all entries of (I — \/’_yP)_1 =
Y oreo (\/’_yP)k and (1 — ;)1 + o;,/7P are non-negative.
According to (66), we have the following deterministic upper bound for | W;|| = maxses We(s),

1 41og® T .
Wy < I—./~vP _
3
< 1 -+ 8log z
20 =T°  (1—7)°T (68)
9log® T
< =2
T (=T
=: 02

Let H = {2 log, ﬁL we have
o? 9log® T
<= =
2 = (1-y)T

By applying Freedman’s inequality (Theorem 4.2) and utilizing the union bound over s € S, we

(69)

obtain with probability at least 1 — ¢, for all t € [T] and s € S

().

o2 S\S]Tlogﬁ 4 8]S\Tlogﬁ

9log® T |S|T |S|T
<i/1 ——° = 1) log =+ log ——1
_\/6<VVt+(1_7)T >0g 5 + 3blog 5

t

> Gi(s)

k=1

(70)

(log3 T) <log %

< > I—-.,/AP)! _ -1
8\] (1—T (I =v7P) k:t%i}ligta(nk )+3

12 (log3 T) <log %) )
|+ =y

8S|T log - S|T
- =7 el Sl
< < 2log =

where we used log in the second line, which holds due to the choice of T

The following lemmas are required for deriving the upper bound, which hold for both cases of NTD
and CTD.

Lemma B.2. For any t € [T,

a(n) — o) <4[|Adly, 1.
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Lemma B.3.

(= VAP) o) < 1.

Combining the upper bound with the two lemmas, we get the desired conclusion

().

t

> G(s)

k=1

12 (log3 T) (log |S|T>

(log?T) <log \S\T) .
<8 A I-./4P)11 1 1
B (1-7T etk [Ak-1llw, I —¥P)~ 11+ —— T ] - AT

(10g3 T) (10g %) 2 (10g3 T) (log | |T>
<22 1 Ar ol )1
B (1=7)*T ( * kit 2<h<t 12 1||W1> + (1—~)%2T
<34 (08" 7) (log 55 ) 1 A 1
> (1 — ,Y)QT < + k:tr/%i}]iﬁt || k—1||W1> >
(71)

where in the last line, we used that, excluding the constant term, the first term is larger than the

second term, given the choice of T > 024(11°g )T lo ‘Sé‘T.
O
B.4 Solve the Recurrence Relation
Theorem B.1. Suppose for all t > %,
(10g3 T) <log ‘S‘T)
A¢llz <35 1 Ar_1|lw ).
I8l < o (14, w18l )
Then there exists some large universal constant Cr > 0, such that
(log3 T) (10g 1S IT) (log3 T) (10g |S|T>
Ar|a, < Cr +
1At =T =T
Proof. For any k > 0, we denote
= Ay, | 2F T i< 72
ug = max { [|Ally, cologT = 'S ; (72)

for 0 < k < logy (cglogT). We can see that [|Ar|ly, < uy for any valid k. Hence, it suffices to
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show the upper bound holds for u; for any valid k. It can be verified that ug < ﬁ, and for k > 0

(log3 T) <log %) (

<35
s =T

1+ ug). (73)

We first show that once ug < 1, the subsequent values of ug4; will also remain upper bounded by

1. Namely, if up < 1 for some k > 1, then

2 (log3 T) <log %)

upr1 < 35 a7 b (74)
. 2450 log? T log 117
T2 =
Let 7 :=inf {k : uy < 1}, then for any k > 7, we have
2 (log3 T) (log %)
up < 35 1T =:a. (75)
For k£ < 7, we have uy > 1 and thereby
2 (log3 T) <log %)
U1 < 35 1-)°T u = ay/ug, (76)
1.€.,
1
logugi1 —2loga < 3 (log ux, — 2loga) . (77)
Apply it recursively, we have
k+1
logug+1 < 2loga + <§> (log up — 2loga) , (78)
1.e.,
o (u0\ /2" _ 1—1/2k) 1/2k 2(1—1/2* 1
Uk+1 S a <§> =a ( )’LLO S a ( )m (79)

To sum up, for any k > 0, ug+1 is always less than the sum of the upper bounds in cases of k > 7
and k < 7,
1

