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Abstract

We study evaluating a policy under best- and worst-case perturbations to a Markov decision process
(MDP), given transition observations from the original MDP, whether under the same or different
policy. This is an important problem when there is the possibility of a shift between historical and
future environments, due to e.g. unmeasured confounding, distributional shift, or an adversarial
environment. We propose a perturbation model that can modify transition kernel densities up to a
given multiplicative factor or its reciprocal, which extends the classic marginal sensitivity model
(MSM) for single time step decision making to infinite-horizon RL. We characterize the sharp
bounds on policy value under this model, that is, the tightest possible bounds given by the transi-
tion observations from the original MDP, and we study the estimation of these bounds from such
transition observations. We develop an estimator with several appealing guarantees: it is semi-
parametrically efficient, and remains so even when certain necessary nuisance functions such as
worst-case Q-functions are estimated at slow nonparametric rates. It is also asymptotically normal,
enabling easy statistical inference using Wald confidence intervals. In addition, when certain nui-
sances are estimated inconsistently we still estimate a valid, albeit possibly not sharp bounds on the
policy value. We validate these properties in numeric simulations. The combination of account-
ing for environment shifts from train to test (robustness), being insensitive to nuisance-function
estimation (orthogonality), and accounting for having only finite samples to learn from (inference)
together leads to credible and reliable policy evaluation.

Keywords: Sensitivity Analysis, Robust MDPs, Semiparametric Efficiency.

1. Introduction

Offline policy evaluation from historical data is crucial in domains where active, on-policy experi-
mentation is costly, risky, unethical, or otherwise operationally infeasible. Relevant domains range
from medicine, to finance, to recommendation systems. However, whenever historical data is used
to study future behavior, there is a concern of non-stationarity — shift between the environment gen-
erating the data (training environment) and the environment in which a policy will be deployed (test
environment). This may occur e.g. due to general distributional shifts in the environment over time,
unobserved confounding in the observed historical data, or adversarial elements of the environment
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(such as other agents) that may react when the agent is deployed. So, even as standard off-policy
evaluation in offline reinforcement learning accounts for the change between the logging and eval-
uation policies, it may fail to account for the fact that the Markov decision process (MDP) too has
changed. While this issue is particularly critical in high-stakes domains, it is broadly appealing to
understand how value shifts across different environments in any application domain.

Robust MDPs [28, 46] model unknown environments by permitting an adversary free to choose
from any one environment in a set. Therefore, they offer a natural model for unknown environment
shifts by simply considering all environments to which we could possibly shift. A variety of work
addresses questions such as planning in a known robust MDP [25, 42, 61] as well as online learning
[4, 60]. Here we focus on a purely statistical estimation question: given transition data from a
(possibly unknown) logging policy playing in an unknown MDP, we wish to estimate the worst-case
(or best-case) value of a given evaluation policy in a robust MDP defined by a set of environments
centered around the original MDP. Crucially, just as in offline reinforcement learning, we do not
know the original MDP, and therefore neither do we know the robust MDP. And, in a notable
departure from standard offline reinforcement learning, the problem can be difficult even if the
logging and evaluation policies are the same (the usually easy on-policy setting), since the policy
can induce very different visitation distributions in the original and perturbed MDPs. Such robust
offline evaluation from transition data was considered in recent work [10, 48].

We build on this recent work by focusing the question of statistically efficient and robust esti-
mation of the sharp bounds (i.e., the tightest possible given the data). Previous work focused on
evaluation using only the Q-function under the worst-case environment (in some cases under a relax-
ation of the adversary, leading to loose bounds). Thus, any error in its estimation translates directly
to error in evaluation, with multiple negative consequences. First, flexible nonparametric modeling
of this function can mean slow rates for estimating bounds. Second, a lack of semiparametric ef-
ficiency even under /n rates. Third, a lack of understanding of statistical uncertainty around the
target bounds, most crucially their possible under-estimation due to statistical noise.

We address these issues by developing an orthogonalized estimation method. Our approach
combines several nuisance functions: the Q-function in the worst-case environment, the state-
visitation frequency in the worst-case environment, and a threshold characterizing the worst-case
multiplicative perturbation. Our first key result is that the first-order behavior of our estimator is as
though we took a sample averaging with the true value of these functions exactly without having
to estimate them at all, provided we just estimate them at certain slow nonparametric rates. This
ensures we not only have a y/n-rate of estimation even when nuisances are estimated more slowly,
but also that we are asymptotically normal, permitting the easy construction of confidence intervals
on top of the bounds so that we are assured an actual bound with high confidence. We further show
that our asymptotic variance is in fact the minimum achievable (either by any sufficiently stable
estimator or by any estimator at all in a local minimax sense), that is, we attain semiparametric effi-
ciency. Our second key results show that even if we do not estimate some of the nuisance functions
correctly, we are still consistent to sharp or valid bounds (depending on the case). That is, even
when we are biased due to misestimation of nuisances, our bias (if any) only enlarges our bounds,
so they remain valid, albeit possibly not sharp. We illustrate these guarantees numerically. Taken
together, these guarantees provide considerable credibility to bounds produced by our method.
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1.1. Related Works

Unobserved Confounding in Sequential Decision Making. Offline policy evaluation in robust
MDPs is tightly linked to the problem of OPE in confounded MDPs, where both the behavior
policy and the transition kernel are influenced by unobserved confounders. The constraint Eq. (1)
defining our target robust MDP aligns with the Marginal Sensitivity Model (MSM) [54] employed
in sensitivity analysis for causal inference. Yet, unlike the MSM, which limits the ratio of policy
densities, our approach directly constrains the ratio of the transition kernels. Our formulation can
be viewed as a generalization of the MSM from traditional two-action no-horizon causal effects
(where the constrains coincide) to multi-action infinite-horizon discounted MDPs, where the next
state is the “potential outcome.” In that sense, our model essentially serves as an outcome-based
sensitivity model [8], diverging from a purely policy-based perspective. This distinction is crucial
as it enables our model to subsume the policy-based MSM in cases where the policy is confounded.
Nonetheless, the reverse does not hold, and the policy-based MSM does not imply a transition
kernel-based MSM for A > 2. This point is further corroborated by [10], who explore the policy-
based MSM within confounded MDPs and obtain non-sharp identification bounds when A > 2. In
contrast, our approach yields a sharp identification in general regardless of the number of actions
and without placing assumptions on the behavior policy, which may or may not be confounded.

[11] also considered an MSM-like model in the transition kernel but their formulation assumes
A = 2. [33] operates under the setting of [10] and required tabular states. We note that all these
works including ours considers i.i.d. confounders at each step, which translates to a robust MDP
with (s, a)-rectangularity and ensures that the worst-case problem is still an MDP rather than a
POMDP. The importance of this assumption was verified by [45], who showed that without it the
non-memoryless confounder can create exponential-in-horizon changes in value.

Neyman Orthogonality and Semiparametric Efficient Estimation. We leverage a body of re-
search focusing on learning with nuisances functions (e.g., Q-functions) that we need to estimate
from data but are not the primary target (e.g., policy value). Much of this research [5, 14, 15, 24,
52, 58, among others] aims to identify Neyman-orthogonal estimators, which are first order orthog-
onal (insensitive) to nuisance errors. This literature is tightly linked to the semiparametric efficient
estimation literature since Neyman-orthogonal scores can arise naturally from efficient influence
functions [27, 51]. Going beyond the no-horizon causal inference setting, some explore such esti-
mators in off-policy sequential-decisions contexts [17, 31, 34, 39, 41]. Notably, [32] derive efficient
influence functions and orthogonal estimation in standard, non-robust OPE in infinite-horizon RL,
which coincides with our unconfounded no-uncertainty case (A = 1).

Going beyond point-identified settings, some explore orthogonality and efficiency for partial
identification and sensitivity analysis. In the causal inference literature, efficient/orthogonal es-
timation in the no-horizon setting has been studied extensively under several sensitivity models
[8, 16, 19]. Closest to our work is [19] who provide an orthogonal estimator and convergence rates
under the MSM [54], which coincides with our setting under v = 0. In the sequential setting, [45]
considers confounding at a single time step under the MSM, but their estimator is not orthogonal
when the quantile function is unknown. [10] provide a fitted-Q-iteration learner with an orthogo-
nalized loss function, but not orthogonal/efficient estimates of worst-case policy value.
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2. Preliminaries

We consider a Markov Decision Process (MDP) with state space S, action space A, transition kernel
P(s' | s,a), known reward function (s, a) € [0, 1] and known initial state distribution d; € A(S).
While we assumed r to be known for simplicity, our analysis easily adapts to when r is stochastic
and unknown. We are given a dataset D of n i.id. tuples (s;,a;,ri,s;) such that (s;,a;) ~ v,
ri = r(s;j,a;) and s; ~ P(- | s,a), where v is the visitation distribution of the data generating
process. For a discount factor vy, define the quality function as the discounted sum of returns under
apolicym:S - A, Qr p(s,a) =E, p [Zfio Yire(se, ai) | 81 = 8,a1 = a}. Similarly, define the
value function as V; p(s) = Qr p(s, ), where f(s,7) := Eqr(s)[f(5,a)].

Throughout the paper, fix an arbitrary target evaluation policy 7. We are interested in estimating
the value of 7y in an MDP with a perturbed and unobserved transition kernel U. We say U is a
feasible perturbation of P if for all s, a, s": we have

AV (s,0) < dU(s' | s,a)

< m < A(s,a) (D

where A(s,a) € [1,00) is a sensitivity parameter chosen by the practitioner. Let I/ (P) denote
all feasible perturbations of P. Note that U/ (P) is an s, a-rectangular set, which is important as
otherwise the problem may be computationally hard [42]. We define the best- and worst-case quality
functions of m; as

Q" (s,a) = supyey(p) @mu(s,a); Q7 (s,a) = infyey(p) Qmu(s, a). 2
We focus on estimating the best- and worst-case initial-state value of m,
V= (1= 7)Eq [VF(s1)]. (3)

where V*(s) = Eqom(s) [Q% (s, a)] and the 4 symbol signals that an equation should be read twice,
once with £ = + and once with £ = —. We highlight that the best- and worst-case transition
kernels U* are unobserved as our dataset D is generated under the nominal MDP with transition
kernel P, which adds an additional layer of complexity on-top of standard offline evaluation. For
example, even if D were generated by T, i.e., the on-policy case, our problem is still “off-data” and
non-trivial while standard offline evaluation is easy.

Discounted Visitation Distributions. For any transition kernel U, denote dj7(s) as the -

discounted average visitation distribution of 7t under U starting from d;. That is, if dgtl’hU(s) is
the probability of s in the Markov chain induced by 7t and U, starting from dy (-), then "7 (s) :=

1—=7)>0 fyhfldg‘l’fb(s). We omit 7 if it is clear from the context. In Lemma 4, we derive a
closed form expression for the best- and worst-case transition kernel in Z/(P), which we denote as

U*. We use d*+°° as shorthand for dgtl’ol?i.

