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Abstract

We introduce a novel framework for analyzing reinforcement learning (RL) in continuous state-
action spaces, and use it to prove fast rates of convergence in both off-line and on-line settings. Our
analysis highlights two key stability properties, relating to how changes in value functions and/or
policies affect the Bellman operator and occupation measures. We argue that these properties
are satisfied in many continuous state-action Markov decision processes, and demonstrate how
they arise naturally when using linear function approximation methods. Our analysis offers fresh
perspectives on the roles of pessimism and optimism in off-line and on-line RL, and highlights the
connection between off-line RL and transfer learning.

1 Introduction

Many domains of science and engineering involve making a sequence of decisions over time, with
previous decisions influencing the future in uncertain ways. The central challenge is choosing a
decision-making policy that leads to desirable outcomes over a longer period. For example, in the
treatment of chronic diseases such as diabetes [42], a clinician can choose from a range of treatments
depending on the patient’s history, and any such policy can have uncertain effects on the patient’s
status at future times. In a rather different domain, the design of tokamak systems for nuclear
fusion requires learning policies for plasma control and shaping [7]; here the actions or decisions
are effected via coils that are magnetically coupled to the plasma. Other applications include
inventory and pricing systems for businesses [15]; navigation systems in robotics and autonomous
driving [37, 24]; resource deployment for wildfire prevention and management [I]; and optimization
and control of industrial processes [35].

Markov decision processes provide a flexible framework for describing such sequential problems,
and reinforcement learning (RL) refers to a broad class of data-driven methods for estimating
policies. Some applications are data-rich, meaning that it is relatively inexpensive to collect samples
of states, actions and rewards from the underlying process. When given access to large sample sizes,
RL methods have proven to be very successful, with especially prominent examples in competitive
game-playing (e.g., AlphaGo and its extensions [34]). However, many applications have far more
limited sample sizes—sometimes referred to as the “small data” setting—which renders deployment
of RL more challenging. For example, in healthcare applications, there is limited data available for
certain types of disease, or certain types of patients [42]. Similarly, for portfolio optimization in
finance (e.g., [31]), effective data sizes are often very limited due to lack of history, or underlying



non-stationarity. With limited data, characterizing and improving the sample complezity of RL
methods—meaning the amount of data required to learn near-optimal policies—becomes critical.

Considerable research effort has been devoted to studying RL sample complexity in many set-
tings, including generative models/simulators, off-line observational studies, and on-line interactive
learning. Existing studies for either the generative or the off-line settings (e.g., [23], [43], [41]) give
procedures that, when applied to an dataset of size n, yield a value gap that decays at the rate
1/4/n. In the on-line setting, there are various procedures that yield cumulative regret that grows
at the rate T (e.g., [20, 22, 21, §]). In contrast, the main result of this paper is to formalize condi-
tions, suitable for RL in continuous domains, under which much faster rates can be obtained using
the same dataset. In particular, in either the generative or off-line settings, our theory provides
conditions under which the value gap decays as quickly as 1/n. So as a concrete example, obtaining
a policy with value gap at most e = 1/100 requires on the order of n = 100 samples, as opposed to
the much larger sample size n = (100)? = 10* required by the classical “slow rate”. Similarly, in
the regret setting, we reduce the classical /T growth to a much better log T rate.

As revealed by our analysis, these accelerated rates depend on certain stability properties, ones
that—as we argue—are naturally satisfied in many control problems with continuous state-action
spaces. Roughly speaking, these conditions ensure that perturbing the policy changes future out-
comes by at most a quantity proportional to the magnitude of the perturbation. In other words,
the evolution of the dynamic system depends in a “smooth” way on the influence of decision policy.
Such notions of stability should be expected in various controlled systems with continuous state-
action spaces. In robotics, for example, a minor torque or motion perturbation that occurs during a
single step should not cause a notable deviation from the intended trajectory. Similarly, in clinical
treatment, slight deviations in medication dosage should not significantly compromise effectiveness
or safety. In inventory management, a properly designed supply chain should be able to handle mi-
nor variations due to supplier delays or demand changes while approximately maintaining expected
inventory levels in the future.

1.1 A simple illustrative example: Mountain Car

The acceleration phenomenon—as well as the underlying stability—can be observed in a simple
instance of a continuous control problem. The so-called “Mountain Car” problem is a benchmark
example of a continuous control task. As illustrated in Figure (a), it involves a car positioned
between two hills, where the ultimate goal is to maneuver the car so as to reach the top of the
right-side hill by adjusting its acceleration. Due to limited force, the car must learn a decision
policy that causes it to oscillate back and forth, using the potential energy to overcome the hill. In
our study, we employ offline reinforcement learning using observations collected from the mountain
car system. The physical system itself is continuous and subject to noise, with nonlinear dynamics
governing the transitions. The control variable, acceleration or force, is represented as a real number
within interval [—1,1].

In order to investigate the acceleration phenomenon, we learned near-optimal policies for this
problem in the off-line setting, using linear methods with well-chosen basis functions to approximate
the value. (See Appendix |F| for the full details of experiments that produce the numerical results
shown here.) As demonstrated in Figure (b), the value sub-optimality behaves in an interesting
way as a function of the sample size n. Instead of decaying at the classical 1/1/n rate, we see that
its rate is very Well—approximatedﬂ by the 1/n rate, corresponding to a slope of —1 on the log-log

!The approximation holds when disregarding transient behavior for small sample sizes.



scale. To the best of our knowledge, this phenomenon has not been addressed in past work, possibly
due to the following two properties: (i) the continuous state-action space that renders inapplicable
fast-rate analysis that depends on gaps or margins (e.g., [19, 29]); and (ii) the nonlinear dynamics,
as contrasted with related work [27] on the linear quadratic regulator (LQR).

The theoretical analysis given in this paper sheds light on this intriguing phenomenon. In the
specific setting of the “Mountain Car” problem, we observe that small perturbations in the driving
policy 7 results in only a modest deviation in future trajectories of the car, with the magnitude of
the deviation being proportional to the perturbation size. Our theory shows that fast rates can be
guaranteed in the off-line setting whenever this property holds, and we exhibit a broad family of
continuous control tasks for which it holds.
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Figure 1. Illustration of the “fast rate” phenomenon for fitted @Q-iteration (FQI) applied to the
Mountain Car problem. (a) The Mountain Car problem is a canonical continuous state-action space
control problem, in which the goal is to drive the car to the flag. See Appendix [F]for further details.
(b) We used off-line FQI with linear function approximation to learn approximately optimal policies
T, over a range of sample sizes n. Log-log plot of the value sub-optimality J(7*) — J(7,) over
sample sizes n € {|e*] | k =10.5,10.75,11,...,13} = {36315,46630, 59874, .. .,442413}. In the plot,
each red point represents the average value sub-optimality J(7*) — J(7,,) estimated from 7" = 80
Monte Carlo trials. The shaded area represents twice the standard errors. The blue dashed line
represents the least-squares fit to the last 6 data points. This regression leads to the 95% confidence
interval (—1.084,—0.905) for the underlying slope, indicative of a decay rate much faster than the
typical —0.5 “slow rate”.

1.2 Contributions of this paper

With this high-level perspective in mind, let us summarize the key contributions of this paper,
which can be divided into three parts.

Fast rate of convergence: We develop a framework for analyzing RL in continuous state-action
spaces, and use it to prove a general result (Theorem under which fast rates can be obtained. The
key insight is that stability conditions lead to upper bounds on the value sub-optimality that are



proportional to the squared norm of Bellman residuals. This quadratic scaling results in accelerated
convergence compared to the standard linear scaling obtained via arguments that isolate only a
single copy of Bellman residuals. In the off-line setting, this framework improves convergence from
a rate of n”2 to n~ ', while in on-line learning, it enhances the regret bound from /T to logT.

Reconsidering pessimism and optimism principles: Our framework provides a novel per-
spective on the roles of pessimism and optimism in off-line and on-line RL. In the off-line setting, a
line of past work [23] [6] has established the utility of pessimistic or risk-averse approaches to policy
evaluation and optimization. Pessimism serves to protect against uncertainty associated with a
fixed off-line data set. On the other hand, in the on-line setting, optimism drives exploration and
embraces uncertainty, making it fundamental in online RL [20} 22| 21} 8, 14], where learning occurs
through trial and error.

Our theory reveals that there are settings in which neither pessimism nor optimism are required
for effective policy optimization—in particular, they are not required as long as one has a sufficiently
accurate pilot estimate 7. Thus, while the use of pessimism or optimism can be useful in obtaining
such a pilot estimate, they are not needed in later stages of training. Moreover, our analysis shows
that some procedures based on certainty equivalence can achieve fast-rate convergence, showing
that the benefits gained from incorporating additional pessimism or optimism measures may be
limited in this context.

Connecting off-line RL with transfer learning: Our theory relates value sub-optimality to
the Bellman residual as measured under a problem-specific norm. For instance, in the case of
linear function approximation (as discussed in Section , the norm is induced by the occupation
measures of the optimal policy 7*. In other examples such as the linear quadratic regulator (LQR),
the norms can take on a more complex form; in certain cases, it can even capture the Bellman
varianceﬂ associated with the optimal policy 7*. We explore this phenomenon in a forthcoming
paper [10]. In this regard, off-line RL can be seen as a form of transfer learning, where the goal is
to minimize the loss under covariate shifts from the distribution of historical data to a distribution
related to the optimal policy.

While the bulk of our theory is of a general nature, we explore in depth the special case of RL
methods based on linear approximation to value functions. In this concrete setting, we can give an
intuitive and geometric interpretation of the stability conditions that underlie our analysis, along
with the connection to covariate shift. Stability is related to the curvature of the set of feature
vectors achievable by varying the action (with the state fixed), and covariate shift is reflected
through a comparison of covariance matrices.

1.3 Related work

In this section, we discuss related work having to do with fast rates in optimization and statistics.

Fast rates in stochastic optimization and risk minimization: Many statistical estimators
(e.g., likelihood methods, empirical risk minimization) are based on minimizing a data-dependent
objective function. It is now well-understood that the local geometry around the optimum deter-
mines whether fast rates can be obtained. For instance, when the loss function exhibits some form
of strong convexity (such as exp-concave loss) or strict saddle properties, it can lead to significant

2See the papers [13} [I1] for more details on Bellman variances.



reductions in additive regret from O(v/T) to just O(log T) in stochastic approximation (e.g., [I7]),

. _1 _
or a decrease in the error rate from n~2 to n~!

in empirical risk minimization [25] [16]. The theory
of localization is also instrumental in characterizing this phenomenon. To achieve the sharpest
analysis, it is essential to determine an appropriate radius in the measurement of function class
complexity that accurately reflects the curvature of the loss function near the optimum [2, 26].
These fast rate phenomena rely on a form of stability, one which relates the similarity of functions
to the closeness of their optima.

Our work shares a similar spirit, in that we isolate certain stability conditions that ensure fast
rate convergence in RL. To the best of our knowledge, there is currently no literature systematically
discussing the relationship between our stability conditions and fast rate convergence in the context
of RL, or how the inherent curvature affects the convergence rate. Our work, in making this
connection explicit and rigorous, provides a framework for analysis of value-based RL methods,
akin to the role played by stability analysis in statistical learning.

Fast rates in reinforcement learning: In the RL literature, there are various lines of work
related to fast rates, but the underlying mechanisms are typically different from those considered
here. For problems with discrete state-action spaces, there is a line of recent work [19, 18], 39, 29]
that performs gap/marginal-dependent analyses of RL algorithms. These papers focus on action
spaces with finite cardinality, for which it is reasonable to assume a strictly positive gap between
the value of an optimal action relative to a sub-optimal one. However, such separation assumptions
are not helpful for continuous action spaces, since (under mild Lipschitz conditions) we can find
sub-optimal actions with values arbitrarily close to that of an optimal one. Other work for discrete
state-action spaces [32] has shown convergence rates in off-line RL are influenced by data quality,
with a nearly-expert dataset enabling faster rate. In contrast, our analysis reveals that for off-line
RL in continuous domains, fast convergence can occur whether or not the dataset has good coverage
properties.

An important sub-class of continuous state-action problems are those with linear dynamics and
quadratic reward functions (LQR for short). For such problems, it has been shown [27, B3] that
value sub-optimality can be connected with the squared error in system identification. Our general
theory can also be used to derive guarantees for LQR problems, as we explore in more detail in
a follow-up paper [10]. Stability also arises in the analysis of (deterministic) policy optimization
and Newton-type algorithms [30] [4], where it is possible to show superlinear convergence in a
local neighborhood. This accelerated rate stems from the smoothness of the on-policy transition
operator P™f with respect to changes in the value function f; for instance, see condition (10) in
Puterman and Brumelle [30]. Our framework exploits related notions of smoothness, but is tailored
to the stochastic setting of reinforcement learning, in which understanding the effect of function
approximation and finite sample sizes is essential.

2 Fast rates for value-based reinforcement learning

Let us now set up and state the main result of this paper. We begin in Section with background
on Markov decision processes (MDPs) and value-based methods, before turning to the statement
of our main result in Section In Section we provide intuition for why stability leads to
faster rates, and discuss consequences for both the off-line and on-line settings of RL.



2.1 Markov decision processes and value-based methods

Here we provide a brief description of Markov decision processes, along with the idea of a value-based
method for approximating an optimal policy. We refer the reader to some standard references [5 [36]
for more detailed background.

2.1.1 Basic set-up

We consider decision-making over H stages, as described by a Markov decision process (MDP) with
state space S and action space A. The evolution of the state over time is specified by a family of
transition kernels P = {P),}//"!, where the transition kernel 7, maps each state-action pair (s, a) €
S x A to a distribution Py (- | s,a) over the state space S. Given an initial state s; and a sequence of
actions (a1, ai,...,ag—1,ap), these transition dynamics generate a state sequence (si, s2,...,Sq)
via spy1 ~ Pr(- | sp,ap) for h=1,2,..., H — 1. An additional ingredient is the family of reward
functions {ry}_ . At time h, the mapping (sp,an) — 71 (sn, a) € R specifies the reward received
when in state-action pair (sp,ap). In this paper, we assume that the rewards rp : S x A — R are
known; however, this condition can be relaxed.