2(1-1/2%
uk+1§a+a( )(1_7)1/%

(80)
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Note that, a2(1-1/2") < max {a,/a}, and if we take k > cglog logﬁ for any constant cg, we

1

= O(1). We can take the constant cg small enough such that cglog logm <

1
have R
1

logy (cglog T') (this can be done and cg is universal since — = o(T)), and thereby we can find a

valid £* > cglog log ﬁ + 1. Then

(log3 T) (log %) (log3 T) (log %)
G—pr T a-pT |

ATy, < ues < Cr (81)

which is the desired conclusion, and C7 is some large universal constant related to cs. O

B.5 Proofs of Auxiliary Lemmas

Proof of Lemma B.1. We proof this result by induction. For n = 0, we have Uy = Z, Uy = I,
ug = 1, thereby the inequality holds trivially. Suppose the inequality holds true for n — 1. To prove
that the inequality holds for n, it is sufficient to show that, for any u € M,

I[(1 = @) + anT (s, )] pl|* < [(1 = an) + any/A] [(1 = @n)ds s + any/TP(s, )] Il

where 5 ¢ = 1 if s = &/, and 0 otherwise.

LHS can be bounded as follow

H [(1 —an)ds, + an T (s, 8/)] ,qu
=(1- an)253,s’ ||,u||2 +2(1 - O‘n)an‘ss,S’ <,u, T (s, 3l)/‘> + O‘?L HT(S’ s,)/‘Hz (82)

<(1- an)258,8’ ”N”z +2(1 = an)andss |1 HT(S, SI)NH +an, HT(S, SI)M 27

where we used Cauchy-Schwarz inequality. We need to give an upper bound for || 7 (s, s")u|>.

Note that (IIx7™) (s,s') =g (T™(s,s")) and ||lIx|| = 1, we only need to consider the case of
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2
dx

NTD, by the definition of T (s, s’), we have
= 1 T —r
— _
HT(s,s’)qu = / Z ﬂ(a\s)P(s’\s,a)/ E, < ) Pr(drl|s,a)
0 acA 0 Y

_ P(s, )’ /0— [Z ”(a'ﬁgfj'f’a) /OF <%> PR(dr|s,a)rd:E

1 acA -
/| } &z v

i r—r
= P(Svsl)z/ {EGNW('|S)77NPR('37‘1) [FN < >
0 Y

1 2
1=y Tr—r
< P(s,S/)2Ear\aﬂ'("S),TNPR("S7CL) {/ |:F;U' < >:| dx
0 Y
where we used Jensen’s inequality and Fubini’s theorem. Substitute it back to the upper bound,

=P (s, ) [|ull*,

111 = an)dss + anT(s,8)] )
<(1 = @S0 [1l* + 20 = an)ands g [l [T (s, 8 )al| + 0 [ (s, ')l
<[(1 = an)05,0 +2(1 — ap)ands o /TP (5,8") + a2y P(s,s")?] ||u]|” (84)
[(1— )20 + any /7P (s, 8] [l

< [(1 —ap) + Oén\/ﬂ [(1 - an)és,s’ + an\/’_YP(Sa 3/)] H:u”z )

which is desired. O

Proof of Lemma B.2. For any s € S,

F(27A’77t)(8) (x):| B F(27-77t)(8) (z) —E |:F(27A’7])(5) (x):| + F(%’n)(s)(x)} dux

=2 /OM {E HF(%M (@) = F(7)0) (”f)H + | Feay) (@) = Frns) (w)|} da

7= ), | +17 0 =0 Gl ).

I
[\
7 N
=
N

35



In the case of NTD, 7 and T are ~y-contraction w.r.t. the supreme 1-Wasserstein metric, hence

oa)(s) —os) <2 (E[|T e —m )], |+ 170 -0 Gl )

< 4y [[ne — nlly,

In the case of CTD, if we can show Il is non-expansive w.r.t. 1-Wasserstein metric, the conclusion

1

still holds. For any x,y € [0, i—

then k& <[, by the definition of Ilg, we have

X — — X

T (5,) = 7’”; Y, + 2 > LA LY (87)
Ti+1 — Y Yy—a

Mg (5,) = - +LK Dy + (88)

If k = I, we can check that Wy (g6, g dy) = LKyL;f =y—=x. If k <, we have W; (Il 05, 11 0,) <

Wi (Mg 0y, ht1) + Wi (@pt1, 1) + Wi (21,11 0y) = (241 — ) + (27 — Tp11) + (Y — 24y) =y — .