Bellman-type Operators. Fix any f : S x A — R. For a transition kernel U, the standard
Bellman operator is defined as Ty f(s,a) = r(s,a) + YEy[f(s',m) | s,a]. We also define
Juf(s,a) == vEy[f(s',m) | s,a] — f(s,a). We also define the best- and worst-case robust
Bellman operator as 7,4, f(s,a) := 7(s,a) + ysupyeyp) Eulf(s',m) | s,a] and T f(s,a) ==
r(s,a) +vyinfyeypy Eu[f(s', ) | s,a]. For any linear operator 7, also let 7" denote its adjoint:
that is, for all f,g € La(v), (f,Tg) = (T'f, g), where (-, -) is the inner product in La(v).
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Conditional Value-at Risk (CVaR). The upper and lower CVaRs [50] at level 7 € [0,1] of a
random variable X are defined as follows:

CVaR!(X) = mi b+ 7 'E[(X —b)4]}, CVaR (X)= max {b+7'E[(X —0b)_]}.
(X) besfﬁfl?(X){ T E[( )+]} (X) begp;gx){ T E[( )-1}

Intuitively, CVaRf(X ) is the average outcome of the upper/lower 7-fraction of cases. For a CDF
F' we define the lower a-quantile 3, . = inf{8 : F'(3) > a} and the upper a-quantile ﬁ(; =
ﬁ;a, - The max / min are attained at the upper/lower 7-th quantile of X which we denote as
B (X) /B (X), respectively. Thatis, CVaRE (X) = F(X) + 7 'E[(X — 8F(X))<]. If the CDF
of X is differentiable at 3;"(X), then we have CVaR(X) = E[X | X > B (X)]. Similarly, if
the CDF of X is differentiable at 5~ (X), then we have CVaR [ (X) = E[X | X < g7 (X)]. In the
paper, 7 will often be set to (A + 1)~ which takes values in [0, 0.5].

Notations. For z,y € R, we define x4 = max(0,z) and x_ = min(0, z) and we take z < y to
mean x < Cy for a universal constant C' and log factors. We let I[b] take value 1 if the statement
b is true and 0O otherwise. We denote random variables by upper case letters (e.g. X) and scalar
values by lower case letters (e.g. x). For a data sample of size n, we define the empirical mean
as B [f(X)] = 230 f(x). Welet || f[|, := (E|f(X)[?)'/P denote the LP norm of f provided
it exists. We also define the empirical version || f||,n := (E,|f(X)[P)'/P. For a measure y, also
et || f]l,, := (E,|f(X)[2)*/2. For a parameter f, we reserve f* to represent its true value and f a
value learned from data. Moreover, we employ + and — to denote functions corresponding to best-
and worst-case bounds, respectively. The £ symbol signals that an equation should be read twice,
once with + = 4 and once with + = —. For example, a4+ + b = c+ is compact notation for two
equations: a4+ + by = cy and a_ + b_ = c_. See Section A for a comprehensive notation index.

3. Direct Approach with Robust Fitted-Q

We first prove an identification result for Q% in terms of the robust Bellman equation, and then de-
rive convergence guarantees for iteratively minimizing the robust Bellman error. By s, a-rectangularity
of U, we have the robust Bellman equations

Q*(s,a) = TH5Q*(s,a). 4)

However, the above equations are intractable due to the sup /inf in 7;écb and the fact that we do
not observe the perturbed kernels U. The following lemma from [11] shows that 7;(jfb actually has a

closed form solution in terms of CVaR under the observed kernel P.
Lemma 1 (Identification of Q) Ser 7(s,a) = (A(s,a) + 1)~ *. Then, forany q:S x A — R,

fécbq(s, a) =r(s,a) + 'yAfl(s, a)E[v(s') | s,a] + (1 — Afl(s,a)) CVaRf(s,a) [v(s') | s,a],

where v(s') = q(s', 7t), and E, CVaR are conditional on the observed nominal kernel P(- | s, a).

This identifies Q% as a fixed point to an equation under observables. Lemma 1 is proved using
the primal form of CVaR.; as in [2]. Under no confounding, i.e., A = 1, we recover the standard
Bellman equation. Under maximal confounding, i.e., A = oo, then we recover the best- and worst-
path Bellman equation [20], i.e., the CVauRﬁ_E with 7(s,a) = 0 becomes min or max over possible
next states.
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Algorithm 1 Robust FQE for Estimating Q* and 5.

1: Input: Num iterations K, Dataset D of size n, Q-class Q, quantile regressor QR
- Tnit Go(s,a) = 0,Tp(s") = 0, B (s,a) = 0
3 fork=1,2,..., K do

[\®}

4:  Create a sub-dataset Dy, = D[nk/K : n(k +1)/K]
5:  Using the second half of Dy, perform least-squares regression on the pseudo-outcome:
yi(s’avsl) ( )+’7A (Sva)vk‘ 1( )
+ (1= A" (5,0)) (B (s,0) + 77 (s,0) @1 (') = By (5, 0))),
that is, gy = arg mingcg Emumku[(f(s a,s') —q(s,a))?], and set U (s') = qi(s, )
6:  Invoke the quantlle regression oracle ka:+1 = QR(qk, Di[: |Dr|/2]).
7: Output: Vg, ﬁKJrl

3.1. Estimating Q* with Robust FQE

Equipped with a tractable identification for 7;0b, we can estimate QT by performing a robust
variant of fitted Q-evaluation (FQE) [44]. As described in Algorithm 1, the algorithm proceeds for
K iterates where each iterate first estimates the upper- and lower-quantile of v;,_; and then fits the
robust equation of Lemma 1 via least squares with a function class Q € S x A — [0, (1 —+)~!]. In
the second regression step (Line 5), we use the orthogonal estimating equation for CVaR [47] which
allows for second-order errors in the first quantile estimation step (Line 6). The algorithm takes
any quantile regression estimator as the oracle QR. Nonparametric quantile regression has been
extensively studied and many algorithms exist which can be plugged in [7, 12, 22, 23, 43,47, 49, 53].
For any ¢ € Q let 37(s,a) denote the true (s, a)-quantile of ¢(s',m),s" ~ P(s,a). Given a
dataset Dqg of size n, we assume 3, = QR(g, DqRr) has bounded /o, error: for any 6, w.p. 1 — 6,
HB\q — B2l < errqr(n,d), which can, for example, be guaranteed under smoothness conditions.

Assumption 2 (Completeness) For all g € Q, we have ﬁqu € Q.

We assume completeness under the robust Bellman operator 7' . Completeness is a standard as-
sumption in model-free RL; without it, fitted-Q can diverge or converge to bad fixed points [36, 56].
We also note that our completeness is weaker than required by the current proofs of [10, 48], which
require 73q € Bforall ¢ € Q and 3 € B (B is the quantile class). On the other hand, we only need
T31q € B for the correct quantile B2 where T3a coincides with Tyop. We circumvent the need for the
stronger “all-3” completeness by bounding model misspecification of least squares regression with
second order error in the quantile regression.

Theorem 3 (Robust FQE) Let & denote the critical radius of Q. Under Assumption 2 and cov-
erage C’j = Hddf’w/duHoo, then for any state distribution p, for any 6 € (0,1), wp. 1 =,

|G — Q|| S (1 =) 72(\/CiF - 2 + erd(n/2K, 5/2K)).

Moreover, we have,

ViE = (1= D @1, )| S 75+ (1= )7 (/CF -2 + endi(n/2K, 6/2K).

6
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The critical radius is a standard tool for deriving fast rates of squared loss [59]; see Appendix D
for a summary. Note that we have a second-order (squared) dependence on the ¢, -rate of 3. How-
ever, the error of this direct approach is bottlenecked by the rate of robust ()-regression, which may
converge slower than parametric n~Y2rates when working with milder assumptions. In Section 5,
we present an orthogonal estimator that is both robust to slower rates of () and semi-parametrically
efficient.

4. Robust kernel and visitations

In this section, we first identify the best- and worst-case feasible transition kernel in our uncertainty
set. Then, we present a penalized minimax estimator with guarantees for estimating the best- and
worst-case visitation density w.r.t. the data generating measure. This density will play an important
role in the next section as we introduce our orthogonal estimator.

The following lemma identifies the best- and worst-case transition kernel U under the assump-
tion that the next-state value is continuously distributed around its 7-th quantile.

Lemma 4 (Identification of UT) Fix any v : S — R and define the pushforward F,(y | s5,a) =
Pv(s') <y s, a). IfFv(Bf’Fv(.‘M)(s,a) | s,a) = 2£(3—7), then we have supyeu(py Eulv(s)
s,al =By (5.0 V()] and infyeypy Bulv(s') | s,a] = By o [0(s')], where

UZ(s' | 5,a)/P(s' | s,a) = A"\ (s,a)+(1— A7 (s,a)" 1 [i (v(s’) — B (o (5 a)) > o] .

The proof is to use the optimizer of the primal form of CVaR; as in [2]. This result is consistent
with Lemma 1 by recalling that, under the unique quantile assumption imposed, CVaR is simply the
conditional expectation above/below the upper/lower 7-th quantile. Under no confounding, i.e.,
A = 1, then we have Uf = P, which recovers the nominal transition kernel. Under maximal
confounding, i.e., A = oo, then U, places all weight on s that maximizes v(s’), and U, places all
weight on s’ that minimizes v(s’). We are interested in the case when v = V*; hence we define

U=(s' | s,a)/P(s" | s,a) = A" (s,a) +(1—=A")7(s,a) T [£(VE(s) — BE(s,a)) > 0], (5)

where 3% (s, a) is the upper/lower 7 (s, a)-quantile of V*(s'), s’ ~ P(s,a).
4.1. Estimating w® with Robust Minimax Indirect Learning

Let d*>°(s) denote the y-discounted average visitation of 7 under U*. That is, d©>°(s) :=
1-7)>0, vh_ldﬁ (s), where dff denotes the h-th step visitation of 7 with the kernel U™ starting
from d;. Then, the best- and worst-case visitation density w.r.t. the data generating measure is
denoted by w™ () := dd*>(s)/du(s), which generalizes the visitation ratio in the efficient influence
function of standard offline RL [32]. As with standard offline RL, the density w™ is an important
nuisance function for our orthogonal and efficient estimator (in Section 5).