A policy 7, at time h is a mapping from any state s to a distribution (- | s) over the action
space A. If the support of 7, (- | s) is a singleton, we also let 7 (s) € A denote the single action
to be chosen at state s. Given an initial distribution &; over the states at time h = 1, the expected
reward obtained by choosing actions according to a policy sequence 7 = (7, ..., 7y) is given by

H
J(m) = J(m;61) = Eg, n [Zrh(Sh,Ah)} , (1)

h=1

where S1 ~ &1, Spe1 ~ Pu(- | Sp, Ap) and A, ~ (- | Sp) for h=1,2,...,H. Our goal is to
estimate an optimal policy w* € arg max, J (7).

2.1.2 Value functions and Bellman operators

We now describe the connection between the expected return J() and value functions. Starting
from a given state-action pair (s, a) at stage h, the expected return over subsequent stages defines
the state-action value function

H
fr(s,a) ::EW[Z 7(Shr, Apr) ‘ Sh:s,Ah:a]. (2)
h'=h
Here the expectation is taken over a sequence (S, = s, Ay, = a, Spy1, Ant1, Shi2, Anto, -, SH, Amr)
governed by the transition kernels {th}ﬁ;i and the decision policy w = (71, 79,..., 7). The

sequence of functions f™ = (ff,..., ff;) defined by equation is known as the Q-functions
associated with .

The Q-functions f™ have an important connection with the Bellman evaluation operator for .
For any policy 7 and any function f € RS*A, we introduce the shorthand

f(s,m(s)) := /Af(s,a) m(da | s). (3a)



At stage h, we extend the transition functions to a linear operator that maps a function f on the
the state-action space S x A to a new function on the state-action space as follows:

(P f)(s,a) := /S Af(s’,wh+1(s')) Pr(ds’ | s,a) for any function f € RS*4, (3b)

With this notation, the Bellman evaluation operator at stage h takes the form
(T )(s,a) = rn(s,a) + (P f)(s, a). (3¢)
From classical dynamic programming, the @-functions f™ must satisfy the Bellman relations
fi(s,a) = (Ty fig1) (s, a) forh=1,...,H — 1. (4)

Furthermore, these @)-value functions are connected to the expected returns J under 7r; in partic-
ular, recalling the definition , for any initial distribution & over the states, we can use the value

function ff* to compute the expected return as J(mw;&1) = Egeg, [ff (S’, wl(S))} .

Bellman principle for optimal policies: Under mild regularity conditions, there is at least
one policy ©* such that, for any other policy 7, we have f,;'*(s, a) > fr(s,a), for any h € [H], and
uniformly over all state-action pairs (s,a). Any optimal policy 7#* must be greedy with respect to
the optimal @Q-function f*. This function f* is determined by the Bellman optimality operator,
defined as

(7;; f)(s7a) ‘= ’I”h(S,(I) +Eh[glg§f(slva/) ‘ S,CL], where S' ~ Ph( | S,CL) . (5)

By classical dynamic programming, the optimal Q-function f* is obtained by setting f7; = rx, and
then recursively computing f; =7~ f  forh=H —1,...,2,1.

2.1.3 Value-based RL methods

The main result of this paper applies to a broad class of methods for reinforcement learning. They
are known as value-based, due to their reliance on the following two step approach for approximating
an optimal policy 7*:

(1) Construct an estimate f: (ﬁ, el fH) of the optimal value function f* = (fy,..., f5).
(2) Use f to compute the greedy-optimal policy

Th(s) € argmaxfh(s,a) forh=1,2,...,H. (6)

It should be noted that there is considerable freedom in the design of a value-based method, since
different methods can be used to approximate value functions in Step 1. Rather than applying to
a single method, our main result applies to a very broad class of these methods.

Underlying any value-based method is a class .% of functions (s,a) — f(s,a) used to approxi-
mate the state-action value functions. In general, different function classes may be selected at each
stage h = 1,2,..., H; here, so as to reduce notational clutter, we assume that the same function



class .# is used for each stage. Moreover, we assume that the function class .% is rich enough—
relative to the Bellman evaluation operators (3c)—to ensure that for any greedy policy 7 induced
by some f = (f1,..., fa) € .FH, we have the inclusion

T 7 CF forh=1,...,H—1. (7)

From the definition , we see that this condition depends on the structure of the transition
distributions Pp(- | s,a). In many practical examples, the reward function itself has some number
of derivatives, and these transition distributions perform some type of smoothing, so that we expect
that the output of the Bellman update, given a suitably differentiable function, will remain suitably
differentiable.

2.2 Stable problems have fast rates

We now turn the central question in understanding the behavior of any value-based method: how to
translate “closeness” of the Q-function estimate f to a bound on the value gap J(w*) — J(7)? At
a high level, existing theory provides guarantees of the following type: if the Q-function estimates
are e-accurate for some € € (0, 1), then the value gap is bounded by a quantity proportional to €.
In contrast, our main result shows that when the MDP is stable in a suitable sense, the value gap
can be upper bounded by a quantity proportional to e2. This quadratic as opposed to linear scaling
encapsulates the “fast rate” phenomenon of this paper.

Our analysis isolates two key stability properties required for faster rates; both are Lipschitz
conditions with respect to a certain norm. Here we define them with respect to the L?-norm induced
by the state-action occupation measure induced by the optimal policy—namely

1£1ln == /B [£2(Sh, A)]  for any f € 0.7 (8)

and over a neighborhood N of the optimal Q-value function f*. See Appendix [A] for the precise
definition of the neighborhood N, as well as more general definitions of stability that allow for
different norms.

Bellman stability: The first condition measures the stability of the Bellman optimality opera-
tor : in particular, we require that there is a scalar s such that

1T fuer = T fially < 63 [ Fner = Fiall s (Stb(7))
for any f € N. Moreover, for any pair (h, k') of indices such that 1 < h < h’ < H — 1, we define
K (T) i = Ky Ky - Kp_y -

Condition [(Stb(7))|is directly linked to the stability of estimating the @Q-function f*. In typical
estimation procedures, such as approximate dynamic programming, the estimation is carried out
iteratively in a backward manner, so that it is important to control the propagation of estimation
errors across the iterations. Condition captures this property, since it implies that

Hﬁz* 771*—1—1 -'-771*'—1 T — 7;: 771*—1—1 ---771*'—1 f}t/ h < l‘ih,h’(T*) ’ Hfh’ - f}t/

which shows how the estimation error ( fn — f;;,) at step h’' can be controlled in terms of estimation
error at an earlier time step h < A/.

h/7

3We let 0.7 be the set of all difference functions of the form g = f — ffor some f, fin our base function class .#.



Occupation measure stability: Our second condition is more subtle, and is key in our argu-
ment. Let us begin with some intuition. Consider two sequences of policies

* * * * * * * * *
(wl,...,ﬂh_l,wh,wh+1,...,ﬂ'h/) and (71'1,...,Trh_l,wh,wh+1,...,7rh/),

that only differ at the h-th step, where 7, has been replaced by 7. These two policy sequences
induce Markov chains whose distributions differ from stage h onwards, and our second condition
controls this difference in terms of the difference || f, — f;||1, between the two Q-functions fj, and fx
that induce 7, and 7}, respectively.

We adopt Pj as a convenient shorthand for the transition operator 77,’:*, and define the multi-
step transition operator P} ,, := P Py,q - Pp_;. Using this notation, for any B > h+1, we
require that there is a scalar K, 5/ (7*) such that

wup LB [Pl 9)(Shmi(S) = (Phw ) Som S| U= filly gy,
e Tallw S 12l
gllpr>

for any f € N. The renormalization in this definition serves to enforce a natural scale invariance;
we show how it arises naturally in Section [3]

With these notions of stability in hand, we are now equipped to state our main result. Taking
as input a value function estimate f, it relates the induced value gap to the Bellman residuals
T th — fh Note that these residuals are a way of quantifying proximity to the optimal value
function f*, which has Bellman residual zero by definition. We assume that f has Bellman residuals
bounded as

|75 Fosr = Full, < en  forh=1,2,...,H-1 (9a)
for some sequence € = (£1,...,eg-1,eg = 0) that satisfies the constraint
eh_H h Z Enr forh=1,2,...,H — 1. (9b)
=h+1

This last condition means that the Bellman residual €j, is larger than or equal to the average of
the bounds established after step h + 1. It is natural because estimating at step h is at least as
challenging as a stage h’ > h; indeed, any such state h’ occurs earlier in the dynamic program-
ming backward iteration process. As a special case, the bound holds when ¢, = ¢ for all stages.

With this set-up, we have the following guarantee in terms of the stability coefficients kp, p/(7*)
and Ky, (T*) from conditions [(Stb(¢))|and |(Stb(7))}

Theorem 1. There is a neighborhood of f* such that for any value function estimate f with
g-bounded Bellman residuals , the induced greedy policy 7 has value gap bounded as

H-1

or-am s (S nea){(Enara) o



See Section [4.1] for the proof.

Treating dependence on the stability coefficients as constant, the main take-away is that value
sub-optimality is bounded above by a quantity proportional to the squared norm of the Bellman
residuals. Concretely, if the Bellman residuals are uniformly upper bounded by some e, then
equation leads to an upper bound of the form

J(m*) = J(7) < ¢ H3 €2, (11)

where c is a universal constant. Due to the quadratic scaling in the Bellman residual error ¢, this
bound is substantially tighter than the linear in € rates afforded by a conventional analysis. We
discuss this difference in more detail in the sequel.

2.3 Intuition for fast rates

Why does “fast rate” phenomenon formalized in Theorem (1| arise? In order to provide intuition, we
begin by stating a standard telescope inequality for the value gap between two policies, and then
describe the novel part of our analysis that leads to the sharper e2-bound . We also discuss
connections to the pessimism principle (for the off-line setting of RL), as well as the optimism
principle (for the on-line setting).

2.3.1 Smoothness and cancelling terms in the telescope bound

The fast rates proved in this paper are established by a novel argument, starting from a known
telescope bound, which we begin by stating. It controls the value gap between a given policy, and
an arbitrary comparator 7. In particular, given a @Q-function estimate f = (J?l, e ,fH), let
denote the induced greedy policy. Then the value gap of 7 with respect to an arbitrary comparator
policy m is bounded as

-1

Jw) = J@) < S (Br— Ex) [(T7 Faer — Fu) (Sns An)] - (12)

h=1

This result follows by a “telescope” relation induced by the structure of the Bellman updates.
Results of this type are known; for example, analogous results can be found in past work (e.g.,
Theorem 2 of the paper [40]; or Lemma 3.2 in the paper [9]). For completeness, we provide a proof
of the telescope bound in Appendix

A key feature of inequality is the difference of two expectations [E, — [Ez, corresponding
to the occupation measures under 7 versus 7. In standard uses of this inequality, an initial argu-
ment is used to guarantee that one of these expectations is negative, and so can be dropped. We
describe two forms of this argument below, either based on pessimism (Section or optimism

(Section [2.3.3]).

In contrast, the proof of our Theorem [I] exploits a more refined approach, one that handles
the difference of expectations directly. Doing so can be beneficial—and lead to “fast rates”— be-
cause various terms in this difference can cancel each other out. Specifically, under the smoothness
conditions that underlie Theorem (1} when applying the telescope inequality with comparator

10



m = 7*, we show that the discrepancy between the occupation measures associated with 7* and T
is of the same order as the Bellman residual associated with f. Note that the Bellman residuals
of f already appear on the right-hand side of inequality , so that this fortuitous cancellation
can be exploited—along with a number of auxiliary results laid out in the proof—so as to upper
bound the value gap by a quantity proportional to the squared Bellman residual 2.

It is worthwhile making an explicit comparison of our cancellation approach with the more
standard uses of the telescope relation, which typically consider only one portion of the Bellman
residuals (e.g., [20, 22, 23], 21], 8, [14} [41]). We do so in the following two subsections.

2.3.2 Pessimism for off-line RL

In the off-line instantiation of RL, the goal is to learn a “good” policy based on a pre-collected
dataset D. Note that no further interaction with the environment is permitted, hence the notion
of the learning being off-line. More precisely, an off-line dataset D of size n consists of quadruples

n

/
D: {(Sh,’iuah,i')sh’iurh,i)}, )

where sj, ; and ay ; represent the i-th state and action at the h-th step in the MDP; sﬁm- is the
successive state; and rp, ; = 74(sp, i, an,;) denotes the scalar reward. Note that while the successive
states are defined by transition dynamics, and the rewards by the reward function, there are no
restrictions on how the state-action pairs (s, ;,ap ;) are collected. That is, they need not have
been generated by any fixed policy, but may have collected from some ensemble of behavioral
policies, or even adaptively by human experts. The goal of off-line reinforcement learning is to use
the n-sample dataset D so as to estimate a policy ® = 7, that (approximately) maximizes the
expected return J(7,). We expect that—at least for a sensible method for estimating 7,—the
value gap J(w*) — J(7,) should decay to zero as n increases to infinity, and we are interested in
understanding this rate of decay.

The use of pessimism is standard in off-line RL algorithms. Its purpose is to mitigate risks
associated with “poor coverage” of the off-line dataset. For instance, the naive approach of simply
maximizing Q-function estimates based on an off-line dataset can behave poorly when certain
portions of the state-action space are not well covered by the given dataset. The pessimism principle
suggests to form a conservative estimate of the value function—say with

Fu(s,a) < T Jasa(s,a) (13a)

with high probability over state-action pairs (s,a). Thus, the estimated value fh(s, a) is an under-
estimate of the Bellman update, a form of conservatism that protects against unrealistically high
estimates due to poor coverage. Doing so in the appropriate way ensures that

—Ez (T3 Fas1 — Fn) (S, Ap)] < 0. (13b)

Applying this upper bound to the inequality yields the sub-optimality bound

H-1

J(m) = J®) < 3 Br[(T7 Farr — Fa) (Sn. An)] -

h=1

Upper bounds derived in this manner only contain one portion of the Bellman residual. When
the value functions are approximated in a parametric way (e.g., tabular problems, linear function
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approximation), this line of analysis leads to value sub-optimality decaying at a “slow” 1/4/n rate
in terms of the sample size n (e.g., [23]). In contrast, an application of Theorem (1| can lead to value
gaps bounded by 1/n; see Section for details in the linear setting.