Hence, for any vy, € & and for any transport plan x € I'(v1,12), the previous results tell us
the cost of the transport plan Ik € I' (IIgvy, xrn) induced by Ilx is no greater than the cost
of k. Consequently, Wi (Ixvy, Hxre) < Wi(v1,1vs), i.e., I is non-expansive w.r.t. 1-Wasserstein

metric, which is desired. O

Proof of Lemma B.3. Firstly, we show that for any v > 0, we have H (I -\ AP)” UH < ZH (I —~P)~
(I = 7P) || = ||(I - yAP) (I —yP)T —vP) v

=@ —vAP)TH (1~ v + VAT — VAP (I —P) 0|
= [0 = v = vAP)" + VAT (I —7P) "o

(89)
— V) | = vAP) M I = vP) || + A | —vP) o
1=\
S(l_\/_Jr\/_) |1 —~P) o]
S
In the case of NTD, by Corollary C.1, we have
| =P o ()] < T, (90)

ﬁ/} such that = < y, we denote = € [rg,xy1) and y € [z, 2141),
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In the case of CTD, by Corollary 5.12 in [23], we have

_ 2
H(I_VP) ‘o (77)H < :7 (91)

givenKZﬁ—l—l. ]

C Stochastic Distributional Bellman Equation and Operator

In this section, we use the same notations as in Appendix B and only consider the NTD set-
ting. Inspired by stochastic categorical CDF Bellman operator introduced in [23], we introduce
stochastic distributional Bellman operator 7: A (Z) — A(Z?) to derive an upper bound for
|(I —vP)~ o (n)|| in the case of NTD. For any ¢ € A (2?), we denote 1 be the random element
in & with law ¢.

T ¢ = Law (’7A'n¢,> , (92)

where (7A‘77¢)(w) = (?)(w)(nd))(w) € 2 for any w € Q, Q is the corresponding probability space,
and 7T is independent of ng. In this part, T uses samples of immediate reward {r(s)},.s instead
of the full information of Pgr to update. And T does not consist of IT k since we only consider the
NTD setting.

We consider the 1-Wasserstein metric W; on A (&), the space of all probability measures on
the space (L@, 572). Since (L@, 672) is Polish (complete and separable), the space (A (£2), W) is also
Polish (Theorem 6.18 in [27]).

Proposition C.1. The stochastic distributional Bellman operator 7 is a \/¥-contraction on A (),
i.e., for any ¢, ¢’ € A(P), we have

Wi (T, T7¢) < yAW1 (¢,9').

Proof. Let k* € T'(¢,¢’) be the optimal coupling between ¢ and ¢'. The existence of k* is
guaranteed by Theorem 4.1 in [27]. And let the random element & = (£1,£2) in &2 has the law
k*, where & and & are both random elements in &?. We denote 7 xk* := Law [(’?—El,%&ﬂ €
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L(76.7¢).
Wi(76.7¢) = ot | f(ee)m(aca)
< [ B(ee) 7w dg.ae)
@2
=E [572 <?$17?E2)]
< VAE [£3 (&1, &2)] (93)
=V [ B () s (i)
P2

ot 0

= WWI (¢7 ¢/) .
O
By the proposition and contraction mapping theorem, there exists a unique fixed point of .7,

we denote ¥ € A (Z) as the fixed point. Hence, the stochastic distributional Bellman equation

reads

P = TY. (94)
We denote 1y, as the random element in & with law 1), then ’?mp and 71y, have the same law. As
shown in the following proposition, 7, can be regarded as a noisy version of 7.
Proposition C.2.

E [ny] =,
where the expectation is regarded as the Bochner integral in the space of all finite measures on &,
which is a normed linear space equipped with Cramér metric as its norm.