We now propose a penalized minimax algorithm for learning w™ based on the robust Bellman
flow. Since d*>°(s) is the y-discounted visitation in the best-/worst-case MDP with kernel U¥, it
satisfies the Bellman flow under said MDP [57]:

d(s) = (1= 7)d1(s) + VEsatc gom@UT (s | 5,@). (Bellman Flow)
Define w(s,a) = m(als)/v(als). Then, w™ solves the following moment: for all f : S — R,

Efw*(s)£(s)] = (1 = V)Ea, [f(s)] + 1E [0 (8)w(s, 0Byt (5, [f ()], (w* moment eq.)
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Algorithm 2 Minimax Estimation of w* with a Stabilizer

1: Input: Dataset D, prior stage estimate Z , function classes W, F, stabilizer weight A > 0.
2: Define weights £+ (s,a,s') :== A"1(s,a) + (1 — A~Y(s,a))77 (s, a)[[£((s,a,5) > 0].
3: Output:
@ = arg min max By [w(s,a) (06 (s, 0,8) (5, m) = f(5,0)) + (1= 7)Ea f (s1,7)]

wew f€
= A= (5,0, 85O f(ssm) = f(s,0)lI3, (©)

where E is over the data distribution v. We also abuse notation and let w(s,a) := w(s)w(s,a).
While we do not know U* a priori, we can estimate it using the identification of Lemma 4. In
particular, given the true best-/worst-case threshold (* (s, a, s') := V*(s') — BE (s, a), solving the
equation in Lemma 4 indeed yields U~ (- | s, a), which can be used to deduce d*°° via the Bellman
flow minimax estimator as in [57]. Thus, in Algorithm 2, we propose to approximate this minimax
objective with an estimated (, which can be derived from the output of robust FQE (Algorithm 1).
Similar to the standard non-robust minimax algorithm of [57], our algorithm also takes as input
two function classes: a W class for learning w™® and an adversary class F that is rich enough to
ensure the moment is sufficiently solved. In our minimax objective (Eq. (6)), we also penalize the
adversary function’s norm which is necessary for obtaining fast projected Lo rates, as we prove in
the following theorem.

Assumption 5 (Regularity) (i) sup,cyyuqw+ [wlleo < 005 (ii) the marginal CDF of V*(s') —
BE(s,a), e, F(y) = P(VE(s') — ,Bjt(s a)(s, a) <), is boundedly differentiable around 0.

Under coverage, we have ||w*||o, < Cj[l so (i) is a standard assumption in offline RL. The Lipschitz
assumption of the CDF is also expected since identifying the quantile (needed for identifying U™)
relies on the CDF to be Lipschitz in a neighborhood around the quantile. For any kernel U, we
define the linear operator Ji7 f (s, a) :== YEy[f(s',m) | s,a)] — f(s,a) and J/; denotes its adjoint.

Theorem 6 Let €)Y denote the max critical radii of the following two classes:

G ={(s,a,8) = (f(s.0) —=vf(s',m)), f € F},
Gy = {(s,a,5") — (w(s,a) — wr(s,a))(vf(s',m) — f(s,a),f € Fwe W}

Suppose F is star-shaped and symmetric, and satisfies sup s || fIl/[|Tu= f|| < oo. Under (A)
realizability, i.e., wE e W, (B) w-completeness in the best- and worst-case MDP, i.e., j[’]i w —
w*) C F, and regularity conditions in Assumption 5, then for any §, w.p. 1 — 6,

| s (@ — wF)||, S el +ICF = ¢Flloo + Vog(1/6)/n.

Our assumptions are analogous to those needed for minimax learning to succeed in standard
OPE [57, Theorem 6.1], except our w-completeness is under the best/worst-case MDP. Like [57],
our algorithm is agnostic to these assumptions and the bound degrades gracefully w.r.t. violations of
these assumptions, which we detail in Appendix I. Crucially, our algorithm also degrades linearly
w.r.t. the {4, error in Zi for estimating ¢*. For example, if Z(s, a,s’) =v(s") — B(s, a) where v, B
are estimated with robust FQE, then the ¢-error can be bounded by O(||o — v™||o0 + |8 — 8% ||s0)-
As we show in the next section, our orthogonal estimator is robust to this error from (.
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Algorithm 3 Orthogonal Estimation of Vdf
1: Input: Dataset D, Q-class Q, W-class W.
2. fork=1,2,..., K do
3:  UsedataD \ D to learn ¢ and g with Algorithm 1 and w™ K] with Algorithm 2
4 fori=[(k—1)n/K|,...,|kn/K]| —1do b = (s, a;, 8}, 77)
5: Output: Vdf =Ly W

5. Orthogonal and Efficient Estimator for Robust Policy Value

The direct approach presented in Section 3.1 may yield an estimator that suffers from excessive bias
due to model misspecification. Moreover, the convergence of the parameter of interest Vdf to the

true parameter Vdf is dominated by the convergence rate of the estimated @i(s, a). That is, YA/df

will inherit the slow estimation rates of @i (s, a) and its stochastic deviations (imperiling inference).
In this section, we propose an orthogonal estimator that is designed to be robust against errors in
the nuisances, exhibiting sensitivity only at the second-order level. Our estimator is based on the
efficient influence function (EIF) of VT, which serves as the canonical gradient of a statistical
estimand and plays a central role in building semiparametrically efficient estimators [55]. The
adoption of EIFs for the development of efficient estimators is a broadly employed technique in
machine learning, especially in causal inference [14, 35] and reinforcement learning [29, 32].

We define the collection of nuisance parameters by = = (w¥, g%, 5%). The notation 7 indi-
cates that these functions are estimated from data, while n or n* represent their true values.

Theorem 7 ((Recentered) Efficient Influence Function) T7he (R)EIF of Vdf is given by:

¥(s,a,s":nT) = Vdf—l-w s,a (7“8 a) +vpt(s,a,s";0F, ) — jE(s,a)), where
pi(s, a,s’;v ,ﬁi) = A(s,a)” 1 jE(s )+ (1—A(s,a)” )(Bi(s, a) + T_l(vi(s’) — Bi(s, a))i).

Remark 8 When A = 1, there is no shift in the target environment and the weight on the CVaR
term is 0. Then, the (R)EIF reduces to the (R)EIF in [32] for regular OPE with infinite horizon, as
expected. As A — oo, the CVaR term becomes predominant (and the quantiles (s, a) assume
extreme values), yielding the (novel) (R)EIF for the problem studied in [20], where the expected
value term is substituted with solely a CVaR component in the Bellman equation.

The (R)EIF forms the basis of our orthogonal estimator. First, we note that E[z/z(s, a,s'snt)]
is an unbiased estimator of Vd Furthermore, the expression for (s, a, s';n*) depends only
on quantltles w?, ¢, f* which can be estimated from data. Thus, we can cast the expression
E[¢)(s,a,s';nF)] as a statistical estimand to be learned from the observed distribution. This sug-
gests a natural two-stage estimator that we summarize in Algorithm 3. In the first stage, we estimate
the nuisance parameters 7; from the data with K -fold cross-fitting; in the second stage, these esti-
mates are incorporated into the (R)EIF expression and we calculate the empirical average using the
observed data. We summarize our procedure in Algorithm 3.

The nuisance estimation is detailed in Sections 3.1 and 4.1. The reliance on the EIF confers
our estimator desirable statistical properties including a second order bias due to the nuisances,
meaning the bias has a product structure with respect to the nuisance errors. Thus, this special
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structure orthogonalizes away the dependency on @i errors which now only appear in second order.
Furthermore, our estimator is semiparametrically efficient in the sense that under mild consistency
assumptions, it achieves minimum variance among all regular and asymptotically linear (RAL)
estimators. We provide theoretical justifications for these properties in the next section.

6. Theoretical Guarantees of the Orthogonal Estimator

We now characterize the theoretical properties of our orthogonal estimator. We consider the K -fold
cross-fitted estimator in Algorithm 3 given by

K N
:|1: = % Zk’Zl Z(&a,s’)e@’f 17[)(57 a, 8/; n[k]),

where nuisances 7%,k € [K] are trained on all data excluding the k™ fold D*. The following
theorem outlines the theoretical guarantees of this estimator:

Theorem 9 (Efficiency of V) Let 7o oy T rgp be functions of n = |D| such that || J}, . (w [k —

w ), < 7y gl — g*||, < rhp and ||BEE — g¥||, < rgvpfor any k € [K]. Furthermore,
assume that the regularity conditions in Assumption 5 hold. Then:

% % ~1/2 2 2
Vi, = Vi | S Op(n™V2) + Op(r7ar o + (1f.00) + (17,00)°) (Rates)
Furthermore, if 110y V11 5 = 0p(1), 1iorh 5 = 0p(n12), 1l o = o0p(n*), and rg,oo =

op(n~1/4), then ‘/}dl satisfies:

Va(Vy, — Vi 9N 0,%), X = Var(y(s,a,s’;n)). (Normality & Efficiency)
1 d1

Moreover, 3. is the minimum achievable asymptotic variance among RAL estimators in the nonpara-
metric model for (s, a, s') (the efficiency bound).

The first part of Theorem 9 implies that as long as we estimate the nuisances at rates faster that
n~1/4, then we can learn Vdf at parametric rates. The second part of Theorem 9 states that under
mild consistency assumptions, our estimator attains the efficiency bound and is asymptotically nor-

mal. That means, for example, we can construct asymptotically valid lower 95%-confidence bound
~ 1/2
on V" by simply subtracting 1.64 times se = %(Zle > (5.0, epk (V(s, a, 8'; sk — Vd:)Q) .

Then, in an important departure from previous work, we can be sure to have a bound on the worst-
case RL policy value, accounting both for potential environment shift and finite data.

Putting everything together. We can instantiate Theorem 9 with the previous sections’ estimators
as follows. First, use robust FQE to obtain estimates g* and *. This ensures ||gT — QT |2 <
O(e2 + erréR) Under smoothness conditions (Lemma 15), the Lo guarantee for g~ implies an

Lo, guarantee for g*, which also ensures an L, guarantee for Bi This ensures max(Hq

Q% 0o, Hﬁi B%||s0) is well-controlled. Then, we can set (= (s, a,s') = (s, m) — Bi(s a)
and run the minimax algorithm for estimating @w*. By Theorem 6, its projected- L2 error is O (g} +
1GE — QF oo + ||BE — B ||s0). Therefore, the final rate via Theorem 9 is O((¢2 + errgRg) - € Z‘/ +

17* - Q*11% + 118* - B*11%).
Lastly, we provide some intuition for the results in Theorem 9. Consider the V'~ bound and let
us decouple the indicator I [v(s’) — B(s, a) < 0] that appears implicitly in the (v (s") — 87 (s,a))—

10



EFFICIENT AND SHARP OFF-POLICY EVALUATION IN ROBUST MDPS

notation of Theorem 7. We augment the set of nuisances with (s, a, s’) = v~ (s") — 57 (s,a) such
that (v=(s') — B (s,a))= = (v (s') = B~ (s,a))L[((s,a,s") < 0]. We state the following lemma
(which we elaborate upon in Theorems 18 and 19 in the Appendix):

Lemma 10 (Double sharpness with correct (*) Let E[y)(s,a,s’; q, w, 3,(*)] be the expectation
of the (R)EIF with an arbitrary nuisance set 1 = (w,q, ), but where the indicator I[v~(s") <
B~ (s, a)] has been replaced with the correct indicator 1[C*(s, a, s') < 0]. Then:

Vd: = E[w(su a, S/; q, ’UJ*, 5*7 C*)] = E[w<37 a, Sl; q*7 w, 5*7 C*)]

This lemma implies that if 3~ = (8*)~ and { = (*, then the estimator 170[: has a property known as
“double-robustness” [35] or “double-sharpness” [19] in ¢ and w, meaning the bias vanishes when
either ¢ or w is consistent. Moreover, the convergence rate would be Op(r;fgrfm). This condition
holds provided that 8 and ( are correctly specified. However, estimation errors in 5 introduce an

additional O, ((rﬁyoof) term, reflecting that (3 is first-order optimal for the CVaR component.