2.3.3 Optimism in on-line RL

In the setting of on-line RL, a learning agent interacts with the environment in a sequential manner,
receiving feedback in the form of rewards based on its actions. At the beginning, the learner pos-
sesses no prior knowledge of the system’s dynamics. In the ¢t-th episode, the agent learns an optimal
policy 70 using existing observations, implements the policy and collects data { (sgf), aglt), 'r}(f)) }th1

from the new episode. In each round, the system starts at an initial state Sgt) independently drawn

from a fixed distribution &;.

In this on-line setting, it is common to measure the performance of an algorithm by comparing
it, over the T rounds of learning, with an oracle that knows and implements an optimal policy. At
each round ¢, we incur the instantaneous regret J(mw*) — J (’?r(t)), where 7v* is any optimal policy.
Over T rounds, we measure performance in terms of the cumulative regret

T T
Regret ({7} : = max_ 3 {J(ﬂ) - J(%(t))} -y {J(ﬂ*) - J(%“))}. (14)

Regret at round

In a realistic problem, the cumulative regret of any procedure grows with 7', and our goal is to
obtain algorithms whose regret grows as slowly as possible.

In contrast to off-line RL, the on-line setting allows for exploring state-action pairs that have
been rarely encountered; doing so makes sense since they might be associated with high rewards.
Principled exploration of this type can be effected via the optimism principle: one constructs
function estimates such that

Fu(s,0) = Ty fusa(s, ) (15a)

with high probability over state-action pairs Note that ﬁl(s, a) is optimistic in the sense that it
is an over-estimate of the Bellman update 7,* f441(s,a). In this way, we can ensure that

Ex [(Ti fat1 — fn) (Shs A)] < 0. (15b)

Combining this inequality with the telescope bound allows one to upper bound the regret as

T T H-1
Regret({#Y) = Y {J(@) = J@E N} < 37N oo [(Fa = T Fasr) (Sh, An)] -
t=1 t=1 h=1

which only includes a single portion of the Bellman residual. In the case of tabular or linear rep-
resentations of the Q-functions, it results in a regret rate of v/T (e.g., see the papers [20, 22]). In
contrast, an appropriate use of Theorem leads to regret growing only as log(T"), which corresponds
to a much better guarantee. See Section for details in the case of linear function approximation.

In summary, then, the fast rates obtained in this paper are based on a different approach
than the standard pessimism or optimism principles. Since we deal directly with the difference of

4Please refer to, for example, Lemma B.3 in the paper [22] for further details.
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expectations in the bound , there is no need to nullify either of them through the use of these
principles. However, it should be noted that we are assuming smoothness conditions that allow us
to control this difference. As we discuss in the sequel, such smoothness conditions rule out certain
“hard instances” used in past work on lower bounds (e.g. [20, 22] 23] 43]).

3 Consequences for linear function approximation

In this section, we explore some consequences of our general theory when applied to value-based
methods using (finite-dimensional) linear function approximation. Notably, the geometry of the
problem—having to do with curvature conditions—plays a key role in verifying the general stability
conditions in this particular setting.

We consider a method that approximates value functions based on a weighted linear combination
of base features. More concretely, let ¢ : S x A — R? be a given feature map on the state-action
space, and consider linear expansions of the form

fw(s.a) = (p(s,a), w) = X0_ wi;(s, a)

where w € R? is a weight vector. We adopt the conventional assumption that the feature mapping ¢
is uniformly bounded, meaning that ||¢(s,a)||2 < 1 for all state-action pairs. Defining the linear
function class % : = { Jfw |w € Rd}, we note that the Minkowski difference class 0.% is equal to .7,
since we have not imposed any constraints on w.

In our analysis of linear approximation, we make use of the norm || f||, : = \/]E,,* [f2(5’h, Ah)],

corresponding to L?-norm under the occupation measure induced by the optimal policy 7*. Given
the linear structure, this norm has the explicit representation

[ fwlln = wlls, 1= Vw Zpw (16)

where we have defined the covariance matrix X, : = [+ [d)(Sh, Ap) ¢(Sh, Ah)w € Réx4,

3.1 Curvature for linear approximation

In analyzing methods based on linear approximation, it is natural to consider curvature conditions
of the following type. At a given stage h, let fj, and f; be (respectively) a value function estimate,
and the optimal value function. Letting 7, and 7} denote the corresponding greedy-optimal policies,
our analysis is based on curvature conditions of the form

oo, m60) -~ e < Catsy v Uil (Curv1)
_f* 2
oo~ o 7o) < V- g { I e
AL

where Cj,(s) is a state-dependent curvature parameter. As shown in our analysis, by introducing
the v/d-factor on the right-hand side, the quantity Ch(s) can typically be chosen independent of
dimension.

As our analysis shows, these two inequalities arise naturally from a sensitivity analysis of maxi-
mizing a linear objective function over a constraint set defined by the feature mapping. In particu-
lar, given a value function estimate of the form f;(s,a) = (wy, ¢(s,a)), the induced greedy policy
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7 (s) satisfies the relation

(wy, d(s,mn(s))) Zgg}}(wf, @(s,a)) = uglgé)wf, u), (18)

where we have defined the constraint set @(s) = {¢(s,a) | a € A}. When this constraint set
exhibits sufficient curvature, as captured by the quantity Cj(s), the change in optimizers grows
linearly with the perturbation (inequality [(Curvl))), while the corresponding function values grow

quadratically (inequality [((Curv2))). In Appendix [El we state and prove a general result (Proposi-
tion [2)) that makes this intuition very precise.

Here let us consider a simple but concrete example that illustrates the linear-quadratic behavior.

Example 1 (An illustration of curvature property). Consider the state and action spaces
S::{(51,32)€R2|3%+s%§%} and A::{(al,ag)eRQ‘a%—i—agggz}withgg%,
along with the feature mapping ¢(s,a) : = s+ a € R2. With these definitions, the constraint set

O(s) = {s+a € R¥|ac A} forms a disk in R? centered at s with a radius of o. Note that by
definition of the feature mapping, we have

[@(s,7(5)) = (s, 7(5))[|, = [|m(s) = 7*(s)], (19)

for any pair of policies.

*
vector w” vector w

Bs.7(s))

*projection

1Ly (¢7)

vector w*

angle
Z(w*,w

(a) (b)

Figure 2. An example with feature mapping ¢ defined in R2. (a) The relation between ¢ — ¢*
and w — w*. The feature vectors ¢* = ¢(s,7*(s)) and ¢ = ¢(s,m(s)) at the greedy policies m*
and 7 are marked by stars. The figure shows that the Euclidean norm of the deviation ¢ — ¢* is
approximately ¢ Z(w*,w). Furthermore, when measured along the direction of w, the deviation
Iy (¢p — ¢*) is rather small and, in fact, is of second order with respect to the angle Z(w*,w).
(b) The relation between the difference in vectors w —w* and the angle Z(w*, w). A key observation
is that Z(w*, w) < arcsin{||w — w*||2/||w*||2}-

Suppose that the optimal @Q-function is given by f*(s,a) = (w*, ¢(s,a)) for some weight vec-
tor w* € R2. Writing this weight vector as w* = |w*|]2 (cos#*, sin#*) for some angle §* €

[0,27), the optimal policy takes the form 7*(s) = arg maxg,e4(w*, s + a) = arg max,ec 4 (w*, a) =
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0 (cos 6%, sin#*). Similarly, for a value function estimate f defined by the w = ||wl||2 (cos§, sinf),
we can write 7(s) = g (cosf, sin#). Combining with the representation (19), we find that

|@(s,7(s)) — @(s,7*(s))||, = o||(cos & — cos 8%, sin — sin 6%)||, < o Z(w, w*), (20a)

where the angle Z(w, w*) is defined as Z(w, w*) = |0 —0*|. Furthermore, the difference in function
values satisfies

| £(s,7()) = (s, 7*(3))] = [{ (s, 7(5)) — (s, 7*(s))} T |
— |{n(s) - 7*(s)} T |
= wllz [|=(s) - (7 (5))]],

= fhwlls - 0 {1 — cos Z(w, w*)} < 3 offwlls {£w, w))>.  (20b)

See Figure a) for an illustration of inequalities (20a)) and (20b]).
In order to establish curvature conditions, we need to relate the angle Z(w, w*) to the dif-

ference in vectors w — w*. As shown in Figure 2(b), when |[w — w*[|2 < ||w*|2, we have the
[w—w*lls - 2[w—w
[wle = Jw:

ditions [(Curv1)| and |(Curv2)| hold with parameter Cy(s) := 16v/2 o. See Appendix for
details. A

. These facts can be used to show that con-

bounds Z(w, w*) < arcsin

Example [I| captures the geometric intuition that underlies a much broader class of exam-
ples for which the curvature conditions hold. In particular, suppose that the constraint set
D(s) ={¢(s,a) | a € A} can be defined by inequalities of the form

gi(¢p(s,a)) <0 forj=1,....M

where each g; : R¢ — R is a strongly convex function. Note that Example |1| provides an instance
of this set-up with a single constraint (M = 1), namely g1(¢(s,a)) := |¢(s,a) — s||3 — p?>. In
general, the strong convexity conditions on the constraint functions {gj}j]\/il allow one to prove
that the curvature conditions [(Curvl)| and |[(Curv2)|hold. We refer the reader to Proposition
in Appendix for a complete justification.

3.2 From curvature to fast rates

Thus far, we have defined some curvature properties, and argued that they are satisfied when the
feature set has a suitable geometry. We now turn to the consequences of these curvature conditions
for fast rates. Our result applies to a value function estimate f, based on d-dimensional linear
approximation over H stages, whose residuals can be controlled in terms of a regular sequence
e =(e1,...,€g-1,eg = 0) such that

I friallns
en <
6v/d [Coan | (H — h)2(1 + log H)

for h € [H — 1], (21)

where [|Ch]| : = \/Egl,ﬂ* [C2(Sh)].
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Proposition 1. Consider a value function estimate f that has e-bounded Bellman residuals (9al)
for a reqular sequence € satisfying condition . Then the value sub-optimality is at most

J(7*) — J(7 <6\/&H_1 Gl {5~ 17 22
(=) = 1@ hzzl 1 filln {h,zzhgh/} ' (22)

The proof of this result involves a number of steps. We provide all the details in Section but
let us isolate a key auxiliary result that underlies the argument.

We require the general set-up for stability given in Appendix [A] It allows for a pseudo-metric dj,
that is compatible with the norm || - || in the sense of definition (43). In the linear setting under
consideration here, the nature of the curvature condition suggests a natural choice for
this metric, namely

_ VA |Gl

dn(f.g9) = " |f=glln  forany f,gc.Z. (23)
Hthh

As stated below in Lemma |1} this metric satisfies the condition required in our analysis.
Moreover, we can use it to connect the curvature properties to the stability conditions required for
applying Theorem

More precisely, the following auxiliary result plays a key role in the proof of Proposition

Lemma 1. (a) The metric d;, given in equation is well-defined and satisfies the bound .

(b) Consider any neighborhood N (p) with radius parameters bounded as
1
pn < §(H—h+1)’1(1+logH)’1 forh=23,....H—1.
Then the stability condition [(Stb(T))| holds with &y, (T*) < 3 for all pairs h < 1.

(¢) The stability condition [(Stb(€))| holds with ki, (7*) < Vd ||Cy| for all pairs h < k'

See Appendix [C] for the proof of Lemmall], and see Section [£.2] for the proof of Proposition

3.3 Consequences for off-line RL

We now turn to some implications of Proposition [1| for off-line reinforcement learning. Let us recall
the off-line setting: for each h =1,..., H — 1, we are given a dataset Dy, = {(sp, an, sﬁw-, Thi) by
of quadruples, from which we can compute estimates f = (fh)hH:l with certain Bellman residu-
als {5h}hH:_11, which then appear in the bound . The remaining factors on the right-hand side of
inequality (22)), including the term ||Cy|| / || f#]|» along with the dimension d, do not depend on the
dataset itself (but rather on structural properties of the MDP). Consequently, in terms of statistical
understanding, the main challenge is to establish high-probability bounds on the Bellman residuals
{6h}hH:]1 for a particular estimator.
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3.3.1 Fitted Q-iteration (FQI)

As an illustration, let us analyze the use of fitted Q-iteration (FQI) for computing estimates of
the @-function. At a given stage h = 1,..., H — 1, we can use the associated data Dj, to define a
regularized objective function

Ly(f, 9): ! > {f(sn,i» an,i) — (rn,i +gl€ajt<g(8%,iaa))}2 + AZ(S). (24)

Dyl
(8h,158h,i,8}, 4>Th,i)EDR

Here g represents the target function from stage h + 1, and it defines the targeted responses
Yni(g) 1= rp; +maxeca g(s), ;,a). For a given target g, we obtain a Q-function estimate for stage h
by minimizing the functional f— Lp(f,g). Given that our objective is defined with a quadratic
cost, doing so can be understood as a regression method for estimating the conditional expectation
that underlies the Bellman update—viz.

ng(s,a) = Elyn i(9) | (sh,i, an,i) = (s,a) |. (25)

The additional quantity Ai( f) 1An our deﬁnitAion is a regularize/l\". Given this set-up, we can
generate a Q-function estimate f = (fi,..., fi) by first initializing fir = 7, and then recursively
computing

ﬁ:arg}nigﬁh(f, fas1), forh=H—-1,H-2,...,21. (26)
L1

Ridge penalty: It remains to define the choice of regularizer. For the linear functions f = (¢(-), w)
under consideration, a standard choice is the ridge penalty AZ(f):= A ||w||3, where A\s > 0 is
the regularization weight. In the analysis here, we assume that the dataset consists of i.i.d. tu-
ples (but this can be relaxed as needed). Concretely, the dataset Dy at stage h consists of n
quadruples {(sh,i, an,isTh, i, slh,i)}?zl’ where the state-action pairs {(sp i, ap, i)}, are drawn i.i.d.
from a behavioral distribution i, over state-action pairs & x A. This data-generating distribu-
tion f, may differ from the occupation measure associated with the optimal policy w*—that is,
Wy = P¢, 7+ [ (Sh, An) € -]. This discrepancy leads to form of covariate shift in the regression steps
that underlie the FQI procedure.