Proof.
Elny] =E [’fnw}

SRES)
=E[Tny]
= TE[ny],

where we used 7 is independent of M- Since E [n,] is the fixed point of 7', we have E [ny] =7. O

Based on the concepts of 7 and 1), we can obtain the following second order distributional

Bellman equation, which is similar to the classic second-order Bellman equation (Lemma 7 in [11]).
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Recall the one-step Cramér variation o (n) = < [H( fulm) H ]) € RS used in the

~ . 2
NTD setting, where T, use the full distribution Pr to update. We denote o := < [H (’7'77) (s) —n(s) H } )

RS, and 3 := <IEJ [Hw(s) - ”(S)‘|2D565 € RS,

We first show that o(n) < o. In fact, this is a direct consequence of the Rao-Blackwell theorem.

Proposition C.3.

a(n) <o
Proof. We construct Tr; and 7, such that they use same action and next state samples to update,
then Trum = E [ffn( {(a(s), 5'(9))} s |- For any s € 8
7(n)(e) = E || (Fum) (9 - )|
_E [ E[(7n) (5) - n(s)(a(s), ()] m
<E {E M (Tn) (&) ()| Ja(o) s/(s)] } (9)
=& | (7)) -no]

=o(s).

where we used Jensen’s inequality for conditional expectation. O

Proposition C.4 (Second order distributional Bellman equation).
Y =0 +yPX.
Proof. For any s € S,

2(s) = E | [ma(s) = n(s)|
=5 (7o) -]
=5 ||(Fn) - (Ta) 9+ (T0) () -

=& (7)) -0 ] + 2 [| () (- () )]

—~

o] "
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where the last equality holds since the cross term is zero as below

((Tn) &) =n(s), (T) () = (Tn) ()]
(

[ (
{E[((T0) 0= n6). (Tne) ) = (T0) 1) 7]}
[

E
E
E

<(’ﬁ7> (s) —n(s),E [(’fw) (s) ﬂ - (An> (s)>} (98)
((7n) (+) = n(s).0) |

I
=

=0.

The first term in (97) is o(s), we need to deal with the second term.

|| (7ne) 0 (Fr) )]
—E {E [H () )= (Fn) @ ‘""’} } 1

1 2
1=y Tr—r xr—r
=E {Ea<s>~w(~|s>7s'<s>~P(~|s,a<s>>m<s>~PR<-aa(s)) [ /0 (F(w)(sf<s)> ( 5 > = oo (s)) < 5 >> dz

= S E[[lng(s) —n()|F] 3 w(als)P(s s, a)

s'eS acA
=y Z P(s,5)X(s)
s'eS
(99)
Put these together, and we can arrive at the conclusion. O

Now, we can derive a tighter upper bound for H(I —yP) ta(n) H

Corollary C.1.

_ 1
(I =~P) tom)|| < ||I—~P) o] = 2| < T

Proof. Note that all entries of (I —yP)~! =372, (vP)* are positive, thereby (I —yP) Lo (n) <

B
(I —-yP) o =%, and X(s) = E [\\n¢(s) - n(s)”z} < [y dr = ﬁ for any s € S. O

D Other Technical Lemmas

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

1
P, we have Wi(p,v) < lo(p,v) and Wpy(p,v) < 11,; WP (p,v).
(1= P

_1
V1=~
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Proof. By Cauchy-Schwarz inequality,

Wi(p,v) = x)|dx

\// 12dx\// _ By (o) da (100)

And
1/p
W, (u,v) = inf / x —y|P k(dx, dy
p( ) (nEF(M,V) [0,—117]2| | ( )

1 1/p
<— ( in / e =yl m(d:c,dw) (101)
(1 —~)' 77 \rel) J]o, 1]
1 1
= —— W' ()
1-—y'>
O

Lemma D.2 (Range of nf). Suppose that oy € [0,1] for all t > 0. Assume that nf € P, then we
have, for allt > 0, nf € P° in the case of NTD. Similarly, assume that ny € L@IS{, then we have,
forallt >0, nf € L@I‘z 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 — @}9( We prove the result by induction. It is trivial
that nf € 22° for t = 0. Suppose that Ny, € ¢ recall the updating scheme of NTD

ny = (1 —ag)niq + Ty (102)

It is evident that 2 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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