Additionally, discrepancies between ¢ and (* contribute an extra O, ((r%,oo)Q) to the error. While
this discussion gives some insight into how we achieve the results in Theorem 9, we refer the reader
to Appendix E for a rigorous analysis.

6.1. Validity Guarantees

Moreover, our estimator has additional desirable properties such as validity when some nuisances
are misspecified. Specifically, the bounds returned by our orthogonal estimator will be asymptot-
ically valid, though possibly loose, when some nuisances are inconsistent, i.e., do not converge to
the their true values. Below, we detail conditions under which we achieve validity. To be concise,
we focus on the — case. Proofs are in Appendix J.

Validity with correct Q*. If @ = Q*, we obtain valid bounds even if w, 3 are inconsistent.
Lemma 11 For any w, 3, we have E[1)(s,a,s';Q™, B,w)] < V| with equality when 8 = 3.

Validity with () = TﬂiQ. Even if @ is misspecified, we still have a valid bound if it solves a
Bellman-type equation of the dual CVaR form. Fora 5 : S x A — R, define:

%if(s,a) =r(s,a) + fyA*l(s, a)]E[f(s’,m) | s, a]
+ (1 - Afl(s,a))E[/B(s, a) +71(s,a)(f(s',m) — B(s, a)), | s, a].

Lemma 12 Fix any w, . IfQjﬂ[ = T;Qg, then E[1)(s, a, s'; Qp,B,w)] <V, .

Remark 13 Theorems 11 and 12 are dual: in Lemma 11, the plug-in is consistent while the debias-
ing correction errs in the valid direction (i.e., > 0 for + and < 0 for —). In Lemma 12, the plug-in
is valid while the debiasing correction has expectation zero.

7. Empirical Evaluation

We now provide a brief “proof of concept” empirical investigation of our theory. Here we ex-
periment with our proposed methodology in a simple synthetic environment. We first discuss our
environment, then we discuss our approach for solving the continuaa of moment equations defining
the nuisances functions 7+, and finally we provide some empirical results of our corresponding Or-
thogonal estimator, and compare these to corresponding weighted or direct estimators using the Q*
or w® nuisances only.

11
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Figure 1: Results of our synthetic data experiments. We show results for our three estimators on all
four values of A, over our 10 experiment replications. Horizontal red dashed lines show
the true worst-case policy values V.

7.1. Experimental Setup

We consider a simple synthetic MDP with a one-dimensional state and two actions, which is based

on a simple control problem. We consider the task of estimating the worst-case policy value V" of a

fixed candidate policy 7, for four different fixed sensitivity parameter values: A(s,a) € {1, 2,4, 8}.
We considered estimation using the following methods:

1. Q: Baseline direct-style method using the estimated robust quality function CAQ_ only.
2. W: Baseline importance-sampling method using the estimated robust density ratio w~— only.
3. Orth: Our orthogonal estimator as described in Algorithm 3.

We performed 10 replications of our experimental procedure, in each case: (1) sampling a
dataset 20,000 tuples using a different fixed logging policy 7p; (2) fitting the nuisance functions
@, f~, and w along the lines of Algorithms 1 and 2 for each A; and (3) for each A estimating
the corresponding robust policy value V; - for all estimators using our estimated nuisances. In each
case, we ran nuisance estimation three times and for each estimator used the minimum of the three
resultant estimates, in order to minimize variation and better ensure validity.

Full experimental details, including our MDP, target/logging policies, methodology for comput-
ing the true robust policy values V', and nuisance estimation, are provided in Appendix K.

7.2. Results

We summarize our results in Fig. 1. First, we note that the Orthogonal estimator is able to con-
sistently estimate a policy value that is both accurate and valid. In some cases the importance
sampling-style estimator using w~ alone is more accurate than the orthogonal estimator, however
it is also sometimes invalid (e.g. with A = 4 or 8.) We note that this makes sense, since any er-
rors in the estimation of )~ and S~ will lead to an estimation of the importance sampling term
U= (s | s,a)/P(s" | s,a) in the estimation of w’ that is not actually worst-case, and therefore the
estimated policy value using w™ alone will be too large. In some cases (especially with small A) we
found that the estimator using ¢~ alone had large errors. We believe this is because our estimator
was less well optimized for this setting, and that it could be fixed with additional hyperparameter
tuning. However, it is notable that this large error in ¢~ estimation does not translate into compara-
bly large errors in our orthogonal estimator. This is consistent with our theory, and helps highlight
the practical utility of our orthogonal estimator in providing robustness to nuisance estimation error.

12
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8. Conclusion

We consider the problem of infinite-horizon OPE in RL settings when there can be unknown, but
bounded, shifts in the transition distribution compared to the transition distribution generating the
data. This can, for example, occur when there is unobserved confounding so we the transitions we
see do not reflect true causal ones, there is non-stationarity in the environment we encounter, or
we encounter adversarial environments. We consider a sensitivity model for such transition kernel
shifts analogous to the classic MSM for static decision making, and provided theory for identifying
and estimating the sharp (i.e., tightest possible) bounds on the best/worst-case policy value, as well
as the corresponding robust Q- and state density ratio functions. Our estimator for best/worst-case
policy value is orthogonal, meaning insensitive to how estimate the latter nuisance functions, as
well as semiparametrically efficient, meaning achieving the best possible variance. It also enables
inference so we can be sure to get a bound on policy value even given finite data.

13
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Appendices
Appendix A. Notations

Table 1: List of Notations

S, A A State and action spaces, and A = |A|.

A(S) The set of distributions supported by set .S.

A(s,a) Tolerance parameter for kernel shift at (s, a). Takes values [1, co].

7(s,a) T(s,a) = m €0, 3.

VE Q* Robust value and quality functions of the target policy 7.

P(s'| s,a) | Nominal transition kernel.

U*(s' | s,a) | Robust transition kernel which attains the best- or worst-case value.

BE(s,a) The upper 7-th quantile of V' (s") and lower 7-th quantile of V= (s'), s’ ~ P(s,a).
dg‘l’;}) The y-discounted average visitation of 7y under MDP with transition U starting from d;.
d+> dH> = dg‘l’;;’i.

v(s),v(s,a) | Data generating distribution. v(s) marginalizes over actions.

wt w* = dd*>/q,. This is valid both as a function of s or (s, a).

w(s,a) w(s,a) = 73((;1||58))'

Ty, T max(0, z), min(0, z) respectively, for x € R.

xSy x < Cy for some constant C.

E, Empirical average over n samples.

£, L7 norm, (E|(X)[P)1/7.

fr True (oracle) value of a parameter or function f.

f, f Putative value of a parameter or function f.

f Estimated value of a parameter or function f.
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Appendix B. Other Related Works

Other Robust MDPs. There is a rich literature on Robust MDPs [25, 28, 42, 61] with s, a-
rectangular uncertainty sets, but these foundational works assumed knowledge of the transition
kernel. Recently, learning-based robust MDP algorithms have been proposed for uncertainty sets
under the total variation [38, 48] and more generally L, balls [37]. These L, uncertainty sets are
additive in nature, i.e., the adversary adds or subtracts a vector in the ¢, ball to P(- | s, a), whereas
our uncertainty set is multiplicative in nature, i.e., the adversary can multiply or divide a bounded
factor and is more commonly used in causal inference to model unobserved confounding.

Risk-sensitive RL with Dynamic Risk. RL with dynamic risk measures (a.k.a. iterated risk
measures) is tightly related and often equivalent to Robust MDPs [18]. In Lemma 1, we show
that our MSM uncertainty set is indeed equivalent to iterated risk RL with the risk measure AE +
(1 — A) CVaR,. Efficient online RL algorithms have been proposed for similar measures [20, 62].
However, our focus is on deriving the optimal OPE estimators for the problem, which involves a
different set of challenges such as deriving the efficiency bound and ensuring sharpness guarantees
even when nuisances are estimated slowly.

Appendix C. Higher Order Norms via Smoothness

For any x € R, define || as the greatest integer that is strictly less than x, and let z and {z} =
x — | ] represent the fractional part. Thus, we obtain the distinct decomposition x = |z | + {x},
where || € Nand {z} € (0, 1].

Definition 14 («-smooth functions) Given o € (0,00) and X CR™, f : X — R is an a-smooth
Sfunction if (1) the mixed derivatives up to | o |-order exist and are bounded; and (2) all |« |-order
derivatives are {a}-Hélder continuous [40].

Lemma 15 (L°° Bound for a.-Smooth Functions) Let f : X — R, X C R™ be an a-smooth
function as in Definition 14. Then, if X is R™, a half-space or a bounded Lipschitz domain in R™,
there exists a constant C' such the following inequality holds:

j 2o

[ flloe < CILAIZ™

Proof This lemma is a direct application of the fractional Gagliardo-Nirenberg interpolation in-
equality (Theorem 1 in [9]) from the functional analysis literature. For a more comprehensive
exposition on this result, see Appendix A.1 in [6]. |
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Appendix D. Localized Rademacher Complexity and Critical Radius

In this section, we recap the localized Rademacher complexity and critical radius, which is a stan-
dard complexity measure for obtaining fast rates for squared loss [59]. Let G be a class of functions
g : Z — R. Given n datapoints 21, 22, . . ., 2, the empirical localized Rademacher complexity is:

n

1
Rn(e,G) :=E, sup  — €g(zi)|,
9€G:[|glln<e T ;

where [E, is expectation over n independent Rademacher random variables o1, 09, ...,0y, ie.,
Eo[] = 5 > oe{—1,1}n"]- Note that when € = oo, there is no localization and R, (o0, G) reduces
to the vanilla Rademacher complexity. Let C' := sup,cg [|g/|c be the envelope of G. Then, the
critical radius of G with n, called &, is the smallest ¢ that satisfies R, (g, G) < €*/c.

Unless otherwise stated, we will posit that G is star-shaped: there exists gg € G such that for all
g € Gand a € [0,1], we have ago + (1 — «)g € G. If not, we can replace G by its star-hull, i.e.,
the smallest star-shaped set containing G. We will also posit that G is symmetric for simplicity.

The critical radius is a well-studied quantity in statistics [5S9] and also recently in RL [21, 57].
For example if G has d VC-subgraph dimension, then w.p. 1 — 4, &, < O(y/dlogn/n). For
nonparametric models with metric entropy at most 1/¢%, the critical radius can also be bounded by
O(n~ 1/ (max+8.28)) [57], e.g.,is O(n~V/4) if § = 2.

Appendix E. Proof of Theorem 9

For this proof, our focus will be on ‘7(1:- The argument for XA/dJlr is analogous, following a symmetric
approach. To improve the clarity of our exposition, we will omit the — and 7 indices, assuming
their presence is clear from the context.