3.3.2 Fast rates for FQI-based estimates

We now state a corollary of Proposition [l applicable to value function estimates based on FQI
with ridge regression. Our result involves the d-dimensional empirical covariance matrices

I 1
Epp = Dy > d(snir ani) (sn,i an) € R, (27)
Dh

which we assume to be well-conditioned, with a lower bound on the smallest eigenvalue fimin > co d-1.
Additionally, we define the empirical conditional variances

=% 1
Ghp(f):i= A Zvar[%lgi(f(sh—&-laa) | Sh = sn,i» Ap =ap,;]  forany fe RS*A.  (28)
D,

17



Corollary 1 (Fast rates for ridge-based FQI). For FQI based on ridge regression, with a suffi-
ciently large sample size n and with suitable choices of the reqularization parameters {)\h}th_ll, the
bound from Proposition holds with

d log(d/é)

ERPN ~
en = |27 S+ MI) 72|, Fno(far) -

(29)
with probability at least 1 — 4.

See Appendix for the proof of this claim.

Fast rates and comparisons to past work: So as to be able to compare with results from past
work, let us consider some consequences of the bound under standard assumptions. Suppose
that the rewards take values in the unit interval [0, 1], and the covariate shift (discussed at more

1 _
length below) is mild, in the sense that we view the term {HE; (Enp+ )\hI)_% “2}5:11 as constant

order. Furthermore, we treat the curvature terms {||Cy ||} as constants. Under these conditions,
it can be shown that the bound from Corollary [I] takes the form

J(m*) — J(7) < CCF’/;H?’ log(dH/5), (30a)

and is valid for a sample size n > cd?H3. See Appendix for the details of this calculation.
Alternatively stated, Corollary [T] guarantees that for FQI using ridge regression with d-dimensional
function approximation, the number of samples n(e) required to obtain e-optimal policy is at most

3
dzH?
Nfast (€) < ; +d*H?, (30Db)

where we use =< to denote a scaling that ignores constants and logarithmic factors.

Let us compare this guarantee to related work by Zanette et al. [43], who analyzed the use of
pessimistic actor-critic methods for linear function classes. When translated into the notation of
our paper, their analysis establishedlﬂ a sample complexity of the order

d?H3
—.

NZan(€) < (30c)

€
Consequently, we see that once the target error € is relatively small—e € (0, 1)—then stable MDPs
can exhibit a much smaller (1/€) sample complexity.

It should be noted that past work (e.g., [23, 43]) has established (1/¢?)-lower bounds on the
sample complexity of estimating e policies in the off-line setting. However, these lower bounds
do not contradict our fast rate guarantee , because the “hard instances” used in these lower
bound proofs violate the stability condition In particular, even infinitessimally small
perturbations in policy lead to occupation measures that are significantly different.

5See Appendix for the details of this calculation
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Transfer learning and covariate shift: It is also worth noting that the bound highlights
an important connection to covariate shift. This phenomenon arises whenever the data is not
collected under the occupation measure induced by the optimal policy. More precisely, while we
measure the Bellman residual error using the L?-norm under this occupation measure ur, the data
are drawn from the distribution [, which might differ significantly from py. This can be viewed
as a form of covariate shift in the regression problems that underlie the FQI method.

For the linear function classes to which Corollary |1 applies, the effect of this covariate shift is

1
measured by the term HEﬁ (Znp + )\hI)f% H2 in equation . Here X, is the covariance matrix

~

under the occupation measure, whereas X p is the empirical covariance defined by the dataset.
Such a condition is much milder than any assumption directly posed on density ratios. We note
that related measures of covariate shift in off-line RL have appeared in past work (e.g., [12] 23] 43]),
but without the connections to fast rates given here.

When is pessimism necessary? An interesting aspect of the guarantee from Corollary [1] is
that it provides guarantees for off-policy RL (and with fast rates) using a method that does not
incorporate any form of pessimism. This is a sharp contrast with many other methods for off-policy
RL, such as pessimistic forms of Q-learning and actor-critic methods (e.g., [23], 43]).

To be clear, as noted following the bound , the guarantee from Corollary (1| requires the
sample size to be lower bounded as n > cd?H3. In contrast, pessimistic schemes only require a
sample size sufficiently large to ensure validity of the Bellman residual upper bounds that under-
lie Corollary [[—meaning that n 2 d up to logarithmic factors. Thus, the pessimism principle can
be useful for problems with smaller sample sizes.

3.4 Consequences for on-line RL

In this section, we explore some consequences of Proposition [1| for on-line reinforcement learning.
We begin by describing a two-stage procedureﬁ that allows us to convert the risk bounds for FQI
from off-line RL into regret in on-line RL:

Phase 1 (FEzploration) In the initial Ty episodes, the focus is purely on exploration, resulting in an
estimate of @Q-function denoted as f(TO). For instance, we may apply some fixed exploration
policy in each episode, designed to ensure reasonable coverage of the data, and then use FQI
to compute f(TO).

Phase 2 (Fine-tuning) For k =0,1,..., K—1 with K:= ﬂogQ (T/To)], repeat the following process:

e In the ¢-th episode, for each t = Tj 2k +1,...,Tp 281, execute the greedy policy induced
by function f{70 2%),

e Update the Q-function estimate fA(TO M) using FQI based on observations collected
from episodes Ty 28 + 1,Tp 2% +2,..., Ty 281,

We assume the burn-in time Tj is large enough so as to ensure the pilot Q-function estimate f (To)

obtained in Phase 1 falls within a certain “absorbing” region A (p) around f*, characterized by
the following properties:
e (Absorbing property) For any greedy policy 7 induced by a function f €N (p), running it for
at least Ty episodes and applying FQI to the observed data yields an estimated function f
that belongs to N(p).

5To be clear, the purpose of this scheme is primarily conceptual, rather than practical in nature.
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e (Bounded covariate shift) For any function f € N(p), the associated greedy policy = is
a sufficiently accurate approximation to @* so as to ensure that the covariate shift term

1o
HE; (Znp + )\hI)_% H2 is upper bounded by a constant. (Here X is the covariance matrix

~

under 7*, whereas X, p is the empirical covariance when collecting samples under the greedy
policy 7r.)

Under these conditions, we have the following bound on the regret , as previously defined.

Corollary 2. For FQI based on ridge regression with rewards in [0,1], with a sufficiently large
burn-in time Ty and with suitable choices of the regularization parameters {Ah}hH;f, the two-phase
scheme achieves regret bounded as

Regret(T) < c{Tp-H + dvd H* logT - log(dHK/8)} (31)
with probability at least 1 — §.

See Appendix for the proof.

Sharper bound on regret: The leading term (as 7' grows) in the bound grows as log T,
which is much smaller than the typical v/T-rate found in past work [20, 22]. The VT rate has been
shown to be unimprovable in general, but the worst-case instances[20, 22] that lead to V/T-regret
violate the stability conditions used in our analysis.

When is optimism needed? The use of optimism—by adding bonuses to the current value
function estimates so as to encourage exploration—underlies many schemes in on-line RL. An
interesting take-away from Corollary [2| is that under the stability conditions highlighted by our
theory, it is possible to achieve excellent regret bounds without the use of optimism. In our two-
phase scheme, the only exploration occurs in Phase 1. All other data is simply collected using the
greedy policy induced by the current Q-function estimate. A well-designed exploration scheme—one
that might incorporate the optimism principle—is necessary only during the burn-in Phase 1.

There are degenerate settings in which additional exploration might be required. For example,
consider the degenerate situation in which the optimal policy 7* leads to a (nearly) rank-deficient
covariance matrix Xj. In such cases, executing greedy policies in a neighborhood of 7* might
fail to generate observations that sufficiently represent the underlying dynamics, thereby hinder-
ing efficient estimation. This observation has parallels with results on contextual bandits, where
exploration-free algorithms are known to be efficient under a covariate diversity condition [3]. Ex-
ploration becomes necessary when this assumption is not satisfied.

4 Proofs

This section is devoted to the proofs of Theorem [I] and Proposition [Il In both cases, we break
down the proofs into a number of auxiliary claims, and defer the proofs of these more technical
results to the appendices, as indicated. All of our proofs make use of the more general stability
framework described in Appendix [A]
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4.1 Proof of Theorem [1]

We begin with the proof of Theorem [I] which consists of three main steps. These steps rely on two
auxiliary lemmas whose proofs are fairly technical, so that they are deferred to in Appendices

and [B21

High-level outline: Let us outline the three steps of the proof. In Step 1, we use a one-step

expansion of the difference in the occupation measures to reformulate the standard telescope in-

equality (12). Doing so results in a relation with structure similar to that of the left-hand side of

inequalit In Step 2, we develop a constraint on the function estimation error dp, ( In, f}t)

that ensures the occupation measure produced by policy 7 remains stable and does not deviate

too much from the occupation measure associated with the optimal policy 7*. In Step 3, we use
(Gth(T))

Bellman stability to connect the Q-function error f; — f; with Bellman residuals. With
this high-level view in place, we now work through the three steps.

4.1.1 Step 1: Reformulation of the telescope inequality.

Recall the standard telescope inequality . Our proof makes use of an alternative form, which
involves the functions

H-1
Ap(m; s,a) = Y Prw(T fwus — fir) (s, 0). (32)
h'=h
Lemma 2. Given a Q-function estimate f: (ﬁ, .. .,fH,l,fAH = TH) and the associated greedy
policy 7, we have the bound
H-1
J(’Tl‘) — J(ﬁ') S Z E?r [Ah(ﬂ'; Sh, ﬂh(sh)) — Ah(ﬂ'; Sh, %h(sh))] (33)
h=1

valid for any policy 7.

See Appendix [B.] for the proof.

We apply the bound with @ = 7*. Following some algebra, we find that
H-1H-1
J@)—J@) < Y >, B ) - ew,
h=1 h'=h

where ¢, is an upper bound on the Bellman residual H77L*, fh'+1 - ﬁ/
The term B(h, h') is given by

. as given in equation (9aj).

B(h, h') = sup { !

feaz: | flly>0 UlLfllw

Ex | (Pip ) (sns mh(sn)) = (Pia ) (snsn(sn))] (} . (349)

We note that the left-hand side of inequality [(Stb(¢))| has a similar form to the term E (h, h'),
differing only in that the expectation is taken over the occupation measure of running the optimal
policy 7v*, rather than the estimated policy 7.
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4.1.2 Step 2: Constraint to ensure stability

Our next step is to establish an upper bound on the coefficient B (h,h') defined by the estimated
policy 7t in terms of the analogous quantity defined by the optimal policy #*—namely, the coefficient

B(h.W):=  sup {Hfluh Eﬁ*[(Pz,h,f)@h,wz(sh))—(P;,h,fxsm(sh»]]}. (34b)

FEDF: | fll>0

In order to do so, we demonstrate that a sufficiently small function estimation error dy, (ﬁl, f;;)
ensures the inequality

H—1H— H-1H-1
ZZ 5h,<2226hh e (35)
h=1 h'=h h=1 h'=

Once we have established this bound, we can replace the term S(h, b') with K, s (7 Hfh I ”h/Hfh Iy

using the inequality [(Stb(¢))|

We summarize the result in the following auxiliary lemma:

Lemma 3. Suppose that the function estimation errors satisfy dp, (fh, f,f) < ﬁ (H—h+1)"1
for h=2,3,...,H — 1 and the sequence € = (e1,...,eg—1,eg = 0) satisfies the regularity condi-
tion (9b)). Then we have

J(w*)—J(?r)<2Hz:1Hfh thh{Zn , s,} (36)
R TR = R

See Appendix for the proof.

4.1.3 Step 3: Connecting Q-function error and Bellman residuals

The remalnlng piece of the proof is to connect the function difference fh f3; with Bellman residuals

T fh+1 — fh, using the stability condition |(Stb(7))[on the Bellman operator 7*. This is relatively
straightforward: indeed, we claim that

(37)

H-1
1o =1l < D2 nw (T || T3 Froa = Fie,
h'=h
Recall that fy =Ty fi,  for h=1,2,..., H — 1. Therefore, we have

Fn— = (T Foer = T fid) — (T Faer — f) -

By employing the triangle inequality and the Bellman stability given in equation |(Stb(7)), we
derive that

Hfh - f}tHh <||7# Frp1 — J?hHh + || 7 Frir = Tpf fftJrth
< Hﬁz* fr1 = thh + K, Hfh+1 - fﬁﬂ”hﬂ‘

Applying this inequality recursively yields the claim .
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With this piece in place, we can complete the proof of Theorem [I} Indeed, we have

J(ﬂ'*)—J(ﬁ\') % 92 Z Hfh thh { Z K'hh/ 5h’}

2Rl L&
<2 7 { Kn g (T €h/} { Z K p (T 5h’}
h=1 || h||h h!'=h

Here step (a) is a restatement of the bound from Lemma |3, whereas step (b) follows from
inequality . Thus, we have established the claim given in Theorem

4.2 Proof of Proposition

We now turn to the proof of Proposition [l which provides a guarantee for value-based methods
using linear function approximation.

4.2.1 High-level overview

There are two main ingredients in the proof: (i) the auxiliary claims previously stated as Lemma
following the statement of the proposition; and (ii) verifying that the conditions of Lemma (1| hold,
so that we may apply it, in conjunction with Theorem [} so as to establish the claim. The proof
of Lemma [I] is given in Appendix [C| whereas we prove step (ii) in this section.
More precisely, our goal is to establish the following auxiliary claim. Consider any sequence
(51, e EH-1,EH = 0) satlsfylng the conditions of Proposition |1} and any estimate f such that
H Tr fh+1 fh Hh < ey for h € [H — 1]. We then claim that

1

dn(fn, 1) < 2(H —h+1)(1+log H)

for indices h=1,2,...,H — 1, H. (38)

In other words, the estimate f lies with in a neighborhood N (p) around @Q-function f* with
prn < 3 (H —h+1)"1(1+log H)~'. This auxiliary claim allows us to invoke Lemma thereby
allowmg us to prove the claimed bound as a consequence of Theorem Accordingly, the
remainder of our effort is devoted to the proof of this auxiliary statement.

4.2.2 Proof of the claim
We proceed by induction.

Base case: Let us first consider the base case with h = H. The relation ]?H = ff; = rug implies
dy ( fm, flfl) = 0. Therefore, inequality naturally holds for h = H.