For simplicity, we assume that n is a multiple of K such that n = Kng, where ng is the size
of a fold. We let E,,, Ej; denote the empirical averages over the entire sample and the k™ fold,
respectively. Recall that we use 1 = (w, ¢, 8) and n* = (w*, ¢*, B*) to denote the estimated and
oracle nuisances, respectively.

We further suppress the dependency on s, a in A and 7 and we write the p term in Theorem 7 as

pls,a,s'30,8) = (1 Nu(s') + A(B(s,0) + 7 (u(s') — B(s,0))-). @

We justify this by noting that the analysis holds regardless of whether A and 7 depend on s, a. Some-
times, it will be useful to decouple the indicator I [v(s") — 8(s,a) < 0] implicit in the definition of
p- In this case, we augment the set of nuisances with {(s, a, s’) = v(s’) — B(s, a) and write p as

p(s,a,8"50,6,0) = (1= No(s') + A(B(s,a) + 771 (v(s') = B(s,a))L [((s,a,5') <0]). (8)

Similarly define ¢ (-; w, q, 5, ¢) with the p(+; v, 3, ().
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E.1. Auxiliary Lemmas

Definition 16 (Margin Condition) A function f : X — R of some random variable X is said to
satisfy the margin condition with sharpness a € [0,00] (or more succinctly, an c-margin) if there
exist a fixed constant ¢ > 0 such that

Yt >0: P0 < |f(X)| <t) < et®

If f(X) is either zero or bounded away from zero almost surely, then f satisfies an infinite margin,
i.e., « = oo [30, Lemma 2]. If f(X) is continuously distributed in a neighborhood around 0, i.e.,
its CDF is boundedly differentiable on (—&,0) U (0, ¢) for some € > 0, then f has a 1-margin [30,
Lemma 3].

Lemma 17 (Margin Guarantees) For any f : X — R satisfying a-margin (Definition 16), p €
[1,00], and any g : X — R, the following statements hold for some constant C' > 0:

E[(Ilg(X) < 0] = I[f(X) <0)f(X)] < Cl|f —g||ZS++5), ©)
P[I[g(X) < 0] #I[f(X) < 0], f(X) # 0] < C|If —gll5*", (10)

where |-, is the LP norm and we set oot /oo = t in the exponents.

The proof of Eq. (9) for any p € [1, c0] and of Eq. (10) for p = oo is given in [3, Lemmas 5.1 and
5.2]. The proof of Eq. (10) for p < oo is given in [30, Lemma 5].

Lemma 18 (Sharpness with correct ¢* and 5*) 1 Z(s,ms,)ND (s, a,s';w,q,B) is an unbiased

n
estimator of Vi when q = q¢*, 3 = (%, i.e,

(]‘ - V)Edlv*(sl) = EW(& a, 5,; w, q*a ﬁ*)] .

Proof Since ¢* and 5* are correct, the robust Bellman equation holds, and so for every s, a,
E[(1 = Nv*(s") + A(B*(s,a) + 7 (v*(s) = B*(s,a))-) | s,a] = 0.

Thus, multiplying by any w does not change the fact that the debiasing term in ¢ has expectation
zero. Since we have v*, the first term in ) is exactly the estimand, which concludes the proof. M

Lemma 19 (Sharpness with correct w* and (*) % Z(M,s,)ND ¥(s,a, 8w, q,5,¢) is an unbi-
ased estimator of Vy when w = w*,( = (¥, i.e,

(1 - V)Edlv*(sl) = EW’(& a, S/; Q7w*7 57 C*)]
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Proof Let P* denote the robust transition kernel and let d* denote the robust visitation measure
under 7, which satisfies: for all functions f,

Eqg [f(37 a’)] - (1 - 7)Ed1 f(S, 77) + 7E§,E~d*,s~P*(s,a) [f(87 ﬂ-)]

Since (* is correct, for any v, s, a, we have

Ep(sa)[(1 = Nv(s) + A (B(s,a) + 771 (v(s") = B(s, )L [(*(s,a,8") < 0])]
=Egpsa) (1= Av(s) + Ar~ Yo(s)I [¢*(s,a,8") < 0]] (%)
=Eyp(s.a) [v(5)], (Lemma 4)

where in % we used Ey . p(s o) [8(s,a) (1 — 77'L[¢*(s,a,5") <0])] = B(s,a)(1—7717) = 0.
That is, for all function f, we have

(1 = MEqv(s1) +E[w*(s,a)(r(s,a) + yp(s,a, 80, 8,¢") — q(s,a))]

= (1 = 7)Eqv(s1) + Es anar [r(s,0) +70(s,a, 80, 8,¢%) — q(s, a)]

= Egandr[r(s,a)] + (1 = 7)Eq,v(s1) + B gnar [YEg o pr(s,0) [0(s)] — q(s,a)]

= E; guar[1(s, ) (robust Bellman flow)

= (1 =7)Eq,v"(s1).

This concludes the proof. |

E.2. Proof of Rates

The estimation error is given by:

<

TTMN

‘ (s,a,s’; n[k])] -V

K
|Vd1 - le‘ = ‘KZEK[QX)(S’GVS,;”[ }) Vd1

We wish need to bound |Ek[ s,a,8 ;7)) — Vi ’ We have that:

Exlio(s, a, ¢ 7M)] -V,

< |Exlio(s,a, /5] — ER (s, a, 57| + Bl (s, a, 857 -V,
The first term is Op(nfl/ 2) by the CLT. We are now interested in bounding the second term:
= ‘E[w(s,a,s';ﬁ)] —Vd*l‘. (11)

where we dropped the [k] indicator without loss of generality. We further decompose £(7) into two
error terms, € 4 and €p, as follows:

e(n) = ‘E[w(s, a,s';q,w, A)] - E[@D(s,a, s q,w ,B ") } ’ (Lemma 19)
< ‘E[w(s, a,s’;q,w, A)] - E{w(s,a, §q,@, 8 } ‘ (e
+ |E[w(s.a, 53 @, 5.¢")] — E[u(s,0. 8530, 5.¢9)] | )
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Bounding <“: Error from the incorrect indicator (.
e = YA Ed(s, ) (@(s’) — B(s, a)) (]1 [a(s') — B(s,a) < o} —T[v*(s) — B*(s,0) < o])
< Conr T E(5(5) — Bls,0) ) (1 [3(s") = Bls, @) < 0] ~T[*(s) = 5*(s,0) < 0])

(Assumption 5)
SE(0(s) — Bls,0)) (1 [3(') = Bls, @) < 0] = T[*(s) = 5*(5.0) < 0])

‘We break these terms down as follows:

=E(v(s') — #(5,)) (1 [3(s") = B(s,0) < 0] =T [v7(s') = 5"(s,0) < 0] (ef)
+E(0(s) = Bls, a) = v*(s') + 8*(s,0)) (T [3(s") = B(s, @) < 0] = T [*(s') — 5*(5,0) < 0])
(e3)

We first bound 5‘14. Assumption 5 implies
P(0 < Ju*(s') = B*(s,a)| <t) < "t, VE€[0,c),  P(jv*(s) = B*(s,a)| = 0) =0,

where ¢’ < 1 is the min of 1 and the given neighborhood of zero and ¢”” > 1 is the max of 1 and
the bound on the density in that neighborhood. This implies a margin condition with « = 1 and
c=d")c.

We can instantiate the first part of Lemma 17 with f(X) = v*(s')—8*(s, a), g(X) = 9(s')—3(s, a)
and obtain
2p

r) p+1

v*(s') = B*(s,a) = 0(s') + B(s, a) )

2p

< o) = v () |57 + [ Bs ) = 575,00

To bound &5, first write
E(5(s") = Bls,a) = v* () + B(5,) ) (1 [#() = Bs,) < 0] =T [07(s') = B*(s,0) < 0] )|
<[5 = Bls,a) = v*(s) + 5 (s.0)

’ p

(p=1)/p , .
]) ) (Holder’s inequality)

-IP’(H [a(s') —B(s,a) < o} £1[v*(s) — B*(s,a) <O

We can bound IP’(]I [@(s’) — B(s,a) < O} #£L[v*(s') — B*(s,a) < 0]) using the second part of
Lemma 17 such that

3 < [[o) — Bls. ) — () + (s, [0

p—1
p+1

-~

= B(s,a) = v*(s) + (s, a)

_2p
p+1

= [#s) = Bs. @) = v* () + B (s,)

p
2p

< o) = o @ + [[Bls ) = (5,007
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Putting the £7' and €4 together, we have

ea S |o(s") - v*(s’)”ﬁ + HB(S’G) — B*(s, ) T (when p € [1,00))
~ 2
< [[36) =2 + | Bls,a) = (s, a)| (when p = o)

Bounding ”: Error with correct indicator but wrong nuisances. Now we focus on bounding

= E(io(s,a) — w(5,)) (r(s,0) + 7p(s, 0,55, 8,¢") = {ls,0))

— E(ib(s,a) — w(5,)) (r(s,0) + 7p(s, 0,857, 5,¢*) - < >)

— E(@(s,a) — w*(s,a))(r(s,a) +vp(s, a,s';v*, B*) — a)) (Lemma 18)
= E(@(s, a) — w*(s,0)) (s, ) — ¢"(s,0) +(p(s, 0,555, 8,C") = pls, 0. 8%, 84))).

In the Lemma 18 step, we used
0=(1—7)Eq4v*(s1) — E[w(s, a,s’;q",w, B*)] =(1—7)Egv*(s1) — E[@D(s,a, s’ q*,w*,ﬁ*)].
Finally, note that
P(Sa a, S,; i}\a B? C*) - p(S, a, S,; U*a B*)
:(1—)\)(8(3’)—v*(s’))—i—/\T*l(ﬁ( N — v (I [C (s,a,s") <0]
+A(B(s,a) = B*(s,)) (1 = 7 'T[¢*(s,a,8') < 0]).

Due to continuity of the CDF of v*(s’) at 5*(s, a) for all s, a, we have Pr(¢*(s',s,a) <0 s,a) =
7 and so the last term vanishes. Thus, we’re left with a quantity that is at most < (0(s") — v*(s')).
Therefore,

ep S E(W(s,a) —w(s,a))(Ty=(q(s,a) — ¢"(s,a)))
<N Trs (@ = w*) |27 — ¢*]|2- (Holder’s inequality)

Putting everything together, we obtain the desired rates:

P+1

Vi = Vil S 0pn™2) + | T (@ — 0 ol - 4" + 5 — 0" + || - al

2p 2p
= Op(n™Y2) + Oy (it + (44,) 777 + (11,)717) ewhen € 1,60)
<0 —-1/2 /(S k ~ x ~ |2 a *2
S Op(n ™) + T (@ = w) a7 — a2 + 117 = v*11% + ||B = 5| _

= Op(n™1%) + Oy (riirh + (14.00)% + (1] )?). (when p = 00)
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E.3. Proof of Normality & Efficiency

In this part of the theorem, we let:
Vi = = 3 Befi(s, 0, 3]
K _
Then, we can write the following equality:
Va(Va, = Vi) = Vn(Va, = Va,) + Vo(Va, — Vi)

LN(0,5)

The second term converges in distribution to A/(0,Y) from the CLT and the fact that ¢ is the
efficient influence function. Thus, it remains to show that the first term is 0,(1). We decompose the
first term as follows:

VilTa, = Va) = Vi S (B0, 0. 79)] - Blu(s,0,'07)) (12)
k=1
Vi S B = B)(s,0, 557 — v(s,a )] 03
k=1 g

€k

In Eq. (12), we have that |E[¢(s, a, s'; 7¥1)] = E[¢)(s, a, s'; 7*)]| is bounded as in Eq. (Rates). Given
the theorem’s assumption about the nuisance rates, this term is op(n_l/ 2) and Eq. (12) is 0,(1). We
now seek to control the ¢ term in Eq. (13). Letting D}, represent the samples in the k™ fold, we
leverage sample splitting to show that the mean of &, | Dy, is 0:

Elex | D] = E[Ex[$(s, a8 7M) — o(s,a,8'507)] = E[(s, 0, 8'57M) — (s, a,8's77)] | Dy
=0

where we consider 7% fixed with respect to the second expectation. The result follows from the
fact that ﬁk} does not depend on Dy. Then, we can invoke Chebyshev’s inequality to obtain the
following bound:

Ek 1
P(erpk> S?’ Ve > 0
Thus, ), | Dy, = Op(Varfeg | Di]V/?) = Op(n~V2E[(4(s, a, s'; ) — (s, a, s's0*))? | Di]/?).
Here, we leveraged the fact that ng = n/K where K is a fixed integer that doesn’t grow with n
and the fact that €;, has 0 conditional mean. For the remainder of the analysis, we leave the condi-
tioning on Dk implicit for simplicity. To bound E[(¢)(s, a, s"; 7F) — (s, a, s';1*))? | D]/? =
(s, a,s"; )Y — 1p(s, a, s';n*)||2, we use similar notation and techniques as in Appendix E.2:

(s, a, 8" 7y — (s, a, 8772 < |0(s,a, 85, @, B) — (s, a, 83, @, B, C)||2 (01)
+ [ o(s,a,858 @, B,CF) — (s, 0,85 4" w, B, CF)|2
(02)
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where we invoked Cauchy-Schwarz for the L, norm. We bound o5 as follows:

o2 < (s, a,8'3G.@, B) — (s, a, 8¢, @, B,C7)|2 (024)
+lp(s,a, 84", @, B,¢7) — (s,a, 814", @, B, ¢z (020)

+ (s, a,8'5 %, @, B%,¢*) = ¥(s,a, "5 ¢, w", %, ¢7)||2 (02¢)

<[5 = v*ll2 + (1 = M@|2]|7 — v* |2 + A @215 — v*[l2 + @Il — a2 (024)
+AM@N2]18 = B*ll2 + yAT @218 — B2 (o)

+ @ = w*la (el + (1 = Moz + yAIB* (|2 + A7 o* = B7]2) (020)

Given our rate assumptions, our boundedness assumptions for w, the implicit boundedness of
q*,v*,w*, B*, as well as the ordering of the Ly and L., norms, o3 is o,(1). We now bound the
o1 term:

02 = AT [ @(s,a) (B(s") = Bls, @) (AB(s) < Bs, 0)] = 1o (s)) < 5*(5.a)])|
There are two cases in which the difference of indicators is non-zero:

{a(s') < @( ,a) and v*(s') > B*(s,a) = I[o(s')
u(s') >

(s,a) and v*(s") < B*(s,a) = I[v(s)

—
=]
5
¢
»
o
(@)
=}
=
o
(@)
ot
%)

o
<)

—
VA

\_>

|
™)

—

\'CIJ
S
~—
\
=
=

*
—~
\.CI.)
S
~—
|
4
*

—
VA

\_>
AN
[an}
[~}
=]
o

Going back to o1, we have:

o2 < AN @2 ][3(s') = Bls, a) + B (s,a) — v*(s) |2
<A @2 (17 = v (|2 + 18— 67]l2)

By out theorem’s assumptions, this term is also o,(1). Putting o1 and o9 together, we have that
[9(s, a,s"; 7)) — b (s, a, s's7*)||2 is 0,(1) and &, | Dy, is 0p(n~1/2). By the bounded convergence
theorem, this implies that ey, is also 0,(n~/2). Then, the term in 13 is 0,(1), which further means
that \/ﬁ(f}dl —Vy,) = 0p(1). Our proof is now complete.

Appendix F. Proofs for the Efficient Influence Function

We use the e-contamination approach of [26] to derive an influence function (IF) for our estimand
V4, - The proof for th follows symmetrically. We note that since our tangent space is the whole
space as it factorizes in the trivial way (as in [32, Page 54]), the IF we derive is actually the efficient
influence function (EIF).
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Let P(s,a,s’) denote the data distribution. Consider the e-contamination P.(s,a,s’) = (1 —
e)P(s,a,s") 4+ €d(s,a,s), where §(2) is the dirac delta at Z, i.e., §(Z) has infinite mass at Z and 0
mass elsewhere. Let V.~ denote the robust value function under the transition kernel P-(s" | s, a).
Omitting the ¢ subscript means ¢ = 0. The IF of V" is then given by

d

d*( Y)Ea, Vo (51)]e=o0-

We dedicate the rest of this section towards this goal, which will be obtained in Theorem 24.

Lemma 20

d
P.(s" | 5,a)|e=0 =

I (6(5) = P(s" | s,a)).

Proof Use the fact P.(s' | 5,a) = L25@s) - (—e)Plsas)teosas)

5,a o
Pe(s.a) (1=2)P(s,0)1e0(3.2) and take derivative. |

Lemma 21 (IF of conditional expectation) For any s,a and f.,

(5.4
%EP& [f=(s) | s,alle=0 = P((i’,czz)) (f(s) —Ep[f(s') ] s,a]) + Ep [ife(slﬂszo | s,al,
where f = fo.
Proof
Eps[fa( )| s a]|e— o—Zf P.(s' | 5,a)|-= o+zdfg )eeoP(s | 5, a)
- 2((57, a)) (fo(s") = Eplfo(s") | 5,a]) + Ep [dgfg(s')ygo 5.0,

Lemma 22 (IF of conditional CVaR) Forany 7,s,a and f.,

T OVaR R 1) | sl = % (3rls,) 477 () = Bl ) = CVaRo(£(5) ] .)
+Ep|TI[f(5) < B (s,a)] diefe(s’)\a:o | s,al,

where f = fo and B;(s,a) be the (1 — T)-th quantile of f(s'),s ~ P(s,a).
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Proof

d

= CVaRp.[f-(5') | s,a]lc=0 (14)
d /

= @ blnEPg [b‘i”r_l(fs(s)—b)f | S’(I:Hs:() (15)
d

= &EPg [67(87(1) + T_l(fe(g/) — Br(s,a))— | 57(1] |le=0, (16)

where the last equality is due to Danskin’s theorem and the fact that 8, (s, a) is the maximizer of
the CVaR dual form at ¢ = 0. Continuing, let g-(s'; s,a) := B (s,a) + 7 1(f-(s') — B-(s,a))_, so

d .
&EPE [gE(S ;s,a) | s, a]
5(57 C_L) - d
- P(s,a) (9(5';5,a) —Ep[g(s',5,a) | 5,a]) +Ep [dggg(s'; $,a)|e=0 | S,a (Lemma 21)
5(s,a) _ d
= P(s,a) (g(s’;S,Cl) — CV&RT(f(s’) ’ 8,(1)) +Ep |:7- 7 [f(S/) < 57(87(1)] digfa(sl)lezo ‘ s.al.
This concludes the proof. -

We now prove the key “one-step forward” lemma.

Lemma 23 (One-Step Forward) For any state distribution v(s), we have

— ”(2?;‘;‘) ) (r(z,a) +v((L =NV (&) + A(B-(5,a) + 7 H(V(5) — B:(5,a))-))
- Q_(gv d))
# B B | (1= 0) + ATV () < o(s.0)]) 2V (Dleca |5
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Proof For any s;, we have

d_ _
e (s1)
d _ _
= deEalNﬂ.(sl) [7‘(81, al) + 'y((l — )\)EpS [VE (82) ’ S1, al] + /\CV&RTJDE [V (82) ‘ Sl’al]]ezo

= ’yEalNT((Sl) |:(1 - )‘)%
=71 = NEq;on(sy) [Pé((jl?l) (V7(5') —Ep[V~(s2) | s1, al])}

_ d _
Erp. [V (s2) | s1,a1]|e=0 + = CVaR. p, [V, (s2) | s1,a1] ’5=0:|

d .
(L= NEqynon Er [v; (52)]eo | 51, }

de
+ ’}/)\EalNW(Sl) [m (/37—(817 al) + T_l(V_ (5/) - /37—(81’ al)), - CVaRT(V_ (82) ‘ sl,al))]

d. _
+YAEq; ~n(s) EP {7_1]1 (V™ (s2) < Br(s1,a1)] devﬁ,pg(82)] :

Taking expectation over s; ~ v, we have

Eqv [ims)\ao] _ fy”(;?(a')) ((1 V() + A (B (5.0) + 7 V(5 — B (5,0))

— (L =XNE[V~(s) | 5,a] + A\CVaR,(V~(5') | 5, C_L>)>
# 9B [Erp | (1= 0) + X V() < Bi(s.0)]) 42V (Dleco 5|
Finally recall that V'~ satisfies the Bellman equation, so
(L=XNE[V~(s) |5,a] + A\CVaR, (V™ (s) | 5,a) = Q™ (5,a) — r(5,a).
This concludes the proof. |

Equipped with our main one-step lemma, we can now unroll it an infinite number of steps to derive
the IF of our estimand.

Theorem 24 (IF of Estimand) Let us denote

9(5,a,5) =1(5,0) + (1 = NV (F) + M(B-(5,2) + 7 (V7 (5) = B:(5,0))-)).

Then, we have

30



EFFICIENT AND SHARP OFF-POLICY EVALUATION IN ROBUST MDPS

Proof Let d;, denote the h-th step visitation in the robust MDP, with transition F;qp satisfying
% = (1= X))+ A7 [V~(s') < B-(s,a)]. Then notice that the final term of Lemma 23 is
exactly Eg.,, [Eﬂ’ Pros [(fEV (8")]e=o | s]] Therefore,

d
Eq, {dEVe(Sl)!eo]

di(dn(@|s) _ _ _ d _
= Wg(s,a,s’) + VEsyndy &‘/E (s2)le=0
di($)m@ls) o d@E)r@ls) 0 o d. -
= 17 Esonds | — —0]|-
P(E, C_L) g(S,CL,S ) + Y P(E, C_l) g(s,a,s ) +’Y s3~d3 dEV; (33)|6 0
Iterating the process, we have
d dh a|3) o deol(s,a)
Edl |:d € 31 ‘8 0:| Z h—=1 ) g(S,G, 3/) = %9(87G78/)7
as desired. |

Finally, we can conclude that the IF in Theorem 24 is in fact the efficient IF (EIF) because it is in
the tangent space, as the tangent space is contains all functions [32].