Induction step: Suppose that inequality is met for h = B/ + 1,0 +2,...,H. We now
establish the inequality for h = h’ based on this induction hypothesis.
We apply the triangle inequality and derive that

B < H,]Z; .}/C;‘L’-i-l - ﬁz’ h + H,]Z; .]/c;l’-i-l - 77—;
< ew + || T Frsr — Tis f

| Fwr — £

A
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As shown in inequality in the proof of Lemma (b) in Appendix the bound with
h = h' + 1 implies

75 s =T firal < i e = fivsa

for K}, = 1+ 1 (H — 1')~Y(1 + log H) . Furthermore, inequality in Section (Step 3 in
the proof of Theorem (1)) ensures

h'+1

H-1 H-1
| frrar = Frsa |l < > By (T |77 fioa - fjHj < Y k(T g5, (40)
j=h'+1 J=h'+1

We use the relation 7, - £ 41,(T*) = & j(T*) and find that

H-1

T P = T fially < D wwg(T) - e5.

j=h'+1

Under the induction hypothesis that inequality holds for h = W'+ 1,k +2,..., H, Lemmal[l|b)
guarantees Ky ;(7*) < 3. It follows that

H-1
w <3 ) g (41)

Jj=h'+1

Hﬁi ﬁu+1 - 7;1*/ fﬁ/+1‘

Combining the bound with inequality yields

H-1
w S ew+3 > g < 3H-N+1)epq,
j=h+1

| frr = S
where the second inequality follows from the regularity condition .
We further apply the definition of metric d;, in equation and obtain

n Vd ||Cw||
dh’(fh’7 f}ff) = W :

Substituting e,,_1 with its upper bound in inequality then leads to the validity of inequal-
ity with h = A/, which completes the proof of Proposition

3Vd ||Ch || (H — B +1) .
S ” “ERI—1 -
& 7l

| P — £

5 Discussion

This paper introduces a novel approach for the analysis of value-based RL methods for continuous
state-action spaces. Our analysis highlights two key stability properties of MDPs under which much
sharper bounds on value sub-optimality can be guaranteed. Studying in some detail the case of
linear approximations to value functions, we showed that these stability conditions hold for a broad
class of problems. Our analysis offers fresh perspectives on the commonly used pessimism and
optimism principles, in off-line and on-line settings respectively, and highlight connections between
RL and transfer learning.

Our study leaves open various questions for future work. First, our main result (Theorem has
consequences for linear quadratic control, to be described in an upcoming paper [10]. It provides
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insight into the role of covariate shift in linear quadratic control, as well as efficient exploration
in the on-line setting. Second, our current statistical analysis focused on i.i.d. data with linear
function approximation. It is interesting to consider the extensions to dependent data and non-
parametric function approximation (e.g. kernels, boosting, and neural networks). Third, while
this paper has provided upper bounds, it remains to address the complementary question of lower
bounds for policy optimization over the classes of stable MDPs isolated here. Last, to better
align our framework with real-world scenarios, we intend to go beyond the idealized completeness
condition used in this paper, and treat the role of model mis-specification.
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A General set-up for stability

In this appendix, we describe a general set-up for stability, along with a precise definition of the
local neighborhood A in our main theorem.

A.1 Stability via compatible semi/pseudo-norms

In the main text, we defined stability conditions in terms of the L?-norm induced by the occupation
measure of the optimal policy. Here we generalize this definition by allowing for more general pairs
of (semi/pseudo) norms. In doing so, it is convenient to define the Minkowski difference

0F :=F —F ={f—g|f.ge T} (42)

Given a value function estimate f , our more general framework involves two notions of its closeness
to the optimal Q-function, as defined by pseudo-metrics {dy}_, and semi-norms {| - ||}/, on
the difference class 0.%.

e Our stability conditions are defined on a neighborhood N (p) of the optimal Q-function, as
specified by pseudo-metrics {dp, }1L .

e The resulting error bounds are stated in terms of the Bellman residuals H T th — ﬁ‘ Lo as
measured in the semi-norm ||-||5.
We require that this pair of pseudo-metric and semi-norm are compatible in the sense that
| (PFy— Piii1) g Hh—l
sup < dn(fn, f7), (43)
9€d.F  |glln>0 lglln

where 7 denotes the greedy policy associated with function f. We adopt P} as a convenient
shorthand for the transition operator PZL'* defined by an optimal policy ﬂ*ﬂ

Defining the multi-step transition operator P,*L’ w i= Py Py Pp_y, we require that the semi-
norms satisfy the bound

[P fll, < bz Iflw  for any f €07, (44)

uniformly over all pairs h < h/.
As one special case (discussed in the main text), suppose that |-, is the L?-norm induced by
the state-action occupation measure induced by the optimal policy—that is

115 := /B [f2(Sh. An)]  for any f € 0.7 &)

With this choice, it can be verified (see Appendix for details) that condition holds with
bz = 1.

For certain problems, this pair can be chosen to be equivalent, meaning that d(f,g) = c||f — glln
for some universal constant ¢ > 0. For instance, this choice is valid when using linear function ap-
proximation, as discussed in detail in Section [3] However, it is useful to retain the flexibility of a
general choice of these pseudo-metrics.

"We adopt a complementary definition that PZ = 0 for any policy .
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A.2 Stability neighborhood

Let us now define the neighborhood N (p) over which the stability conditions are assumed to hold.
It is specified by a sequence p = (p1, ..., pxg) of positive reals that are small enough to satisfy the
bound pp < @ (H — h+1)"1. Here by is the stability parameter given in the bound . Given

any such sequence, we say that a Q-function f = (f1,..., fg) is a p-good approximation to the
optimal Q-function f* = (ff,..., f;) if
dn(fns ) < pn  for h e [H]. (45)

We use N (p) as a shorthand for the set of all @Q-functions that are p-good approximations to f*.
In our statement of Theorem [1}, the neighborhood N is equivalent to N (p) defined in this way.

B Proof of auxiliary lemmas for Theorem

We now turn to proofs of the two auxiliary results used to establish our main theorem, with Lem-
mas 2] and [3 treated in in Appendices and respectively.

B.1 Proof of Lemma 2

For any integrable vector function g = (g1,...,g9x) € RS we define
H
D(g) = > (Ex —Ez)[ga(Sh, An)] - (46a)
h=1

We claim that this functional satisfies the recursive relation

"
D(g) = Ba[gn(Sh, 7 (Sh)) — gn(Sh, 7a(Sh))] + D(P™g), (46b)
h=1

where we have introduced the shorthand P™g : = (73{r 92, Ph_ 9H, 0) € ROXAXH

Taking this claim as given for the moment, let us prove the bound from Lemma First, we

set g:= (P™)hg = (P{flJrthh, s PH g 98,0, .. ,0) in equation ([46b) for h =0,1,..., H—1,
which yields

D(('Pﬂ-)hg) - : : E?f [{P;Lr’,j gj}<sh’7 ﬂ-h’(Sh’» - {,P}:;J gj}<Sh’7 %\h/(Sh/))] + D((’Pﬂ-)h+1 g)
1<h'<j<H,
j—h'=h

Note that (P™) g = 0, which implies D((P™)" g) = 0. We then sum the resulting bounds so as
to obtain

D)= > Bz[{PTu 9w} (Snmn(Sh)) = {P7 1 g} (S, 7n(Sh))]- (47)

1<h<h/<H

Setting g = T* f — f, or equivalently g, = T* ﬁLH — ﬁl, in equation (7)), we find that

H-1

DT f-f) = > Bz [An(m; Shymr(Sh)) — An(mw; S, Tr(Sh))]
h=1
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where we have used the fact that Ap(m; <) = Zg:h Pr (T J?h’+1 — ﬁl/) Thus, we have es-
tablished the bound stated in Lemma

It remains to establish the auxiliary claim (46bf). Note that the functional D can be decomposed
as D(g) = D1 + Dy, where

= 1L Bz [9(Sh, 71 (Sh)) — gn(Sh, 7n(Sh))]  and
Dy =1 (Ex — Ez) [gn(Sh, 7 (Sh))] -

Applying the tower property of conditional expectation, we find that

H-1
Dy = (Ex — Ez) [Elgn1(Sht1, Thr1(Shi1)) | Sk, Anl]
i
= > (Br —Ez)[(PF gns1)(Sh, 4n)]
h=1
=D(P7g)

Combining the expressions for D; and D9 above yields the claim (46b]).

B.2 Proof of Lemma [3l

The key step in proving Lemma |3 is establishing that inequality holds when the function
estimation error dp, ( I I3 ) is sufficiently small. In order to do so, we need to establish upper bounds

on the term B(h, h') by using B(h,h'). In particular, we will show that for any 1 <h < h' < H —1,

h—1

Blh, by < Bh, 1) + > B, h—1) - b - dn(fn, f7)- (48)
1

<.
I

The inequality is derived based on the bounds and that define metric dj, and param-
eter bg. After a close examination of the right-hand side of this inequality, it becomes evident that
as long as the function estimation error dj (fh, f,’;) is sufficiently small, the terms associated with
dp, (ﬁl, s ) are negligible and are dominated by 3(h, h’). Consequently, inequality within the
arguments in Section [£.1.2]is likely to hold true.

With claim assumed to be valid at this point, we now establish a proper upper bound on the
estimation error dy, ( In, f,:) under which inequality is satisfied. By taking linear combinations
of inequality using weights € = (e1,...,eg_1,eg = 0), we obtain

H-1H-

i
T

B(h, W) e < D> Blh, ) ew

h=1 h'=h h=1 h'=h

>
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When the sequence € = (e1,...,eg_1,eg = 0) is regular in the sense that inequality holds,
the bound reduces to

Yo B ) ew < Y B H) e
1<h<W<H 1<h<W<H
+ N B K ew - by (H=1)  dyir(Frsrs i) -

1<h<h'<H-2

Under the condition dh(ﬁ, fh) < 2b (H—h+1)"1 for 2 < h < H — 1, the inequality above
implies bound (| ., which further estabhshes the bound , as stated in Lemma

It remains to prove the relation between B\ (h, 1') and B(h, h'), as shown in inequality .

Proof of bound ( . It is evident that inequality . ) holds for h = 1, therefore, we focus on
its validation for indices 2 < h < H — 1. Recall the definitions of functions ,8 (h,h') and B(h,h'), a
given by equations (34al) and - We apply the triangle inequality and derive that

|B(h, 1) — B(h, W)
- 1

sup {
reaz: | flly>0 UlLfllw
1

sup {
feaz: |l >0 LISl

(Ez — Eq+) [(P,;h, F)(Snmh(Sw)) — (Phw ) (S, %h(Sh))} \}

(Bx ~ B [{(Pis — PIL) P £} (S An)] [ | = 0, ).

The term AS(h, h') involves differences from two sources: (i) the difference in transition kernels
Pr_ 4 — 73;?‘_1 that captures the divergence between policies 7} and 7,; (ii) the discrepancy of
occupation measures at the (h — 1)-th step reflected by the difference in expectations Erp« — Ez,
which is determined by the policies (77,...,7;_;) and (71, ..., 7p—1) until the (h — 1)-th step. We
treat them separately and write

AB(h, ) < mi(h—1, 1) - wo(h — 1), (50)

where the functionals 15 and v are defined as

vi(h—1, 8" := sup { Pr_ —PF )P },
! ) reaz: | flly>0 UlLflla (Picr = Pia) P £l
1
vo(h—1) := sup {‘(]Eﬁ- — ]E,r*) [f(Sh_h Ah—l)] ‘} )
reaZ: || fllnr>0 UlIflln—1

We first consider the term 1. According to the definitions of metric dj and parameter bz in

inequalities and , we find that

- o~ .
\\(7’271—737111) Pﬁ,h/th_l < dh(fhv fh) thh’th < dn

which in turn implies

(fha fh) b? ”f”h/a

vi(h=1,1) < dn(fa, 17) - (51a)

31



As for term 15, we claim that

>

-1

va(h—1) < ) BU, h—1). (51b)
1

Combining the bound B(h, I') < B(h, ') + AB(h, K') with inequalities (50), (p1a) and (B1b), we
establish the bound , as claimed. It remains to prove the claim (51b]).

<.
Il

Proof of inequality (51b): This proof is analogous to that of Lemmal[2] We begin by introducing
an analogue of the functional D(g) from equation (46al); in particular, for any index h € [H — 1]
and function g € 0.7, define

Di(g) i = (Ex- — Ex) [g(Sh, An)]

Using the notation of Dh, we can rewrite the left-hand side of inequality (51b) as va(h — 1) =
supfea, 1Flln_1>0 {ID;_1(DI/IIflln=1}. Following the same arguments as in the proof of inequal-
ity (4 , we can show that

Dj(9) = Bz [9(Sh, 74 (Sh)) — 9(Sh, ®h(Sh))] + Dj,_1(Pi_1g)  forh=1,2,...,H, (52)

where we set D =
We consider function g : = P*,h—l fforl1<j<h<H-—1. It follows from equation that

D*(P*h 1f) [( i h— 1f)( 5,77 (85))— (P*h 1f)(SJ77T](S ))] + Dj_ (P]tlhﬂf)a

where we have used the relation P;_,Pr, ; =P;_; ;. Recalling the definition of 3 (jyh—1)in
equation (34al), applying the triangle inequality ylelds

‘D*( i h— 1f)| ﬁ( h—1)-[|flln-1 + ‘D;—l(Pﬁl,hq f)| .

Summing this equation over indices j =1,2,3,...,h — 1 yields

Z )l

which establishes inequality (51b]).