Appendix G. Properties of the Robust MDP
G.1. Identification of robust )

Lemma 25 (Identification of QF) Ser 7(s,a) = (A(s,a) + 1)~ ". Then, forany q: S x A — R,
Tg:bQ(sv CL) = T(Sa CL) + ’YAil(Sa Q)E[U(S/) | S, (1] + ’Y(]' - Ail(s) CL)) CV&Ri:(S a) [U(S/) | S, CL],

r

where v(s') = q(s', 7t), and E, CVaR. are conditional on the observed nominal kernel P(- | s, a).

Proof We rewrite Eq. (1) as:

U(s'|s,a) — A=1(s,a)P(s' | 5,a)
P(s' | s,a)

Note that A — A=1 = (1 — A=1)(1 + A). Naming G(s' | 5, a) = L= a)l 1>\ 11((5 a))P(S 159) we have

G(- | s,a) < P(-| 5,a) and | §5EA29 | < A(s,a) + 1. Setting 7(s, ) = 57;2y57, We can apply

|s,a)

the primal form of CVaR to obtain:

0< < A(s,a) — A (s, a).

3 + /
dGMsb}zl)p - CV&RT(S a) [f(S ) | S, CL],
G<<P:H dP(<\s:a) ||oo§T_1(s,a)
where the CVaR is over P [2]. The other case, with inf and lower CVaR, is identical. [
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G.2. Identification of robust kernel and visitation

Lemma 26 (Identification of UY) Fix any v : S — R and define the pushforward F,(y | s,a) =
Po(s) < 3 | 5,0). I Ful5g, 10 (5) | 5,0) = (3 —7), then we have suppreg ) Eulo(s") |
s,al =By (5.0 V()] and infyeypy Bulv(s') | s,a] = By o [0(s')], where

UE(s' | 5.0)/P(s' | 5,0) = A7 (s,0)+ (1=A7)7(s,0) 'L |2 ((s)) = B2y, 1,y (5:0)) 2 0]

Proof Recall that CVaR[ (v(s') | s,a) = E[v(s) | f(s') > B} (s,a),s,a] under the assump-
tion that the CDF of v(s’) is differentiable at 3, (s, a). Then the result follows immediately from
Lemma 1 by noticing that the form of U™ exactly recovers the convex combination of expectation
and CVaR. Alternatively, one can use the closed form solution of the primal CVaR to obtain the
result, as in [2]. The proof for the other case, with inf and lower CVaR, is identical. |

Appendix H. Proofs for Robust FQE

We prove a more general result with approximate completeness, which shows that Theorem 3 is
robust to approximate completeness.

Assumption 27 (Approximate Completeness) max,co mingeo ||g — 7‘CiVaRqu, < £qComp-

Theorem 28 Assume Assumption 27. Under the same setup as Theorem 3, we have

N 1
@ — Q7] < W(\/ Cii - (e + eacomp) + erga(n/2K,6/2K)),
and

~ 1
Vit = (1= 9B 35 (s1,70]| S 77 + 1_,y(\/Cij' (e% + 2acomp) + errgp(n /2K, §/2K)).

Proof Let U™ denote the worst-case kernel that satisfies Vdjf = (1 =7)Eq, V7% (s1). Then,

ViE— (1= 9)Eq, [GE (s1,m)] = (1 — 7)Eq, [V (51) — Gic (51, 7))
= By [T74Gx (s, 0) — @i (s, a)] (Lemma 29)

4 ~
< 17 max qu ‘7U‘iqk_1Hdwt,ioo + ’yK/Q. (Lemma 30)
- = U

Consider any k£ = 1,2, .... By definition of Ui, we have

, (by def of U*)

i = Tl e = @ = Tk,
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where [} (s, a) is the true quantile of Uj_1(s’). Denote g; := ﬁé‘b(ﬁ,l and let 3} be the true

upper/lower quantile of g;_1. Recall the population loss function is

Lk(‘]v /8> =K I:(y[f(sv a, S/) - Q(S7 a))2:|
yf(s, a,s) =r(s,a)+ 'yA*l(s, a)vy_1(s")
+9(1 = A7 (5,0)(B(5.0) + 77 (5,0) (B (5)) — B(5,))., ).

The empirical loss Ek(q, f3) is if IE is replaced by [E;,. Note that gy, = arg min ¢ Ek (g, Bk)

Nonparametric Least Squares with Model Misspecification. We will directly invoke [59, Theo-
rem 13.13], which gives a fast rate for misspecified least squares with general nonparametric classes.
We now bound the misspecification. Recall that at the k-th iteration, our regression Bayes-optimal

is E[yg’“(s, a,s’) | s,a] = 75, Qk—1(s, a). By Lemma 17, we know this is close to 7g:qk—1(s,a)
with second order errors in 3: for any u, we have

a 2
i S 1B BRI

+ - + o
HTﬁqu_l — T5: 0k

Finally, by approximate completeness (Assumption 27), there exists g € Q such that || T+ gi—1(s, a)—
9|l < eacomp- Putting this together: for any £, there exists a g € Q such that

lg = T3, 8105, a)ll g0 < Nlg = Tap@h-1(s, )| oo + 1 Tpr k105, @) = T3, Ge-1(s, @) | o
< \/CiE - cacomp + 1B — B2

Therefore, [59, Theorem 13.13] (and concentration of least squares) certifies that:

oo N \/ Ci - (EOComp + En) + 1Bk — Bl:”go

H(Yk — T3, T

Therefore, we have proven:

~ 4~ _ ~
HQk Tz k-1 . . + HTEk%—l 7?;:%—1

< /O - (cacomp + a) + 1B - BLI%-

+,00
dALL

This concludes the proof.

Lemma 29 (Performance Difference) For any w, transition kernel P, and function f : S x A —
R, we have

1 i ,},Ed};"x’[Tgf(Sa a) — f(s,a)).

VIZ’T - ESNdl [f(S, W)] =
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Proof See Lemma C.1 of [13]. |

Lemma 30 (Unrolling) For any 7, transition kernel P, and functions fo, f1,..., fk : SxA =R

satisfying fo(s,a) = 0, we have ||fx — Tgf[(”d;;,oo < ﬁ maxy—1.2,.||fr — Tgfk_lﬂd;,oo +
K/2

o

Proof See Lemma C.2 of [13]. |

Appendix I. Proofs for Robust Minimax Algorithm

Assumption 31 (Approximate 1/ -realizability and completeness) Assume the following hold for
W and F:

(A) Approximate realizability: min,ew ||Jy+ (W™ — w)||y < ewReal;

(B) Approximate completeness: maX.,,cyy minfefo — Jl’]i (w— wi) H2 < EwComp-

+

We prove a more general result with approximate realizability and completeness, which implies
Theorem 6 that is robust to misspecification in its assumptions.

Theorem 32 Under Assumption 31 and the same setup as Theorem 6, we have

~ ~ log(1/6
[ @ )]y £ 2 4 1 = oty B 4 e+ cwcom.

Proof For this proof, we focus on the worst-case kernel P* of the form Drslsa) _ -1 (s,a)I[¢*(s,a,8") <
P(s]s,a)

0] where (*(s,a,s’) = V7 (s') — 87 (s,a). This corresponds to the pure CVaR case of 7, ; the
[E part is identical to standard non-robust RL so we omit it. The best-case kernel U™ can be han-
P(s/|s.0) _
—~ N P(s'|s,a) —
77 Y(s,a)l[¢(s,a,s") < 0], where ((s,a,s’) is the given prior stage estimate of (*(s,a,s') =
V() — A~ (5,a).

dled similarly. Let P(s’ | s,a) denote our estimated robust kernel, which satisfies

The key and only difference between our Algorithm 2 and the MIL algorithm (@wy,;) of [57] is that
our next-state samples are importance weighted with § *(s,a, s'), which is the density ratio of the es-
timated robust kernel P(s’ | s, a) and the nominal kernel P(s’ | s,a). Note also that £* (s, a,s") <

77Y(s,a) < oo, and hence |E,[((s,a,s")f(s)] — Es,aw,s'Nﬁ(s,a)[f(S/)H < log(1/6)/n w.p.
1 — 4. Therefore, up to O(1/log(1/d)/n) errors, our Algorithm 2 can be viewed as MIL applied to
the MDP with kernel P.

To invoke the result of [57, Theorem 6.1] (in MDP with kernel ]3), we need to show that its as-
sumptions are met by bounding the model misspecification, i.e., Eq. (6) and Appendix C of [57].
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Note that these misspecifications are w.r.t. the MDP with kernel P, since this is the MDP in which
we’re applying Theorem 6.1 of [57]. Specifically, the two errors we need to bound are, (A) ap-
proximate realizability: €4 = mingepw Hjl’g(wﬁ — w)l|2; and (B) approximate completeness:

ep = maxyew minger || f — J5(w — wp)||2 where recall that Jp is the linear operator defined as
TIpf(s,a) =~Ep[f(s',m) | s,a] — f(s,a) and T}, is the adjoint.

Bounding misspecifications by ||Z — (*|loo-  Since (*(s, a, s’) has a marginal CDF that’s bound-
edly differentiable around 0 (i.e., (ii) of Assumption 5), [30, Lemma 3] implies that (*(s,a, s)
satisfies a 1-margin (Definition 16). Hence, Lemma 17 and the continuity of (*(s, a, s’) implies that

Pr(ﬂ[z‘(s,a,s’) < 0] £ 1[¢*(s,a,8) < 0])

= Pr((IC(s,,8) < 0] A 1C* (s 0.8) < 0)),C*(5.0,8) #0) S C = ¢l
Thus, forany v : § — R,

E|(Ep — Ep)o(s) | 5.0l < E[r~(s,a)UC(s,a,8)) < 0] # I[C* (5,0, 5') < 0]) - Jo(s')]
< [olloe - Pr(1C(s, a,s') < 0] #1[¢* (5, a,5') < 0])
S Ioloeli€ = ¢lle:

or equivalently
E|P(- | s,a) = P*(- | 5,a)[ltv S 1€ = C"loo- (17)

Equipped with Eq. (17), we can now bound the following two types of errors: (i) (f, (Tp~ — T5)g).
and (ii) (wp — wp~, h), where f,g: S x A — Rand h: S — R, and Tp and wp are the Bellman
operator and visitation density of target policy 7t in the MDP with kernel P.

For (i):
[(f, (TP — Tp)g)| = [E[f( )(’Y(EP* —Ep)lg(s',m) | 5,al)]]
< vllflloo |(Ep- —Ep)lg(s',m) | 5,4
S Nsollg(, m)HooHC loo-
For (ii):

(wp —wp, h) = E[(wp(s) — wp-(s))h(s)]
< ||h||oo||dA —dp+|[tv

< lhlloo 7= EdP*HP( | s,a) — P*(- | s,a)ltv (Eq. (19))

< cuhuooﬁEHPc | 5,0) = P*(- | 5,0)|lrv (Assumption 5(i))

Y = *
S Cllll 1~ ¢l
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where C' = [|dd”” /av||op < 0.
For approximate realizability (¢ 4): for any w € W, we have

|T5(wp — w)|2
<|[(Tp — TIp+) (wp — w)ll2 + [|Tps (wp — wp=) |2 + | Tps (w* — w)]|2
= (wp —w,(Tp — Tp+)g1) + (wp — wps~, Tp+g2) + || Tp+ (0" — w)]|2
SIS = Clloo + [Tpe (w* = w)]l2
where g1 = ((Tp+—JTp) (wp—w))/|[(Tp-—Tp) (wp—w)|2, g2 = (Tp« (wp—wp+)) /|| T px (wp—

wp+)||2. The last inequality uses (i) and (ii) with the fact that ||g1||cc < 00 and ||g2||cc < 00 as the
w terms are bounded by our premise. Therefore, taking min over w and using Assumption 31, we

have 4 < [|¢ = (*[loc + EWReal-
For approximate completeness (¢ g): for any w € W and f € F, we have

If = Th(w—wp)o
<f = The(w = wpo)l2 + [(Tpe — Tp) (w —wps)lo + | Tpe (wp — wpo)lla
< F = The(w = wps)l2 + 1€~ e

for the same reason as € 4 as the error terms are the same. Thus, eg S [|¢ — (*[|oo + ewcomp-

In sum, we have shown that the misspecification is at most O(||C — ¢*|oc + wReal + EWComp)-
Therefore, [57, Theorem 6.1 and Appendix C] ensures that w.p. 1 — d, our learned @ satisfies,

| 7@ — wp)

9 N 571;\} +1|¢ = *lloo + eWReal + EWComp T V log(1/6)/n.

Concluding the proof. The final step is to translate the above guarantee to || Jp. (W0 — wp+)]|2.
The following shows that the switching cost is O(||¢ — (*||~) as before:

TP+ (@ = wp)l2
< [[(Tpr = Tp) (@ = wps)l2 + |Tp(@ = wp)|l2 + | T5(wp — wp) 12

Sen + ¢ = ¢*lloo + Ewreal + Ewcomp + V/10g(1/5) /n.

This concludes the proof. |

Lemma 33 (Visitation performance-difference) Letr P, U : S — R, be non-negative mea-
sures, which should be thought of as transitions in a discounted Markov chain. Assume U satisfies
S US| ) < L Define dy = (1 —~) S50 vhLdl, where df, = fSth’m  da(s1)U(s2 |
s1)...U(s | sp—1)ds1.p—1. Assume the same for P.

»Sh
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Let F C 8 — R be a function class that satisfies f € F = g(s) = Egps)[f(s')] € F,
i.e., closed under projection with P. Then, define the integral (probability) metric ||P — U||r :=
supser|(Ep — Eu)[f(s)]|- Then we have,

ldp — dyl| < jvmmww|@—UcmwF (18)

Proof Recall Bellman’s flow, which is dp(s) = (1 — v)di(s) + vEzwq, P(s | 5). Fix any f € F.
The initial state distributions cancel, so we have,
|(Eap — Eay)[f()]]
= |"Bsmdp Bsnp(5)[f (8)] = VEsmdy Bsnv () [f ()]
< |VEamdp Bonp(13) [ (5)] = VEsmdy Esnp( ) [ ()]
+ [ VEs~dy Eswp(5) [F ()] = VEsmdy Esu (3 1f (5)]]
<Y (Eseap — Bsedy ) [Eswrm) £ (5)]| + VEsmdy | (Esmp( 5 — Es~v () L (8)]]-

Thus, taking supremum over F, we have

ldp — dullF
< V?HE}(E%dP — Eseay)[Esep@ f(9)]] + 1Esudy Sup\( smP(5) — Eseu(m) [f (3)]]
€
=9|ldp — du|lF + VEzua, |1 P(- | 5) = U(- | 5)|| 7. (F closed under P-projection)
Rearranging terms finishes the proof. |

If F is the class of functions with || f||oc < 1, then this recovers the TV distance, which gives,

B [P 1) = UC | )l (19)

|dp — du|ltv < :

This generalizes Lemma E.3 of [1] to infinite horizon.
Appendix J. Proofs for Validity
J.1. Validity with correct )

Lemma 34 For any w, 3, we have E[¢)(s,a,s';Q~, B,w)] < V. with equality when 8 = 3.

Proof

E[T/J(S»% S/; Qiaﬂfw)] < (1 - ’Y)Edl [VB_(Sl)} + E[w(37 a’) (Qi(sa CL) - %_VaRQi(& a))]
— V0=V,

where the inequality comes from the fact that 3 is sub-optimal for E[3(s,a) + 7=V~ (s') —
B(s,a))—]. The same proof applies for Q. [
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J.2. Validity with Q = 7,-8iQ
First, we show that the 7 perspective gives rise to a dual definition of Q% (dual to Eq. (2)).

Lemma 35

Q" (s,a) = arg minB:Q@=7’EQﬂ Qp(s,a), Q (s,a)=arg MaXg.0,-7:Qp Q3s(s,a).

Proof Unroll Q™ (s, a) = r(s, a) +~infycyp) Eulr(s’, a') +vinfyeypy Eul. . . ]], replacing each
infrey(py with the convex combination of [E and CVaR from Lemma 1. Then, write each CVaR
using the dual form, i.e., maxg{B(s,a) + 7 1(s,a)E[(--- — B(s,a))+]}. By s,a-rectangularity,
the scalar maxg separates per s, a, so we can pull all the maxes out front as a max over (s, a)
functions. Note that not all 5(s, a) functions have a well-defined infinite sum in this manner, as 7
is not always a contraction. The condition Qg = T5 Qg exactly characterizes when this unrolling
is well-defined. Thus, Q) is exactly the minimum ()g whenever this procedure of unrolling with 3
is well-defined. This concludes the proof. |

Lemma 36 Fix any w, 3. IfQjﬂ[ = T;Qg, then E[1)(s, a, s'; Qp,B,w)] <V, .

Proof

EWJ(S, a, S,; an B? w)] = (1 - V)Edl [Vﬁi(sl)] +0< Vd;

The first equality is because the correction term is Tﬁ_ QE — Qg, which is zero since QE is a fixed
point. The inequality is due to Lemma 35. |

Appendix K. Additional Experiment Details
K.1. Environment

We consider a simple MDP with a one-dimensional state space S = [0, 5], a binary action space
A = {0, 1}, reward function
26 — 52 —1T[a =1]
26 ’
which we note takes values in the range [0, 1], and with transitions given by

r(s,a) =

P(- | s,a = 0) = UnifClip[s — 0.2, s + 1]
P(- | s,a = 1) = UnifClip[0.2s — 0.02, s + 0.5],

38



EFFICIENT AND SHARP OFF-POLICY EVALUATION IN ROBUST MDPS

where UnifClip|a, b] denotes a uniform distribution between max(a, 0) and min(b, 5). In addition,
the environment always starts in initial state so = 2. Essentially, this is a simple control environ-
ment, where high rewards are obtained by maintaining state as close to zero as possible, the action
a = 1 is a control action that (in expectation) moves the state closer to zero, and which occurs a
small reward cost, and the action a = 0 is a passive action that allows the state to freely drift (with
an overall drift away from zero).

K.2. Target Policy

We focus on estimating the worst-case policy value V,~ for the simple threshold-based target policy
7 which takes action a = 1 when s > 2, and a = 0 whenever s < 2.

K.3. Logging Policy and Data Sampling Procedure

We sample data using an evaluation policy 7, which is an e-smoothed threshold policy similar to
m. Specifically, 7, takes action a = 1 when s > 1.5 with probability 0.95, and takes action a = 0
when s < 1.5 with probability 0.95. We obtain a dataset {s;, a;, s}, r; } by first rolling out with 7,
for 1000 burn-in time steps, and then sampling the tuple (s, a, s’,r) every 10 time steps. For each
replication of our experiment, we sample 10,000 tuples in total.

K.4. Calculation of True Worst-case Policy Values

A major challenge in studying robust policy value estimation is that, even with ground truth knowl-
edge of the MDP and/or access to a simulator, it may be intractable to estimate the robust policy
values Vdjf. Fortunately, the above environment has the desirable property that we can analytically
compute the best/worst-case transition distributions allowed by our sensitivity model, since no mat-
ter what policy 7, the agent is acting with, it always strictly prefers transitions to smaller states. In
detail, suppose that for some state, action pair (s,a) we have P(- | s,a) = Unifx, y], for some
0 <z <y <5]. Then, letting « = 1/(1+ A(s, a)), it is easy to verify that the worst case transition
kernel is given by

U™ (-] s,a)=(1—-A"(s,a)Unifly — a(y — x),y] + A~ (s,a)Unif[z, y] .

That is, the worst case transition kernel is given by a mixture of two uniform distributions. There-
fore, we can easily simulate rollouts with the best/worst case transition kernels, and accurately
estimate the robust policy values. This allows us to validate our methodology in this synthetic en-
vironment. Specifically, for each A(s,a) we experiment with, we can compute the corresponding
ground truth V;; " up to arbitrary precision via Monte Carlo sampling, by rolling out trajectories with
m; in the adversarial MDP according to the above worst-case transition kernel.

Note as well that if one wanted to estimate the best-case policy value, analogous reasoning would
give us

Ut(-|s,a) = (1 —A"Y(s,a)Unif[z,z + a(y — )] + A~ (s, a)Unif[z, y] .
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However, in our experiments we only concern ourselves with worst-case policy value estimation.
K.5. Nuisance Estimation

We instantiate slight variations of Algorithms 1 and 2 using neural nets for the classes Q, B, and
W used for fitting Q~, 57, and w™ respectively, and linear sieves for the corresponding critic class
Q that we perform maximization over for the minimax estimation of w~. Specifically, we grow
the linear sieve for the critic class in a data-driven way, as follows: at each step k of the respective
algorithm, we compute the best response g, € Q to the previous iterate solution wy € W by
optimizing over a neural net class, and then we append this best-response function to the set of
functions in our linear sieve for the corresponding critic class. We also note that our estimator for
@)~ deviates slightly from that described in Algorithm 1 in that we used a minimax loss, similar to
that used for estimating w ™, rather than the fixed Q iteration loss, for computing g, at each step of
the algorithm. Full exact nuisance estimation details necessary for reproducibility will be available
with our code release on acceptance.

K.6. Estimators

We estimate the worst-case policy value using three different estimators:
* Q: Direct estimator given by:

where s7 is the deterministic initial state.

* W: Importance sampling-style estimator using w—, which is given by:
1 — ~
Vi, = - Z W (i, ai)&Ti s
i=1

where

o~

&= A4 (1= AT+ MV (s) < B (si,)

* Orth: Our orthogonal estimator using EIF, given by

~ 1 ~ o~
lezgzw(suai,%?@ 76 , W )
=1

Note as well that we used a simpler data splitting procedure rather than the cross-fitting procedure
described in Algorithm 3. Specificallly, we used the first 10,000 tuples for estimating nuisances,
and the second 10,000 tuples for the final estimators. This was done for the sake of computational
ease in running experiments with many replications, and was performed in the same way for all
methods.
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