C Proof of Lemma (1

In this section, we prove the main auxiliary result used in the proof of Proposition [l We devote a
subsection to each of the three claims in the lemma.
C.1 Proof of Lemma [1(a)

Here we need to show that the bound holds for the distance function that we have chosen.
Consider any function g(-) = (wy, ¢(-)) € 0. For h = 2,3,..., H — 1, the difference between
transition operators PJ_; and P;_; takes the form

(P — Pi_1)9)(s,a) = Bg(Sh, 7n(Sh)) — 9(Sh, 74(Sh)) | Sh-1 = s, An—1 = d
= <E[¢(Sh,ﬂ'h<sh>) — ¢(Sh,7r;(5h)) } Sh,1 = S,Ah,1 = a], wg> .
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Applying the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality yields

(P = Pio1) 9) (5. 0)
< Lok mu(51)) — (S (1)) | 51 = 5, Ay = |

h

i1 =sAna =a] - Jwglg, . (53)

L lwgllss,

< B[ [0Sk 7(51) ~ S(S (S5

The definition of the norm | - ||, ensures [|wy||s;, = [|g||n. By using the curvature property[(Curvl)]
we find that

sl

175117

The combination of inequalities (53a)) and (53b|) leads to the following bound:

| #(Sh ma(Sh)) = (Shs mh(Sh)) |5+ < CR(Sh) d (53b)

N AR

15115

Taking expectations over the state-action pairs under the occupation measure wy_; yields

((PF_1— Pi_1)9)*(s,0) < B[CR(SH) | Sha = s,An1=a] -d gl -

| Pra=Pi) gl = B [((PTy = Pi)9) (Shr An)

L2
< B [C2(S)] d - W g,
whence
H (7)}7:—1 - P,j_l)g Hh—l Hfh - fffH
Er [C2(Sp)] -d - "0 — dy (Fus f7),
||g||h < \/ |: h( h)} ||f}t||h h(fh fh)

where the metric dj is given by equation . Consequently, the bound holds, as claimed
in Lemma [I|a).
C.2 Proof of Lemma [1(b)

We now show that the condition [(Stb(7))| holds, as claimed in part (b) of the lemma. From the
definition of the Bellman (optimal) operator T*, we have

To foer =1 +Prfagr and T figo =1+ Phfiirs

where we have adopted the shorthand P; = 73,’;*, and exploited the greediness of the policies v and
7 with respect to the functions f and f*, respectively. Subtracting these two equations yields

T frner = T i = Pr (faer — fi) + (PT = Pp) fasr,

from which an application of the triangle inequality yields

75 forr = To Foally, < 1Ph (Frr = Frs) I, + 1 (PF = P3) faa - (54)
T T,
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Consequently, we have reduced the problem to bounding the two terms 77 and T5.
We first focus on term Tj. As shown in Appendix the stability condition holds with
parameter bgz = 1. As a consequence, the quantity 77 can be bounded as

T = [Py (far1 — o) |, < Hchrl_f}t—O—1Hh+1' (bba)

As for the term T5, we can show that it is second-order with respect to the function difference
Hfh+1 = fh Hh+1’ and therefore is negligible when f;, 11 is sufficiently close to f; ;. Note that for
any (s,a) € S x A, we can write

|((PF = P§) fns1) (s,0)|
= ‘E[fh+1(sh+177'rh+1(5h+1)) Sn1(Shi1, i1 (Sng1)) | Sh=s, A = a]‘

< E[}fh-i—l(sh—&-laﬂh—f—l(sh-i—l)) — fra1(Shr1, Ty (Sha1))| ‘ Sp=5,Ap = a} :

The curvature property [(Curv2)|ensures that

* 2
‘((P;-Lr _73;2) fh+]_)(8,a)| S E[Ch+]_(5h+]_) ‘Sh _ S,Ah _ a] . \/& . Hfh-‘rl*_fh+1Hh+l
[Fpany

for each state-action pair (s,a) € S x A. Applying the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality yields

Hfh+1 - fli+1“i+1

Ty = || (PF = P3) furall, < VA IChall -

IA

[Fpey
= dhy1 (frr1s fin) - || frr — fftJrth—&-l’

where we have used the definition of metric d, ( frht1s f7 +1) in equation . Under the condition
dh1 (frtts frn) < g1 < % (H —h)~Y1+1log H)™!, we have

1 *
B = 2(H —h)(1+logH) [ fn1 = Figallpgr - (55b)
Combining the bounds (55a)) and with inequality yields
173 Frer =T fially < 3 - (1nr = Fia (56)

where 1} =1+ 1 (H — h)71(1 +1og H)~!. It then follows that

- 1
k(T =KIK 1 ... K}, = {1+ - }
n(T") = Kbyt - - Khr 1 g 2(H — j)(1 +log H)

< < <3
<o s} < <

which establishes claim (b) in Lemma




C.3 Proof of Lemma [1f(c)

Finally, we need to show that the smoothness condition |(Stb(¢))| holds, as claimed in part (c). In
order to do so, we make use of the curvature property |(Curvl)l Consider the left-hand side of
inequality |(Stb(&))} It is sufficient to show that

sup | Erex [(Ph s £) Sy m5(Sn)) = (P s £ ) (S 7 (Sn))] |

feoF ILf l|ne
l£1l >0

where v4(h, ') := sup feoz {let,h’ th/ Hf”h/}, and
I £1l,, >0

< V3(h) . V4(h,hl),

e e LTl B o507 — (5, 5]
9lln>0

Recall that the bound holds with radius bz =1, i.e. HP;{ Y th < ||f |ns. Therefore, we have
vg(h, ') < 1. It remains to bound the term v3(h).
Any g € 0.7 has the representation g(-) = (¢(-), wy) for some vector w, € R, whence

| e [9(Sh, 77.(S)) = (S m(S)]| = | (B [@(Sh, mi(S0)) = $(Shs ma(Sn)]s wy ) |
< H]ETF* [(ﬁ(Sh,ﬂ'Z(Sh)) *¢(Sh,7Th(Sh))]H2’:1 ’ ||ng2h'

From the relation ||wyl|x, = ||g]|n, we have
v3(h) < ||Bxs [@(Sh, 77;(Sh)) — ¢(Sh, 7 (Sh))] Hz;l :
The curvature property [(Curvl)|ensures that

I~ fill,

| (Sh, T (Sh)) — B(Sh, 75 ()| 51 < Cw(Sn) Vd - -
h 171l

Applying the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality yields

‘fh thh
[ -

Putting together the pieces, we conclude that the stability condition |(Stb(¢))|holds with parameter
K (%) < Vd ||Ch|, as claimed in Lemma

v3(h) < E.,r*“d)(sh,ﬂ};(sh))—¢(5’h,7'rh (Sh)) HZ }5 < \/d-Eﬂ.* [C,%(Sh)] ‘

D Proof of corollaries

In this appendix, we prove our two corollaries about ridge-based FQI in both off-line (Corollary
proved in Appendix [D.1]) and on-line settings (Corollary [2 proved in Appendix [D.2)).

D.1 Proof of Corollary
We begin with our result on ridge-based FQI in the off-line setting.
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D.1.1 Main argument

At a high-level, we prove Corollary I by specifying choices of regularization parameters {/\h}f ]1,
along with lower bounds on the sample size n at each stage h, such that the ridge regression
estimates (fl, cel fH) satisfy the bounds

[y frr = ﬁLHh < ¢en

where €, was defined in equation ([29).
Moving recursively backwards from the terminal stage H, we can define the radii

By, = [Jwp, |2 + [0ntall2,

where the vectors w,, and wp41 € R4 represent the linear coefficients associated with the reward
function 7,(s) = (¢(s), wy,) and stage h + 1 value function estimate ﬁLH(s) = (¢(s), Wpy1). We
also recall the definition of the conditional variances 3,2”)( f). Throughout the following, we
use ¢, ¢, C etc. to denote universal constants. ’

With this set-up, we claim that if, for some failure probability § € (0, 1), if the sample sizes
satisfy the lower bounds

n > c{Ry [Enp(farr)} log(d/s), (57a)

and we take the regularization parameters

= {Gno(Fr1) / Bu}’(d/n)log(d/5), (57b)
then the Bellman residuals satisfy the upper bounds

d log(d/d)

~ 1 ~
T frir — thh < c||BF( Eh,D-i-)\hI)_%HQ ohp (frt1) — (58)

with probability at least 1 — 4.
We now turn to the proof of this claim. For notational convenience, we introduce the (squared)
norm

||f||h D |D ‘ Zf (sh,isan i) + Anllw|3 for any function f = (¢(-), w) € F.

By construction, we have || f |3 hD = (f] no+ Al ) w, where the empirical covariance matrix f)hp
was previously defined . Now con31der the inequality

log(d/é n R
log(d/) ViR, -
Pmin + v onp (frt1)
in terms of the scalar v > 0, where [ini, denotes the minimum eigenvalue of the empirical covariance
matrix. We let v, > 0 be the smallest positive solution to inequality (CI); as we discuss in the

sequel, this solution always exists. With this set-up, let us state the key auxiliary result in our
proof:
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Lemma 4. Given a sample size n satisfying the lower bound (b7a), suppose that we implement
FQI using ridge regression with penalties \p, > I/}QL. Then we have the bound

|7 fnr = Falls, o < e B+ M) (59)
with probability at least 1 — §.

Suppose that the smallest eigenvalue fipmi, is at least the order of d~'. Then the critical radius
v, satisfies an upper bound of the form

v < c{ono(fasr) / Ra}v/(d/n)log(d/s) =

By properly tuning the regularization parameter \; so that \;, < 7, we can ensure that

|5 Fasr = Fullpp < Conp(Fnen)/(d/n)log(d/s).

Combining this bound with the relation
1
175 G = Foll < 1857 Sno 4+ 2D 2 [y |5 s = Fall -
yields the claimed inequality .

It remains to prove Lemma [4

D.1.2 Proof of Lemma [4]

Our proof is based on two auxiliary results, which we begin by stating.

Step 1: Define the random variable

1
Zn()\h) = sup T~ Z Sh ir» Qhg Ch iz
feF: ||f||h13<1 Dnl 45

where (p, ; 1= rp,; + max,eca ﬁ+1(s%7i, a) — (’771* ﬁl+1)(8h’i, ap, ;). Our first step is to show that
~ —~ 2 o~ ~ ~,
1T Frrr = Jullp < 2170 frer = fullp p - Z00) + M Rz, (60a)

Step 2: We then apply a matrix-form Bernstein inequality to derive a concentration bound on
Zn(Ap). In particular, we claim that

Zn(\n) < ¢ Ry, (60b)
with probability exceeding 1-46.

The bound on Bellman residual then follows from combining inequalities ((60a)) and ({ -
and solving the quadratlc inequality with respect to H’];l fh+1 thh D

Let us now turn to the proofs of inequalities and (60b)).
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Proof of inequality (60a)): We can write ﬁL() = (¢(-), wp) and T th(‘) = {(¢("), Wy fh+1>
for vectors wy and Wi f - Introducing the shorthand Aw := wy — Wi f s and using the
definition of the ridge estimate, we have

Aw = (Zyp+ M I) {\D ‘qu Sh,is ahz)Chz}—Ah(ih,DJr)\hI)_leh*th- (61)
Multiplying both sides of equation by Aw' (ih"D + A I) from the left yields

s Frs1 — J?hH,QlD = AwT(f)hD + A\ I) Aw

1 ~ Lo
- |Dh|; (fo = T5 frs1) (Snyir anyi) - Cryi — An (Aw, wT;ﬁl+1>' (62)
h
Using the definition of random variable Z,(Ap), equation implies that

175 Fos = lls o

IN

L A
17 o = il - 200+ 5 {18l + o 1, )

- Ly~ A
175 Frer = fullp o - Zo(n) + 3 | T fri1 — th,Ql,D +5 M R;.  (63)

IN

The last inequality follows from the bounds A,|Aw]||3 < H’T* th thh » and HwT* thHQ <
lwy, |2 + |[Wht1]l2 < Ry. Simplifying inequality (63} . ) yields inequality (602 -

Proof of inequality (60b): We prove this claim via matrix-form Bernstein inequality. Intro-
ducing the shorthand (s, a) : = (Zpp + \n I)_% ¢(s,a), the property ||¢(s,a)l|2 < 1 then implies
(s, a)|l2 < (Fimin + An) 2 for any (s,a) € S x A. Notice that

N

Z |Z'¢) Shuahz)ghz

=],

It then follows from the bound |(p ;| < 2 Eh that

1% (1,15 an, i) Chilly < 2 Bh /A Timin + M-

Moreover, since ]E[C,% i ‘ Sh, i, ah,i] = Var[maxaeA .]/C\h+1(8;l i @) ‘ sh,i,ahJ], we find that the second
order moment satisfies

5
Uh,D(th)

1
’Dh’%h: E[Hﬂ’(sh,i, ah,i)Ch,iH; ‘ Sh,is ah,i:| < o

where the conditional variance U%7D(ﬁl+1) is given by definition (28). A standard matrix Bernstein
inequality (see Theorem 6.17 in the book [38]) then implies that

Zn(An) < Cl{o'h,D(J/c;H-l) _ log(d/3) +R bg(d/d)} < e Ry,

— h —
1 (Himin + Ap) 1/ imin + i

with probability exceeding 1 — 5 which establishes inequality - Here the last inequality follows
from the critical inequality (CI)) and the sample size condition n > ¢y {Rh / OhD fh+1 } log(d/)) .
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D.2 Proof of Corollary

In Phase 1 of pure exploration, the cumulative regret is always bounded from above by T - H.
During Phase 2 of fine-tuning, we let 7" be the policy employed in the rounds Tp2%+1, Tp2F+2, .. .,
Tp2*+1, which is determined by the estimate f (T02%) calculated at the end of the (T2%)-th round.
To estimate the regret, we consider the decomposition

T K—1Tp2k+! K—1
Yo (U@ —aGEMY <Y S (U —aE) =3 w2k {a() — J@h}
t=Tp+1 k=0 ¢t=Ty2k k=0

We leverage our bound for off-line RL in Section to control the value sub-optimality
J(7*)—J(&"). Recall that the policy #* is derived from i.i.d. trajectories collected from the rounds
To2F1 +1,Ty2F 1 +2,...,Ty2%. We divide those Ty 25! trajectories into H — 1 equal shares
and use each share to conduct estimation in one iteration of the FQI procedure. This subsampling
technique ensures the independence of samples used in different iterations. It is primarily adopted
for the sake of convenience (to keep the explanations concise) and is not essential in general. It
follows from inequality that the bound

) - I < o WA

< T, oF log(dHK/9)

holds uniformly for indices £ =0,1,..., K — 1 with a probability exceeding 1 — §.
Putting together the pieces, we arrive at

Regret(T) < Ty - H + ¢ dvV'd H* K log(dHK/3) .

We then derive the regret bound by noticing that K = O(logT).

D.3 Scaling of bounds in off-line and on-line RL

In this part, we provide detailed explanations regarding the scaling, in terms of dimension d and
horizon H, of the bounds that arise in the discussion of off-line RL from Section (3.3

D.3.1 Effect of mild covariate shift

In this section, we justify the bound (30a)) stated following Corollary [1| in Section m For re-
wards taking values in [0, 1], it is reasonable to assume that the Q-functions f; satisfy the bounds
| filln < H — h + 1, and moreover that the conditional variance &3, p (ﬁlﬂ) = vH —h. (We will
provide a detailed justification for this argument later.) Furthermore, suppose the covariate shift

1
is mild such that ||S7 (Z,p + )\hI)féHQ < ¢, and the curvature parameter Cj(s) in inequali-
ties [(Curvl)|and [(Curv2)|satisfies |Cy]| < .

Provided with these conditions, we apply inequality from our preceding analysis, and then
set the Bellman residual parameter

d(H — h)log(dH/é
. C//\/ ( ) log(dH /d) (64)
n
for a suitably chosen constant ¢ > 0. Then the sequence € = (e1,...,eg_1,6g = 0) is regular

since vz +1> 13% | V/i for any integer 2 > 1.
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Given the Bellman residual €; defined in equation , the condition from Proposition
becomes n > ¢ - d? H3 (1 + log H)? log(dH/5), and the bound reduces to

) — () < c d? H3log(dH/9)
= n 9y

as claimed.

Justification of the bound &, p (ﬁl_;’_l) =+H —h: When the estimate j? is relatively close to
the optimal Q-function f*, the conditional variance o7 n(fs+1) can be bounded as follows:

U%,D(J?hﬂ) = oj, with o, : = En [Iglgff [fr41(Sht1,0) ’ Sh’AhH :

From the law of total variance, we have Zg;}l 02, < ¢ (H — h)*. Therefore, it is reasonable to
consider oy, < v H — h, which further leads to the scaling o} p (fh+1) =vH—h.

D.3.2 Comparing to known off-line bounds

In this section, we derive inequality based on the results of Zanette et al. [43]; it gives the
conventional 1/4/n slow rate to which we compare. Zanette et al. [43] proved upper bounds on a
pessimistic actor-critic scheme based on d-dimensional linear function approximation. Using our
notation, Theorem 1 in their paper [43] can be expressed as

J(m*) — J(w) < C{;I}Iz_:l \/¢h—r(ih,D+)\hI)_1¢h} \/df47 (65)

h=1

where the vector ¢, is given by @, : = Ep- [¢(Sh, Ah)].
We now consider the explicit dependence of this upper bound on dimension d, horizon H
and sample size n. The divergence term ¢, (X, p + A\I) ™! ¢, measures the conditioning of the

regularized covariance matrix (flh,p + ApI) along a specific direction of ¢,. When the feature
mapping ¢ operates within a d-dimensional space, it is reasonable to assume that

B Shp+MI) G, < dd.
The bound then reduces to J(w*) — J(®) < cdH?/\/n. Regarding the dependence on
horizon H, we conjecture that by incorporating the law of total variance in a more refined manner,
it may be possible to further reduce the dependence by a factor of v/H. Under these conditions,
the bound takes the form J(7w*) — J(&) < c¢d\/H3/n.

E General guarantee for linear curvature

In this section, we state and prove a general result under which the curvature conditions [(Curvl)

and |(Curv2)| hold.
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E.1 A general curvature guarantee

For any state s € S, suppose that the feature set ®(s) = {¢(s,a) | a € A} C R can be described
in the form

O(s) = {x e R? | g (z) <0} .

where g, : R% — R™= is an ms-vector of constraints, with ms < d.
Given any @Q-function estimate f; : S x A — R, the associated greedy policy 7}, is characterized
by

mh(s) € argmax { fr(s,a) | a € A with g (¢(s,a)) <0} . (66)

We assume all the constraint functions gs 1, ..., gsm are strongly convex and twice diﬁerentiabldﬂ
so that the solution to the optimization problem is unique and the greedy policy mp(s) is well-
defined and deterministic. For the sake of simplicity in our subsequent discussion, we omit the
dependence on state s and time index h, and instead use @, g, m in place of D (s), g,, ms and use
f*, o, f, m, ¥ to represent f;, 7y, fn, T, X when the context is clear.

It is worth noting that while the optimization formulation is originally defined within the
action space A, we can transform it into a problem that operates in the vector space R?. Consider
the vector representation w € R? of function f(-) = ¢(-)Tw. By introducing a feature vector
¢ = ¢(s,7(s)) € RY, we can equivalently reformulate problem as follows

¢=¢(s,m(s)) = argmax @ w (67)
zeER?

subject to g(x) <O0.

We define the vector ¢* := ¢(s,7*(s)) € R? as the optimizer corresponding to the optimal
Q-function f*(-) = ¢(-)"w*. For simplicity, we assume all the constraints are active, i.e. the
maxima are achieved at the boundary of ® so that g(¢) = g(¢*) = 0.

In our framework, we capture the “curvature” by using the following two key ingredients: a
local Hessian matrix H € R%*? and a tangent space at the point ¢*.

Local Hessian matrix: Defining the Lagrangian £(x, X) : = (z, w*) — A" g(x), we let (¢*, X\*) €
R¢ x R™ be the saddle point of the problem

max min L(x, ).
xzcR4 AER™
g(x)<o A=0

We use the Lagrange multiplier A* = (A, A5, ..., %) € R™ to define the weighted sum
m
H:=> X\ Vg(¢") € R, (68)
i=1

which is a positive definite matrix whenever A* is non-zero, given our strong convexity conditions
on the constraint functions.

8To be precise, strong convexity and twice differentiability are only required within a neighborhood around
&(s, 7 (s)) for the following arguments to hold.
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Normal vectors and tangent space: Let G C R? be a linear subspace defined as

G:= Span(H*%Vgl(qb*), H7%ng(¢*), ceey H7%ng(¢*)) .

The elements within the space G can be interpreted as normal vectors that are perpendicular to
the boundary (after a specific linear transformation). Let IIg represent the projection onto space G
under the Euclidean norm ||-||2. More explicitly, we define Ilg as follows:

1 _ -1 _1
lig = H 2 Vg(¢")' [Vg(¢") H 'Vg(¢")']™ Vg(¢*) H 2.
We use the operator (I — Ilg) to denote the projection onto the orthogonal complement of linear
space G, which can be viewed as the projection onto the tangent space of the boundary at point ¢*.

Intuitively, the tangent space contains all possible directions in which one can tangentially pass
through ¢* when moving along the boundary of the feature set @.

In addition to the Hessian and tangent space, we also need characterizations of the smoothness
of the boundary as shown below, which are in general direct consequences of twice differentiability.

Smoothness condition of the boundary: We introduce a compact notation of the gradients

Va(¢*) 1= [Vai(¢*), Va(¢"), ..., Vam(e*)] € R,

When the constraint functions {g;}/", are twice differentiable, it follows from the definition of the
Hessian matrix H that {Vg(z) — Vg(q’)*)}T)\* = H(x — ¢*) + o(||x — ¢*||ir). Therefore, there
exists a neighborhood around the vector ¢* such that any point x within it satisfies

[{Vat@) - Va(e)} X~ H@ - 0| < {le- ¢l (69)

Furthermore, we use a parameter L > 0 to characterize the Lipschitz continuity of the gradient Vg.
This means that

(W3 {Vg(@) - Vg(¢")} H >

< Llle =l (69b)

where the matrix W € R™*™ is defined as W : = Vg(¢*) H 'Vg(¢*)". Note that the gradient
Lipschitz property is in general less restrictive than being twice differentiable.

We are now ready to present the exact formulations of inequalities [(Curvl)| and [(Curv2)|
within the specific context we have established earlier.

11
Proposition 2. Suppose that ||¢p — ¢*|| g < ”UﬁHG)f{l = 22 gpg (|TIg H_%(w —wY)|, < a7
BL||H 22" 2|2

Then the bounds|(Curvl)| and [(Curv2)| hold with parameter

5 112
Cp(s) := — [Jw* I-Tlg) H 2X"2||,. 70
o) 1= 2w (= Tig) I (10)

Equivalently, it means that
N w— w*
6l < ooy va- 1wl (71a)
* 2

w—w

w'(p—¢*) < Cu(s)Vd - |Jw*]s - {|||’lU*H2”E} ‘ (71b)



See Appendix [E.2] for the proof.

Let us make some comments about Proposition We first observe that the conditions un-
der which the curvature conditions hold are relatively mild, requiring only: (i) strong convexity
constraint functions {g;}!"; around the point ¢*, and (ii) twice differentiability of the constraint
function g. Thus, the guarantee of Proposition [2 applies to a fairly broad class of problems.

Second, in stating our result, we have defined the parameter C},(s) from equation such that
it is independent of the scaling of vector w, and typically independent of the dimension d.

e First, suppose that we rescale the parameter vector w. We redefine the objective function
in optimization problem by doubling the vector w* and setting w := 2w*. The new
Lagrangian multiplier A then undergoes the rescaling A = 2X*, and leads to the a new Hessian
matrix H = 2H, as in equation . Overall, the parameter C,(s) remains unchanged, as
claimed.

e Regarding the dependence of parameter C},(s) on the dimension d of feature vector ¢, recall
our boundedness condition sup(, ,ycsx.4ll9(s;a)ll2 < 1. Under this bound, the eigenvalues of

the covariance matrix X, = E + [¢(Sh,Ah) &(Sh, Ah)T] are of the order of 1/d, so that the
norm ||w*||s = 1/(w*)TX w* scales as 1/+/d, while the norm H(I —1Ilg) H_%E_%‘b scales
as V/d. After rescaling by the factor 1 / V/d in the definition , we see that the parameter
Ch(s) becomes dimension-free.

E.2 Proof of Proposition

This section is devoted to the proof of Proposition [2| with two subsections corresponding to each
of the claims. Our proof relies on an auxiliary result derived from the smoothness conditions
and , and exploiting the twice differentiability of the constraint functions g.

Lemma 5. The perturbation terms w — w*, ¢ — ¢* and X\ — X" satisfy

w—w = H(¢p—¢")+Vg(e") (A-A)+A (72a)

with |All g1 < 7l — ¢l + Lllé — ¢™[|m A = X[lw, and
1 * L * 12
M6 B3 (6~ 69)]l, < 5 16— &l (720)
See Appendix for the proof.

E.2.1 Proof of the bound (|71al)

Our proof consists of three steps: (i) We first provide an upper bound on the difference in Lagrangian
multipliers A — X*, and (ii) Then use this bound to control the difference in optimizers ¢ — ¢*; (iii)
Finally, we perform a norm transformation to include the weighted norm ||-||x, thereby establishing
a connection with the ||-||, norm.
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Step 1 (Bounding A — X*) : We first derive an upper bound on the difference in Lagrangian
multipliers A — A*. We multiply equation (72a)) by IIg H =3 from the left and find that

g H™ 2 (w—w*) =g H2 (¢ — ¢*) + H 2Vg(¢") (A= N) + I H:A.  (73)

Recall that the matrix W is defined as W = Vg(¢*) H 'Vg(¢*)". Therefore, we have | A —X*||w
= HH_%Vg(¢*)T()\ — A%)||,- By the triangle inequality, it follows from that

IA = A lw < |[Te H 2 (w — w*)|, + | e H2 (¢ — ¢*)|, + |[Hec H A, (74)

On the right-hand side of this inequality, the first term HHG H _%(w — w*)H2 is the one we con-
sider dominant, as suggested by Lemma Intuitively, we expect to show that ||A — A*||lw <

c HHG Hfé(w — w*)H2 < % In the following, we present a rigorous argument to validate this

intuition.
1

We use the inequality ||Tg H_iAH2 < ||AJ| -1 and invoke the upper bounds for ||Al| 41 and

HHG H3 (p— ") H in Lemma By further leveraging the bound ||¢ — ¢*|| g <

< 3%, we can deduce
from inequality that

* -1 * 5 * 1 *
IA =X lw < ||llg H > (w — w )H2+ﬁll¢—</> ez + 5 1A = Allw -

We solve this inequality and apply the bound HHG H _%(w - 'w*)H2 < ﬁ It follows that

1
A=A < —.
A= Nllw < 5 (75)

Step 2 (Bounding ¢ — ¢*) : We now turn to bound the difference in optimizers ¢ — ¢* using the
difference in vectors w — w*. Let us multiply equation (72al) by H =3 from the left, which yields

H 3 (w—w")=H? (¢ — ¢") + H 7Vg(¢") (A - X)) + H2A. (76)

Subtracting equations and yields
H3(¢p—¢") = (I-lg) H *(w—w') + g H2 (¢ — ¢*) — (I ~lc) H2 A (77)
In a manner similar to Step 1, we employ the triangle inequality and the bounds for ||Al| -1 and

HHG H? (¢ — ") H2 in Lemma This enables us to show that, under the condition ||¢ — ¢*||m < 57,
the following holds:

. 5
I = & lm < ||(T = Tle) H™2 (w = w*) ||, + 15 16 = & [ + Ll — ¢*[lar A = A [lw -

We now substitute the term ||A — A*||w by its upper bound i in inequality and solve the
inequality. It follows that

I — &*[|er < 4|(I —Tg) H 7 (w — w)|,. (78)
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Step 3 (Norm transformation) : Finally, we perform a change of norm to transform inequality
into the format of bound . We first decompose the deviation ¢ — ¢* into two components:
one along the linear space G and the other within the tangent space. It follows from the triangle
inequality and the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality that

I — ¢*lls < [STTH"3(I — ) H2 (¢ — ¢*)||, + | S 2 H 2 Tl Hz (¢ — ¢*)],
< || -Tg) H2272 ||, l¢ — ¢" |l + | H 2272, [Tl HE (¢ — "),

As suggested by inequality (72b)) in Lemma the second term on the right-hand side is “high-order”
(I-Tg) H 253,
BLIIH 222,

and negligible. Specifically, under the condition ||¢ — ¢*|| g < I , we have

1
Gl

|22, e H2 (6 - ), < 5 (T~ Te) H =272, 16— ¢l

which further implies that

6~ ¢l < [T~ Tie) H573, 6~ ¢
We proceed by substituting ||¢ — ¢* || g with its bound from inequality (78)), which yields
I6 — &*llgs < 5[~ Tle) H 2572 |, | (I~ Tle) H 2 (w — w*)]|,.
Applying the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality yields
I¢ —¢*llgs < 5 ~Tle) H 25735+ w — v,

which establishes the bound ([71a]), as stated in Proposition

E.2.2 Proof of the bound (71b))

We observe that the vector ¢* maximizes the linear function & — (x, w*) over the constraint
set @, whence (¢, w*) < (¢*, w*), or equivalently

(w, ¢ = ¢") < (w—w", ¢ —¢7). (79)

Our next step is to upper the right-hand side.
1
Multiplying inequality by (w —w*)" H™2 on the left yields that

(w—w*)(¢p—¢*) = (w—w") H 2(I —Tlg) H 2 (w — w*)
b (w—w) TH g H (¢ — ¢*) — (w—w*) TH 3(I —Tg) H A,
It follows that
(w—w")($=¢") < | (I~ Te) H™2 (w — w")|[; + [le H 2 (w — w")||, |[le H2 (6 — ¢%)],

T3
+ (1~ Te) B2 (w — w*) |, [A] g - (80)

Ty
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On the right-hand side of inequality (80]), the terms T3 and Ty that involve the factor ||A|lg-1
or HHG H3 (¢ — ") H2 are considered “high-order” according to Lemma We upper bound term 73

using inequalities (72b)), and the condition HHG H _%(w — w*)H2 < ﬁ Furthermore, we
control term T} using the bound on ||Al|g-1 in Lemma |5 along with inequalities and (78).
This leads to the following result

(w—w") (¢~ ¢") < 4|(I-Tlg) H 2 (w —w*)|
< 4| -He) H 2272 ) - [lw — w* (3. (81)

Combining inequalities and yields inequality ([71b)) as claimed.

E.2.3 Proof of Lemma [5l

Proof of equation (72a): From the KKT conditions of the optimization problem (67), there are
Lagrange multipliers A and A* € R™ such that

w=Vg(®)'XA and  w*=Vg(p*) A*.
Subtracting these two equations yields
w=w"+ H (¢~ ¢*) + Vg(¢*) A~ A) + A,
where the vector A € R? is defined as
A= {Vg(@) A —Vg(¢") TN — H (¢~ ¢")} + {Vg(d) - Va(¢)} (A -A").  (82)

We control the two terms on the right-hand side of separately.
By using the smoothness condition , we derive that

[va(e)T ~ Ve 3~ H (g - )| < 169l

Moreover, the smoothness condition implies that the second term satisfies

[{Va(¢) ~ Va(6)} " (A= A7)

— &"[[ - [[A = Xlw

By combining the components using the triangle inequality, we arrive at an upper bound for the
norm ||Al| -1 as stated in Lemma

Proof of equation (72bf): Recall that the linear space G is defined as the span of the rows of
matrix Vg(¢*) H = Therefore, there exists a vector y € R™ such that

MeHHG =) _ bt ooy, 3
Mo 756 — o), 9(¢") "y (83)

Given the vector y, we define a function g(-) : = g(-) "y : R? — R. The function g exhibits some
desired properties:
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e By definition of the matrix W = Vg(¢*) H 'Vg(¢*)T, we have
lyllw = |2 Vg(¢") Ty|, = 1. (842)
e Multiplying equation by (¢ — ¢*)TH > from the left, we find that
[T H2 (¢~ ¢, = (6-¢") Vg(¢") 'y = Vi(¢") (¢-¢").  (84b)

Furthermore, the smoothness condition (69b]) guarantees the Lipschitz continuity of the gradient
of function g. Specifically, we have:

|V3(@) = V(") | g1 = || H 3 {Va(@) - Va(¢)} Ty,
R4 N
< Loe—oulylw = Lojlz - ¢"|u.
The property of gradient Lipschitz (see e.g. Lemma 1.2.3 in textbook [28]) implies that
~ ~ * ~ *\ | * L * |2
|3(0) ~ 30" = Vi) (6 - ¢ | < S llo— "Il (85)

Applying the equality relation (84b|) along with g(¢) = g(¢*) = 0, we see that the claimed inequal-

ity (72D]) follows from inequality (85)).

F Details of the mountain car experiment

In this experiment, a car is situated in a valley between two hills. The car’s objective is to overcome
the gravitational pull and reach the top of the right hill by efficiently controlling its acceleration.

F.1 Structure of the Markov decision process

The Markov decision process underlying the mountain car problem has a state space S C R? and
an action space A C R. The state s = (p,v) consists of the current position p and velocity v,
whereas the scalar action a = f corresponds to the applied input force. The state variables (p, v)
and action f are restricted as

pe [pminapmax] = [_1-2706]7 v E ['Uminavmax] = [_0'07a0'07] and f € [fmin»fmax] = [_1, 1] .
The mountain is described by the function

0.025
(pmax - p) (]9 - pmin) ’

m(p) = 5 sin(3p) +

over the interval p € [Pmin, Pmax]-

Let m’ be the derivative of the mountain shape function m, which represents the instantaneous
slope, and let (o, 0,) = (0.01,0.0025) be a pair of standard deviations that dictate the amount of
randomness in the updates. For an interval [a, b], we define the truncation function

u ifu € [a,b],
\I’[a,b} (u) 1= 0b ifu>0b,

a ifu<a.
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With this notation, at each discrete time step h = 0,1,2, ..., the position and velocity of the car
evolve as

Vit = Yoo o] <vh +0.0015 f, — 0.0025 m’ (pp) + Uth>
ph+1 = \II[Pminupmax] (ph + Uh""l + o-pZ},l)

where (Zy,, Z}) are a pair of independent standard normal variables. Note that the system dynamics
are non-linear due to both the presence of the derivative m’ and the truncation function .

The objective of the car is to reach the peak of the mountain, designated by the position
Pgoal = 0.45. The reward at state-action pair (s, a) is given by

2
r(s,a):= —%fz + 100[max{0, P —pgoal}] .

For any policy 7, we define the y-discounted value function

o0

£.[3° 2 vt51 4]

h=0
using v = 0.97. The initial state sy = (po,vo) is generated with pg following a uniform distribution
over the interval [—0.6, —0.4], and we initialize with velocity vg = 0.
F.2 Fitted Q-iteration (FQI) with linear function approximation
Here we describe the use of fitted Q-iteration (FQI) with linear function approximation to estimate

the optimal @-function, along with the corresponding greedy policy 7.

Linear function approximation We approximate the the optimal Q-function (s, a) — f*(s,a)
using a d-dimensional linear function class with d = 3000 features. We begin by defining the base
feature maps ¢, : [ Prin, Pmax ] — R for position, and ¢, : [Vmin, Vmax | — R for velocity, with
components given by

®p2j+1(p) 1= cos(jp), for 7 =0,1,...,24, and Gv,2j+1(v) : = cos(jv), for j=0,1,...,7, and
¢p2j(p) :=sin(jp), forj=1,2,...,25; Guv2j(v) :=sin(jv), forj=1,2,...,7.
To represent the action a = f, we define the base action feature map
¢f(f) = (1af7f27f3) € R4'

The overall feature map ¢ : S x A — R3990 is constructed by taking the outer product of the three
base feature maps ¢,, @,, and ¢ as follows:

P(s,a) : = vec{g,(p) ® ¢, (v) @ ¢;(f)} € R*. (86)

Taking all possible triples of the three base features in the outer product leads to the overall
dimension d = 3000 = 50 x 15 x 4. Given a weight vector w € R3 we define the func-

tion fu(s,a) := (w, ¢(s,a)), and we approximate the optimal Q-function using the function class
F = {fu | w € RIOW).
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Fitted Q-iteration (FQI) We employed fitted Q-iteration with the linear feature ¢ : S x A — R30%0
to estimate an optimal policy 7. The FQI process begins by initializing the weight vector as
wp := 0 € R3%_ In each iteration, we first use the dataset D = { (83, i, 7, sz)}. CSXAXxRXS
to construct the pseudo-responses

Yi ::Ti"i_’yma:i(<wt7 ¢(8;,CL)> fori:1>"'7n7 (87)
AEA N ————
fwt(sgva)

corresponding to a stochastic estimate of the Bellman update applied to our current @-function
estimate fy,. The polynomial form of the force feature ¢ allows for a closed-form solution to the
maximum operation required in equation . Given these pseudo-responses, we then update the
weight vector wy — w41 via the ridge regression

wiri=arg i { Z {yi = (w, B(si,0)} + Aallw]3}, (88)
where )\, = % in all experiments reported here.

We terminate the procedure after at most 500 iterations, or when there have been 5 con-
secutive iterations with insignificant improvements in weights, where insignificant means that
|lwir1 — w2 /v/3000 < 0.005. Letting w represent the weight vector obtained from this pro-
cedure, the resulting policy 7 is given by selecting the greedy action based on the @Q-function
estimate f(s,a) 1= (@, ¢(s,a)).

F.3 Experimental configurations

Our experiments were based on an off-line dataset consisting of n i.i.d. tuples
D= {sl,az,rl, I)} CSxAxXxRxXxS,

where the state-action pairs {(si, a;) = (pi, vi, fi)}?zl were generated from a uniform distribution
over the cube [Pmin, Pmax] X [Umin;s Vmax| X [fmins fmax]- We performed independent experiments with
the sample size n varying over the range

ne {le"] | k=10.5,10.75,11,...,13}
= {36315, 46630, 59874, 76879, 98715, 126753, 162754, 208981, 268337, 344551, 442413} .

In each experiment, we generated a dataset D, estimated an optimal policy 7 based on the data,
and evaluated the return J(7). For each sample size, we conducted 80 independent trials.

In order to evaluate the return J(7), for each initial position py = —0.5 4+ 0.25/1000 with
7 = =500, —499, —498,...,499, we simulated 30 independent 1000-step trajectories by executing
the estimated policy 7. The average return over the 30 x 1000 trajectories is used as the estimate
of J(m).

In order to approximate the policyﬂ 7t that represents “ground truth”, we conducted a single
experiment with sample size n = 6.4 x 105 to obtain #f. We simulated 1000 trajectories for each
initial position py and calculated the average return, which serves as the reference value J(x'). The
value sub-optimality is then computed as the difference J(7T) — J(7).

9In general, it is not guaranteed that 7' is equal to the optimal policy 7*, due to approximation error that might
arise from using the linear function class defined here.
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G Verification of auxiliary claims

In this appendix, we collect the verification of various auxiliary claims made in the main text.

G.1 Condition for occupation measures

In this appendix, we verify that condition holds for the state-action occupation measures .
By definition, we have

1P} 117 = Exe [(Ph £)?(Sh, An)| = Eq [Eh [f(Shi1, 7551 (Sht1)) | Sk A } -

According to the property of variance, we can deduce

E ex [Eh [f(Sht1, T 1(Sha1)) | S, Ag ] < Eps [f2(5h+17772+1(5h+1))} = 1f 71

As a consequence, we find that [Py f|ln < || f|la+1. Applying this inequality recursively leads to
the conclusion that for any indices 1 < h < h’ < H, we have

th h’th - th 7Dh+1 h’th HPthl h’thJrl = th+2 h th+2 - < Hf”h’-
This establishes the bound with bz = 1.

G.2 Details of Example

In this appendix, we complete the argument outlined in Example [1l In particular, our goal is to
show that conditions |(Curv1)|and [(Curv2)|hold with parameter Cy,(s) : = 16v/2 p.

We begin by connecting the Euclidean norm ||-||2 with the ||-||;, norm that is defined by the
occupation measurem Let us assume that the occupation measure under the optimal policy is suffi-

ciently exploratory so as to ensure that the covariance matrix Xy = Eqx [ ¢(Sh, Ap) ¢(Sh, Ah)T] € Réxd

is well-conditioned in the sense that —I <X, = I This sandw1ch relation implies that

77 lzll2 < Jl]ls, < \/%Hw\lz and ||z]g -1 < V2d ||z (89)

For linear functions f;(s) = (w, ¢(s)) and f;(s) = (w*, ¢(s)), we have |w —w*||s, = ||fn — fillx
and ||w*||ss, = ||f7|ln. Using our inequalities (89), we find that

o~y VEw s, 206 Sl
[|w*||2 f‘|w*||2 I lln

Furthermore, when ||lw — w* |2 < ||lw*||2, we have the bound

(90)

[wll2 < 2[Jw*|l2 < 2v2d [w*|x, = 2V2d| f;[n-
Now recall from the main text our two inequalities (20a]) and (20b]), as well as the inequality

2[Jw — w*

Z(w, w*) <
w2

10T the argument given here, we consider a general dimension d so as to convey the general idea, but the example
itself has d = 2.
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Combining these bounds with the inequalities above, we find that

H¢(577Th(5))_¢(5’7r}*b(5))H2—1 < 4v2do Hfh thh’
" 1 f51ln

1fn — fh”h}
1771 ‘

Consequently, we have established the claim—namely, that conditions|(Curvl)|and [(Curv2)|hold
with parameter Cj,(s) : = 16v/2 o.

(s, mn(s)) — (s mt ()] < 16@guf;||h{

G.3 Proof of the telescope inequality ((12)

For completeness of this paperE let us prove the telescope relation stated in Section m
For any policy 7 = (71,...,my) and sequence of functions f = (f1,..., fg) with fg = rg, we have
the “telescope” relation

H-1
V" (s) = fi(s,m1(s)) + Z Ex [(T77 fat1 — f1) (Sh, Ap) ‘ S1=s| foranystateseS. (91)
h=1

Here the value function V{™ is given by V" (s) := f{"(s,m1(s)) for the Q-function ff* defined in
equation . Taking f = f in equation yields

H-1

VI (s) = fils,mi(9) + Y B [(T7 fuer = Fa) (Sh, An) | S1 = s]. (92a)

h=1
Letting @ = 7 in equation ((92a]) yields
VI (s) = fi(s,71(5) + Y Bz [T far — fn) (Shy An) | S1=s]. (92b)
h=1
Since 7 is a greedy policy with respect to function f, we have
ﬁ(s,%l(s)) > fl(s,m(s)), and 7?]?;1“ = 77;]2“ > ﬁl"ﬁﬂ for any policy .

Using this fact and subtracting equations (92al) and (92b)), we obtain

V" (s) — ) < Z [(T5 Frsr — ) (Sn, An) | S1=s].
h=1

Finally, taking the expectation over the initial distribution &; yields the claimed inequality .

"'We are not claiming novelty here; see Theorem 2 of the paper [40]; or Lemma 3.2 in the paper [9] for analogous
results.
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